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Résumé 

L’objectif de cette recherche est de découvrir la nature de l’appui au Bloc québécois lors des 

élections canadiennes de 2019. Dans le contexte de la diminution de l’appui à la souveraineté au 

Québec, cette recherche s’appuie sur l’hypothèse suivante : la résurgence du Bloc en 2019 peut 

être attribuée à la capacité du parti à transcender le clivage souverainiste-fédéraliste en réussissant 

à capturer l’électeur francophone moyen dans la province. En lien avec cette hypothèse, cette 

recherche se pose deux questions centrales : dans un premier temps, quels sont les sous-groupes 

d’électeurs que l’on retrouve au sein de cette coalition bloquiste et quel est le lien avec 

l’appartenance partisane provinciale, et dans un deuxième temps, quels facteurs et enjeux ont 

permis de rallier ces électeurs sous la bannière bloquiste? Cette recherche répond à ces questions 

en utilisant les données québécoises d’un sondage post-électoral national mené en 2019 par les 

professeurs Erick Lachapelle et Richard Nadeau de l’Université de Montréal et administré par la 

firme Léger Marketing. Les résultats de l’analyse de sondage confirment l’hypothèse de la 

coalition, les résultats montrant que le soutien au Bloc en 2019 était constitué de 47,1% d’adhérents 

du Parti Québécois et de 45,5% d’adhérents de la Coalition Avenir Québec. En outre, cette 

recherche révèle que si 75,5 % des péquistes ont voté Bloc en 2019, seulement 43,0% des caquistes 

en ont fait de même, suggérant que le Bloc a réussi à rallier une catégorie spécifique de caquistes. 

En somme, cette recherche révèle que ce sont les partisans nationalistes modérés de la CAQ qui 

ont permis la résurgence du BQ en 2019, et que l’appui au projet de loi 21 a été un facteur 

déterminant dans leur vote pour le BQ, alors que les partisans du PQ étaient plus fortement en 

appui à la souveraineté. 

Mots-clés : Élections canadiennes 2019, Comportement électoral, Régionalisme, Bloc Québécois, 

Politique Canadienne, Politique Québécoise, Campagne électorale, Nationalisme   
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Abstract 

The goal of this research is to uncover the nature of Bloc Québécois support in the 2019 Canadian 

election. In the context of dwindling support for sovereignty in Quebec, this research theorizes that 

the resurgence of the Bloc in the 2019 election can be attributed to the party’s ability to cut across 

the sovereigntist-federalist divide and capture the median Francophone voter in the province. 

Following this, this research seeks to answer two central questions: Based on provincial party 

affiliation, what are the different sub-groups of voters that can be found within the 2019 BQ 

coalition, and what issues and factors have rallied these voters behind the Bloc? This research 

answers these questions using Quebec data from a nationwide post-electoral survey conducted by 

Professors Erick Lachapelle and Richard Nadeau from Université de Montréal in 2019 and carried 

out by Leger Marketing. The survey analysis results confirm the coalition hypothesis, with findings 

showing that 2019 Bloc Québécois support is constituted of 47,1 % of Parti Québécois adherents 

and 45,5 % of Coalition Avenir Québec adherents. Furthermore, this research finds that whereas 

75,5% of péquistes voted for the BQ in 2019, only 43,0% of caquistes did so, showing that the 

party was able to capture a specific category of CAQ adherents. In sum, this research finds that it 

was the moderate nationalist CAQ adherents that gave the Bloc Québécois a boost in 2019, and 

that support for Bill 21 was a determining factor behind their vote for the BQ, whereas Parti 

Québécois adherents felt more strongly about sovereignty.   

Keywords: 2019 Canadian Federal Election, Voter behaviour, Regionalism, Bloc Québécois, 

Quebec politics, Canadian politics, Electoral campaign, Nationalism 
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Introduction 

For most of its existence, the regionalist Bloc Québécois party has succeeded in attracting 

support from a considerable portion of the Quebec electorate. This trajectory however changed 

during the Orange Wave of 2011, when the BQ lost its official party status, reduced to 4 MPs, and 

failed to regain it in 2015, with 10 MPs (41st-42nd General Election). On the eve of the 2019 

electoral campaign, the party had effectively been fighting for its survival for two consecutive 

elections. To the surprise of many, the 2019 elections witnessed the remarkable resurgence of the 

Bloc Québécois. The party managed to triple its seat gains, regaining some of its traditional 

strongholds in the province and destabilizing the Liberals (43rd General Election).  

The Bloc Québécois is a regionalist party whose mission is to protect the interests of Quebec 

in Ottawa while advocating for and preparing the province for sovereignty (Bélanger and Young 

2008).  It was born amidst the rising tensions between Quebec and Canada, in the aftermath of the 

Meech Lake and Charlottetown accords failure in 1987 and 1992 (Tremblay 2015). From its first 

participation in federal elections in 1993, up until 2011, the Bloc successfully obtained a majority 

of seats in Quebec, contributing, along with the Progressive Conservatives, to ending a long history 

of Liberal dominance in the province (Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros 2016). The BQ has particularly 

benefited from Canada’s Single-Member-Plurality system, which tends to inflate vote shares into 

seats and favours parties with concentrated rather than diffuse support, such as the Bloc Québécois 

(Prusyers 2014). Despite declining levels of support for sovereignty in of Quebec following the 

failure of the 1995 referendum and the concentration of that support among the Baby Boomer 

generation today, the Bloc Québécois has continued to enjoy success in the province for much of 

the early 2000s (Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros 2016; Mahéo and Bélanger 2018). This is in part 

because the party has historically been able to capitalize on short-term electoral issues and political 
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scandals, which has allowed it to garner a coalition of voters ranging from soft nationalists, to 

hardline sovereigntists in Quebec. For instance, in 2004, 2006, and 2008, despite low levels of 

support for sovereignty, the Bloc was able to capitalize on key short-term and salient issues: the 

sponsorship scandal, an unstable minority government and unpopular federal conservative policies 

(Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros 2016). This has of course been essential to the party’s historical 

success in the province. From 1993 to 2011, Martine Tremblay (2015) described the party’s 

presence in Ottawa as a “quiet rebellion” in parliament, meant to stop any decisions by Ottawa that 

would adversely affect the province. For the same author, the Bloc Québécois, far from being an 

ephemeral party, became Quebec’s “insurance policy” within Canada (Tremblay 2015).  

However, in the 2011 and 2015 elections, the party’s electoral fortunes were completely 

reversed. In both elections, the party only seemed to obtain votes from its core base of sovereigntist 

electors, maintaining seats in key ridings that were highly francophone and nationalist (42nd-43rd 

General Election). The party’s traditional recipe for success, its ability to garner soft and hardline 

separatists, had failed in both elections. Yet among the most remarkable results of the latest 2019 

federal elections was the Bloc’s ability to triple its seat gains, obtaining 33 seats and almost 

surpassing the Liberal Party with its 35 seats in Quebec (43rd General Election). While the 

magnifying effects of our electoral system on party seat share must not be understated, popular 

vote did go up for the BQ in 2019 by over half a million votes (42nd-43rd General Election).  

The most interesting questions behind election results are not merely which parties won and 

lost, but why voters casted the votes they did and what the ramifications of these choices are. Hence 

in the 2019 election, the Bloc Québécois’ results beg the question, how was the party once more 

able to attract middle-of-the-road francophone voters, and most importantly, who are these 

voters?  Indeed, after two consecutive elections of merely appealing to its traditional sovereigntist 

base, the BQ was once more capable of attracting a large coalition of voters. What exactly was that 
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coalition like in 2019? How can one represent these voters in terms of political attitudes, and how 

can they be represented on the provincial political spectrum? Are there any sub-groups of voters 

within the 2019 Bloc Québécois coalition? If so, what kinds of issues might have pulled these 

different groups of voters towards the same party? Those are the questions this research seeks to 

answer.  

These questions are worth enquiring about for two reasons. First, while some studies have 

been conducted to explain the BQ’s dip in success in the 2011 and the 2015 elections, including 

the Orange wave in 2011 and PLC Justin Trudeau’s popularity in Quebec in 2015, the revival of 

the Bloc Québécois in 2019 is a fairly recent phenomenon that has yet to be widely investigated in 

the literature. As such, this study seeks to enquire about a novel phenomenon, that of the BQ’s 

revival, within the most recent and under-investigated 2019 election. Additionally, the continuous 

dip in support for sovereignty in Quebec has equated with a loss of electoral support for the Parti 

Québécois, the main proponent of sovereignty at the provincial level and a party whose supporters 

provincially are a strong pool of voters for the Bloc Québécois. Given that an electoral shift has 

occurred in Quebec with the rise of the Coalition Avenir Québec in 2018, it becomes furthermore 

interesting to study the BQ’s coalition of voters and their electoral behaviour at the provincial level 

given this new player on the provincial political arena.  

As discussed earlier, this research seeks to provide a portrait of the kind of electoral 

coalition the Bloc Québécois was able to garner in 2019 by looking at the political attitudes and 

preferences of Bloc Québécois voters in 2019 with a specific attention to their provincial party 

affiliation. The goals of this research in answering this question are two-fold. First, it attempts to 

understand the nature of the coalition of voters garnered by the party in 2019 by looking at their 

political preferences and sociopsychological as well sociodemographic characteristics. Second, it 

attempts to understand the coalition of voters the party was able to garner by looking at their 
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political affiliations at the provincial level between the main political parties on the provincial 

arena, the Coalition Avenir Quebec, the Liberal Party of Quebec, Québec Solidaire and the Parti 

Québécois.  

This research will answer these questions by using data from a nation-wide questionnaire 

given to a randomly selected sample of Canadian voters following the 2019 election. The survey 

was distributed nation-wide, and this research is interested specifically in the Quebec voter sample. 

The survey in question analyzes various voter characteristics such as provincial and federal voting 

preferences, ideology, orientations on public policy issues, levels of nationalism as well as basic 

sociopsychological and sociodemographic variables.  It hence considers long-term factors in voting 

behaviour as well as short-term electoral issues, which in our case include nationalism, 

immigration, legislation on religious symbols (bill 21) and pipeline expansion.   

In sum, this research will hopefully contribute to further our understanding of voter 

behaviour and party politics in Quebec, highlighting both the volatility and resilience of a 

regionalist party like the Bloc Québécois on the federal political arena. It also helps to further our 

understanding of the recent shift in nationalist politics in Quebec with the rise of the CAQ and the 

downfall of the traditional sovereigntist péquistes and federalist liberals divide and how this has 

impacted Quebeckers’ voting behaviour at both the provincial and federal levels.  
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Chapter 1 – Literature review 

As highlighted in the introduction, the Bloc Québécois is a regionalist party that has proven 

to be a resilient force on the federal scene, in spite of the steady decline in support for sovereignty 

in Quebec. The goal of this chapter is to provide us with the relevant studies, ideas, and theories in 

the literature on regionalist parties and voting behaviour in Canada to contextualize our analysis of 

the 2019 election results, which are the main focus of this research. This literature review is divided 

in three main parts. The first part is dedicated to the literature on regionalist parties, their history 

and defining characteristics. The second part of this literature review focuses on electoral behaviour 

theories in Canada and Quebec in order to gain a better understanding of the kind of political and 

electoral system the Bloc Québécois operates in. The third part of this section is dedicated to the 

literature on the Bloc Québécois specifically. This part discusses, among other things, the party’s 

relationship to the Quebec electorate and issues surrounding the question nationale.  

1.1 Regionalist parties  

The Canadian 1993 federal elections were marked by the culmination of political 

grievances in Quebec, symbolized by the successful rise of the regionalist Bloc Québécois party. 

In Europe however, regionalist parties have been a meaningful presence for over the past century 

in Spain, Belgium, Denmark, Italy and the United Kingdom. Indeed, ethnoregionalist parties exist 

in virtually all western European countries, and the topic begun gaining much scholarly attention 

in Europe in the second half of the 20th century (De Winter and Türsan 1998). Some of the most 

famous and successful cases of regional movements on this continent have been the Scottish 

independence referendum in the UK, to which the case of Quebec has been compared as well as 

Catalonia’s independence claims in Spain (Bélanger et al. 2018). As scholar Michael Keating 
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writes in Nations against the state, the essence of the modern nation-state is its claim to sovereignty 

(1996, 23). This sovereignty however is not immutable nor is it unchallengeable and when 

objections arise, the nation-state, in Keating’s words “must defend its claims and seek to 

consolidate its legitimacy or recognize the existence of multiple national identities” (23). The 

central challenge to nation-states today, according to the author is not extinction but a change in 

what it means to be sovereign on a given territory (1996). Keating describes modern nation-states 

as suffering an erosion of power from three different levels: erosion of a state’s power “from above 

by global economic change”, erosion from below by “the re-assertion of substate identity and the 

emergence of policy issues with which it is ill-equipped to deal”, and lately, erosion by the state’s 

“inability to mobilize collective action and consciousness” (24).  

These challenges to the modern nation-state often come in the form of regional contestation, 

embodied by regionalist parties challenging the state. Various scholars have given the phenomenon 

of regional political contestation many names which are often used interchangeably: 

ethnoterritorial (Meguid 2005), peripheral nationalists (Gourevitch 1979), ethnoregionalist (Levi 

and Hechter 1985; de Winter and Türsan 1998 cited in De Winter and Cachafeiro 2002), and 

regionalist (Caramani 2000; Pereira, Villodres, and Nieto 2003; Caramani 2004; cited in Massetti 

2009).1 In the foundational book on regionalist parties in Europe, De Winter and Türsan (1998) 

highlight some defining characteristics of these regionalist parties. 

1. They are self-contained political organizations that contest elections. 

2. There are regional in that they run candidates on a limited territory. 

3. This territorial limitation of their electoral activity is a consequence of their explicit 

objective of defending only the identities and interests of their region. 

 
1 This list cites only a few examples of such terms in the literature and is non-exhaustive.  
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More largely, the authors define ethnoregionalist parties as “parties that build upon the recent 

outbursts of disaffection of electorates with existing political elites and traditional party politics 

and channel these outbursts with varying levels of success” (1998, 2). 

Ethnoregionalist parties have also attracted scholarly attention because of their diversity in 

terms of political orientations from one to another (Coakley 1992, Newman 1996-1997, Winter 

and Türsan 1998, De winter and Türsan 2006 cited in Massetti 2009). Regionalist parties have been 

described in the literature as even more heterogenous than other traditional parties on the left-right 

spectrum (De winter and Türsan 1998; Massetti 2009). Some scholars have also argued that it is 

hard to find an established relationship between regionalist parties and social class (Coakley 1992, 

Newman 1996 cited in Massetti 2009), and even more scholars have found it difficult to find a 

general relationship between regionalist parties and left-right ideologies (De Winter 1998, Erk, 

2005, 2009, De winter and al. 2006, cited in Massetti 2009). This would be confirmed in the case 

of the Bloc Québécois, as scholars have defined its founding members as a loose “rainbow 

coalition” of both left and right-wing identifiers (Bélanger and Young 2008, Tremblay 2015).   

A work often credited in the literature for our understanding of the nature of regional 

political contestation is that of Lipset and Rokkan’s Party systems and voter alignments (1967), in 

which they discuss the rise of modern cleavages in the electorate. Namely, Lipset and Rokkan 

discuss the centre versus periphery cleavage, which for many later scholars has literally translated 

itself in regional nationalism in different countries. Indeed for scholars of regionalist politics, 

regionalist parties are the very manifestation of this centre vs periphery cleavage (Lipset and 

Rokkan 1967, Rokkan and Urwin 1983, Massetti and Shakel 2015). Lipset and Rokkan explain 

that the creation of the modern-state and the centralization of decision-making in the capital has 

led to this centre-periphery cleavage, which has fuelled regional nationalism among dissatisfied 

regional populations (1967). Across the developed world, they argue that the regional conflicts 
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thought to have been erased in the modern nation-building process came back in the 1960s (1967). 

This was the case in Canada, as the province of Quebec would enter the Quiet Revolution, in search 

for increased autonomy from the Canadian federation.  

The case of Europe was ever the more interesting for scholars as the creation of the 

European Union and the fostering of relations between European nations was believed to contribute 

to the end of ethnic divisions (Jolly 2015). Indeed initially, the rise of the “modern” nation state, 

defined by economic development and capitalism, was believed to be a tool to counter ethnic claims 

(Jolly 2015). However, the second part of the 20th century, and in particular the 1980s, were 

described as a decade of “ethnic revival” in Europe in which the climate was ripe for the rise of 

many regionalist parties (De Winter and Türsan 1998). In their discussion of territorial conflicts, 

Lipset and Rokkan (1967) had also provided a typology of the conditions necessary for the 

development and fostering of “territorial countercultures”. Territorial countercultures are likely to 

develop under three conditions:  

1. The said counterculture is heavily concentrated on one territory. 

2. There is little communication and “bargaining” with the decision-making “elites”. 

3. There is little economic autonomy from the centre. 

Finally, De Winter and Türsan (1998) in their review of the literature on the rise of 

regionalist parties identify two grand theories. The first is the development theory credited with 

Deutsh 1953, and Gellner 1964; 1983 and the centre-periphery by Lispet and Rokkan 1967 and 

Rokkan and Urwin 1983 (cited in De Winter and Türsan 1998). The proponents of the development 

theory link the rise of regionalist contestation with the process of modernization and nation-state 

building. The centre-periphery theory, developed by Lipset and Rokkan (1967) and Rokkan and 

Urwin (1983), make the same argument, with an emphasis on this phenomenon leading to 

economic development and empowerment in the centre, and a dependence of the periphery, 
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eventually leading to periphery contestation. This rift would be more pronounced if there is 

persistent inequality and economic dependence of one distinctive (ethnic) population relative to 

the group in power. In Nations against the state, Keating argues that the nationalist movement in 

Quebec (as well as in Catalonia and Scotland) can be understood as response to “both the change 

in the capacity and legitimacy of the state containing them and to the reconfigurations of territorial 

politics after two world wars” (23). Keating also believes that the more civic dimension of this 

form of nationalism has taken over in the recent years.   

While the theories explored above explain the rise of regionalist parties, they do not account 

for regionalist parties’ continuous success among voters in many countries of Europe and in 

Canada. All theories explaining the success of regionalist parties draw on some of the foundational 

literature on the relationship between voters and parties. Since Downs (1957), rational choice 

theories have been highly influential in explaining the competitiveness of parties and the further 

development of theories explaining elections. For example, the failed Quebec referendum of 1995 

was explained by some authors as a demonstration of cost vs benefit calculation on the part of 

voters (Clarke and al., 2004). Broadly speaking, with regards to voters, rational choice theory 

contends that voters make their choices so that the costs do not exceed the benefits. Downs (1957) 

rational choice theory has led to three “traditions” to understand party behaviour: the office-seeking 

party, the vote-seeking party and the policy seeking-party (Strom 1990 cited in De Winter and 

Türsan 1998). The theories of electoral success dealing specifically with regionalist parties can be 

divided in two grand branches. The competitive theory by Haus and Rayside (1978), Nielson 

(1985) and rational choice theory by Levi and Hetcher (1985) (cited in De Winter and Türsan 

1998). The competitive theory (Haus and Rayside 1978, Nielson 1985) argues that the 

modernization and economic development of societies has made it easier for regionalist parties to 

rise and be successful. It has given them opportunity. Indeed, for many authors of European ethnic 
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politics (De Winter and Türsan 1998; Jolly 2015), the European Union, which has facilitated 

economic integration and prosperity, has fostered these ethnic parties, as they still get a chance to 

remain integrated in a larger economic society, while continuously advocating for their ethnic 

rights and independence. As argued by De Winter and Türsan on the matter: “an economically 

united Europe permits their region to achieve greater autonomy or even full independence and yet 

still prosper economically and remain integrated in the international political community” (1998, 

2).  

Levi and Hetcher (1985) draw on similar but distinctive arguments in developing rational 

choice theory. Rational choice theory explains ethnoregionalist movements as a consequence of 

“internal colonialism” whereby peripheral areas of the state are dependent and controlled by a 

capitalist-driven centre (De Winter and Türsan 1998). Lipset and Rokkan’s (1987) centre vs 

periphery cleavage is at the core of this theory.  Moreover, scholars agree that the case of 

regionalist party success is unique since there is no potential for genuine private benefits for the 

voters, nor is there potential for the party in question to govern the country. For Levi and Hetcher 

(1985,139), the “goods” such parties offer to their voters is political change. The authors further 

define votes for regionalist parties as “protest votes” whereby voters dissatisfied with larger 

established parties and their unfulfilled promises for change move to regionalist parties. According 

to the same authors, once the established parties adapt to voters’ demands for political change, the 

voters in question will move back to a “traditional or normal” vote. This furthermore explains for 

Levi and Hetcher (1985) why support for regionalist parties over the last 40 years has waxed and 

waned in Europe, as it has in Canada (as of the 2019 election) with the case of the Bloc 

Québécois. As summarized by Muller and Rommel (cited in De Winter and Türsan 1998) “the 

rational choice approach predicts that ethoregionalist parties are here to stay as long as the political 
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issues of the ethnoregionalist movements followers remain on the political agenda and not adopted 

by a major party” (p.23). 

