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On 23 June 2016, the United Kingdom held a referendum in which the country voted to leave
the European Union (EU). At the time, few figures loomed larger over British politics than
Nigel Farage, the leader of the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP). Farage and UKIP
had been campaigning for the UK to leave the EU for many years. And ahead of the general
election of 2015, the threat of UKIP encouraged Conservative Prime Minister David Cameron
to commit to a referendum on EU membership. Throughout the referendum campaign, Far-
age made regular appearances in the media, including as a panellist on the BBC's popular
weekly political show Question Time, and he continued to be a regular thorn in the side of the
Prime Minister. Ultimately, the campaign to leave the EU won the day. UKIP and its charis-
matic leader were an important force in pushing the UK towards this outcome.

Meanwhile, across the English Channel, another populist politician was having similar suc-
cess in France. In 2011, Marine Le Pen became leader of the National Front (which is now
known as the National Rally), a radical right party. She took over the party helm from her
father, Jean-Marie Le Pen, who had founded the party and led it since 1972. The elder Le Pen,
in particular, was known for his anti-Semitic and anti-Muslim views. Like UKIP, the National
Rally has opposed French membership in the European Union and other international or-
ganizations. The party also strongly opposes immigration, especially from outside of Europe.
Marine Le Pen secured reasonably strong political backing and managed to enter the second
round of the 2017 French presidential elections against Emmanuel Macron. Even though she
eventually lost, she put up a strong electoral showing.

Besides their similar positions and well-known public personas, Nigel Farage and Marine
Le Pen have something else in common. Their parties have never performed particularly well
in national parliamentary elections. UKIP has only ever won one single seat in the British
House of Commons—a seat held by the formerly Conservative MP Douglas Carswell. Nigel
Farage, himself, has never won a seat in the House of Commons despite standing for elec-
tion seven times. Marine Le Pen has only done slightly better. In her fifth attempt to become
adeputy in the French National Assembly, she finally won a seat in 2017. Her National Rally
party, however, remains a fringe phenomenon in the French parliament, holding only eight
seats out of 577 in the National Assembly following the 2017 election.

In contrast, both UKIP and the National Rally have performed exceedingly well in the
European elections that elect deputies to the European Parliament (EP)—the directly elected
Parliament of the European Union. UKIP and its successor party—the Brexit Party—finished
2 the largest British party in both the 2014 and 2019 EP elections and the second largest
in 2009, Nigel Farage held a seat in the EP from 1999 until 31 January 2020, the day the UK




1 INTRODUCTION

left the EU. During that time, he made a name for himself as someone prone to outland-
ish speeches in which he would insult both European institutions and politicians. Likewise,
Le Pen’s party was the first-place finisher in the EP elections in France in both 2014 and 2019,
and, like Farage, Le Pen used her role as a member of the European Parliament to project an
image of herself as someone willing to fight European institutions back in France.

Beyond the UK and France, the rest of Europe has also been experiencing dramatic politi-
cal change. Many smaller parties, sometimes holding radical views, have come to national
prominence, having had greater electoral success at the European level than the national
level. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, for example, the German Green party consistently
polled better in European elections than at home. Even when parties holding radical views
first experienced success nationally, this success was often validated in subsequent European
elections. The Five Star Movement, an Italian party founded by comedian and blogger Beppe
Grillo, came to prominence by winning almost 26 per cent of the votes and becomingthesec-
ond largest party in ltaly following the 2013 national elections. The party’s platform was very
critical of European integration, expressing support for holding a referendum to leave the EU's
common currency, the Euro (although it has since softened its tone). In the subsequent 2014
EP election, the party repeated its success, securing 21 per cent of the vote and again finishing
as the second largest party.

In the 2019 EP election, smaller parties across many countries and at both ends of the
ideological spectrum continued their string of successes, winning a record number of seats.
In Germany, the far-right Alternative for Germany (AfD) won 11 per cent of the vote, similar
to their vote share in the previous national election and more than double their vote share
from the 2013 national election; in Sweden, the Green Party likewise captured over 11 per
cent, more than doubling their previous national vote share; and in Greece, the Coalition of
the Radical Left (Syriza) won 23 per cent of the vote, finishing as one of top two parties in
every Greek election since 2010, when previously they had tended to win less than 5 per cent
of the vote. When these parties sustain their European-level success at the national level, as
the German AfD, the Italian Five Star Movement, and the Greek Syriza have done, it creates
particular challenges for more moderate, traditional parties, who must decide how to com-
pete against these upstarts. The decisions they make impact voters' choices at the ballot box.
And the success of new parties nationally has concrete consequences for the formation of
governments. Most countries across Europe use a form of parliamentary system, in which
the formation of government occurs within parliament after an election, and governments
need the support of a majority in parliament to make policy. New types of coalitions have
formed and governed, including an all-populist government in Italy comprised of the Five
Star Movement and the League Party (Lega), and a novel coalition government in Austria of
the centre-right Austrian People’s Party and the Greens. Numerous governments haven been
unable to muster stable parliamentary majorities, including in Spain, the Czech Republic,
Belgium, and Ireland due to increasingly fragmented parliaments.

So why are some politicians prominent in national politics when the national parties that
they lead have never had much success at the national level? Why do some parties experi-
ence relatively more, or earlier, success in European Parliament elections? Why are parties
able to generate electoral buzz by criticizing the European Union or Brussels elites? What
should mainstream, established parties do when competing against these parties? And what
are the implications for government formation, policy-making, and political representation?

1 INTRODUCTION

These questions touch on important themes that lie at the very heart of European politics
t_oday. They get at the interplay between national and European politics. They ask why popu-
list and anti-EU views have become so omnipresent in European politics. They even toEch
on 'why voters feel disenfranchised or unrepresented by mainstream political parties and
politics. And they ask how parties compete in elections, especially when smaller parties that
challenge the system experience electoral success.

Given their importance, we must carefully consider how best to answer these and man
other similar questions surrounding European politics. That is precisely what this book seekz
tc_) do. In addition to offering answers to these questions and many others, this book aims to
discuss the tools and approaches necessary to understand politics system’atically. That way,
when new questions about politics and policy arise, readers of this book will be able to an-'
swer them even when this book does not. In other words, we hope to introduce students to
the rese‘?:trch on European politics and the reasoning that underpins that research so they can
engage in research themselves. In doing so, our book covers the foundations of European
politics.

We argue that to understand European politics we must accept two premises. First, we
must take the interplay between European and national-level politics seriously and'study’ the
two levels simultaneously. We would not be able to understand the prominence of politicians
like Nigel Farage and Marine Le Pen, and thus important trends across European politics
without understanding the interplay of national and European politics. Second, we must take’
guidance from a theoretical model of politics. A theoretical model helps u; to make our
assumptions about politics explicit, and ensures that our arguments are logically consistent
A model allows us to zoom in on essential parts of politics—e.g. how electoral systems work.
how voters choose to support political candidates and parties, how parties compete and’
how laws get made. Models provide us with an understanding of similarities and differe’nces
across political systems and levels of government. They allow us to make comparisons and
to test arguments about how politics works. Such an approach is more general than one
tha.t simply looks at the politics of individual countries, e.g. France, Germany, Poland, or the
United Kingdom. Indeed, the examples so far show that similar patterns can’ occur i;1 more
than one country and that we can learn about general phenomena through comparison

B.U.t why focus on Europe? Why read a whole book, or take a whole class on Europ.ean
politics? Again, we believe there are two reasons related to the stories we have just told. First
Furope is home to the largest number and variety of democratic governments any\;vheré
in the world. If we want to understand democracy, its nuances, even its fragility in suppos-
edly stab}e systems, Europe is the place to look. And second, we can see EU integratiopn as
an gxperlment in supranational governance—democratic governance above the level of the

Zfs;zn(;:’iit:—tha:(tj requires exp!aining and understanding. Even for students living in other
e wc?r ) understand.lng how European democracy works is extremely important

erstanding how the EU influences world politics. It can provide insights into how de-

mc1)_cracy and international integration work all over the world.
- t:: ::S;?Z(:ir of this introclthJctory chapter discusses our comparative analytical approach
B tgrgfrean ;olmcs. !t then lntroduces. 'Fhe core concept of democracy, which
b i E:j::]o e;;tandlng European. p0|ItICS,' and dlscysses how democracy has
B o p n contmentl over time, paying attention to theories that seek to
elopment. Finally, we provide a road map for the remainder of the book and




1 INTRODUCTION

explain its organization. In this chapter and throughout the book we will take a theoretical
and topic-based, rather than country-based, approach. But, of course, we will repeatedly
refer to politics in different countries across Europe to offer examples of the concepts and

ideas that we introduce.