Given the importance of dissatisfaction and the “protest vote”, another important and 

influential theory to understand regionalist party vote is the issue-based voting theory. It has been 

argued that in issue-based voting systems, voter support for a party is based on the three following 

conditions: the party’s issue is considered salient and important, the party’s position on the issue is 

considered attractive, the party is perceived to be the rightful owner of that policy stance (Meguid 

2005; Bélanger and Meguid 2008). If either of these conditions fail, for instance if the issue is 

unimportant for voters or if the party lacks credibility and “ownership” over the issue, the voter 

will not cast a vote for the said party based on that issue (Bélanger and Meguid 2008). Regionalist 

parties adherents are also said to be highly influenced by the retrospective evaluation of competing 

parties policies. This in turn is believed by Muller-Rommel (1990) to have an effect on the voters 

as well. As explained by the authors: 

“Supposedly rational voters are guided in their electoral behaviour not merely 

retrospectively by the substantive policies of the competing parties, but also 

prospectively in relation to the parties future political direction as foreshadowed in party 

programmes and public statements” (qtd. in De Winter and Türsan 1998, 23).  

 

 

Finally, Hause and Rayside (1978) (cited Winter and Türsan 1998) also developed a broad set of 

conditions to explain the success of a regionalist party:  a popular and charismatic leader, a strong 

party organization, existing parties which fail to provide a solution to the demands of 

ethnoregionalist movements (this echoes Levi and Hetcher’s view of the “protest vote”), low 

political identification of the mass public with the existing parties and the existing political systems. 

Some research has also focused on how electoral systems and voter behaviour may affect smaller 
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parties in general (Cox 1997; Ezrow 2010). In the case of Canada as we will soon see, the 

Westminster first-past-the-post system has actually benefited regionalist parties with concentrated 

support such as the Bloc Québécois. 

This is what concludes the first part of the literature review on regionalist parties. This 

section has shed light on three important aspects of regionalist parties which will help our 

understanding of regionalist contested in Quebec specifically in the next section. First, the 

importance of territorial interests has been highlighted, which leads to a second important takeaway 

from this section: regionalist parties vary in ideology and are not as ideological as traditional parties 

in that their contestation is rooted in a regionalist rather ideological cleavage. The nature of their 

contestation is better explained by a traditional periphery vs centre cleavage, rather than a class-

based cleavage. What’s more, their ideology is dependent upon the regional grievances of the 

territory they defend. Lastly, another important conclusion to take from this section is the 

importance of both long and short-term factors. These parties defend the regional grievances of 

their region, and this means that such grievances need to be continuously actualized if the party is 

to remain relevant. In sum, this section has provided an in-depth look at the literature on regionalist 

parties, providing some of the foundational theories to explain their rise and renewed success in 

many modern democracies, particularly in Europe. While each regionalist party has its own 

characteristics, it would be difficult to understand the rise and renewed success of the Bloc 

Québécois in Canada without a strong understanding of regionalist politics as such. Now that we 

do, we can dive into electoral behaviour theories in Canada and Quebec more specifically.  

1.2 Electoral behaviour in Canada and Quebec  

Voting behaviour in Canada is volatile and characterized by weak partisan ties, weak class-

based voting, but strong regional, religious and economic based voting (Anderson and Stephenson 
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2010; Caruana and al. 2015; Lipjhart 1979; Meisel 1975; Nadeau et al. 2000; Simeon and Elkins 

1974). The literature has also found that traditional linkages between social characteristics and 

electoral behaviour have grown weaker over time while short-term factors are being increasingly 

important in shaping vote choice (Anderson and Stephenson 2010; Blais and Perrella 2008; 

Caruana and al. 2015).   

The concept of vote choice as a product of long and short-term factors comes from the 

Michigan voting model, developed in the 1950s. This social-psychological framework perceives 

vote choice as influenced by long-term factors such as class, ethnicity, religion etc. and short-term 

factors such as candidate evaluations and issues (Anderson and Stephenson, 2010). As such, vote 

choice goes through a “funnel of causality” in which it is modeled by long-term factors first and 

short-term factors closer to Election Day (Anderson and Stephenson, 2010). Short-term campaign 

factors like candidate evaluations and salient issues have been proven to influence vote choice in 

Canada and in Quebec (Blais and Perrella 2008). Clarke Lipset (1991, p.89) describes party leaders 

as the “superstars of Canadian politics” (qtd. in Gidengil and Blais 2007). Likewise, electoral 

campaigns are considered important informational transfers between political actors and voters 

(Maier and Jansen 2017; Nadeau et al. 2008). Fournier et al. (2004) find that 50% of Canadian 

voters make their vote choice at the start of a campaign. Campaigns particularly affect undecided 

voters, unsophisticated (or moderately sophisticated) voters and those voters that hold weak 

partisan ties (Fournier et al. 2004; Nadeau et al. 2008).  

In return, political parties have responded to voters’ volatility and their susceptibility to 

short-term factors by managing and often “recreating voter coalitions of support that are 

continuously in flux” (Clarke, Jenson, LeDuc, and Pammett, 2019). Parties in Canada see their 

electoral coalitions as short-lived and fragile, requiring steady and consistent attention, as well as 

“requiring augmentation at each election to offset the inevitable losses they suffer from the 



 14 

 

departure of prior supporters” (Clarke and al. 2019). When in need of fresh voters, parties will 

change their leader and attempt to renew the party’s image (Clarke and al., 2019). What’s more, 

federal parties in Canada are also constrained by their need to represent a regionalized country with 

distinctive groups of voters (Giasson, Marland and Small, 2014). Carty and Cross Young (2000) 

suggest that “regionally targeted advertising” is hence necessary because of limited campaign 

resources and the regionalized nature of the Canadian electorate (cited in Giasson, Marland and 

Small, 2014). In practicing this form of targeted advertising, Canadian federal parties have also 

been known to communicate inconsistent and contradicting messages throughout the country, 

especially within Quebec (2014). In particular, federal parties attempt to adjust their message to 

Quebeckers (who as will be further illustrated below represent a distinct group of voters) without 

alienating their electoral base in the rest of the country (Giasson, Marland and Small, 2014). This 

tendency for Canadian political parties to “shop” for different groups of voters and constantly seek 

to renew their voting coalitions is specific to Canada and is what Carty and Cross (2010) define as 

brokerage politics.  Indeed, as argued by the authors (2010): “Canadian political parties are, by 

comparative standards, among the most organizationally weak and decentralized of parties in 

established democratic party systems” (1). Canadian political parties operate this way by refusing 

the concept that they speak for and represent one particular group in society. Indeed, they perceive 

their role to be a conciliatory and pragmatic one (Carty and Cross 2010).  

Vote choice in Quebec, while fitting the “adapted” funnel of causality model as well as 

most of the Canadian patterns on voting, stands out in a number of aspects, all of which can be 

related to the position of Quebeckers as a linguistic and cultural minority within Canada. While the 

electorate in Quebec is just as volatile as the rest of Canada, Quebeckers have been more cohesive 

when voting for a party. Specifically, the francophone vote in Quebec has been argued to be 

coordinated in support for one party at a time and in mobility between parties (Bakvis and 
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Macpherson 1995). This behaviour has been defined in the literature as block-voting, a term first 

coined by Bakvis and Macpherson (1995). The same authors underline the importance of the SMP 

system in magnifying this cohesiveness or block-voting, since it inflates vote shares distribution 

into seats (Bakvis and MacPherson 1995; Prusyers 2014). Since 1993, three different parties have 

received a majority of the province’s seats in federal elections: The Bloc Québécois, the New 

Democratic Party and the Liberal Party (Prusyers 2014). There moreover seems to be two party 

strongholds in the province according to Montigny (2020): The Liberal Party of Canada in the 

Montreal area and the Conservative party of Canada in the greater Quebec city area. As mentioned 

earlier, the Bloc Québécois itself, a regional third party, has been a major beneficiary of the SMP 

system (Prusyers 2014). Beyond party rewards and amplified cohesion however, this electoral 

context has allowed Quebeckers to get strong representation in parliament. Richard Johnston’s 

cohesion-mobility logic theory, inspired from Downs (1957) rational voter model, illustrates this 

block-voting phenomenon well. Johnston contends that (francophone) voters in Quebec vote not 

for the parties themselves but for the policies they propose and are mobile in choosing which party 

caters best to their interests during any given election, explaining the volatility and cohesiveness 

(Johnston 2019; Johnston 2017). Montigny (2020) notes that volatility in Quebec has been 

particularly high since 2008, and that this volatility can partially be explained by the fact that 

Quebeckers tend to pay less attention to federal politics then they do to provincial politics, only 

considering federal affairs when an election or an important crisis is happening.  

At the micro level, many scholars illustrate individual vote-choice processes through the 

“spatial voting model” (Inglehart 1990, Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros 2016). Traditionally bi-

dimensional, the spatial model contends that voters rationally pick a party based on its positions 

along two dimensions: left/right and socially liberal/conservative (Inglehart, 1990; Gauvin, Chhim 

and Medeiros 2016). However, according to Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros (2016), the voting 
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calculus in Quebec must be studied on a tri-dimensional axis because of the salience of the national 

question, which represents a dimension in itself. While key, the salience of this dimension varies 

from one election to the next. It should further be added that the national question has historically 

been the principal marker of the party system in the province of Quebec. In addition, scholarly 

literature on intergroup attitudes highlights a link between threat and negative “out-group” attitudes 

(Medeiros 2017). Perceived “in-group” threat tends to provoke protective behaviour, which can 

translate into vote choice. For Tolbert and Grummel (2003), when a minority becomes too strong, 

the majority may feel threatened and vote to limit their powers (cited in Medeiros 2017). In the 

case of language, the “traditional” source of out-group threat, Anglophones represent the majority 

federally rather than the minority. Using 2011 Vote Compass data, Loewen and al. (2015) find that 

proximity to English Quebeckers generates feelings of insecurity and bolsters Bloc Québécois 

support. This study further finds that BQ support is in no way bolstered by economic hardship 

where a person lives but by perceived (cultural/linguistic) threat. 

This is what concludes the second section of this literature review on voter behaviour in 

Canada and Quebec. We have seen that partisanship has diminished both in Canada and in Quebec 

with the rise of third parties. Following this, the importance of short-term factors such as electoral 

campaigns, leader image and salient issues in shaping vote choice in Canada has been emphasized 

(Anderson and Stephenson 2010; Blais and Perrella 2008; Gidengil and Blais 2007) In addition, 

we have seen that there are important particularities to vote choice in Quebec, including the tri-

dimensional voting model as well as the higher volatility and cohesiveness of Quebeckers.  

1.3. The Quebec electorate: from Canadiens-Français to Quebecker  

The section above has highlighted the specificities of the Quebec electorate. Quebeckers 

indeed are a distinct group of voters, and while this has always been the case, their political 
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behaviour and shared sense of identity as a group has evolved over the past century. In the province 

of Quebec, political behaviour has always been rooted deeply with Quebeckers’ shared sense of 

identity, and as this identity has changed and become re-defined, so has their political behaviour at 

the provincial and federal levels. The section below opens with a brief history of nationalism in 

Quebec, and how the early “Canadian-Français” identity, before being replaced by the modern 

“Québécois identity”, has had an important influence on political behaviour in the province at both 

levels of government. The French-Canadian identity was for the most part born out of the Catholic 

church and its imposed vision of what it means to be a good French-Canadian: it is an identity 

based on traditional Christian values, the nuclear family and the rural/plain way of life (Keating 

1996). As such, the Catholic Church long resisted any modernization and was for a long time 

opposed to industrialization as well as urbanization, which was perceived as a threat to the French-

Canadian community and most importantly, to the Church’s dominance (Keating 1996). This 

clerical ideology was dominant from the mid-19th to the mid-20th century. This is a form of 

nationalism that also had strong ethnic undertones, and was in a nutshell based on being religious, 

speaking French, and sharing a common past and ancestry (Keating 1996). Gradually, as 

industrialization became inevitable, more Quebeckers moved to urban centres away from rural 

areas in search for jobs in mostly factories and in the manual labour industry. This period of intense 

socio-economic transformation occurred around the mid-20th century (Keating 1996). At this time, 

the anglophone bourgeoisie in Montreal was in control of most of the commerce and companies 

(Keating 1996). This would be the beginning of a reckoning of the modern inequality between 

Anglophones and Francophones in the province, which would eventually lead to the Quiet 

Rebellion. It is indeed during this period that Quebeckers’ would come to redefine their collective 

identity away from a French-Canadian identity to a civic/collective Quebecker identity (Keating 
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1996). As mentioned previously, these deep changes produced a shift in the political behaviour of 

Quebeckers both provincially and federally.  

First and foremost, at the provincial level, the Quiet Revolution led to the birth of the 

sovereigntist movement, embodied at the provincial level by the Parti Québécois, who was created 

in 1968. The party is also the orchestrator of Quebec’s two referendums in 1980 and 1995. Up to 

this point, politics in Quebec had been divided between the conservative Union nationale party 

(nationalist, conservative, and close to the Church) and the Liberal Party (Quebec’s centrist, 

federalist, oldest provincial party) (Quinn 2019). The rise of the Parti Québécois would lead to the 

downfall of the Union Nationale, and the rise of a polarizing dual-party system with the PQ 

sovereigntists on one side, and Liberal federalists on the other (Quinn 2019). The question of the 

independence of Quebec has as such been unavoidable on the provincial arena ever since, although 

it is becoming increasingly less polarizing. Currently, the gradual loss of saliency of the national 

question has led to the resurfacing of the left-right divide (Nadeau and Bélanger 2013). Still, 

Nadeau and Bélanger (2013) find that being either a sovereigntist or a federalist is much bigger 

predicator of vote choice for or against the Bloc Québécois than affiliation to a provincial party. In 

sum, these changes led to a second major shift in Quebec, which occurred in the 2018 election. For 

the first time, Quebeckers were electing a party that was neither the LPQ nor the PQ and that had 

a middle-of-the-road position on the nationalist question, the CAQ. It is important to understand 

the ramifications of nationalism in Quebec provincially before considering federal politics because 

any changes provincially in Quebec have a direct incidence on the Bloc Québécois. Indeed, whether 

the party in power at the provincial level is the Parti Québécois, the Liberal Party of Quebec or the 

Coalition Avenir Québec has an incidence on how the Bloc Québécois campaigns as it often is a 

direct reflection of Quebeckers’ priorities and which issues they consider to be salient. As we will 

see later on, with the rise of the Coalition Avenir Québec and the downfall of the Parti Québécois, 
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the Bloc Québécois has had to re-adjust and reinvent its nationalist message in order to remain 

relevant in the province, switching from a sovereigntist message to one focused on Quebec’s 

interests and autonomy within Canada. 

Let us now get back to the Quiet Revolution and its aftermath. At the provincial level, we 

just saw that this period cemented the sovereigntist movement and led to the birth of the Parti 

Québécois.2 Meanwhile at the federal level, this same period later translated into the rise of the 

Bloc Québécois, who contributed, along with the progressive conservatives, to ending decades of 

Liberal dominance in Quebec. Indeed, for most of the 20th century and since Canada’s first Liberal 

French-Canadian prime minister Wilfrid Laurier came to power (from 1896 to 1911), the Liberal 

Party of Canada was widely seen as le parti des Canadiens-Français (Cairns 1968; Gaines 1999). 

It was the party seen as the best to defend French-Canadian interests in Ottawa. This was true to 

such an extent that this phenomenon is seen by scholars as having given birth to the Conservative-

Liberal divisions in the country, with the tendency of prairie provinces of voting for the 

Conservatives en masse to defeat what was seen as a party only defending the interests of Quebec 

(Cairns 1968; Gaines 1999). This was true up until the adoption of the 1982 constitution act. With 

the patriation of the constitution without Quebec, political grievances in the province heightened, 

eventually giving rise to the Bloc Québécois (Tremblay 2015).3 The BQ was founded by Lucien 

Bouchard an ex-Progressive-Conservative MP in 1991. The party was a coalition of Liberal and 

 
2 There was strong resistance within PQ ranks to the creation of a sovereigntist party at the federal level, with many 

PQ members believing that this would impede provincial efforts to secede from Canada (Tremblay 2015). The BQ 

came into being and quickly rose to power nonetheless and would come to appeal to the same electorate as the PQ 

(Tremblay 2015). 
3 The Bloc Québécois was the first sovereigntist regionalist party. However, this was not the first time that Quebeckers 

would voice their discontent with Ottawa through the creation election of third parties. There was in 1942 the birth of 

the Bloc populaire canadien, created to protest the mandatory conscription of Quebeckers during WW2 (Tremblay 

2015). And, although not a party from Quebec specifically, Réal Caouette, from Abitibi became leader of the Crédit 

Social du Canada, electing 26 MPs in 1962 and later founding the Ralliement Créditiste (Tremblay 2015). Finally in 

1983, Marcel Léger, a former PQ MNA, founded the Parti nationaliste du Québec, who ran in federal elections in 1984 

but failed to elect any MNAs. 



 20 

 

Conservative defectors which at first was supposed to be a temporary presence on the federal scene 

until the separation of Quebec was achieved (Tremblay 2015). The party was essentially a coalition 

of sovereigntists with diverse ideologies, sometimes opposite ideologies on the left-right spectrum 

who were unified by their desire to achieve sovereignty in Quebec (Tremblay 2015). In sum, 

federally, the rise of the Bloc Québécois as well as the Reform party in the 1993 federal election 

marked the beginning of what some scholars call the “fourth party system” in Canada, defined by 

the rise of third parties, the weakening of partisan ties, and higher electoral volatility (Walchuk 

2012).  

This concludes section 1.3 on the link between Quebeckers’ national identity and their 

voting behaviour. This section has highlighted the links between Quebeckers’ common shared 

sense of identity and their voter behaviour. The “Canadiens-Français” had a strong propensity to 

vote for the Liberal Party of Canada, who was perceived as the best defender of their interests. On 

the other hand, the modern Quebeckers had a higher propensity to vote for the Bloc Québécois, up 

until 2011, and their vote tends to be motivated by which party is the best at defending Quebec’s 

interests, rather than partisanship. Of course, this propensity towards the BQ should not be 

overstated in Quebec, and section 1.2 has likewise highlighted the importance of our electoral 

system in bolstering support for the Bloc Québécois (and the perceived notion of block-voting).  

1.4. Regionalist contestation in Canada: the case of the Bloc 

Québécois  

Now that we have a better understanding of the kind of electorate the Bloc Québécois 

operates in, we are better equipped to understand the party itself, including its electoral appeal or 

lack thereof for Quebec voters based on its nationalist/sovereigntist platform. Support for Quebec’s 
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separation from Canada was once a highly polarizing issue attracting support from an important 

fringe of the population. However, declining levels of approval for the Parti Québécois, the main 

proponent of separation at the provincial level (and orchestrator of the province’s two referendums) 

indicate that sovereignty is becoming highly unpopular (Mahéo and Bélanger, 2018). Today, 

support for sovereignty is largely concentrated within the Baby Boomer generation; the generations 

that have followed, Generation X and Millennials, have shown significantly lower levels of support 

for separation and for the PQ (Mahéo and Bélanger, 2018). A study led by Claire Durand from 

2014 finds that the average proponent of sovereignty in the province is over 55 (Durand, 2014). 

For some scholars like Guay (2004), this phenomenon should be understood as “disengagement” 

rather than disapproval of sovereignty (cited Mahéo and Bélanger 2018, 341). Indeed, for Guay 

(2004), people continue to support a more “symbolic” form of sovereignty, supporting the idea of 

Quebec as a distinct nation but are not at the time in favour of “concrete” separation (2018, 341). 

It is argued that the PQ’s decline exemplifies a return back to “normal politics” in which the left-

right cleavage is becoming the main predictor of vote choice (2018). In book chapter Un modèle 

général d’explication du vote des Québécois from book Les Québécois aux urnes, Nadeau and 

Bélanger (2013) make an interesting observation about the current political climate in Quebec. One 

that is relevant and directly related to the Bloc Québécois’ chances of success. Nadeau and 

Bélanger (2013) notice that as the national question in Quebec has become less polarizing, 

Quebeckers have been more mobilized by short-term factors (electoral issues) in order to cast a 

vote. Indeed, while the national question taking a backseat has meant that the left-right cleavage in 

Quebec has once more resurfaced as a meaningful divide, it has not incidentally become the main 

predictor of vote choice. Rather, the authors theorize that politics in Quebec have become more 

unpredictable as Quebeckers are becoming guided by short rather than long-term factors to cast a 

vote (2013). 
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How does this provincial political climate relate to the Bloc Québécois? Although it did not 

translate into immediate seat loss, popular support for the Bloc Québécois has been declining since 

2004 (Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros 2016). The Bloc Québécois’ sovereigntist message is 

becoming increasingly dissonant in Quebec, in the context of dwindling support for separation at 

the provincial level. This has become a major hindrance in allowing the party to capture the average 

francophone voter in Quebec, crucial to remain popular in the province. The drop in support for 

sovereignty in the post-2000 period means that the party is, to quote Bélanger and Young (2018) 

“unable to deliver benefits of a direct and material sort to voters, which may lead to strategic vote 

defections over the long term” (515-516). In many ways, what has saved the Bloc Québécois is its 

dual mission as a political formation: preparing the province for sovereignty and advocating for 

the interests of Quebec within the federation in the meantime.  