1.1 Political Analysis as Model-Building

We have said that our approach to European politics will be comparative in nature, but that
means that we require a basis for comparison. For that we require theory. Theory offers a
simplified version of reality—we can think of it as a model—that allows us to tell a logically
consistent story about how different social and political factors relate to one another. It in-
volves making assumptions about the world. A generalizable theory, or model, provides a
basis for comparison across different cases and for the testing of different ideas, or hypoth-
eses, about how politics works. With a comparative model-based approach, we can explore
political phenomena by comparing people’s actions within and across countries and political
systems.

To better understand why we require a model, we must first consider the purpose that
models serve. We can start by imagining a visitto a shop where we purchase a kit of a model
airplane. The model plane may resemble a real plane in some ways, but diverge fromitin oth-
ers. Some model kits seek to precisely replicate to scale the visual aspects of a plane, but the
model may not fly. Other kits may be less true in scale and detail while enabling the model to
actually fly. All of these representations of airplanes fulfil a particular function for understand-
ing aspects of a real plane, but the process of simplification means that some aspects are lost.
None of the airplane models is wrong, but they are useful for different purposes—the first
for understanding what an airplane looks like and the second for understanding flight. With
our model in hand, we could go to an airport and observe actual airplanes. If we have a fly-
ing model, we could compare our model to the actual airplanes to help us understand what
makes real planes fly. If we have a scale model, we could use our model to identify different
parts of a plane and compare across airplane types.

Political scientists are much like model builders constructing a model plane. They build
models of decision-making within societies to understand the nature of politics. Politics can
be conceived as a subset of human behaviour in which a set of individuals uses power 1o
influence decisions that affect both themselves and society as a whole. Many political inter-
actions are strategic, meaning how one person behaves influences the choices and actions of
others in society. These interactions can become very complex, so we need to create models
to simplify reality and better understand various facets of these relationships. Political science
model builders, just like model airplane builders, seek to construct models that preserve the
most important aspects of the world as they see it, and they strip away the parts that are less
necessary to answer the questions they wish to ask. And different models can help to answer
different questions.

Once a particular model has been developed, it can be used to understand politics in
many different settings and environments. Using models allows us to take a comparative
approach. We can examine how the model fits in some contexts, and how it might need to
be tweaked in others. This book will first introduce a theoretical model of democracy and
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democratic government, and we will then apply the model repeatedly to understand differ-
e_nt aspects of democracy in different settings across Europe. The model will discuss the basi

linkages between voters and politicians. In particular, we will assume a delegation mod[ecl
of dgmocracy, in which citizens possess ultimate political authority, but delegate decision-
making authority to politicians by electing them to office, who in ’turn delegate authorit

further to specific politicians holding positions in governments, the bureaucfacy or to ;1!
EU..Thfe process of delegation is determined by institutions—the rules and norms ';hat shape
social interactions—such as those that govern elections or that determine the relationships
betwee!w the branches of government. This process is often organized and guided b olig-
cal parties. In other words, we view democracy as a chain of delegation that links v>cl>tF:ars to
the political decision-making process. But the precise details of how the chain of delegatio

work.s differ across countries and political systems. It is these differences that make Euri ea:
politics so interesting, and we explore them throughout this book. In the next cha teFr) wi

present the main theoretical tools that we will use, together with our model of denl:ocr’ y
but we first discuss the nature of democracy and its development across Europe o

1.2 Democracy and Democratization

Democra.tic governance lies at the heart of European politics, but there is no single agreed-
u.pon deflr\ition ofdemocracy. We can, however, distinguish between two basic conceptfaliza-
tions: a minimalist conceptualization and a maximalist one. Minimalist conceptualizations
of democracy focus on the presence of free and fair elections and electoral turnover,
Schumpeter, an early proponent of this view, considers democracy as “free competition foé
afree vote” (Schumpeter, 1942, 271). Maximalist definitions, such as the one put forward b
!Z)ahl (1971), do not dismiss electoral competition, but additionally stress participation broa?j/
inclusion in political processes, guarantees of basic rights, and the rule of law. ‘

' From a minimalist perspective, electoral democracy is a form of governmént in which ul-
timate authority, at least in theory if not always in practice, lies with citizens who then em-
power politicians to make decisions on their behalf. The principles of electoral competition
and the legitimacy of a political opposition separate democracy from autocracy at tI'Fl)e most
f.und.amental level. Empirically, countries can be considered a democracy from this perspec-
tclve if the chief executive is elected, the parliament is elected, there is more than o;r)1e pF;r(tfy
r3|r:5p(?;,r§t:3be§(;l?;g1g;d there has been alternation in power under identical electoral
forMax'lll'nal!st conceptualizatit?ns of de.mocracy require more from a political system be-

e calling it a dgmoc.racy. Notions of liberal democracy come into play; these include
.Eil;i;a;n;izst;eegzs;'ng C|fv1I ri.ghté, _minority prote_ction, equality before the law, associational
o .human g hlt |tyfo _t.heJud.iaary tlo constrain the executive. Politicians must protect the
T Citizen% msuot clltlzens, including Fhlose of the people who did not vote for them as
infree and fair eIectfo::z)E:afclnetEorozaéf:[c;lrpc?tt;ir:i:jysin pOI:iE e I'e'aqers
B e o roproen IR peech. or.eover, elected politicians
e = represent o vs of citizens. There are many different forms that repre-
Chaptory Po“tida,n ich will be dlscuss_ed in detail in subsequent chapters, in particular in

. s may seek to determine the will of voters and turn itinto policy, they may
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make decisions that they feel are in the best interest of all voters, or they may represent voters
merely by the fact that they come from a similar background to the voters who elected them.
Liberal democracy has recently been challenged in Europe, with a few countries experiencing
democratic backsliding. Hungary's Prime Minister Viktor Orban, in a speech in July 2014
talked of turning Hungary into an illiberal state’, while Poland's president has engaged in at-
tacks on the judiciary (see Chapter 14.2). For now, though, we simply wish to ask how, when,
and why basic features of democracy arose in Europe in the first place. This, of course, is No
small question.
Discussions of democratization often focus on the interaction between politics and eco-
nomics (e.g. Lipset, 1959; Acemoglu etal,, 2019), and the gradual development of the nation-
state (e.g. Tilly, 1990; North and Weingast, 1989). Many have argued that the ability of citizens
to restrain political leaders and to exert control over would-be dictators lies at the heart of
both economic and democratic development. Ruling over a country comes with a tremen-
dous amount of power; if rulers are to produce economic growth for their country, they must
be able to reliably promise not to confiscate property and to protect property rights. Citizens
must feel that their wealth is safe if they are to have an incentive to generate more wealth and
to invest in a country. As Olson (1993) has famously written, democratic institutions can offer
a mechanism to governments for creating credible commitments—reliable promises that
citizens can believe—offering citizens the security that they need to invest, safe in the knowl-

edge that the government will not expropriate their wealth.

Box 1.1 METHODS AND MEASUREMENT: Measuring Democracy

democratization has progressed, we must measure levels of democracy over
time. This is not an easy task and there is no single, correct method for doing so. Different political
scientists have taken different approaches. To measure democracy, we must first decide how to
conceptualize it. Some scholars, most notably Przewarski et al. (2000), conceive of democracy as
binary—an either/or prospect. Either a country i a democracy or it is not. Often this judgement is
made on the basis of a minimalistdefinition. There is 4 set of countries that most observers would

democratic, and another set that most would agree are not. Of course, there are some ca
on difficult. Moreover, the binary classification

To understand how

agree are ses

that truly lie in the middle, which makes a classificati
can be criticized for glossing over important details,

In contrast to Przeworski and his colleagues, other scholars seek to measure the degree
of democracy, not just its presence. A project dedicated to measuring the degree and depth of
democracy—the V-Dem project—asks country experts to rate their country on different aspects
of democracy. The V-Dem project also seeks out experts on the historical development of countries
to gain insights back in time. This approach can produce rich, fine-grained information on democracy.
However, these measures require us to believe that experts are able to accurately judge democracy
Jevels on these specific indicators going back over many decades.