The second part of the party’s mission has indeed allowed it to remain relevant on the 

political scene by campaigning on short-term electoral issues related to Quebec’s interests 

(Bélanger and Nadeau 2006; Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros 2016). In 2004, 2006, and 2008, despite 

low levels of support for sovereignty, the Bloc was able indeed to capitalize on political discontent 

and scandals: the sponsorship scandal in the 2004 election, the instability of a minority government 

in the 2006 election and unpopular federal conservative policies in the 2008 election (Bélanger and 

Nadeau 2006; Gauvin, Chhim and Medeiros 2016). This has of course been essential to the party’s 

historical success in the province. In the 2011 and 2015 elections, arguments for the Bloc’s lack of 

success in the literature included the lack of visibility and polarization over key issues affecting 

Quebec (Fournier et al., 2014; Clarke and al., 2017).  

As just mentioned, the Bloc continually tries to keep Quebec’s identity and protection on 

the national agenda. The principal issue which the party has ownership of is precisely the “national 

question” issue, which is described in the literature as complex and multidimensional (Bélanger et 
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al. 2018). Indeed, Bélanger et al. (2018) identify three dimensions to the national question. The 

first is the constitutional question, which refers directly to the position of Quebec within the 

Canadian federation; this is a polarizing issue with two camps: federalists and sovereigntists. The 

two other dimensions are valence dimensions. The first of these two valence dimensions is regional 

identity, which has to do with diversity; this touches issues of immigration and Quebec’s cultural 

identity among others. The second has to do with Quebec’s regional interests. Since these two 

dimensions are considered valence issues, issue ownership on these dimensions has to do with what 

strategies parties propose to protect Quebec’s interests and identity.  

 The saliency of issues during elections however is everchanging: an issue can go from 

being salient in one election to completely dormant in the next (Bélanger and Meguid 2008). In 

turn, issue salience unequally benefits parties, depending on whether or not they are seen as 

“owning” the issue (Bélanger and Meguid 2008).  Voters will identify with the party they feel is 

the most competent or the most credible on an issue (Bélanger and Meguid 2008). Despite issue-

ownership, it is important to highlight here that capitalizing on Quebec-centric issues has been 

increasingly more difficult for the Bloc as all the federal parties nowadays feel the need to propose 

one form or another of a “collaborative approach” to Quebeckers during elections (Bélanger et al. 

2018, 63). In addition, the importance given to one issue or another when casting a vote will depend 

on how important voters perceive the issue to be (Bélanger and Meguid 2008). In the literature, 

priming has been described as the process of shaping the political agenda by focusing public 

attention on certain issues and providing those as the basis for evaluation (Druckman 2004, 

Druckman and al. 2004; Gidengil & al. 2002; Jacobs and Shapiro, 1994; 2000).  Successful 

priming, among other things, will depend on the availability of an issue (an issue that is considered 

relevant by voters) as well as by public perception of the given candidate on that issue (or issue-

ownership) (Druckman 2004; Druckman and al. 2004; Gidengil & al. 2002; Jacobs and Shapiro, 
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1994; 2000). Ownership-based voting can be a strong predictor of voting because it requires 

minimal information on the part of the voter: it acts as a rational shortcut in which voters only need 

to assess which party is the owner of the primed issue (Bélanger and Meguid 2008). 

As discussed earlier, short-term electoral issues related to Quebec’s interests help bolster 

the Bloc Québécois, in particular among the more moderate nationalists (Blais et al. 1995). The 

party must maintain a careful equilibrium in which it caters to its moderate constituents without 

alienating its core base of hardline nationalists. Indeed, Bélanger and Young (2008) argue that 

regionalist parties like the Bloc must be strategic about moderating their platform on sovereignty—

without alienating their core base—if they wish to garner popular support (495). The same authors 

find that the drop in the salience of issues of national unity in the post-2000 period reflects a shift 

in the party’s agenda from a focus on constitutional reform and sovereignty over to 

intergovernmental relations and non-constitutional autonomist solutions (Bélanger and Young 

2008). The BQ represents one of the few examples of a regionalist party that has opened its agenda 

to “issues of state-wide concern” while still defending the interests of Quebec in Ottawa and 

professing sovereignty (2008, 495).  This view of the BQ’s “adaptability” is echoed by other 

scholars. From 1993 to 2011, Martine Tremblay (2015) described the party’s presence in Ottawa 

as a “quiet rebellion” in parliament, meant to stop any decisions by Ottawa that would adversely 

affect the province. For the same author, the Bloc Québécois, far from being an ephemeral party, 

became Quebec’s insurance policy within Canada.  

Public opinion here is considered an important moderating mechanism for the party’s 

separatist agenda. In a nutshell, the Bloc Québécois is faced with the unique challenge of 

responding to both (moderate and hardline) constituencies as public opinion on sovereignty in 

Quebec waxes and wanes. As illustrated by Bélanger and Young: “regional parties are hence faced 



 25 

 

with the paradox that (electoral) participation may lead to moderation, due to institutional or 

electoral pressures, which can itself result in a loss of electoral support” (2018, 495). 

The party follows public opinion on sovereignty more than the party affects support for 

sovereignty in and of itself. It is not rare for parties to change their policy positions based on 

popular attitudes. Ian Bulge (1994) in a study of parties and policy modifications identifies a 

number of models parties follow for changing their policy positions (cited in Fagerholm 2016, 

502). One of which is the past-results model, where parties rationally evaluate their policies based 

on the success of the previous election (cited in Fagerholm 2016). If elections were held recently 

and resulted in considerable electoral losses, parties are especially likely to respond by modifying 

their policy positions. In addition, it has been argued that changes in party leadership can both 

facilitate and indicate changes in the party’s policy positions (Fagerholm 2016, 503).  

In sum, in 2011 and 2015, the BQ was unable to capitalize on any short-term issues. In 

2011, BQ-leader Gilles Duceppe’s attempt to capitalize on the issue of wearing the Niqab during 

a citizenship ceremony in a provocative electoral commercial backfired (Bélanger and Nadeau 

2016). Indeed, while the BQ’s succeeded in its attempt to destabilize Thomas Muclair and the NDP, 

it served to bolster the Liberals’ popularity rather than the Bloc (Bélanger and Nadeau 2016). This 

is added to the fact that in both elections, the party’s leader, Gilles Duceppe, was unpopular with 

Quebeckers, although he scored slightly higher in popularity in 2015 than 2011. Nonetheless, 

Duceppe scored 7 points lower in popular opinion than Trudeau in 2015, while Mulcair scored two 

points lower than Duceppe making him the least popular of all three (Clarke and al. 2017).  

In 2019, Yves-François Blanchet was a fresh face for the party and most importantly, 

there were two salient electoral issues, one dealing with Quebec’s identity and one dealing with 

Quebec’s interests: the pipeline expansion project and Bill 21.  
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This is what concludes the literature section on the Bloc Québécois. The section above has 

highlighted the importance, in order for the Bloc Québécois to survive, of capitalizing on short-

term factors and continuously keeping the national question on the federal agenda. This has been 

possible for the Bloc due to the multifaceted nature of the national question, and the fact that two 

out of three of its dimensions are considered to be valence dimensions. While the Bloc remains a 

sovereigntist party at its core, the versatility of the national question has allowed the BQ to juggle 

between the different dimensions of the question depending on public opinion. This has allowed 

the party to capitalize on many short-term electoral issues such as the Sponsorship scandal which 

for example had to deal with the province’s interests rather than its constitutional status. As we 

have seen, the party has ownership over the national question at large. This is coupled with the 

importance of other short-term factors such issue salience and party leadership image. This section 

has in sum above given us a clear understanding of the mechanisms by which the Bloc Québécois 

has been able to remain a relevant force on the political scene, in spite of diminishing support for 

sovereignty. 

 

***  

This marks the end of this literature review. The first section has provided us with an in-

depth study of regionalist contestation and regionalist parties. It has been shown that regionalist 

parties tend to emerge in contexts where inequality exists between a distinctive, “peripheral” 

population and the centre. We now also know that regionalist parties can be extremely diverse in 

terms of left-right ideology, and we know in fact that the BQ is internally divided along the left-

right spectrum. The subsequent section on voter behaviour in Canada and Quebec has furthermore 

provided information about the nature of regionalist contestation within the Canadian context. We 

have among other things seen how the Quebec electorate is increasingly disinterested in the 
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sovereigntist project, and how it also tends to be both mobile and volatile in choosing one party or 

another in any given election.  Additionally, the last part of this literature review, which has focused 

on the Bloc Québécois specifically, has provided us with a thorough understanding of how the 

party has managed to remain a relevant force on the political scene for most of its history. This 

section has indeed demonstrated that while the drop in salience of the sovereignty issue in Quebec 

has hurt the Bloc Québécois, it has not led to the complete annihilation of the party. In the post-

2000 period, we have seen how the party has been attentive to public opinion and has shifted its 

agenda away from separatism to more pragmatic issues affecting Quebec. This has been crucial in 

allowing the BQ to capture the average francophone voter in Quebec. As we know, the BQ’s 

coalition of voters is constituted of hardline sovereigntists as well as more moderate constituents 

and the party has at times struggled to keep the moderate voters (Blais et al. 1995; Gauvin, Chhim 

and Medeiros 2016; Tremblay 2015).  

Yet it seems that a considerable portion of the BQ’s moderate constituents who shifted 

away from the party in the 2011-2015 period, flocked back to the party in 2019. The Bloc 

Québécois is known for being able to build a coalition of moderate and hardline voters. The party 

itself was created from a coalition of members from different political orientations (Conservatives 

and Liberals) concerned about Quebec’s interests within the federation. If the BQ failed to build a 

coalition of voters in 2011 and 2015, it succeeded in doing it once more in 2019. Of interest to this 

research is precisely who this updated 2019 BQ coalition is. Who are the moderate voters, what 

has drawn them to the BQ in 2019, and what differentiates them from the BQ’s core base of 

supporters who likely did not defect from the party in 2011 and 2015? Indeed, the central goal of 

this research is to analyze survey data on 2019 Bloc Québécois voters in order to gain an ideological 

and sociological portrait of these voters as a whole.  
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Chapiter 2 – Methodology 

In chapter 1, the literature review, we have discussed the major scholars, theories, and 

studies relevant to the analysis and understanding of the 2019 Bloc Québécois resurgence. In 

Chapter 2, the methodological details and rationale behind this survey-based study are presented, 

including its relevance, strengths and limitations. 

2.1. Research background  

While scholars like Lipset (1960) once understood elections as a platform to voice class 

struggles, it is nowadays agreed upon that these traditional hierarchies have gradually declined as 

new “social differences” have surfaced (Clark and Lipset 1991). This is commonly described in 

the literature as a shift from “old politics” to “new politics” (Inglehart 1997).  Quebec is no 

exception to the old vs new politics phenomenon, although it is difficult to understand this shift in 

the province without analyzing it in direct relation to its nationalist movement. Indeed, according 

to Alain Noël (2013), “old politics” or the expansion of the welfare state, are associated with the 

very birth of the nationalist movement in Quebec, starting in the 1960s. Starting at the turn of the 

21st century, as the welfare state became more entrenched and as the expression of Quebec’s 

nationalism through separation from Canada became less popular, debates over Quebec’s identity 

and its protection took a new turn (Noël 2013). Debates over secularism and ostensible religious 

symbols begun to take root in 2006-2007, with tensions over “reasonable accommodations”, 

culminating in the (PQ’s) Charte des valeurs proposal in 2014 and (CAQ’s) Bill 21 in 2019. As it 

will soon be demonstrated, identity-driven issues were particularly important for a sizeable portion 

of the Quebec electorate, namely many BQ voters, during the 2019 federal election.  
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While there is a vast array of literature on the Bloc Québécois, few of the existing studies 

go beyond the Orange wave of 2011. For instance, La rébellion tranquille, an important book on 

the Bloc Québécois’ history, written by Martine Tremblay and cited earlier in this research, 

provides a complete account of the Bloc’s history but only up until 2011 (2015).4 While some 

scholars have done research on the 2015 election (Clarke and al. 2017), mainly focusing on Justin 

Trudeau’s break into politics, few have focused specifically on the Bloc Québécois’ results in 2015, 

and even fewer have focused on understanding its electoral results in the latest 2019 election. The 

goal of this research is hence to add on to and complete our contemporary knowledge of the Bloc 

Québécois by providing an analysis of the party’s electoral results in 2019 and the electoral 

coalition behind these results. More specifically, this research relies on the results of a 

representative survey of 2019 Canadian voters from Quebec to investigate the nature of the party’s 

support. The survey results are all-the-more interesting given the BQ’s history of attracting a 

coalition of voters from Quebec based on “national issues” on which there is a consensus within 

the province, hence cutting across the traditional left-right ideological axis. The electoral survey 

results, which will be presented below, will allow us to uncover who the 2019 BQ voters are, and 

what key issues rallied them behind Yves-François Blanchet’s party.  

2.2. Research goals and design  

This research seeks to uncover the nature of the 2019 Bloc Québécois coalition by using 

data from a nation-wide survey conducted by Université de Montréal professors Erick Lachapelle 

and Richard Nadeau following the 2019 Canadian federal election.  Specifically, it seeks to uncover 

the nature of the Bloc Québécois 2019 coalition with particular attention to the following questions 

 
4 Other than Tremblay’s book, two works about the Bloc Québécois have been published, an English book by 

journalist Manon Cornellier in 1995 and a book by Marie-France Charbonneau and Guy Lachapelle in 2011 

(Tremblay 2015). 
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in a two-fold manner. Firstly, this research seeks to provide a portrait of Bloc Québécois voters in 

2019 by answering the following question:  

 

• What was the nature of BQ support in 2019, and how can one represent 2019 BQ voters in 

terms of their political attitudes and provincial party affiliation? 

 

The Bloc Québécois has throughout its history been able to remain popular in Quebec by 

appealing to a coalition of voters in the province, who have diverse views and attitudes on the left-

right spectrum, but who are also on a certain “nationalist spectrum”. Indeed, while few federalists 

vote for the Bloc, the party naturally appeals to sovereigntists but also to moderate nationalists. In 

other words, the recipe to the Bloc’s success is its appeal to a rather diverse coalition of Quebeckers 

(excluding Anglophones and Allophones generally). In elections where the party has appealed only 

to its traditional sovereigntist base, its electoral results have been bad. In other words, the Bloc’s 

2019 resurgence to relevance suggests it once more appealed to more than its traditional base. As 

such, regarding the nature of this 2019 coalition, the second goal of this research is to answer the 

following question: 

• What sub-groups of voters exist within the 2019 BQ voting coalition and what kinds of 

issues have pulled these different groups of voters towards the same party?  

   This is a phenomenon worth being investigated for two main reasons. Firstly, the 2019 

election, still being very recent, remains under-investigated in the literature, especially as it pertains 

to the Bloc Québécois’s resurgence.5 Secondly, the 2019 election was not a continuation of the 

 
5 A book on the matter intitled Political marketing in the 2019 federal election came out in 2020. It has a whole 

chapter dedicated to the 2019 Bloc Québécois resurgence. However, unlike this research, it does not consist of an 

electoral study where voting data is thoroughly analyzed. 
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Bloc Québécois’ success story at winning diverse voting coalitions. The 2019 election marked a 

resurgence of this winning coalition after two failed electoral campaigns in 2011 and 2015 where 

the Bloc was seemingly uncapable of appealing to the median francophone voter in Quebec. As 

such, the 2019 Bloc coalition should be considered a novel, “updated” coalition of voters of which 

little is known.  These results were surprising in Quebec and marked a clear break from the 2011-

2015 period. In fact, in 2018, the party was in a deep internal crisis under then-leader Martin Ouellet 

and was highly unpopular (Hachey 2018).  This makes the BQ’s successful campaign in 2019 even 

more remarkable. The 2019 electoral results are even more interesting if we consider that just a 

year prior the 2019 election, Quebeckers’ were for the first time in decades voting for a provincial 

party that wasn’t the Parti Québécois nor the Liberal Party of Quebec, and that wasn’t sovereigntist 

nor federalist: The Coalition Avenir Québec. Could this provincial change have had an incidence 

on the 2019 Bloc resurgence? While this research does not directly confirm this, it does suggest so. 

In sum, important and long-coming changes are occurring on the Quebec political scene as the 

federalist-sovereigntist divide becomes less poignant and as the era of “new politics” becomes 

more entrenched, dominated by symbolic identity-driven issues in Quebec. It will take many more 

elections to confirm whether these changes were ephemeral or not, but this thesis begins to address 

this question by considering the 2019 election.    

2.3. Methodology  

As mentioned above, this research is based on a survey study led by Professors Richard 

Nadeau and Erick Lachapelle from the Université de Montréal. It consists of a post-electoral study 

led nation-wide among Canadians 18 and older. Respondents were questioned on the latest federal 

Canadian election (2019), as well as on various electoral issues including but not limited to vote 

choice. The study was funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) 
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(Grant number: 435-2017-0717).  

The Leger marketing firm was mandated to lead this project and collect the data. The 2019 

federal election was held on October 21st, 2019 and the survey was pre-launched on December 11th, 

2019. Data was collected from respondents until December 31st, 2019, hence about two months 

after the election. In total, 3,004 respondents were randomly selected across Canada using 

LegerWeb’s Internet panel, which includes a total of 400 000 Canadian households. 61% of 

Leger’s panel members were recruited over the phone over a decade. Another third of the panelists 

were recruited through referrals and through other programs and advertising, and the remainder 

registered themselves through social media platforms (Facebook and Twitter). The 3,004 survey 

respondents were reached using a Computer-Assisted Web (CAWI) method. They were invited to 

complete the survey via email, and the median completion time for the survey was 16 minutes and 

32 seconds. The email invitations each contained a single-use link to complete the survey, ensuring 

that the survey could only be completed once and by one respondent. In order to increase 

participation to the survey, several measures were taken including: allowing respondents to 

complete the survey over a period of little more than two weeks, making the survey accessible to 

respondents for completion 24 hours a day/ 7 days, allowing respondents to pause and resume the 

survey, and providing support in case of any technical issues. In addition, up to three reminder 

emails were sent to panelists who hadn’t completed the survey. All information provided by the 

respondents was completely anonymous and no information on the identity of participants was 

collected. The project has been approved by the Université de Montréal’s ethics Review Board and 

is fully compliant with the principals and norms regulating survey research (Certificate 2016-17-

063-D).  



 33 

 

The survey was comprised of 67 questions in total. To get more information on the 

respondents’ backgrounds and ensure a representative sample, participants first had to answer 5 

background questions: status in Canada (citizen or permanent resident), gender, province of 

residence, age, and postal code.6 The remaining 61 questions can be grouped in the following 

sections according to topic: general questions about Canadian political affairs (13), questions about 

the 2019 Canadian federal election (36), personal questions including provincial political affiliation 

(12).  

The respondent sample was built using a regionally stratified approach and quotas were set 

at 500 respondents for every province/region, which were delineated as follows: British Columbia 

(500), Alberta (501), Prairies (501), Ontario (501), Québec (500) and the Atlantic provinces (501). 

No quotas were set for respondents outside of these provinces. For our purposes and given this 

research’s interests in the Bloc Québécois specifically, only the respondents from Quebec were 

selected for analysis.  

Table 2.1. Survey samples and quotas 
Sample by province Quota Final sample 

British Columbia 500 500 

Alberta 500 501 

Prairies 500 501 

Ontario 500 501 

Québec 500 500 

Atlantic provinces 500 501 

Total 3, 000 3, 004 

Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

6 Postal codes were collected in order to compare results to census and electoral district data. Respondents were 

informed that postal codes would be permanently deleted from the data once verified.  
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Upon data collection and analysis, results were weighted according to gender, age, 

education, language and province of residence to augment the sample’s representativeness. The 

weight variable is included in the raw data file provided in SPSS format. The weighting schemes 

applied to the raw data for the variables as well as the weighting procedure for Quebec 

specifically can be found under appendix A.  

2.4. Variable selection  

Given this research’s interests with voters from Quebec, and in particular Bloc Québécois 

voters, all non-Quebec respondents were removed from the dataset utilized for this study. As 

explained below, the survey was comprised of a series of questions which can be classified 

according to the three categories outlined in section 2.3. For this research, our dependent variable 

was vote choice, and the variables selected, which are presented below, were our independent 

variables. They were selected to measure their impact and influence on vote choice. The variables 

selected can be divided in two groups: long-term variables and short-term variables shaping vote 

choice. These groups are defined here as:  

Figure 2.1. Variable selection 

Group A variables Sociodemographic and 

sociopsychological control variables 

 

Group B variables  

 

Short-term and national question issue 

variables 

 

The literature has discussed the relative impact of long-term variables in shaping vote 

choice, even though it is recognized, as described in the literature, that partisan affiliation is not as 

entrenched in Canada as it is in the US and that the Canadian and Quebec electorates are volatile. 

Short-term factors can hence be highly influential in shaping vote choice, in particular for a party 
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like the Bloc Québécois. We have thus begun by selecting sociodemographic and socioeconomic 

variables to get a general portrait of our voters and as control variables. The sociodemographic and 

socioeconomic variables selected in Group A are the following: age, gender, French (meaning 

French/English speaker), education, income and ideology. Each of the tables presented in the 

analysis section begins with a presentation of this set of variables in that order. As previously 

mentioned, the political spectrum in Quebec is understood to operate on a tri-dimensional axis, 

with the left-right spectrum as well as the national question dimension (Gauvin, Chhim and 

Medeiros 2016). This first set of variables outlined serves to measure voters’ general demographics 

(or long-term variables), in addition to their ideology hence their position on the left-right spectrum.  