Lastly, there are other projects run both by academics and think tanks that seek t
levels of democracy on the basis of set criteria. The Polity project is an example of such a project run by
academics and Freedom Scores are produced by the Freedom House think tank. For these scores to be
accurate, different experts must apply the same rubric to very different countries in the same manner.
In sum, there are many different ways of conceiving of democracy and measuring it, and there is no

definitive answer as to which approach is best.
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story also suggests that increased wealth may have helped solidify England’s new democratic
institutions. The development of a wealthy English middle class, represented in parliament,
is key to understanding how credible commitments and institutions eventually led to the
establishment of democracy. Democracy may help lead to wealth creation, but wealth also
seems to be a requirement for democracy to flourish.

Indeed, another set of literature suggests that the causal arrow runs from wealth to democ-

racy, as well. In his book on the social origins of dictatorship and democracy, Moore (1966)
argued that the existence of a middle class is a prerequisite for the emergence of democracy.
Succinctly and memorably, Moore wrote ‘No Bourgeoisie, No Demaocracy’. He quite simply
meant that democracy cannot emerge in societies without a stable, wealthy middle class.
Power divided across a stable middle class with the ability and incentive to rein in auto-
cratic leaders is necessary for democracy to flourish. Modernization theory, first posited by
Lipset (1959), also suggests that democracy can only take hold in a society that is sufficiently
wealthy, urban, and educated. Only in such a society do citizens have the ability and time to
pay attention to and become informed about politics. Democracy requires knowledgeable
citizens who can hold political elites to account, and who have enough wealth and leisure
time that they are no longer solely concerned with surviving, giving them time to pay atten-
tion to politics.

Arguably, many of these conditions only appeared in Europe during the late nineteenth
century following the Industrial Revolution. Sorne of the major political parties across Europe,
as well as other political institutions, can trace their origins to this time. The German Social
Democratic Party, for example, tracesits roots to 1863, while the UK Labour Party was founded
in 1900. These parties grew out of efforts to organize labour in the factories. The Industrial
Revolution brought working classes together into the same spaces, where labour activists
could inform and organize them, forming nascent parties and political organizations.

Research on democracy and wealth—regardless of whether we conceive of wealth caus-
ing democracy or democracy leading to wealth—suggests that stable democracy takes
time to develop. Support for democracy and democratic attitudes among citizens must
develop and grow. As a result, researchers have made a distinction between consoli-
dated and unconsolidated democracy (see Rustow, 1970; Linz and Stepan, 1996; Svolik,
2008). When countries first transition to democracy, we may assume that their democracy
is unconsolidated. The possibility that the country could slip back into an authoritarian
regime is still reasonably high. Over time, as democracy takes hold in a country, the likeli-
hood of the country slipping back into autocracy diminishes. Democratic norms become

entrenched among the citizens and political elites. We can say that these countries have
become consolidated democracies.

Democracy first began to emerge across Europe during the late nineteenth century. While
the path to democracy was relatively smooth in some places, it was much rockier in others.
The United Kingdom, along with Denmark, the Netherlands, and sweden, followed a rather
straightforward path, steadily and incrementally increasing rights of citizens. Other countries
experienced more ups and downs, with some movement towards democratization and then
movement back in the other direction. Germany is perhaps the most notable example, hav-
ing had several years of democratic governance during the interwar years—a period known as
the Weimar Republic—before the rise of the Nazi party and Hitler's dictatorship responsible
for starting the Second World War and for the Holocaust, the genocide of European Jews.
But Germany is not alone in following this pattern. Indeed, Italy, France, Greece followed an

1 INTRODUCTION

uneven path towards democratic government. Many central and eastern European countri
(sjuch as thhe. Baltic states, Hungary, and Poland, also experienced some aspects of democ::;;
V\;J(:lr:ldg\tNaer'mterwar years, only to fall under the Soviet Communist umbrella after the Second
' We c.an plot these different paths to democracy using data on levels of demacracy o
time. Figure 1.1 uses data from the V-Dem project, based on surveys of country ex e):'tsvfr
show democratization in several European countries including France Gerern pGre e
Hungary, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. Higher vall,Jes indic:t’e hi ehce’
levels of democracy. Each panel shows a different trajectory towards democracy. Th .
per-left quadrant shows the linear path followed by Sweden and the UK. The uy. e'u'l)w-
shows the rapid democratization of France and Germany following the Se.cond V\F/)c?flcri nvs t
The bs)ttorn left panel depicts the rockier paths followed by Greece and Spain, with Greei;
experiencing periods of military government, and Spain not fully democrati;in until th
death of the long-term dictator Francisco Franco. Finally, the lower right de ictEHu "
and Pi)lland, rapidly democratized following the collapse of Communism, bEt whichnl?:JZ
;(;ep:ezsz(fhe:sggi(.i backsliding, a pattern that we will discuss in more depth in the final
fnspired by these disparate patterns of democratic development, Ziblatt (2017) has argued
that Fhe path that countries followed was, in part, due to the develolpment of political aiz:
a.nd in particular the success of the conservative right in organizing electorally successt:JI aS,
t|e.s..When the societal elites, who were most likely conservative and seeking to protect tFP: 8
privileged position, were able to organize electorally successful parties and had conF:‘idence theall’:
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they could maintain power via electoral politics, even as more people were allowed to vote,
democracy fared well. Where this did not happen, democracy faced a harder road.

Although many European nations developed fledgling democracy in the wake of the First
World War, their democracy was largely unconsolidated, and the Second World War snuffed
out much of that progress. But in the aftermath of the war, with the financial and military
support of the US, democracy emerged across much of western Europe. Nevertheless, au-
thoritarian regimes still held sway in Portugal and Spain; Communist regimes took hold
across eastern and southeastern Europe; and Greece suffered a military coup and military
government from 1967 to 1974. But by the mid-1980s, democratic government had arrived
in Greece, Portugal, and Spain. And the collapse of Communism, starting in 1989, led to a
spread of democratic regimes across central and eastern Europe.

The EU has played a particularly important role in fostering democracy. In the late 1980s,
even as cracks began appearing in many countries’ Communist facades, few people antici-
pated the depth and breadth of change that the autumn of 1989 and its aftermath would
bring. In November 1989, the Berlin Wall, which had divided East Berlin from West Berlin for
nearly thirty years, and which had symbolized the divisions between Communist central and
eastern Europe and the democratic free-market societies of western Europe, came crashing
down. West and East Germany reunified in 1990, and by 1992, post-Communist countries
from across central and eastern Europe were adopting democratic institutions (with varying
degrees of success), clamouring for access to western European markets, and hoping to join
the EU. The EU saw its appeal to these newly democratic countries as a carrot that it could use
to entice them to fully embrace democratic change.

This was not the first time that the EU had seen itself a force for bringing democracy
to European countries. Arguably, the entire raison d'étre of European integration, since its
inception following the Second World War, has been to secure peace and democracy in
Europe, through the process of economic and political integration. But even putting aside
the grand visions of the 'founding fathers' of European integration, European institutions

had found themselves previously dealing with the fall of authoritarian regimes in their own
backyard, even if not on such a scale. Greece first applied for membership in the fledgling
European Economic Community (EEC)—the precursor organization to the EU—in 1959,
and signed an association agreement in 1961. But cooperation between the EEC and Greece
was put on hold during the period of Greece's military dictatorship from 1967 until 1974.
Following the restoration of democracy, Greece eventually joined the EU on 1 January 1981.
Likewise, Spain and Portugal were not allowed into the ‘club’ until they fully embraced de-
mocracy. With the collapse of the authoritarian Franco and Salazar regimes in Spain and
Portugal, both countries joined the European Community on 1January 1986. The EU viewed
the prospect of membership for these countries as a mechanism to entice them to fully em-
brace democratic change.