The second set of variables, or Group B include identity, immigration, religious symbols 

and pipeline expansion. Identity is not a short-term variable as is immigration, religious symbols 

or pipeline expansion, but it included in group B because together, these variables deal with the 

national question issue. In a nutshell, they each serve to measure the different dimensions of the 

national question, which is considered to be tridimensional as well. Indeed, as discussed in the 

literature section, Bélanger et al. (2018) identify three dimensions to the national question. The 

first is the constitutional question, which refers directly to the position of Quebec within the 

Canadian federation; this is a polarizing issue with two camps, federalists and sovereigntists. The 

constitutional question was measured with the following variable: identity. This variable relates to 

voters’ Canadian vs Quebecois identity, and was measured with the following question: “Do you 

identify as Canadian only, Canadian first, Quebecois first or Quebecois only?”. Direct support for 

sovereignty was not measured per se, and this variable is further discussed in the strengths and 

limitations section.  

The two other dimensions of the national question are valence dimensions. The first of these 

two valence dimensions is regional identity, which has to do with diversity—this touches issues of 
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immigration and Quebec’s cultural identity among others—, the second has to do with Quebec’s 

regional interests (Bélanger et al. 2018). Earlier, we discussed the Bloc’s ability to capitalize on 

short-term issues which relate to Quebec’s interests and identity and incarnate sovereignty by 

proxy. The second variable of group B is immigration, which was measured with level of 

agreement with the following statement: “Canada takes too many immigrants”. The third variable 

is religious symbols, or support for Bill 21, which was measured with level of agreement with the 

following statement: “Public servants like teachers and healthcare workers should be banned from 

wearing religious clothing and symbols at work”. Both of these issues were salient during the 2019 

election. Immigration had been an important debate in Quebec a year earlier during the 2018 

provincial election, during which premier Legault had promised reforms in immigration in the 

province. Upon the 2019 election, premier Legault made requests to the federal parties to grant 

Quebec more authority on the oversight of immigration. Yves-François Blanchet became a 

defender of these requests regarding immigration in the 2019 election. As is well known, Bill 21 

or the debate over religious symbols was at the center of the CAQ’s campaign in 2018. It remained 

a major issue going into the 2019 election, mainly because all other federal parties besides the Bloc 

Québécois were either unequivocally against the law such as the Liberal Party or the NDP or were 

not vocal enough about supporting it, like the Conservative party.  

The last and third short-term variable is pipeline expansion, and it deals with the third 

dimension of the national question issue: regional interests. The variable pipeline was measured by 

level of agreement with the following statement: to what extent do you support or oppose 

expanding oil and gas pipelines in Canada – such as the planned expansion of the TransMountain 

pipeline from Alberta to British Columbia? Pipeline expansion was a central issue during the 2019 

election, and the Bloc Québécois, as a traditionally left-leaning party, was strongly opposed to 

pipelines. Voters’ stance on the Keystone XL Pipeline, while in some part related to the left-right 
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ideology as it deals with environmental issues, can also be understood as a Quebec-interests issue 

as it was certainly framed that way by François Legault in 2018, saying that Quebec did not want 

“dirty energy” on its soil, and by Yves-François Blanchet in 2019, advocating for a green shift in 

Quebec. The pipeline is a particularly interesting issue because it effectively combines the 

environment, an important and recent issue that follows left-right ideology, but also an issue related 

to Quebec’s identity and interests. Such an issue for the BQ is a double-opportunity, because the 

party, being left-leaning is well positioned to be the voice of opposition to pipelines, and at the 

same time, being a sovereigntist party, it is able to frame the issue as a Quebec-centric one. 

In sum, other than the socio-demographic and socio-economic control variables, the 

variables considered throughout this research are each related to one or another dimension of the 

national question and were key features of the 2019 election.7 Both sets of variables are ordered 

as follows: 

Figure 2.2. Variable sets  

 

 
7 A 5th independent variable was also selected within Bloc B to measure vote for the BQ in the 2019 federal election, 

which is “Which federal party is best at defending the interests of Quebec?”, this variable was however only added in 

the final section of this research. 

Group A

Socioeconomic and 
sociodemographic variables

Age

Gender

Education

Income

French

Ideology

Group B

Short-term and national question issue 
variables

Immigrants

Symbols

Identity

Pipeline
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2.5. Study strengths and limitations 

Survey studies are considered one of the most effective ways of gathering the largest 

amount of data possible from equally as large samples (Allen 2017). Surveys such as this one 

allows for the gathering of large amounts of data from a representative sample over a short period 

of time. In this case, data from a representative sample of 500 Quebec voters was gathered over a 

two-week span quickly following the 2019 federal election. In addition, surveys are seen in the 

literature as an effective way to gather accurate and genuine responses on various issues, including 

sensitive topics (Allen 2017). As respondents are answering questions both privately and 

anonymously, they are more likely to give genuine answers. This is especially true for post-

electoral surveys. Post-electoral surveys are also excellent to gain accurate information on voter 

attitudes compared to pre-electoral surveys, in which voter attitudes can rapidly change and in 

which voters may declare inaccurate or ever-changing vote intentions.   

Our study presents a certain number of limitations, as with any survey studies A central 

limitation is what is called the risk of endogeneity. This problem may occur when one tries to 

estimate the effect of a series of predictors (X variables) on a variable of interest (Y) with cross-

sectional surveys (i.e., with observations only measured at one point in time). It is more likely to 

happen when both the dependent and the independent variables measure behaviors or attitudes 

that could be related in a bidirectional manner (a two-way causality). This can lead to an 

overestimation of the impact of our X variable on Y, in this case an overestimation of the impact 

of our issue variables on vote choices (see: Bélanger and Nadeau 2015; Greene 2018). It is 

unfortunately not possible in our case to eliminate all plausibility of reciprocal effects.  

 A first limitation is that the survey was taken a specific point in time, a few weeks after the 

October election. Respondents were only questioned once. It is possible that their opinions and 
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satisfaction with a certain party and regarding certain issues have changed ever since, particularly 

with the current pandemic, and as such this survey data should be interpreted as a portrait of 2019 

Bloc Québécois voters immediately following the election. However, this survey can be interpreted 

as representative of voters’ views at the time. A second limitation of this survey is the use of short-

answer, close-ended questions. While we have a general idea of voter’s attitudes and views, we do 

not have an in-depth understanding of, for instance why a voter supports Bill-21 and whether in 

their mind this is linked to their identity as Quebeckers, although we may make a connection 

between these two aspects based on what the literature has to say about identity-politics. Lastly, 

there are certain questions that were not included in this survey which would have helped us 

otherwise have more accurate portrait of voters. For instance, voters were questioned on their 

identity (Quebecker only, Quebecker first, Canadian only, and Canadian first) but not on their 

support for sovereignty. While support for sovereignty was not directly tested, there have been 

enough studies in the literature to indicate that 1. support for sovereignty is in steady decline, 2. 

the main proponents of sovereignty at the provincial level are PQ voters, 3. attachment to 

Québécois identity, which will be presented in the tables below, is associated with supporting 

sovereignty (Blais, Martin and Nadeau 1995, Nadeau and Fleury 1995; 2001), which is associated 

with being a Parti Québécois voter. In sum, the limits of the survey for the purposes of this research 

are that it is comprised of direct, short-answer and close-ended questions which allows us to get a 

general but broad portrait of 2019 Quebec voters and that certain key variables such as support for 

sovereignty were not directly measured. Nonetheless, this survey is reliable and contains a large 

and diverse sample which gives us an overview of Quebeckers’ 2019 voting behaviour.  

 This is what concludes Chapter 2 on the methodology. The goals and questions this research 

aims to answer have been presented, namely: What was the nature of Bloc Québécois support in 

the 2019 Canadian federal election? To answer this question, this research relies upon data from a 
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nation-wide post-electoral survey conducted following the 2019 federal election. The 

methodological details of this survey have been discussed above, in addition to the strengths and 

limitations of this study.   
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Chapter 3 – Results and analysis  

3.1. The 2018 Quebec Provincial Election  

This research focuses on the nature of Bloc Québécois support in 2019. Because the nature 

of the BQ as a regionalist party makes it so intertwined with provincial politics in Quebec, it is 

impossible to properly analyze the 2019 BQ voting coalition without a proper understanding of 

what the provincial electoral landscape looked like at the time of the election. Éric Montigny 

(2020), in his analysis of the 2019 Bloc Québécois resurgence, writes that “It is (…) essential to 

situate the federal election in the context of Quebec’s realigning provincial election of 2018”, 

which he describes as a “pivotal event” (102). As we noted in the literature review, the necessity 

for the Bloc Québécois to be aligned with grievances in Quebec has become particularly crucial in 

the context of declining support for Quebec’s separation from Canada. Indeed, as the national 

question becomes increasingly less polarizing and as the Quebec electorate becomes more 

unpredictable and motivated by short-term issues, it becomes doubly important for the Bloc 

Québécois to campaign on short-term, Quebec-centric issues. This is why the BQ is used to 

campaigning on short-term issues dealing with Quebec’s interests to gain votes. In capitalizing on 

short-term issues related to Quebec’s interests, the BQ is often able to capture the median 

francophone voter in the province. More than this, the party’s success in federal elections has 

historically depended on the party’s ability to transcend the sovereigntist-federalist divide, rallying 

Quebec voters from both sides in the name of Quebec’s interests. Failure to do in 2011 and 2015, 

as the Bloc Québécois advocated heavily for sovereignty whilst simultaneously failing to capitalize 

on Quebec-centric issues (who weren’t particularly prevalent in either election) proved catastrophic 

for the Bloc. Yet in 2019, the BQ was once more capable of attracting a “diverse” or “bipartisan” 

coalition of voters. Indeed, right at the beginning of the 2019 election, Yves-François Blanchet 
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made sure to emphasize the party’s role as a defender of Quebec’s interests and voice in Ottawa 

(Lachapelle 2021). 

In sum, analyzing voter behaviour across the four main provincial parties (Coalition Avenir 

Québec, Parti Libéral du Québec, Québec Solidaire and Parti Québécois) in Quebec is crucial to 

providing us with a portrait of the kind of voters the Bloc Québécois was competing for in the 2019 

elections. Fortuitously for the Bloc, and for the purposes of this research, there was a provincial 

election in Quebec in 2018, just a year before the 2019 federal election, during which occurred an 

important shift in the political behaviour of Quebeckers. This provided an opportunity for 

Blanchet’s political formation to get a clear picture of the issues and concerns at stake for 

Quebeckers and he would tailor his party’s message accordingly during his 2019 campaign.  

As touched upon in the methodology section, as part of the survey on the 2019 election, 

respondents from Quebec were also questioned about their vote choice in the 2018 election, as well 

as on various issues as it relates to their provincial party affiliation. In line with this, the first part 

of this research thus consists of a descriptive analysis of the electorate in Quebec. In doing so, this 

part of the research seeks to answer the following questions: what does the provincial electorate in 

Quebec look like, and incidentally, who exactly are the voters that the Bloc Québécois seeks to 

appeal to? With regards to the last question, we instinctively know that these voters are for the vast 

majority nationalist, but not necessarily sovereigntist, and French-speakers. Indeed, nationalism 

itself capture many undercurrents, ranging from hardline sovereigntists, to moderate sovereigntists, 

or even autonomists, a word recently associated with the CAQ electorate. There are, in addition to 

this, a vast array of other variables which are tested in this survey such as gender, education, stance 

on various identity-related issues and more that will help us gain a better understanding of the 

different voter subgroups within the Quebec electorate. Concretely, the preliminary section of this 

analysis seeks to present a portrait of the voting landscape in Quebec in a more descriptive way, 
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with as a main point of focus and reference political affiliation at the provincial level. This will 

contextualize the results presented in the second and third parts of this analysis, in which the Bloc 

Québécois’ voter coalition is analyzed in more detail. Descriptive statistics are also important as 

they help summarize and organize the various characteristics of a dataset. This will be especially 

important as we delve deeper into our analysis and look at how different variables interact with 

each other and relate to both provincial and federal party affiliation.  

In many ways, the 2018 provincial was a turning point in the provincial politics of Quebec, 

making it a highly impactful and meaningful election, particularly as it relates to the sovereigntist-

federalist divide. Indeed, for the first time since the rise of the Parti Québécois and its first election 

victory in 1976, a party other than the Parti Québécois or the Parti Libéral du Québec was winning 

an election, ending a long period of dual-party monopoly in the province. Indeed, for four decades 

ranging from 1976 to 2018, elections were regularly won by either the PQ or the LPQ (Nadeau and 

Bélanger 2009). But as early as 1994, right before the second referendum of 1995, third parties 

were already present on the political arena, seeking to end the long PQ-LPQ divide and offer an 

alternative to Quebeckers. For instance, the Action Démocratique du Québec (which would 

eventually merge with the Coalition Avenir Quebec, founded in 2011), was created in 1994 with 

the goal of being a third option for Quebeckers, transcending the federalist-sovereigntist divide 

with its autonomist position (Nadeau and Bélanger 2009). Later in 2006, another third party was 

created, Québec Solidaire. The left-wing sovereigntist party became the second opposition group 

at the Nationalist Assembly in 2018. Hence around the early 2000s and 2010s, while main 

competition on the political arena was still between the LPQ and the Parti Québécois, third parties 

suggesting an “alternative” for Quebeckers, QS a sovereigntist-left-wing alternative, and the ADQ 

and later the CAQ, an autonomist, right of center-alternative, were on the rise (Bélanger and 

Nadeau 2009). As such, the election of a CAQ-majority government in 2018 was not a total surprise 
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given that the literature on Quebec politics had already noticed following the second referendum 

that while still polarizing, the sovereigntist-federalist divide was slowly becoming replaced by the 

traditional left-right divide in term of vote predictor in the province (Bélanger et al. 2021). The 

2018 election effectively exemplifies the rise of issues surrounding ethnocultural diversity, as well 

and the environment, and the decline in salience of the constitutional aspect of the national question 

(Bélanger et al. 2021). This hurt both the PQ and the LPQ who have long capitalized on this divide. 

Bélanger and Nadeau (2009) indeed find a proximity between the QS and PQ electorates, and a 

proximity between the ADQ (later the CAQ) electorate and the Liberals. Now for the first time 

since 1976, a significant proportion of Quebeckers, most of whom live outside of the Montreal area 

and speak mainly French, were choosing an autonomist right-of-center party to form government.  

This present section takes a close look at the 2018 electoral issues that shaped vote choice 

in Quebec, and how they relate to the main four contenders on the provincial arena. As the 

upcoming sections demonstrate, the two provincial party electorates which are of particular 

importance for the Bloc Québécois are the CAQ and PQ supporters, explaining the order of 

presentation of the provincial parties. In addition, as mentioned in the methodology section, this 

research focuses on traditional long-term sociodemographic values as well as four key variables: 

Identity, and three short-term electoral issues which are immigration, secularism, and pipelines. As 

already discussed, these issues shaped the 2018 election in Quebec, and remained as important in 

2019, hence why the Bloc campaign on them. Following this, the four tables below summarize 

Quebec respondents’ stance on our four main variables, grouping them according to their provincial 

party affiliation. Respondents were asked to rate their identity, from Canadian only to Quebecois 

only, in addition to giving their opinion on the three following issues: Immigration, the ban on 

religious clothing in places of work, and pipeline expansion. The four tables classify participants’ 
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responses according to the party they stated having voted for in the 2018 Quebec provincial 

election.   

 

Table 3.1.1. Identity by vote in 2018 provincial election in Quebec 

  CAQ PQ LPQ QS 

Quebecois 27 65 10 34 

Quebecois first, Canadian second 36 32 17 48 

Canadian first, Quebecois second 23 0 39 13 

Canadian 14 3 34 5 

N 208 119 123 61 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

Table 3.1.1 measures identity, questioning respondents on whether they identify as 

Quebecois only, Quebecois first, Canadian first or Canadian only. As discussed in the survey limits 

in the section on methodology, where there was no direct measurement of support for sovereignty 

per se, identity is closely related to nationalism and sovereignty (Blais, Martin and Nadeau 19958, 

Nadeau and Fleury 1995; 2001).9 We have thus taken the variable identity as a barometer for 

sovereignty. As this table indeed suggests, there is a strong correlation between identifying as 

Quebecois only and Quebecois first and sovereigntist parties. The main proponent of sovereignty 

on the provincial arena is the Parti Québécois and more than half of the party’s supporters identify 

as Quebecois only, making it the political formation with the largest concentration of “Quebecois 

only” respondents, more than double that of QS and the CAQ, and six times that of the Liberal 

Party. All three other parties’ electorates are less cohesive on this question, although to different 

 
8 Blais, Martin and Nadeau (1995) analyze support for sovereignty in 1995, in their sample, among the respondents 

identifying as Quebeckers first, 82% were in favour of sovereignty. Conversely, for respondents identifying as 

Quebecois and Canadian, support for sovereignty falls to 20% and among respondents identifying as Canadian only 

support for sovereignty falls even lower, at 4%. 
9 Nadeau and Fleury (1995) on top of economic perceptions, find that strong attachment to Quebec is linked to support 

for sovereignty, and conversely, attachment to Canada is linked to federalism. 
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extents. We can certainly assert that the second most nationalist party whose electorate identifies 

most closely with Quebec is QS, with nearly have of its electorate identifying as Quebecois first 

and Canadian second and with about three-quarters of its electorates concentrates in the Quebecois 

only and Quebecois first categories. We will now jump directly to the Liberal Party before 

discussing the CAQ because it is more cohesive than the latter with regards to identity. Indeed, in 

sum, the party that stands out the most in terms of internal divisions as they relate to identity is the 

CAQ. The LPQ is the federalist party par excellence in the province, and 73% of its electorate is 

concentrated in the Canadian first and Canadian only categories, making the electorate the least 

committed to the Quebecois identity. The CAQ is less nationalistic than the PQ and QS, but more 

so than the LPQ: 63% of its electorate in total identifies as Quebecois only and Quebecois first, 

with 27% and 36% respectively. 37% of the CAQ’s electorate in total identifies as either Canadian 

first or Canadian only. This means in sum, that the largest group of CAQ voters concentrated in 

one category is 36% within the Quebecois first category. This is not a particularly large number, 

and in sum there are as many voters within the CAQ identifying as Canadian first and Canadian 

only as there are voters identifying as Quebecois first. As shown in the next sections of this analysis, 

this lack of cohesion within the CAQ as it relates to identity will be crucial in understanding the 

2019 federal election and the BQ coalition. 

Let us now move on to our three key electoral issues: immigration, secularism and pipeline 

expansion.  
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Table 3.1.2. Opinion on the fact that Canada takes too many immigrants by vote in 2018 provincial election in Quebec 

  CAQ PQ LPQ QS 

Strongly agree 18 20 14 0 

Somewhat agree 29 27 27 11 

Neither agree nor disagree 28 21 18 25 

Somewhat disagree 21 18 25 41 

Strongly disagree 4 14 16 23 

N 210 121 122 61 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

Table 3.1.2. takes a look at a central issue during the 2018 and 2019 election closely related 

to identity: immigration. In 2018, the question of immigration was at the forefront of the provincial 

political campaign, with the CAQ campaigning on a higher restricting and better oversight of 

immigration with among other things its slogan “En prendre moins mais en prendre soin” or taking 

less (immigrants) while caring better for them (Girard 2018). The PQ has historically been more 

divided on the question of immigration with certain undercurrents more tolerant of diversity and 

immigration, akin to the LPQ and QS and another segment more aligned with the CAQ. The Liberal 

Party of Quebec, similarly to the Liberal Party of Canada, has always been closely aligned with 

allophones, anglophones and immigrants in the province as more tolerant and open parties as it 

relates to diversity, immigration and individual freedoms. However, in a nutshell, the table above 

suggests two things, first that the CAQ electorate strongly supports the ban on religious symbols 

and feels strongly about that issue. With that being said, Table 3.1.2 does not suggest a strong 

proportion of proponents of immigration restrictions within any given party. There was not a single 

QS partisan who answered strongly agree to the restrictions on immigration, but all three other 

parties also answer strongly agree to this question in relatively small numbers. In sum, 41% of the 

LPQ electorate strongly agrees or somewhat agrees, compared with 47% within the PQ and the 
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CAQ. QS stands out slightly as the party most open in terms of immigration, compared with all 

other three parties. 

Table 3.1.3. Opinion on banning religious clothing and symbols at work by vote in 2018 provincial election in Quebec 

  CAQ PQ LPQ QS 

Strongly agree 57 51 8 16 

Somewhat agree 19 14 17 26 

Neither agree nor disagree 8 12 21 11 

Somewhat disagree 11 11 28 24 

Strongly disagree 5 12 26 23 

N 209 121 121 62 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

Table 3.1.3 measures opinion on banning religious symbols and clothing at work. This was 

an important part of the CAQ’s platform in the 2018 electoral campaign, embodied as Bill 21, 

which was passed into legislature following the party’s election. A few years before the 2018 

election, in 2012, a similar proposal on the restriction of religious symbols in public spaces was 

proposed by the PQ as a Charte des valeurs. Both the LPQ and QS had been and continue to be 

highly critical of this position. It thus comes as no surprise that more than half of both the PQ and 

the CAQ electorates strongly agree with Bill 21, and in particular that the CAQ is the strongest 

proponent of the law. In comparison, the LPQ and QS are strongly against it, with a slightly largest 

proportion of QS adherents being in favour or somewhat in favour. The LPQ is slightly more 

concentrated in the against and strongly against categories. As mentioned previously, the LPQ, 

particularly following the 2018 election, had a majority of MNAs elected in the region of Montreal, 

in particular in ridings highly concentrated in Anglophones, Allophones and cultural minorities in 

general. Additionally, the LPQ has long found a lot of support within religious communities in 
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general, in addition to cultural minorities, which could also explain the disapproval of bills like 

Bill 21. 

Table 3.1.4. Supporting expanding oil and gas pipelines in Canada by vote in 2018 provincial election in Quebec 

  CAQ PQ LPQ QS 

Strongly support 16 1 15 2 

Somewhat support 22 14 23 7 

Neither support nor oppose 21 20 27 15 

Somewhat oppose 18 22 17 25 

Strongly oppose 23 43 17 51 

N 204 105 104 59 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

We now conclude with our third electoral issue, the expansion of oil gas pipelines in the 

country. This question is in direct connection to the Kinder Morgan pipeline expansion project, 

which was first uncovered in 2013. Since then, the project was the source of number of challenges 

and controversies, ranging from strong opposition from various First Nations communities and 

environmental groups, in addition to some legal issues. Opposition to the pipeline expansion was 

particularly strong in Quebec, across all political parties. Current Quebec premier François Legault 

decried the project, just like his Liberal predecessor Philippe Couillard. François Legault was very 

vocal about the project in 2018, and issues surrounding the pipeline expansion continued into the 

2019 election. Justin Trudeau faced harsh criticism for his approval of the project, which many 

viewed as a betrayal. 76% and 65% of the QS and PQ electorates respectively oppose or strongly 

oppose pipeline expansion. On the other hand, only 41% and 34% of CAQ and LPQ voters oppose 

it. In many ways, the pipeline issue was framed as Quebec-interests problem in both 2018 and 

2019, with provincial leaders and Yves-François Blanchet advocating for an environmentally 

sustainable and independent Quebec who does not need “dirty energy”. It is thus interesting to see 

the CAQ electorate is slightly more in opposition to the project than the LPQ, but that, concretely, 
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the CAQ’s platform on environmental issues in 2018 was the most lacking of all parties. It would 

indeed be inaccurate to say that the environment is a focal issue for the party. It is thus highly 

plausible that a large source of disapproval of the pipeline expansion project comes from feeling 

of nationalism rather than from being environmentally conscious.   

It is worth noting here that between pipeline expansion and Bill 21, we have two campaign 

issues, each dealing with the interests of Quebec but on opposite sides of the ideological spectrum. 

As we can see, pipeline expansion is more likely to be opposed by nationalists on the left, and does 

not resonate in the same way with nationalists who are more right-leaning. At the same time, Bill 

21, which also has to do with Quebec’s interests, seems to resonate more strongly with the more 

moderate nationalists of the CAQ. In sum, it effectively seems like the BQ had two important 

campaign issues that were salient for nationalists at large, and each issue reached both the leftists 

and more centrists nationalists respectively. 

 To conclude, as we can see from the tables above, the questions of identity, immigration, 

secularism and pipeline expansion were key issues during the 2018 election and are clear markers 

of provincial political affiliation. Like-minded voters on each of these issues tend to converge 

towards certain parties. These issues were equally as important for Quebec voters in 2019, as shown 

in the upcoming section, and conversely had an impact of voters’ decision to support or not support 

the Bloc Québécois. The final table within this section takes a general look at the vote change in 

probability for each party according to the four variables presented below, in addition to general 

socio-demographic variables which include age, gender, education, income and ideology. We 

already have an idea of how the voters of each party stand on key electoral issues, but by adding 

to this the variables just outlined, we get a full portrait of the kind of voter who supports the CAQ, 

the PQ, the LPQ and QS. This helps us further contextualize Quebeckers’ support for parties at the 



 51 

 

federal level, whether the same group of voters at the provincial level has a tendency to converge 

towards similar parties at the federal level and why. 

Table 3.1.5 Change in probabilities for multinomial logistic regression model for vote in 2018 provincial election of 

Quebec10 

 CAQ PQ LPQ QS 

Age .13 -.04 .01 -.10 

Gender -.08 -.08* .10** .07* 

Education .11 -.11 -.11 .12* 

Income .20* -.14 -.03 -.04 

French .23* .01 -.25** .01 

Ideology .34** -.11 .21* -.44** 

Immigrants .11 -.05 .03 -.09 

Symbols .27** -.05 -.17** -.06 

Identity -.29** .50** -.21** .01 

Pipeline .15* -.09 .01 -.07 

N 375 

Notes: Entries are change in probabilities associated to multinomial logistic regression. The reference category is PQ. * p < .05; ** 

p < .01 (two-tailed test). Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

With regards to age, the electorate that stands out the most in comparison to all other parties 

is QS, with an appeal to younger electors on average. In comparison, the CAQ, PQ and LPQ have 

an older electoral base on average. With regards to gender, similar to what was found by Nadeau 

and Bélanger (2013) in the 2012 elections, the CAQ to this day remains a more masculine 

electorate, the PQ is not very far behind the CAQ on this variable, also having a more masculine 

electorate, whereas QS appeals more to female voters than the other parties. The PQ’s electorate 

has lower levels education on average, although the CAQ also exhibits lower levels of education 

when compared to QS, who is most educated on average based on the survey respondents. 

However, whereas QS is more educated on average than both the CAQ and the PQ, the average 

income is highest for the CAQ, with QS trailing behind, and PQ exhibiting the lowest levels of 

income on average. At least for QS, low levels of income might also be associated with the fact 

 
10 The multinomial regressions associated with each of the change in probabilities graphs presented in this research 

can be found in the Appendix section under sub-section B and codification details can be found under sub-section C. 
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that QS has a younger electorate, and that younger voters on average have lower incomes to older 

voters. In terms of the variable French, which is associated with levels of attachment to French and 

the protection of French, we merely see that non-Francophones and those who are not as attached 

to the French language have a tendency to converge towards the Liberal Party whereas the rest of 

the francophone vote is split between the CAQ, the PQ and QS.  In terms of ideology, both the 

CAQ and QS are more ideological, and at both ends of the left-right spectrum. Moreover, as 

confirmed by the present as well as the previous tables, the issues of identity, immigration, 

secularism and pipeline expansion are clear markers of party affiliation. Immigration seems 

however to be the least consequential issue.  

In sum, Table 3.1.5. has provided some general information about the Quebec electorate as 

it relates to provincial voting preferences along with sociodemographic and sociopsychological 

demographic variables like age, gender, education, income, main language, ideology and identity. 

It has also provided an overview of the differences among the parties’ respective electorates as it 

relates to identity and short-term factors such as their stance on immigration, Bill 21 and the 

expansion of pipelines in the country. Following the Michigan model of vote choice and the “funnel 

of causality” which has been discussed in the literature review, the first set of sociodemographic 

and socioeconomic variables, along with identity, can be understood as the long-term factors that 

shape vote-choice. When analyzed relative to party affiliation at the provincial level, one can notice 

the tendency overall of certain groups (women, people with higher income etc.) to converge 

towards certain parties. The tables above have pointed out these kinds of patterns.  Namely, it has 

been illustrated that QS has a younger electorate on average than all parties and attracts more 

women. The CAQ was shown to have the most masculine electorate, a tendency that is also notable 

among the PQ electorate. As for income, the CAQ, and the LPQ, were found on average to have 

higher incomes, whereas the PQ and QS have less fortuned voters on average. Whereas the CAQ 
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has a more masculine, higher income electorate, is it less educated than the QS electorate. In terms 

of education, the PQ also exhibits lower levels of education on average, similarly to the CAQ.  As 

for identity, the PQ displays the strongest feeling of Quebecois identity, although, relative to the 

LPQ, QS, the PQ and the CAQ all display similar levels of attachment to the French language and 

its protection. A central phenomenon that will be uncovered as we delve further into the 2019 

electoral level is the adaptability and success of a regionalist party like the BQ in converging these 

groups of voters with distinctive positions on many left-right issues but with a similar stance on 

Quebec-related issues.  

This is what concludes the section on the general electoral landscape in Quebec. We now 

have a better idea of how Quebec voters can be represented on the left-right axis, as well as on the 

Question nationale based on their provincial party allegiance. Moreover, the tables above have 

relied on information from the 2018 provincial election, allowing us to get the most up-to-date 

information regarding that voting landscape. This was especially true at the time of the 2019 

election, given that Quebeckers had elected a new provincial government just a year before. In 

sum, this data has laid the groundwork to analyze the 2019 BQ voting coalition. As discussed in 

the literature review, regionalist parties advocating for a central nationalist question tend to cross 

traditional party lines, bridging a consensus among the electorate. As described by Tremblay 

(2015) the party’s character as Quebec’s insurance policy has traditionally allowed it to bridge the 

gap between soft nationalists and hardline nationalists. As such, this has allowed the party to garner 

a coalition of voters, cutting across the left-right spectrum. Appealing to this coalition has 

historically been the key to success for the BQ. This became evident in the 2011 and 2015 elections, 

as the party failed to do so and was reduced to almost nothing. However, in 2019, the Bloc 

Québécois seemed able to bridge this gap once more.  
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3.2. The Coalition Avenir Québec Electorate and its sub-groups  

The section above has provided us with a clear portrait of the electoral landscape in Quebec, 

especially as it pertains to provincial voting behaviour. With this information in hand, we can now 

take an informed and contextualized look at Quebeckers’ voting behaviour at the federal level as 

summarized in Table 3.2.1.  

3.2.1 2019 Federal vote distribution in Quebec based on provincial party affiliation11 

  BQ LPC CPC NDP Total 

CAQ vote % 2018 

election 

43 % 19.5 % 24.5 % 9.5 % 

 

96.5 % 

 vote % 2019 

elections 

45.5 % 26 % 62.8 % 30.2 % 39.3 % 

PQ vote % 2018 

election 

75,4 % 12,7 % 4.2 % 6.8 % 100 % 

 vote % 2019 

elections 

47.1 % 10 % 6.4 % 12.7 % 23.2 % 

QS vote % 2018 

election 

22.0 % 22% 0.0 % 48.0 % 100 % 

 vote % 2019 

federal 

elections 

5.8 % 7.3% 0.0 % 38.1 % 9.8 % 

LPQ vote % 2018 

election 

1.0 % 77.9% 9.6 % 8.7 % 100 % 

 vote % 2019 

federal  

0.5 % 54.0 % 12.8 % 14.3 % 20.4 % 

Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

The 2019 federal election results for Quebec, presented in this table, are meaningful for two 

principal reasons. Firstly, the PQ, LPQ and QS adherents are relatively cohesive in their federal 

vote choice compared to their caquistes counterparts. Indeed, 77.9 % of Quebec Liberals voted for 

Justin Trudeau, 75.4% of péquistes voted for the Bloc, and nearly half, 48% of QS adherents voted 

 
11 Taken together, LPC, CPC, NDP and BQ votes account for 96.5% of total votes coming from Quebec, whereas 

votes for the Green Party (3.0%) and Peoples Party of Canada (0.5%) account together for 3.5% of total vote. Given 

their marginal effect on the final vote distribution, they have been removed from this table and subsequent tables. 
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for the Bloc, with roughly 20% and 20% going to the NDP and the Liberal Party. If QS is the least 

cohesive of all three parties, the solidaires are still less split federally than their CAQ counterparts. 

The largest federal voting bloc within the CAQ are the Bloc Québécois, who won 43% of CAQ 

votes, followed by the Conservatives, who obtained 24.5% of the caquistes votes and the Liberals, 

who obtained 19.5% of the vote. The NDP only got 9.5% of CAQ votes, but that it still more than 

PQ-NDP voters which account for 6.8% and LPQ-NDP voters which account for 8.7%. With these 

results now in mind, the entirety of this section, including the next observations based on Table 

3.2.1 as well as the subsequent table will be focused on CAQ voters for three important reasons: 

(1) CAQ partisans were in 2019 and are currently the largest voting bloc in the province, (2) CAQ 

voters clearly stand out in terms of internal divisions, (3) whereas the proportions of CAQ voters 

having voted for the BQ is 48%, and is thus lower than PQ voters at 75.4%, given their larger 

numbers, they make up for an equally important proportion of BQ support in 2019. Indeed, the BQ 

2019 voting coalition, which will be discussed in more depth later, can be broken down as follows: 

47.1% of péquistes and 45.5% of caquistes. Those are the two main voter groups, Solidaires and 

Quebec liberals only make up for 5.8% and 0.5% of Bloc votes respectively. As shown in Table 

3.2.6, the CAQ can be divided in three groups, each enumerated here in order of importance: CAQ-

BQ voters, CAQ-CPC voters, and CAQ-LPC voters. These three voting blocs naturally begs the 

following question: what are the differences between these groups and sort of factors pulled 

different CAQ voters towards different parties federally? Section 1 has already provided us with a 

general socio-demographic portrait of the CAQ electorate, which tends to be masculine, more right-

of-centre, slightly less educated but with higher levels of income. We also know from the 2018 

provincial electoral results that a vast majority of CAQ MNAs can be found outside of Montreal, 

and outside of certain urban centers. Using again the four principal variables of this study, identity, 

stance on immigration, secularism (or bill 21), and pipeline expansion, the tables below take a look 
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of CAQ federal vote distribution and how it relates to voters’ stance on the aforementioned 

variables. 

Table 3.2.2. Identity by provincial/federal adjusted vote in Quebec  

  CAQ & 

BQ 

CAQ & 

CP 

CAQ & 

LPC 

PQ LPQ QS 

Quebecois 45 13 13 65 10 34 

Quebecois first, Canadian 

second 

36 23      44 32 17 48 

Canadian first, Quebecois 

second 

15 31 28 0 39 13 

Canadian 5 33 15 3 34 5 

N 86 48 39 119 123 61 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

 

 

Unsurprisingly, regarding identity, there is a strong correlation between voting for the Bloc 

Québécois and a strong attachment to Québécois identity and culture as evidenced from Table 

3.2.2. 45% of CAQ-BQ voters identify as Quebecois only, and in total 81% of CAQ-BQ voters 

identify as either Quebecois only and Quebecois first. This suggests that the most nationalist fringe 

of the CAQ is more prone to voting for the Bloc Québécois. While not as strong, there is also a 

concentration of voters who identity as Quebec first among CAQ-LPC voters. Precisely, there 

almost as many CAQ-LPC voters who identify as Quebecois first (44%) as CAQ-BQ Quebecois 

only identifiers (45%).  While not as nationalistic as their BQ-CAQ group, LPC-CAQ are not so 

far behind, in comparison to the BQ-CPC of Canada, who seem the least nationalistic. Indeed, in 

comparison to the two other groups, 31% of CAQ-CP voters identify as Canadian first, and 31% 

identify as Canadian only, this far larger than the CAQ-BQ group, but also larger than the CAQ-

LPC group. In sum, it seems that the most nationalist fringe of the CAQ has converged towards the 

BQ, whereas the “moderate nationalists” have converged towards the LPC, leaving the last 

nationalist group to vote for the Conservative party. This of course relative to the other provincial 
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parties voters outlined in section 1 and as a whole, CAQ voters remain more attached to their 

Quebecois identity than their provincial Liberal counterparts, for example. 

Table 3.2.3. Opinion on the fact that Canada takes too many immigrants by provincial/federal adjusted vote in Quebec  

  CAQ & 

BQ 

CAQ & 

CP 

CAQ 

& 

LPC 

PQ LPQ QS 

Strongly agree 23 22 8 20 14 0 

Somewhat agree 29 36 23 27 27 11 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

22 28 39 21 18 25 

Somewhat disagree 22 14 31 18 25 41 

Strongly disagree 4 0 0 14 16 23 

N 86 50 39 121 122 61 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

 What about immigration? Table 3.2.3. breaks down the main CAQ groups according to 

their stance on immigration. This seems to be a more mitigated issue, and although we can see 

certain trends depending on the party, it is worth nothing that no one group seems particularly in 

favour or against restricting immigration. The CAQ-LPC group is the least in favour of more 

immigration oversight and restriction, with 31% of the group either agreeing or strongly agreeing 

with the statement that there are too many immigrants in the country. While this is fairly important 

number, it is the least high of all three groups. 52% of CAQ-BQ voters can be found in the “strongly 

agree” and “agree” categories. This number jumps to 58% for CAQ-CP voters in both these 

categories. In sum, a solid half of voters in both CAQ-BQ and CAQ-CP groups are in favour of 

higher restrictions on immigration. Closed borders and more oversight of immigration may be 

traditionally associated with a conservative platform. As for the CAQ-BQ group, and in Quebec in 

general, higher power and oversight of immigration may be linked to nationalism and to the 

importance of preserving Quebec’s distinct identity by ensuring that the Quebec government has 
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enough power to integrate immigrants according to its own policies. Linked with the previous table 

on identity, there is a correlation for CAQ-BQ voters on a strong Québécois identity, and a 

preference of better immigration restriction and oversight, which is often presented as a Quebec-

interests issue that involves negotiation with the federal level. On the other hand, we now know 

that the CAQ-CP group is the least nationalist, and as such, agreement with immigration restriction 

may simply stems from traditional social and fiscal conservative ideology within this group.  

 

Table 3.2.4. Opinion on banning religious clothing and symbols at work by provincial/federal adjusted vote in Quebec  

  CAQ & 

BQ 

CAQ & 

CP 

CAQ & 

LPC 

PQ LPQ QS 

Strongly agree 70 50 44 51 8 16 

Somewhat agree 16 18 18 14 17 26 

Neither agree nor disagree 7 8 15 12 21 11 

Somewhat disagree 7 10 18 11 28 24 

Strongly disagree 0 14 5 12 26 23 

N 86 50 30 121 121 62 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

Along the same lines, on the question of diversity, Table 3.3.4. considers restriction on 

religious symbols in public spaces, known as the Bill 21 in Quebec. All three groups of voters seem 

to attach a significant level of importance to this issue, but the CAQ-BQ group definitely stands 

out as it does for the identity variable. As we have seen in section 3.1, commitment to Bill 21 and 

secularism is high within CAQ adherents in general and this was an important feature of Legault’s 

party platform in 2018. It is thus expected to find high levels of support for Bill 21 when breaking 

down the different CAQ sub-groups. However, in doing so, we are now able to see that 50% and 

44% of CAQ-CP and CAQ-LPC voters strongly agree with the ban on religious symbols, but that 

this number jumps to 70% for CAQ-BQ. The 2019 electoral campaign will be discussed more in-

depth later on, but we know that Bill 21 was an important issue in 2019 for Quebec and that 
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Blanchet heavily campaigned to advocate for Quebec’s right to pass this law, deemed anti-

constitutional by many. The LPC and NDP were against the bill, the CP was notably more passive 

and unclear on its stance, although then-CP leader Andrew Sheer eventually stated that Quebec 

had the right to pass Bill 21 (Selley 2019). Nonetheless, for a voter in Quebec who felt very strongly 

about Bill 21 and its importance, the Bloc Québécois was the obvious (and only) choice. Yves-

François Blanchet attacked Justin Trudeau during leaders’ debates, arguing that Trudeau’s 

government, by allowing the law to be contested before the courts, was using Quebeckers’ 

taxpayers money to challenge a law on which there is consensus in the province (“TVA Face à 

Face”). In fact, the day following the English leaders’ debate, Trudeau was berated by Premier 

Francois Legault for his position on Bill 21, with Quebec’s premier saying “I find it quite special 

that a leader comes to say that he is prepared to challenge the popular will of Quebecers” (qtd. in 

Montigny 2020). PM Legault had prohibited any of his MNAs from supporting publicly any of the 

federal candidates, but it is clear that Trudeau’s liberals were at odds with the CAQ (Montigny 

2020). 

Table 3.2.5. Supporting expanding oil and gas pipelines in Canada by provincial/federal adjusted vote in Quebec  

  CAQ & 

BQ 

CAQ & CP CAQ & 

LPC 

PQ LPQ QS 

Strongly support 4 36 21 1 15 2 

Somewhat support 21 28 18 14 23 7 

Neither support nor 

oppose 

18 23 23 20 27 15 

Somewhat oppose 21 9 23 22 17 25 

Strongly oppose 37 4 15 43 17 51 

N 82 47 39 105 104 59 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

To conclude on this segment, Table 3.3.5. takes a look at support for pipeline expansion 

according to the three different CAQ sub-groups. Following traditional right-leaning ideology, the 
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group that is most in favour of pipeline expansion is the CAQ-CP group. Indeed, 64% of CAQ-CP 

voters either strongly support or support pipeline expansion in the country. This number declines 

to 39% among CAQ-LPC voters (support or strongly support). It is nonetheless an important 

number, and the Morgan Keystone XL pipeline expansion project was approved and supported by 

the Liberals during Trudeau’s first term. Conversely, only 25% of CAQ-BQ voters stated 

supporting or strongly supporting pipeline expansion. Green energy and sustainability has long 

been a part of the Bloc Québécois’ ideology, and the 2019 election campaign was no difference. 

However, as we have seen in section 3.1 with premier François Legault and his predecessor Phillipe 

Couillard’s responses to the pipeline expansion project, a lot of the opposition has to do with the 

interests and environmental independence of Quebec. As a whole, as discussed previously, the 

CAQ is not known to be a particularly environmentally conscious party, and thus strong opposition 

to the pipeline expansion may be connected mostly to identity and nationalism. This would explain 

the tendency once more of CAQ-BQ voters to oppose the most strongly pipeline expansion.  

Reviewing what we have learned from the four tables above as it relates to our three 

principal CAQ voting sub-groups, we can assert the following:12 

1- The CAQ-BQ group is the most sovereigntist, with a strong propensity to support Bill 21 and 

oppose pipeline expansion. 

2- The CAQ-LPC group is comprised of moderate nationalists, more moderate on immigration 

restrictions as well as pipeline expansion, and supporting Bill 21, although not as much as the 

CAQ-BQ group. 

 
12 There are different forms of nationalism, which may range of autonomism to sovereignty, and these forms of 

nationalism may take different left or right-leaning undertones. Whereas certain groups within the CAQ are less 

sovereigntist it does not mean they are not nationalist. In a book titled Nationalisme et Politique au Québec, Léon Dion 

(1975) identifies four different kinds of nationalism : a social-democrat and socialist form of nationalism (closest to 

group 1), liberal nationalism (our group 2), and conservative nationalism (our group 3), which it the oldest form of 

nationalism.  
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3- The CAQ-CP group, has the most conservative form of nationalism of all three, and although it 

supports Bill 21 about as much as the CAQ-LPC group, it follows traditional conservative ideology 

when it comes to immigration and the environment, being more in favour of immigration restriction 

and highly in favour of pipeline expansion.  

Summing up the findings outlined above is Table 3.2.6., presented below. This table 

presents the vote change in probabilities for all three groups according to the socio-demographic 

variables discussed in section 1, in addition to our four variables outline above. 

Table 3.2.6. Change in probabilities for multinomial logistic regression model for provincial/federal adjusted vote in 

Quebec 

 CAQ & 

BQ 

CAQ & CP CAQ & 

LPC 

LPQ PQ QS 

Age .11 -.09 .15* -.01 -.05 -.12 

Gender -.01 .01 -.03 .06 -.10* .06 

Education -.04 .07 .05 -.11 -.11 .13* 

Income .21* .07 -.04 -.01 -.17 -.07 

French -.37 .05 .92 -.39 -.16 -.05 

Ideology .09 .06 .12 .23* -.06 -.44** 

Immigrants .02 .14** -.05 .06 -.07 -.10 

Symbols .40** -.03 -.01 -.21** -.09 -.06 

Identity -.02 -.19** -.03 -.21** .48** -.02 

Pipeline -.08 .26** .02 -.002 -.11 -.08 

N 350 

Notes: Entries are change in probabilities associated to multinomial logistic regression. The reference category is PQ. * p < .05; ** 

p < .01 (two-tailed test). Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

The statistically significant findings from Table 3.2.6 are age, income as well as 

immigration, symbols, identity and pipeline, the latter four being particularly noteworthy. As for 

sociodemographic variables, it should be noted that the CAQ-LPC group is older on average, and 

that highest income on average is concentrated within the CAQ-BQ group. There are more 

interesting patterns as one jumps to our short-term variable. Indeed, as one can see, support on 

restricting immigration and support on pipeline expansion, coupled with lower levels of 

nationalism, are clear predictors of a CAQ-Conservative vote. The CAQ-BQ group is more 
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nationalist, but most importantly there is a strong correlation between strong support for Bill 21 

and propensity to vote for the BQ. 

The second section of the analysis has provided important information on the three CAQ 

sub-voter groups. This information is crucial because whereas the Bloc can always count on PQ 

voters, as evidenced from Table 3.2.1, it is by being able to capture a novel, distinct group of CAQ 

voters that the BQ was able to have a successful election and voting turnout. And as we now know, 

the CAQ electorate as a whole is highly divided compared to other the electorates in Quebec, and 

the BQ was able to appeal to one segment of that electorate. The tables presented in this section 

have helped explain what defines CAQ-BQ voters, and what defined CAQ-PLC and CAQ-CP 

voters, allowing us to better understand what drew certain caquistes to the Bloc Québécois and not 

others. 

 By and large, it is the most nationalist of CAQ voters with a strong attachment to the 

passing of Bill 21 into the legislature that the Bloc Québécois was able to capture. The Bloc 

appealed to the group through its emphasis on nationalism, but downplaying sovereignty (when 

compared to previous elections). This group was also certainly appealed to Blanchet’s framing of 

the Bill 21 issue, and his multiple attacks on the other federal parties who either were completely 

against Bill 21, in which case Blanchet described this position as an attack on Quebec’s values of 

pluralism and secularism, or for not standing up for Quebec enough, as was the case with the 

Conservatives. To be clear, we know that Bill 21 was a priority for the CAQ electorate as a whole 

but it effectively seems that within the CAQ was a group who considered the Bill even more of a 

priority than the others, and this group also happened to be more attached to being Québécois. This 

group was also no doubt appealed by Blanchet’s strong opposition to the pipeline expansion, which 

was, similarly to Bill 21, framed as Quebec interests issue, rather than an environmental issue. 

Once more, CAQ adherents in general are not particularly environmentally conscious compared to 
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solidaires for instance, or even the péquistes. But they are the most nationalist group, and it is 

plausible that both the Bill 21 and the pipeline issue were seen as a threat to the interests of Quebec. 

The Bloc Québécois, who vows to defend the interests of Quebec in Ottawa, then becomes an 

obvious choice, in spite of the party’s sovereigntist roots which may not necessarily appeal to the 

caquistes as a whole.  

The CAQ adherents who were not as nationalist as the CAQ-BQ group, and who did not 

place as much importance on stopping the pipeline or defending Bill 21 seemed to be more attracted 

to the Liberal Party, whereas the more conservative fringe of the CAQ, who supports pipelines, 

more immigration oversight and who identify as Canadian mostly, stayed with the Conservatives. 

The CAQ is in sum a very diverse coalition of voters and benefited the Bloc Québécois, who was 

able to tap into the most nationalist voters within the CAQ, in addition to maintaining its traditional 

voting base composed of the péquistes. As we mentioned earlier, even though a little under half of 

caquistes voted for the BQ, compared to nearly three-quarters of péquistes, both groups of voters 

account for similar proportions of total BQ support. Both groups were crucial in securing the 

party’s 32 MPs in Ottawa. Thanks to section 1 and this section, we now have an idea of who PQ-

BQ voters are, and who CAQ-BQ voters are, in addition to understanding how crucial both groups 

to the BQ’s successful campaign. There are two voting blocs within the party. But how do they 

compare to each other concretely? In the third and last upcoming section, we will delve deeper into 

the 2019 federal election, and take a closer look at the 2019 bloquiste coalition, which is comprised 

of CAQ and PQ voters. 
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3.3. The 2019 Canadian Federal Election and the BQ Coalition  

Section 3.1 of this research has provided us with an overview of Quebeckers’ voting 

behaviour at the provincial level, which then allowed to take an informed look at their voting 

behaviour federally in the second section. As demonstrated in the second section, certain provincial 

party adherents, such as Parti Québécois or Parti Libéral du Québec voters, were highly cohesive 

in choosing one federal party in 2019, in comparison to the Coalition Avenir du Québec. Indeed, 

as we have seen, the CAQ can be clearly divided into three distinctive federal voting blocs who 

can be differentiated by the issues they prioritize, in addition to their level of nationalism. In sum, 

we have seen that the Bloc Québécois 2019 coalition is comprised of Parti Québécois adherents, 

who are a uniform group that has voted en masse for the Bloc Québécois. On the other hand, we 

know that the CAQ sub-voting group which has chosen to vote for the Bloc Québécois, and has 

salvaged the party in the 2019 election, is highly distinct from its two sister-groups, BQ-LPC and 

BQ-CP voters. This dual BQ coalition begs another question, how different are BQ-CAQ voters 

from BQ-PQ voters? These two groups already differ by their provincial party affiliation, and both 

parties’ electorates have some notable differences as outlined in section 1 but now that we have 

isolated a particular group of CAQ voters attracted to the BQ, it is useful to compare both groups 

once more. Indeed, many central questions regarding this Bloc Québécois 2019 coalition remain 

unanswered, and this section will provide some answers to a number of them. This diverse coalition 

is what saved the Bloc Québécois was falling into oblivion, marking a clear break form the nature 

of the Bloquiste support in 2011 and 2015.  

Indeed, the 2011-2015 era was very difficult for the Bloc Québécois, and the party had no 

choice but to tailor its message in order to appeal to a broader coalition of voters in 2019. Table 

3.3.1., presented below, shows the increase in BQ support in 2019, compared to the 2011-2015 
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period. It is worth noting here that up until the 2011 election, the Bloc Québécois was used to, since 

first the 1993 federal election, obtaining a majority of Quebec’s seats in Ottawa during elections.  

Table 3.3.1. Bloc Québécois election results 2011-2019  

 

 

Vote percentage Number of votes Seats in the H.O.C  

2011 23,4 % 889 788 4 

2015 19,3 % 818 652 10 

2019 32, 9 % 1 372 438 32 

Source 41st-43rd General Elections Canada 

In 2011 and 2015, the Bloc Québécois obtained respectively 23, 4 % and 19,3 % of the vote 

in Quebec which resulted in 4 and 10 seats in Ottawa (41st-43rd General Elections Canada).  By 

2019, the party managed to get 32 seats, almost surpassing the Liberal Party in the province and 

perhaps causing it to win with a minority government (41st-43rd General Elections Canada). 

Compared to the 2011-2015, the Yves-François Blanchet managed to obtain 32, 9 % of the vote in 

Quebec (“41st-43rd General Elections Canada).  

The 2011 election was marked by the Orange Wave in Quebec, during which the NDP 

would emerge as the clear victor, with 59 seats in Quebec. That year, changes in vote choice were 

more common in Quebec than the rest of Canada (Fournier et al. 2014). In 2011, the NDP managed 

to attract the support of 31% of 2008 bloquistes (Fournier et al. 2014).13 Likeability of then NDP-

leader Jack Layton was particularly high in Quebec compared to the other provinces and a 2008 

Bloc voter who had negative evaluations about Duceppe was more likely to switch to Layton in 

2011(Fournier et al. 2013). The party was also hurt by lack of appeal to sovereignty, and lack of 

identifiable Quebec-centric issues (Fournier et al. 2014).  Moreover, according to Fournier et al., 

 
13 In total, the NDP obtained support from: 26% of 2008 conservatives, 33% of 2008 Liberals, 31% of 2008 

bloquistes and 65% of 2008 Greens. 
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the Bloc’s standing with Pauline Marois during the 2011 campaign and strong emphasis on 

sovereignty had a negative impact on Quebec’s median voter (2014). After this appearance, support 

for the Bloc begun to plummet. It is in fact found that in 2011, the volume of coverage dedicated 

to the sovereignty issue is linked to the evolution of NDP support over the last portion of the 

Quebec campaign (Fournier et al. 2014). The BQ was reduced to its core base in 2011: those who 

chose to vote for the BQ over the NDP had very pro-sovereignty attitudes in 2011. This confirms 

Bélanger and Young (2008) on the need for regionalist parties to moderate their stance on 

sovereignty in order to broaden their base. In 2011, the NDP was able to attract moderate voters 

on both sides of the question in 2011 while the Bloc attracted diehard sovereigntists. 

The Bloc Québécois fared no better in 2015. The 2015 election was marked by a Liberal 

comeback in the province, with Trudeau’s party winning 40 seats in the province (42nd General 

Election). What’s more, from 2011 to 2015, BQ identifiers went from 6% to 4% (Clarke and al. 

2017). Despite this drop in BQ identifiers, the party was nonetheless able to get six more seats 

because of geographically concentrated support. Meanwhile, the Liberals, who went from 18% of 

identifiers in 2011, had 26% of identifiers in 2015 (Clarke and al. 2017). Justin Trudeau had the 

most positive image evaluation in the country compared to his competitors Mulcair, Harper and 

compared to his predecessor Igniatieff (Clarke and al. 2017). Hence similarly to 2011, Gilles 

Duceppe was unpopular and was dethroned both times by other leaders with a connection to 

Quebec as well (Jack Layton and Justin Trudeau) (Fournier et al. 2014; Clarke and al. 2017). In 

fact, Duceppe lost in his own riding in both elections. This is added to the fact the main electoral 

issue in 2015 seemed to be the economy. Canadians considering the economy was doing well was 

68% in 2011, but only 26% in 2015, according to an Abacus pre-election survey (Clarke and al. 

2017). And in 2011, 37% of respondents said Harper was best to handle the economy (Clarke and 

al. 2017). The number was 28% in 2015 (Clarke and al. 2017). This once more supports previous 
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findings regarding the Bloc, as economic hardship in no way boosts support for the Bloc (Loewen 

and al. 2015). Coupled with negative leader evaluation of Duceppe, and positive evaluations for 

Trudeau, the party was further disadvantaged.  

There was however slightly more attention paid to identity-politics that year, mainly the 

Conservative pledge to ban the wearing of the Niqab during citizenship ceremonies, as well as a 

promise to establish an anonymous tip line for “barbaric practices” (Gravelle 2018; Clarke and al. 

2019). This was part of the Conservatives’ attempt to redirect the narrative of the campaign away 

from the economy and divide the Liberal vote (Clarke and al. 2019). The “niqab controversy” 

played the most strongly in Quebec (Gravelle 2018; Clarke and al. 2019). This confirms what we 

know of overall attitudes in the province on secularism and the salience of the debate on religious 

diversity. The BQ subsequently launched attacks on the NDP on the Mulcair’s stance in favour of 

the Niqab (Gravelle 2018; Clarke and al. 2019). This helped the Bloc gain some momentum during 

the campaign (Clarke and al. 2019). However, Thomas Mulcair’s mishandling of the niqab issue 

had the final effect of boosting the Liberals rather than the BQ in Quebec (2019). Two things can 

be extrapolated here in terms of Bloc support. Despite the salience of a religious diversity issue 

that was impactful in Quebec, it was less an issue affecting the culture or autonomy of Quebec then 

a federal policy proposal. 

 As we know, the electoral fortunes on the Bloc were reversed in 2019. While support for 

the BQ in 2019 should not be overstated due to regional concentration, Table 3.3.1. does show an 

increase of more than 10% in support in 2019 compared to the previous election. This is thanks to 

the PQ-CAQ voting partnership, which helped to boost the BQ. This section takes a closer look at 

this voting partnership by presenting a series of tables comparing PQ-BQ voters and CAQ-BQ 

voters, in order to help us gain a better understanding of the nature of the BQ coalition, and what 

issues pulled both groups of voters towards one same party. In the four tables below, the same 
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variables of identity, immigration, religious symbols and pipeline expansion are presented but this 

time BQ voters’ responses are grouped according to their provincial voting preferences (PQ or 

CAQ). A fifth variable was also added in this section, in which participants were asked about which 

federal party they believe is the best at defending Quebec’s interests.  

Table 3.3.2. Identity by federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ LPC CP NDP 

Quebecois 45 72 15 15 21 

Quebecois first, Canadian second 36 28 33 21 38 

Canadian first, Quebecois second 14 0 33 27 23 

Canadian 5 0 20 37 18 

N 86 88 153 85 73 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

We first begin with Table 3.3.2. As demonstrated with in section 1, PQ adherents are 

generally a lot more nationalistic than CAQ adherents. That being said, section 2 demonstrated that 

among the CAQ, it is the much more nationalist voters that were appealed to the BQ in 2019. 

Nonetheless, as demonstrated in table 3.1.1, PQ adherents remain still more nationalist than even 

the most nationalist segment of CAQ voters. Naturally, there is a strong correlation between being 

a sovereigntist and voting for the PQ, as well as the BQ. This represents the party’s core base of 

supporters. Indeed, almost three-quarters, or 72% of PQ-BQ supporters identify as Quebecois only, 

with the remaining 28% identifying as Quebecois first. Among CAQ adherents however, a little 

under half 45% identify as Quebecois only, and 36% identifying as Quebecois first. 

Table 3.3.3. Opinion on the fact that Canada takes too many immigrants by federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ LPC CP NDP 

Strongly agree 23 21 11 28 1 

Somewhat agree 29 33 25 38 17 

Neither agree nor disagree 22 18 18 22 20 

Somewhat disagree 22 16 32 13 36 

Strongly disagree 4 12 14 0 25 

N 86 89 155 87 75 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 



 69 

 

 

Table 3.3.3. takes a look as stance on immigration for BQ-PQ and BQ-CAQ voters. As 

outlined in the previous section, if certain voters among the CAQ attach more importance to better 

immigration oversight, these voters tend to largely be concentrated within the Conservative party 

federally. With that in mind, we find fewer differences on immigration between these two groups 

than between CAQ-BQ and CAQ-CP identifiers, and we also find less differences than between 

CAQ and PQ identifiers in general. There are slightly more BQ-PQ identifiers who disagree with 

the statement that immigration in Canada is too high than BQ-CAQ voters, but overall, there is no 

notable difference either in support or in opposition to the statement when looking at both groups 

of voters as a whole. This suggests that whereas PQ voters were certainly attracted to the BQ for 

sovereignty, it cannot be ascertained that either BQ-CAQ or BQ-PQ voters were particularly drawn 

to the BQ because of its message on immigration.  

Table 3.3.4. Opinion on banning religious clothing and symbols at work by federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & 

PQ 

LPC CP NDP 

Strongly agree 70 67 22 47 17 

Somewhat agree 16 9 19 23 17 

Neither agree nor disagree 7 7 14 13 11 

Somewhat disagree 7 3 28 6 22 

Strongly disagree 0 14 17 13 33 

N 86 89 155 88 76 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

The same cannot be said for support for Bill 21 however. Indeed, in Table 3.3.4., one can 

see a clear trend of support for the Bill among both groups of voters. As we have discussed in 

section 1, even though the péquistes are as a whole supporters of the ban on visible religious 

symbols in the workplace, the issue stands out as more salient and important for CAQ voters. In 

2019, Blanchet had been highly vocal and critical of other federal parties’ refusal to support the 

law and promise protection of it should it be challenged in the Supreme Court. Bill 21 was a central 
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issue to the BQ’s campaign. Conversely, Blanchet’s message was heard by many voters in Quebec, 

since we can see in 3.3.4 that a high concentration of Quebeckers with a strong attachment to Bill 

21 have rallied behind the BQ, regardless of their CAQ or PQ affiliation provincially. Indeed, 67% 

of PQ-BQ voters and 70 % of CAQ-BQ voters strongly support Bill 21. We see again slightly more 

opposition to Bill 21 among the PQ ranks, confirming results from section 1, but we can see 

nonetheless that both groups of voters consider Bill 21 to be an important issue. 

 
Table 3.3.5. Supporting expanding oil and gas pipelines in Canada by federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ LPC CP NDP 

Strongly support 4 0 15 34 10 

Somewhat support 21 9 22 28 21 

Neither support nor oppose 18 23 23 22 7 

Somewhat oppose 21 20 22 8 18 

Strongly oppose 37 49 18 7 44 

N 82 80 130 85 72 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

 If Bill 21 appears to be a unifying cause for BQ-PQ and BQ-CAQ voters, pipeline expansion 

is much more divisive issue for both groups. In section 1 of the analysis, we saw that PQ voters are 

in general more likely to oppose pipeline expansion than CAQ voters, although there was some 

opposition within the CAQ as well. We have also seen that among the CAQ, the most pro-pipeline 

voters tended to converge in large numbers towards the Conservative party. But nonetheless, as 

Table 3.3.5 demonstrates, even CAQ-BQ voters remain more likely to support pipeline expansion 

than BQ-PQ. In its general ideology, and in 2019, the Bloc Québécois had been very vocal about 

its opposition to pipeline expansion and on the importance to stop our reliance on fossil fuels in 

general. This signifies that whereas PQ voters may be appealed to the BQ’s environmentally 

friendly platform (a lot of which is centered on Quebec interests), CAQ voters who support pipeline 
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expansion could not have voted for the BQ because of the party’s stance on pipeline. About half, 

of 49% of PQ-BQ voters strongly oppose pipeline expansion, compared to 37% of CAQ voters. 

That being said, the CAQ voters who have voted for the BQ are not as likely to support pipeline 

expansion than CAQ-CP voters, suggesting perhaps that despite higher levels of support for 

pipeline expansion among CAQ-BQ voters, the pipeline must not be considered particularly salient 

for this group, who has chosen to vote for a party critical of pipeline.   

 
Table 3.3.6. Best party at defending the interests of Quebec province by federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ LPC CP NDP 

LPC 1 0 48 5 11 

CP 2 0 2 38 0 

NDP 0 4 1 0 24 

BQ 97 96 50 55 65 

N 139 82 72 86 86 

Notes: Entries are percentages calculated within vote. Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 The brings us to the Table 3.3.6., on which party is best at defending the interests of Quebec. 

On this question, we that majority of voters from both sub-groups are likely to answer the BQ to 

this statement. In general, the Bloc Québécois is considered as the party having ownership over 

Quebec-centric issues, and as discussed previously in the literature section, this issue-ownership 

only benefits the Bloc if Quebec-centric issues become salient in any given election (Nadeau et al. 

2000).   

 In sum, the tables presented above have demonstrated that BQ-PQ and BQ-CAQ voters are 

alike in terms of support for Bill 21, suggesting this was an aspect of the BQ’s campaign messaging 

that attracted both groups of voters, especially BQ-CAQ voters. On the other hand, some more 

consistent features of the Bloc Québécois, such as the party’s sovereigntist or environmentally 

friendly position managed to keep the party’s core base of supporters, the péquistes, but did not 

resonate for CAQ supporters, who ended up voting for the party anyway. To better illustrate these 
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results, Table 3.3.7. below presents the change in probabilities for voting for the BQ between BQ-

CAQ and BQ-PQ voters. 

Table 3.3.7. Change in probabilities for multinomial logistic regression model for federal/provincial adjusted vote in 

Quebec 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ LPC CPC NDP 

Age .08 .16* .23* -.24** -.23** 

Gender -.001 -.03 .04 .01 -.02 

Education -.06 -.20** .12 .10 .04 

Income .19* -.03 .03 .01 -.19* 

Ideology .11 -.15 -.09 .28** -.15 

Immigrants .02 .03 .002 .22** -.27** 

Symbols .27** -.08 -.09 -.03 -.07 

Identity .003 .46** -.09 -.24** -.13* 

French -.11 .04 .02 .13** -.07 

Pipeline -.08 -.16** .05 .28** -.09 

BestPartyDEFQQ .13 .07 -.19** -.03 .03 

N 351 

Notes: Entries are change in probabilities associated to multinomial logistic regression. The reference 

category is LPC. * p < .05; ** p < .01 (two-tailed test). Source: Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

If we go briefly over the sociodemographic variables to begin, one can see that age, 

education, and income are statistically significant. BQ-PQ voters tend to be older and be less 

educated on average, this is reflective of the PQ’s overall electorate and does not significantly 

change with this Table given that three-quarters of the 2018 PQ voters voted for the Bloc Québécois 

in 2019. Conversely CAQ-PQ voters tend to have higher income on average, as it the case when 

one compares the CAQ and PQ. What is most interesting however, are our attitudinal and opinion 

variables. First with the variable identity, we find that the PQ voters are more nationalist, as 

expected, and they constitute the Bloc’s core base of supporters because of this. Identity has an 

important influence for PQ voters in choosing the Bloc, but not for the CAQ electorate. As noted 

earlier, immigration does not have any meaningful impact on either group. The two variables 
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however that clearly divide both groups are: Bill 21 and pipeline expansion. Supporting Bill 21 has 

a strong incidence for CAQ supporters voting for the Bloc, unlike for the péquistes. Conversely, 

being anti-pipeline has a strong incidence on péquistes voting for the Bloc. However, the incidence 

(-.16**) is not nearly as high as identity is for this group (.46**) or as Bill 21 is for the CAQ 

(.27**).  

This suggests that by and large, the Bloc Québécois was able to retain its core base of 

nationalist péquistes by virtue of being the sole sovereigntist party on the federal arena, in spite of 

Blanchet being noticeably quieter on sovereignty in the 2019 election than its predecessors. And it 

suggests that Bill 21 was a salient issue for an important segment of CAQ voters and that it what 

drew them to the party in 2019. Something that further confirms this is the last variable on the 

table, in which respondents were interrogated about which party is best at defending the interests 

of Quebeckers. This variable was presented in Table 3.3.6., and we were able to notice that both 

groups of BQ voters, from the PQ and the CAQ, agree on the BQ being the best party for defending 

the interests of Quebec. However, in table 3.3.7., although we see a noticeable difference among 

Liberal Party voters, who would highly disagree with the statement that the BQ is best for 

defending the interests of Quebec, we do see a difference between PQ and CAQ voters. Indeed, it 

seems that CAQ voters who are drawn to the BQ are more likely to be appealed by the idea of the 

BQ as the best defender of Quebec’s interests (0.13) than PQ voters (0,07).14 As we know, the 

BQ’s dual mission in Ottawa is sovereignty, and the protection of Quebec’s interests in the 

meantime. It would be counterintuitive for a CAQ voter, who is not sovereigntist, to support the 

BQ because of separatism. But for an autonomist, middle-of-the-road nationalist, the protection of 

Quebec’s interests is appealing when there is a Quebec-centric issue at stake. In 2019, this was Bill 

 
14 This interpretation should not be overstrated since both coefficients, while correctly signed and of the expected 

magnitudes, do not reach conventional levels of statistical significance.  



 74 

 

21, its potential of being challenged in court, and the other federal parties’ lack of attention to this 

issue, and downright opposition in the case of the Liberals and the NDP.  
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Chapter 4 – General Discussion  

This survey analysis has provided some insightful and at times unanticipated information 

not only on Bloc Québécois voters, but on the Quebec electorate at large. The national question—

and its three dimensions—remains an important electoral issue in Quebec, even though the left-

right divide and electoral issues are becoming increasingly more important in moderating 

Quebeckers’ votes at the provincial as well as the federal level. Additionally, the nationalist 

discourse in Quebec has shied away from separation and is becoming increasingly focused on 

debates surrounding culture, identity, secularism and the protection of the French language, making 

campaign issues especially important. 

There are in sum, three important takeaways from the Bloc Québécois’ 2019 coalition of 

voters: the BQ succeeded in attracting moderate nationalist constituents by closely aligning itself 

with a key portion of the CAQ’s electorate, the party’s leader Yves-François Blanchet enjoyed 

positive evaluations in the province, the Bloc was advantaged by the presence of salient issues 

dealing directly with the interests of Quebec and was evaluated positively on those issues while the 

other federal parties’ positions were seen as less conciliatory towards Quebec. 

In many ways, the Bloc Québécois partnership with the Coalition Avenir Québec was an 

obvious, foreseeable strategy for any bloquiste seeking to salvage the party, such as Yves-François 

Blanchet. Doing otherwise and maintaining the traditional close bond with the Parti Québécois 

would likely have led to the BQ losing increasingly more votes one election after another. For a 

long time, the embodiment of the nationalist position at the provincial level was the Parti 

Québécois. Both the BQ and the PQ had the same political aspirations, the same regionalist 

grievances and sense of auto-determination, and the same voters. Both parties have also had close-

knit party leaders who often were/are members of the PQ and the BQ. But as the Parti Québécois 
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became engulfed in a downwards spiral, the BQ’s identification with the PQ became a burden and 

the BQ’s strong advocacy for sovereignty became problematic. In the last couple of years, it is 

clear that most of the BQ caucus was aware of this internally, and it created huge rifts when Martine 

Ouellet (a PQ MNA from 2010 to 2018) became party leader in March 2017 (Bergeron 2018). 

Other than her rigid leadership style, Ouellet was highly criticized for her emphasis on sovereignty, 

leading to 70% of the BQ caucus temporarily becoming independent MNAs who believed that 

sovereignty should not supersede the interests of Quebec (Bergeron 2018). Ouellet eventually left 

the party in June of 2018 following a confidence vote that she lost (Hachey 2018).   

Furthermore, because the BQ’s mission is defending the interests of Quebec while 

preparing Quebeckers for sovereignty, it means that the party is inherently tied to Quebec’s 

political affairs and to how the federal government manages those affairs. Just a year before the 

2019 election, Quebec was experiencing a political realignment. For the first time since the 60s, it 

was no longer the LPQ or the PQ who held power in the province. For many elections prior to the 

2018 provincial election, scholars of Quebec politics Nadeau and Bélanger (2013) had been 

predicting this change as polarization around the national question became less important and the 

left-right divide resurfaced as early as the 2012 provincial election. The BQ avoided going down 

with the PQ by attaching itself to the CAQ, while still being able to count on its remaining PQ 

voters. It should be noted here that no matter how much sovereignty takes a backseat within the 

BQ in the upcoming elections, it is hard to see how this might affect PQ voters considerably. Other 

than the BQ, there seems to be no other option federally for a hardline sovereigntist.  

In sum, the BQ was able to capitalize on one crucial issue to attract CAQ voters: Bill 21. 

The BQ was a strong advocate for Quebec’s right to pass its own legislations enforcing its vision 

of secularism, regardless of the provisions within the Canadian constitution. As we have seen in 

the results section, the CAQ voters who voted for the BQ felt especially strongly about Bill 21. 
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There was a clear consensus among Quebec’s Francophone voters regarding Bill 21 and the other 

federal parties were either mitigated or downright opposed to the law. In sum, this issue 

undoubtedly helped bolster the BQ among a key segment of the CAQ electorate. 

Another crucial factor to the BQ’s spike in popularity in 2019 was unmistakably party 

leadership, which has been shown in the literature to have an incidence on vote choice (Anderson 

and Stephenson 2010; Blais and Perrella 2008; Gidengil and Blais 2007).15 This factor was not 

measured directly in the survey, and therefore this research cannot discuss nor estimate the impact 

that Blanchet’s image as leader might have had on Quebeckers in 2019. However, the literature 

indicates that leadership should have been a contribution factor to BQ success in 2019. Studies 

have found indeed that leadership debates have the potential of affecting a party’s electoral fortunes 

(Blais et al. 1997; 2003). That said, the inclusion of measures of leader popularity (Blanchet, Scheer 

and Singh) in the analyses of voting in the 2019 election does not alter the results. The results 

between the determinant of voting association with the BQ-AQ and BQ-PQ segments, for example, 

 
15Measures of the popularity of party leaders in Quebec in the 2018 provincial election are not available in the survey 

we used. They were therefore not included in the analyses of the vote in that election. They are not used either in our 

analyses of the vote in the 2019 federal election for two main reasons. The first one is to ensure comparability between 

the results for these two elections. Another reason is because the focus of this research was on categories of variables 

which are farther removed than leader images from the tip of the funnel of causality going from certain types of 

variables to the vote decision. Although this method is debated, a common practice is to examine the effect of these 

categories of variables by excluding those (such as leader image) who are closer to the voting variable (this follows 

the logic of using a block-recursive estimation strategy in the context of a theoretical approach inspired by the Michigan 

model, see Miller and Shanks 1996, Blais et al 2000, p84; Nadeau et al 2012, 2017; Daoust and Jabbour 2020). That 

said, the inclusion of measures of leader popularity (Blanchet, Trudeau, Scheer, and Singh) in the analyses of voting 

in the 2019 election does not alter our results. The differences between the determinants of voting associated with the 

BQ-CAQ and BQ-PQ segments, for example, continue to emerge very clearly. The party leader variable has been 

included in the regressions for the 2019 electioral results can be found in the Appendix under sub-section D.  
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continue to emerge very clearly. The party leader variable has been included in the regressions for 

the 2019 electoral results can be found in the Appending under the subsection D.  

Blanchet seems for instance to have performed especially well in the two French leaders’ 

debate over the course of the campaign. At the start of the 2019 campaign, vote intentions for the 

Bloc were at 18% (Grenier 2019). By October 2nd, the day of TVA’s Face à Face, they had reached 

21.8% (Grenier 2019). The days following the Face à Face show a modest rise in vote intentions 

for the party, reaching 22.1% on October 3rd and 22.9% on October 4th (Grenier 2019). The second 

French debate however had an even more powerful effect on vote intentions for Quebec for the 

Bloc Québécois (and the Liberal Party). On October 10th, the day of Radio-Canada’s debate, voting 

intentions for the Bloc Québécois were at 25.3% while those for the Liberals indicated 36% 

(Grenier 2019). By October 11th, vote intentions for the Liberals had dropped at 33.6%, while those 

for the Bloc rose to 27.1% (Grenier 2019). By October 17th, vote intentions for the two parties are 

almost equal, reaching 30.9% for the Liberals and 29.6% for the Bloc (Grenier 2019). This is 

especially impressive for the BQ if we consider that just less than a year before the 2019 election, 

the BQ was undergoing a deep internal crisis under leader Martine Ouellet, which we discussed 

earlier.  

It is of course hard to consider the BQ’ success without looking at how the other federal 

parties were standing in the province at the start of the 2019 campaign. As the polls following the 

leaders’ debates in French indicate, the Liberals were competing with the Bloc for votes in the 

province, especially towards the end of the campaign.  If Justin Trudeau was extremely popular in 

2015, described by some media outlets as a new form Trudeaumania, it seems that this honeymoon 

did not last (Clarke and al. 2017). This is added to the fact that Jagmeet Singh was not popular in 

the province, and the NDP went through a continuous dip throughout the 2019 electoral campaign 

in Quebec (Grenier 2019). The NDP had been struggling in the province since 2015 under Thomas 
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Mulcair. In fact, many NDP seats from 2015 were lost to the BQ in 2019. Meanwhile, support for 

the Conservatives remained stagnant, keeping their MPs especially around the Quebec-city area 

and Beauce, but failing to elect any others (42nd General Election).   

Lastly, for a party that already had ownership of Quebec issues, the only thing Yves-

François Blanchet needed in 2019 was some Quebec-centric issues to capitalize on. This would 

allow it to get strategic moderate nationalist voters more concerned with the protection of Quebec’s 

interests than sovereignty. As discussed throughout this research, the Bloc’s need to bridge the gap 

among francophones, sovereigntist and nationalists is not new. In Political Marketing and the 2019 

Canadian Federal Election, Vincent Raynauld and André Turcotte argue that the use of “wedge 

issues”, namely abortion, immigration and climate change had been instrumental in helping boost 

the BQ’s popularity near the end of the electoral campaign and impact negatively the Conservative 

party (2021).  

 In 2018, a central feature of the CAQ’s campaign was the promise to ban the wearing of 

religious symbols by public servants. Once in power, the party was quick to start working on this 

project, and in the summer of 2019, the Bill 21 was adopted (“Bill 21: An Act Respecting the 

Laicity of the state”) Over the course of the 2019 electoral campaign, as the constitutionality of 

Bill 21 came into question, the Liberal Party stated it would not oppose court challenges to the law, 

and Neo-Democrats were most vocal in denouncing the law (Selley 2019). While Andrew Sheer 

remained at first evasive, he eventually argued, timidly, that Quebeckers had the right to pass Bill 

21 (Selley 2019). In sum, the most vocal defender of Bill 21 was the Bloc Québécois, with all other 

federal parties being either elusive or strongly against the law. For Quebeckers with a strong 

attachment to Bill 21 in the 2019 election, the choice became clear. This was reinforced by the fact 

that Bloc Québécois was, in defending Bill 21, fulfilling the second part of its mission as a 

regionalist party, which is to defend the interests of Quebeckers. The analysis section has shown a 
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strong pattern of support for Bill 21 among the CAQ electorate, and among CAQ-BQ voters in 

particular. The pipeline expansion project was also another salient issue during the 2019 federal 

election, and the Bloc was able to capitalize on it by framing it as a Quebec-centric issue. While 

there were higher levels of opposition to pipeline expansion among PQ voters, CAQ voters as a 

whole, and in particular CAQ-BQ voters were also against pipelines.  
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Chapter 5 – Conclusion  

This analysis makes clear that the Bloc Québécois would not have succeeded were it not 

for its newly formed partnership with CAQ partisans. This raises some new questions regarding 

voter behaviour in Quebec, including the phenomenon of split-ticket voting.  Split-ticket voting 

refers to the behaviour by which voters support one party candidate for one office/position, and 

another party’s candidate for another (Tessier and McGregor 2018). This type of voting can be 

present in any political system in which different partisan races are held simultaneously (Tessier 

and McGregor 2018). Split-ticket voting has been heavily investigated in the literature in recent 

decades, beginning in the United States, but quickly gained attention elsewhere in the world, 

especially Europe (Tessier and McGregor 2018). According to Fiorina (1998), voters who are more 

ideological (far left or far right) are less likely to practice split-ticket voting, whereas voters that 

are more moderate and do not identify as strongly with a party are more likely to split their vote 

(cited in Tessier and McGregor 2018). Lack of partisanship and strong ideological leanings are 

features of the Quebec electorate. Upon their investigation of split-ticket voting in the United 

States, scholars Lewis-Beck and Nadeau (2004) conclude that split-ticket voting can be used as a 

medium for party balancing and that party evaluations at different levels should be analyzed in 

comparison rather than in opposition to one another. More broadly, various scholars have found 

supporting evidence of individual-level variables as responsible for split-ticket voting such as: 

sociodemographic characteristics, partisan strength and ambivalence towards parties and 

candidates (Tessier and McGregor 2018). 

Not much attention has been devoted to this topic in Canada, given that voters cast a single, 

separate vote in provincial and federal elections. While the phenomenon itself isn’t a reality of 

voting behaviour in Canada, many of its underlying aspects are in the case we are interested in. For 
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instance, Quebeckers’ decision to support any given party at the provincial level and another at the 

federal level partly seems to stem from retrospective and prospective considerations of the current 

state of affairs in the province and the federal level’s role in maintaining or altering this. Bélanger 

and Gélineau (2005), in a cross-sectional time-series analysis of electoral results and macro-

economic data for the 1953-2001 period, find that provincial incumbents are not held accountable 

for economic conditions in their provinces but are rather punished for national economic 

deterioration when the incumbent federal party is of the same partisan family. What’s more, many 

Canadian scholars have found that voters identity with different parties nationally and provincially 

(Clough 2007) 

The 2019 federal elections were marked by provincial involvement by the premier of 

Quebec, which seems to have had an effect on the CAQ’s electorate voting at the federal level, as 

evidenced from the analysis. Namely as Lachapelle argues (2021), “one key determinant of the 

outcome of the 2019 federal election was the support for the BQ to the Quebec government claims” 

(60). Francois Legault had made six demands to federal political parties the beginning of the 2019 

campaign, which were supported by a majority of Quebec voters (Lachapelle 2021). These 

demands included authority of over immigration affairs and the integration of newcomers as well 

as the protection of Bill 21 (Lachapelle 2021). The fear of federal interference with Quebec’s affairs 

could easily have pushed many Quebeckers to vote for the Bloc Québécois. Indeed, in 2019, the 

Bloc Québécois sought to appeal “to all voters who did not consider the other party leaders able to 

understand the new nationalism of Quebec society” (qtd. in Lachapelle 2021, 60). According to a 

Leger poll conducted prior to the 2019 election, fear of seeing Trudeau get re-elected was the main 

concern for 50 % of CAQ voters (Lachapelle 2021, p.60).  

Blanchet’s strategy was to become closely aligned with the CAQ during the 2019 elections 

and the issues that mattered to its electorate. The Parti Québécois electorate is a group that the BQ 
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can always count on throughout elections, but it is a sizably older, increasingly smaller part of the 

Quebec electorate. The CAQ was a way for the BQ to become once more relevant on the political 

scene. In 2019, Yves-François Blanchet benefited from positive leader ratings, and the election of 

the autonomist CAQ party just a year earlier had the effect of putting many Quebec-centric issues, 

surrounding identity for the most part, back on the table. Helped by some favourable circumstances, 

Blanchet succeeded in getting the party back on his feet. The BQ did see its popular support rise 

back in 2019, but this was thanks to a winning set of electoral factors that in many ways were out 

of the party’s control, including a political realignment at the provincial level, suggesting further 

uncertainty for the party’s electoral fortunes in future elections. The current pandemic context 

might be putting at the forefront economic issues, on which the Bloc Québécois does not have 

ownership over. It will also depend on the Quebec-Canada relationship on the eve of the next 

election, and it will be interesting to see if premier François Legault decides to make key demands 

to all federal candidates at it pertains to Quebec’s affairs, as he did in 2019. Moreover, the question 

of the French language and its decline in Quebec and in Canada at large has been an important 

topic that has received extensive media coverage in the province recently. Justin Trudeau and his 

minister of Official Languages Mélanie Joly have promised to take action to prevent the decline of 

French and should this become a salient issue in the upcoming election, it is certainly a domain the 

Bloc Québécois has ownership on.  

In sum, the goals of this research have been two-fold. Firstly, this research sought to 

uncover the nature of the 2019 Bloc Québécois voting coalition and what issues and factors brought 

this coalition into being. Secondly, this research sought to add onto the existing research on the 

Bloc Québécois and illustrate the party’s resilience and adaptability in the face of a continuously 

evolving discourse on nationalism in Quebec. As mentioned earlier, the party remains fragile, and 

the Quebec electorate is increasingly more volatile. In addition, the 2020-2021 period, marked by 



 84 

 

a worldwide pandemic, has had significant impacts on the economy and the healthcare system, and 

depending on the state of affairs in the upcoming federal election, this is likely to have an impact 

on what issues will be considered salient to voters. In 2015 and 2019, a lot of symbolic issues 

received extensive media coverage and attention by all federal parties and this may be different 

this time. The Bloc Québécois has nonetheless proven to be a steady and resilient force in Quebec, 

and it will be interesting to see whether the party is able to recreate another kind of “rainbow” 

coalition in the upcoming election. 
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Appendix 

Appendix A: Survey weighting procedures  

 
Table A1 (Weighted and unweighted distribution) 

 Unweighted Weighted Weighted (%) 

Province    

British Columbia 500 408 13 % 

Alberta 501 337 11 % 

Prairies 501 196 7 % 

Ontario 501 1,152 38 % 

Quebec 500 705 22% 

Atlantic provinces 501 206 7% 

Gender    

Man 1,543 1,459 49% 

Woman 1,452 1,539 51% 

Other 9 6 0% 

Age    

Between 18 and 24 280 291 10% 

Between 25 and 34 504 528 18% 

Between 35 and 44 537 486 16% 

Between 45 and 54 629 538 18% 

Between 55 and 64 460 525 18% 

Between 65 and 74 432 483 16% 

75 or older 162 153 5% 

Language    

English 2,414 2,292 76% 

French 511 628 21 % 

Other 79 84 3 

Highest level of education    

Less than high school 89 131 4% 

High school graduate 496 650 22% 

Less than college/some 

CEGEP 

211 309 10% 

College / CEGEP graduate 712 974 32% 

Apprenticeship 112 123 4% 

Some university 317 180 6% 

Undergraduate university 

degree 

711 431 14% 

 

Post-graduate university 

degree 

356 206 7% 

Household income    

Under $20,000 224 239 8% 

$20,000-$39,999 429 484 16% 

$40,000-$59,999 462 478 16% 

$60,000-$79,999 427 470 16% 

$80,000-$99,999 420 400 13% 

$100,000-$119,999 251 224 8% 

$120,000-$159,999 271 240 8% 

$160,000-$199,999 104 86 3% 

$200,000 or more 97 58 2% 

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 
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Table A2 (Weighting procedure for Quebec only)  

Label Weight 

Quebec AND A man AND Between 18 and 24  0.0121  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 25 and 34  0.018  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 35 and 44  0.0189  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 45 and 54  0.0203  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 55 and 64  0.0211  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 65 and 74,75 or older  0.0239  

Quebec AND A woman, Other AND Between 18 and 24  0.0118  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 18 and 24  0.0121  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 25 and 34  0.018  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 35 and 44  0.0189  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 45 and 54  0.0203  

Quebec AND A man AND Between 55 and 64  0.0211  

French  0,209  

English, Other  0.791  

University, No  0.728  

University, Yes  0.272  

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 
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Appendix B. Multinomial logistic regression for the changes in probabilities  

Table B1. Multinomial logistic regression model for vote in 2018 provincial election of Quebec 

 CAQ LPQ QS 

Age .77 

(.72) 

.41 

(.93) 

-.85 

(.89) 

Gender .19 

(.34) 

1.25** 

(.44) 

1.09** 

(.42) 

Education .77 

(.62) 

-.39 

(.83) 

1,63* 

(.76) 

Income 1.47* 

(.70) 

.66 

(.91) 

.20 

(.92) 

French .52 

(.88) 

-2.17** 

(.83) 

-.10 

(.97) 

Ideology 2.52** 

(.88) 

3.12** 

(1.12) 

-3.81** 

(1.19) 

Immigrants .78 

(.60) 

.67 

(.75) 

-.72 

(.83) 

Symbols 1.11 

(.60) 

-1.05 

(.68) 

-.50 

(.66) 

Identity -3.99** 

(.69) 

-5.02** 

(.79) 

-2.28** 

(.88) 

Pipeline 1,11* 

(.50) 

.78 

(.70) 

-.27 

(.76) 

Intercept -1.25 

(1.21) 

2.44 

(1.26) 

2.47 

(1.32) 

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2 .66 

N 375 

Notes : Entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients.The reference 

category is PQ. * p < .05; ** p < .01 (two-tailed test). Source : Lachapelle and 

Nadeau survey 2019 

 

Table B2. Multinomial logistic regression model for vote provincial/federal adjusted vote in Quebec 

 CAQ & BQ CAQ & LPC CAQ & CP LPQ QS 

Age 1,01 

(.87) 

2,42 

(1,21) 

-.88 

(1,29) 

.06 

(.97) 

-.98 

(.90) 

Gender .41 

(.39) 

.11 

(.54) 

.78 

(.61) 

1.12* 

(.46) 

1.02* 

(.42) 

Education .21 

(.72) 

1,23 

(.96) 

1,55 

(1,08) 

-.23 

(.88) 

1,68* 

(.76) 

Income 2.27** 

(.85) 

.68 

(1.13) 

2.39* 

(1.13) 

1.14 

(.95) 

-.01 

(.94) 

French -.96 

(.96) 

14,1 

(823) 

2,28 

(1,25) 

-1,70* 

(.85) 

.07 

(.00) 

Ideology 1.59 

(1.03) 

3.06* 

(1.38) 

3.02* 

(1.55) 

3.16** 

(1.22) 

-3.78** 

(1.21) 

Immigrants .78 

(.72) 

.22 

(1,00) 

3,26** 

(1,08) 

1,47 

(.86) 

-.63 

(.86) 

Symbols 2.76** 

(.86) 

.25 

(.94) 

-.46 

(1.02) 

-1.59* 

(.79) 

-.47 

(.68) 

Identity -2.81** 

(.81) 

-3.71** 

(.96) 

-6.88** 

(1.04) 

-5.31** 

(.84) 

-2.37** 

(.90) 

Pipeline .47 

(.58) 

1,58* 

(.80) 

5,63** 

(1,21) 

1,56* 

(.77) 

-.22 

(.78) 

Intercept -2.36 

(1.40) 

-16.9 

(823) 

-6.52** 

(2.07) 

1.80 

(1.31) 

2.44 

(1.34) 

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2 .74 

N 350 

Notes : Entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients. The reference category is PQ. * p < .05; ** p < .01 (two-tailed test). 

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 
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Table B3. Multinomial logistic regression model for vote federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ CPC NDP  

Age .21 

(.93) 

1,00 

(.99) 

-3,24** 

(.97) 

-2,49** 

(.86) 

 

Gender -.20 

(.40) 

-.42 

(.43) 

.03 

(.45) 

-.34 

(.41) 

 

Education -1,40 

(.77) 

-2,62** 

(.85) 

.69 

(.76) 

-.29 

(.73) 

 

Income 1.34 

(.84) 

-.03 

(.91) 

.14 

(.86) 

-1.75* 

(.89) 

 

French -.80 

(.80) 

-.09 

(1,30) 

1,31* 

(.63) 

-.75 

(.60) 

 

Ideology .83 

(1.00) 

-1.13 

(1.07) 

3.47** 

(1.17) 

-1.26 

(.95) 

 

Immigrants .24 

(.73) 

.10 

(.79) 

2,48** 

(.76) 

-2,45** 

(.78) 

 

Symbols 2.25** 

(.82) 

.18 

(.76) 

.18 

(.68) 

-.33 

(.65) 

 

Identity 1.54* 

(.68) 

4.92** 

(.95) 

-2.29** 

(.69) 

-.29 

(.67) 

 

Pipeline -1,21 

(.62) 

-2,22** 

(.69) 

2,86** 

(.83) 

-1,24 

(.69) 

 

BestPartyDEFQQ 1.89** 

(.70) 

1.77* 

(.78) 

.32 

(.48) 

.99* 

(.47) 

 

Intercept -3.90** 

(1.29) 

-3.51* 

(1.59) 

-5.03** 

(1.27) 

3.83** 

(.99) 

 

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2 .68 

N 351 

Notes : Entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients. The reference category is LPC. * p < .05; ** p < .01 (two-tailed 

test). Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 
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Appendix C. Variable codification and statistics 
 
Table C1. Variable codification  

Dependent Variable 

   

Vote_Prov Multinomial Vote in 2018 provincial election of Quebec. 

1.Liberal Party of Quebec (LPQ) 

2.Coalition Avenir Québec (CAQ) 

3.Parti quebécois (PQ) 

4.Québec Solidaire (QS) 

Vote_Prov2 Multinomial Vote in 2018 provincial election of Quebec, and 2019 federal election in 

Quebec for CAQ. 

1.Liberal Party of Quebec (LPQ) 

2.Coalition Avenir Québec (CAQ) AND Bloc quebecois (BQ) 

3.Coalition Avenir Québec (CAQ) AND Liberal Party of Canada (LPC) 

4.Coalition Avenir Québec (CAQ) AND Conservative Party (CP) 

5.Parti quebécois (PQ) 

6.Québec Solidaire (QS) 

   

Sociodemographic Variables 

   

Age Scale  Age of respondents, rescaled from 0 (18) to 1 (91). 

   

Gender Dummy 1=Female 

0=Male 

   

French Dummy 1.Speaking French most often at home 

0.Otherwise 

   

Socioeconomic Variables & ideology 

   

Education 

 

8 point scale Highest level of educational that has been attained by the respondents. Scores 

are rescaled from 0 (less than high school) to 1 (postgraduate university 

degree). 

Income 

 

9 point scale Respondents’ household income. Scores are rescaled from 0 (Under 

$20,000) to 1 (More than $200,000). 

Ideology 

 

 

10 point scale Respondents place their views on a scale 1 (left) to 10 (right). Scores are 

rescaled to 0 to 1. 

Issue variables 

   

Immigrants 

 

 

5 point scale Canada takes too many immigrants. 

0.Strongly disagree 

.25.Somewhat disagree 

.50.Neither agree nor disagree 

.75.Somewhat agree 

1.Strongly agree 

   

Symbols 

 

 

5 point scale Public servants like teachers and healthcare workers should be banned from 

wearing religious clothing and symbols at work.   

0.Strongly disagree 

.25.Somewhat disagree 

.50.Neither agree nor disagree 

.75.Somewhat agree 

1.Strongly agree 

  

Identity 

 

 

4 point scale Politically, would you say you identify mostly as: 

0.Canadian 

.33.Canadian first, Quebecois second 

.67.Quebecois first, Canadian secodn  

1.Quebecois 
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BestPartyDEFBQ Dummy Best at defending the interests of your province: 

1.Bloc Québécois 

0.Otherwise 

   

Pipeline 

 

 

5 point scale To what extent do you support or oppose expanding oil and gas pipelines in 

Canada – such as the planned expansion of the TransMountain pipeline from 

Alberta to British Columbia?   

0.Strongly oppose 

.25.Somewhat oppose 

.50.Neither support nor oppose 

.75.Somewhat support 

1.Strongly support 

Non responses are excluded.   

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 
Table C2. Sample descriptive statistics  

 Min Max Mean 

Standard 

deviation 

Age 0 0,99 0,42 0,23 

Gender 0 1 0.51 0.50 

Education 0 1 0,43 0,28 

Income 0 1 0.35 0.25 

Ideology 0 1 0.50 0.22 

Immigrants 0 1 0,55 0,32 

Synbols 0 1 0.61 0.37 

Identity 0 1 0.59 0.36 

French 0 1 0,83 0,37 

Pipeline 0 1 0,42 0,34 

BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.61 0.49 

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 
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Table C3. Descriptive statistics for political parties in Quebec 

  Min Max Mean 

Standard 

deviation 

CAQ Age 0 0,88 0,49 0,22 

 Gender 0 1 0.39 0.49 

 Education 0 1 0,44 0,24 

 Income 0 1 0.42 0.23 

 Ideology 0.11 1 0.58 0.18 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,59 0,28 

 Symbols 0 1 0.78 0.31 

 Identity 0 1 0.58 0.34 

 French 0 1 0,97 0,17 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,47 0,35 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.81 0.39 

LPQ Age 0,01 0,99 0,46 0,23 

 Gender 0 1 0.61 0.49 

 Education 0 1 0,42 0,29 

 Income 0 1 0.33 0.22 

 Ideology 0 1 0.52 0.21 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,50 0,33 

 Symbols 0 1 0.39 0.32 

 Identity 0 1 0.34 0.32 

 French 0 1 0,51 0,50 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,51 0,33 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.20 0.40 

PQ Age 0,01 0,84 0,44 0,25 

 Gender 0 1 0.50 0.50 

 Education 0 1 0,40 0,29 

 Income 0 1 0.34 0.24 

 Ideology 0 1 0.47 0.20 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,55 0,33 

 Symbols 0 1 0.70 0.37 

 Identity 0 1 0.86 0.22 

 French 0 1 0,97 0,18 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,27 0,28 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.83 0.38 

QS Age 0,03 0,78 0,36 0,22 

 Gender 0 1 0.65 0.48 

 Education 0 1 0,61 0,30 

 Income 0 1 0.36 0.25 

 Ideology 0 0.67 0.30 0.16 

 Immigrants 0 0,75 0,31 0,23 

 Symbols 0 1 0.47 0.36 
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 Identity 0 1 0.71 0.27 

 French 0 1 0,93 0,26 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,21 0,26 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.72 0.45 

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 
C4. Descriptive statistics for political parties in Canada 

  Min Max Mean 

Standard 

deviation 

LPC Age 0 0,99 0,49 0,24 

 Gender 0 1 0.58 0.50 

 Education 0 1 0,49 0,28 

 Income 0 1 0.37 0.24 

 Ideology 0 1 0.52 0.22 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,47 0,31 

 Symbols 0 1 0.50 0.36 

 Identity 0 1 0.48 0.33 

 French 0 1 0,72 0,45 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,49 0,33 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.44 0.50 

CPC Age 0,04 0,88 0,40 0,24 

 Gender 0 1 0.36 0.48 

 Education 0 1 0,48 0,24 

 Income 0 1 0.44 0.26 

 Ideology 0.22 1 0.62 0.19 

 Immigrants 0,25 1 0,70 0,25 

 Symbols 0 1 0.72 0.35 

 Identity 0 1 0.38 0.36 

 French 0 1 0,77 0,42 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,69 0,30 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.53 0.50 

NDP Age 0 0,86 0,34 0,23 

 Gender 0 1 0.51 0.50 

 Education 0 1 0,52 0,27 

 Income 0 1 0.33 0.24 

 Ideology 0 1 0.39 0.22 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,33 0,27 

 Symbols 0 1 0.41 0.38 

 Identity 0 1 0.54 0.34 

 French 0 1 0,75 0,44 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,33 0,36 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.62 0.49 

BQ Age 0 0,84 0,47 0,21 

 Gender 0 1 0.48 0.50 
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 Education 0 1 0,42 0,28 

 Income 0 1 0.39 0.23 

 Ideology 0 1 0.48 0.19 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,59 0,31 

 Symbols 0 1 0.81 0.31 

 Identity 0 1 0.83 0.24 

 French 0 1 0,97 0,17 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,28 0,30 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.95 0.21 

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table C5. Descriptive statistics : combined political parties in Quebec & Canada  

  Min Max Mean 

Standard 

deviation 

CAQ & BQ Age 0 0,81 0,50 0,18 

 Gender 0 1 0.45 0.50 

 Education 0,14 1 0,42 0,25 

 Income 0 0.75 0.43 0.20 

 Ideology 0.11 1 0.54 0.17 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,62 0,29 

 Symbols 0.25 1 0.87 0.22 

 Identity 0 1 0.75 0.28 

 French 0 1 0,95 0,22 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,34 0,32 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.96 0.19 

CAQ & LPC Age 0,07 0,88 0,54 0,24 

 Gender 0 1 0.47 0.51 

 Education 0,14 1 0,46 0,24 

 Income 0 1 0.40 0.24 

 Ideology 0.22 0.89 0.62 0.18 

 Immigrants 0,25 1 0,51 0,23 

 Symbols 0 1 0.70 0.33 

 Identity 0 1 0.51 0.31 

 French 1 1 10000.00 0,00 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,52 0,35 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.77 0.43 

CAQ & CPC Age 0,07 0,88 0,47 0,23 

 Gender 0 1 0.25 0.44 
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 Education 0,14 1 0,45 0,23 

 Income 0.13 1 0.46 0.28 

 Ideology 0.22 1 0.59 0.18 

 Immigrants 0,25 1 0,66 0,25 

 Symbols 0 1 0.71 0.37 

 Identity 0 1 0.39 0.35 

 French 0 1 0,96 0,20 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,70 0,29 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.60 0.50 

BQ & CAQ Age 0 0,81 0,50 0,18 

 Gender 0 1 0.45 0.50 

 Education 0,14 1 0,42 0,25 

 Income 0 0.75 0.43 0.20 

 Ideology 0.11 1 0.54 0.17 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,62 0,29 

 Symbols 0.25 1 0.87 0.22 

 Identity 0 1 0.75 0.28 

 French 0 1 0,95 0,22 

 Pipeline 0 1 0,34 0,32 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.96 0.19 

 N valide (liste)    

BQ & PQ Age 0,01 0,84 0,47 0,23 

 Gender 0 1 0.49 0.50 

 Education 0 1 0,36 0,27 

 Income 0 1 0.35 0.24 

 Ideology 0.11 0.89 0.46 0.19 

 Immigrants 0 1 0,59 0,33 

 Symbols 0 1 0.78 0.36 

 Identity 0.67 1 0.91 0.15 

 French 0 1 0,99 0,10 

 Pipeline 0 0,75 0,22 0,26 

 BestPartyDEFBQ 0 1 0.93 0.25 

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 
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Appendix D: Multinomial regression and change in probabilities including 

party leaders’ image variable  
 
Table D1. Multinomial logistic regression model for federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec (including party leaders’ 

image variable) 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ CPC NDP  

Age -1,42 

(1,33) 

-.82 

(1,38) 

-7,26** 

(1,92) 

-4,17** 

(1,23) 

 

Gender .65 

(.58) 

.40 

(.59) 

1.02 

(.89) 

.05 

(.57) 

 

Education -1,83 

(1,09) 

-2,57* 

(1,13) 

2,54 

(1,58) 

-1,29 

(.99) 

 

Income 2.47* 

(1.23) 

.98 

(1.31) 

.31 

(1.48) 

-1.32 

(1.18) 

 

French -.71 

(1,18) 

.45 

(1,54) 

2,35* 

(1,03) 

.23 

(.88) 

 

Ideology .97 

(1.60) 

-.96 

(1.71) 

2.69 

(2.31) 

-.14 

(1.53) 

 

Immigrants .19 

(1,07) 

.28 

(1,13) 

1,88 

(1,35) 

-3,19** 

(1,13) 

 

Symbols 1.13 

(1.09) 

-1.16 

(1.07) 

1.44 

(1.20) 

1.14 

(.96) 

 

Identity .82 

(.94) 

4.41** 

(1.18) 

-2.08 

(1.16) 

-.78 

(.93) 

 

Pipeline -1,34 

(.93) 

-2,21* 

(.99) 

2,92* 

(1,45) 

.18 

(.91) 

 

BestPartyDEFQQ 1.63 

(.96) 

1.38 

(1.01) 

-.87 

(.93) 

.51 

(.66) 

 

Trudeau -10,26** 

(1,64) 

-10,27** 

(1,68) 

-11,91** 

(2,16) 

-7,68** 

(1,57) 

 

Scheer 2.74 

(1.45) 

3.97** 

(1.49) 

12.53** 

(2.40) 

-.02 

(1.37) 

 

Singh -2,00 

(1,26) 

-2,13 

(1,24) 

-3,24 

(2,05) 

5,60** 

(1,42) 

 

Blanchet 8,32** 

(1,91) 

9,00** 

(2,05) 

1,15 

(1,88) 

-1,13 

(1,15) 

 

Intercept -2.10 

(2.08) 

-2.95 

(2.44) 

-2.84 

(2.47) 

4.88** 

(1.74) 
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Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2 .87 

N 327 

Notes : Entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients. The reference category is LPC. * p < .05; ** p < .01 (two-tailed 

test). Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 
Table D2. Change in probabilities for multinomial logistic regression model for federal/provincial adjusted vote in Quebec 

(including party leader variable) 

 BQ & CAQ BQ & PQ LPC CPC NDP 

Age .05 .10 .27** -.22** -.20** 

Gender .03 -.01 -.03 .03 -.02 

Education -.07 -.13 .11 .15* -.06 

Income .23* -.04 -.03 -.02 -.14 

French -.14 .07 -.02 .10** -.003 

Ideology .13 -.16 -.03 .10 -.04 

Immigrants .02 .04 .09 .10* -.25** 

Symbols .16 -.20** -.06 .04 .07 

Identity -.13 .38** -.05 -.11** -.10 

Pipeline -.06 -.15* .03 .14** .03 

BestPartyDEFQQ .10 .03 -.07 -.07* .01 

Trudeau -.25** -.20** .82** -.19** -.18* 

Scheer -.11 .14 -.25** .43** -.21 

Singh -.12 -.13 -.09 -.14* .48** 

Blanchet .38** .35** -.32** -.11 -.30 

N 327 

Notes : Entries are change in probabilities associated to multinomial logistic regression. The reference 

category is LPC. * p < .05; ** p < .01 (two-tailed test). Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 
Table D3. Party leaders’ image variable codification 

Leaders 

   

Trudeau 

 

 

Scale On a scale from 0 to 100, respondents say how do they feel about Trudeau. 

Sores are rescaled to 0 to 1. Nonresponses are coded as median scores. 

 

Scheer 

 

 

Scale On a scale from 0 to 100, respondents say how do they feel about Scheer. 

Sores are rescaled to 0 to 1. Nonresponses are coded as median scores. 

 

Singh 

 

 

Scale On a scale from 0 to 100, respondents say how do they feel about Singh. 

Sores are rescaled to 0 to 1. Nonresponses are coded as median scores. 

 

Blanchet 

 

 

Scale On a scale from 0 to 100, respondents say how do they feel about Blanchet. 

Sores are rescaled to 0 to 1. Nonresponses are coded as median scores. 

   

Source : Lachapelle and Nadeau survey 2019 

 

 

 

 