The assumption among academics and non-academics alike is that the European inte-
gration has been a force for fostering and consolidating democracy across Europe, both in
western Europe, and across the post-Communist countries of central and eastern Europe. In-
deed, the European Unionasan organization won the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012 and the EU's
official stance is that ‘The prospect of membership is a powerful stimulus for democratic and
economic reforms in countries that want to become EU members' (European Commission,
2020a). For western European countries that developed or revived democratic institutions

in the immediate aftermath of the Second World War, European integration has helped to
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mcre'ase wealth, which has likely led to a quicker consolidation of democracy. For countrie
Igoklngtojoin the EU, the EU sets out requirements for democratic governancé that pros ecf
tive member states must meet. These requirements were formalized after the fall I:c))f C?)m—
munism and before the newly free states of central and eastern Europe could join. They are
known as the Copenhagen Criteria because they were decided at a summit m.eetir:/ f
member state governments in Copenhagen in 1993 and they include: -

1. Pplitical criteria: stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human
rights, and respect for and protection of minorities; ,

2. Economic criteria: a functioning market economy and the capacity to cope with
competition and market forces;

3. Administrative and institutional capacity to effectively implement the acquis (the entire
corpus of EU law) and ability to take on the obligations of membership.

But even before 1993, it was clear that member states had to be democracies with free-
market economies. In central and eastern Europe, the assumption has been that the allure
of membership in a ‘rich nations’ club like the EU led governments to undertake democratic
reforms and to do what was necessary to gain entry. Many scholars of EU expansion have
argued that the EU provides both carrots and sticks to potential member states to undertake
reforms that foster democracy, and that these have largely worked (Vachudova, 2005; Schi
melfennig and Sedelmeier, 2004). ’ b

The EU has developed tools for punishing countries that do not meet these standards
aI’Fhough many question their effectiveness. It has the power to sanction governments tha’é
fail to live up to democratic standards and can even suspend them from participation in
European-level government. However, no member has ever actually been suspended. Austria
wa_s briefly sanctioned by other EU states in 2000 after the far-right Freedom Party lea byJor,
Haider, joined a coalition government as a junior partner with the main centre-rig’ht AuZtriaE
People’s Party. Haider was known for his tendencies towards neo-Nazi, anti-immigrant, and
anti-Muslim rhetoric. But the sanctions were lifted after a few months. ' s

While the EU has developed legal mechanisms to punish member states for engaging in
undemocratic behaviour, in practice, sanctioning members is difficult. Suspension ofagmfm-
ber state’s voting rights in the Council requires the unanimous consent of all other remainin
member .states. If the rogue member state has just one ally, that ally can block any sanctionsg
In short, it is much easier for the EU to wield power over candidates for membershi than.
over member states. Once a state becomes a member, it can backslide or engage in ur[?dem-
FKcratlc actions, and it is difficult for other member states to punish the offending government
eaiee?:]e;;rzoo1e7). Indeed, we have witnessed some backsliding in some states in central and
ol andF;tI}:;OSt nota.bly Hungary and Poland. We will discuss the issues with democracy
P 1 r COl:lntrIeS throughout the book, and return to questions on the future of

y in Europe in the concluding chapter.

1.3 Citizenship and Participation

One of th . .

e thrikii feat.ures of democracy is the right of citizens to participate in politics, in par-

tight is a c;b votm.g_ Who has the right to vote in elections and when they achieve this
' re question in the development of democratic government. In many nascent
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nineteenth-century democracies, only a small percentage of male landowners were con-
sidered citizens with the right to vote. Over time, the franchise, or right to vote, was often
granted first to all men, and then towomen. Inthe early nineteenth-century United Kingdom,
the franchise was primarily limited to wealthy, male landowners. By the late nineteenth cen-
tury the voter rolls had expanded significantly, and many more citizens were eligibie to vote.
still many potential voters remained excluded from politics, including all women. Universal
suffrage for all adults was finally established in 1928 in Britain.

In 1906, Finnish women became the first European women to gain the right to vote and to
stand for parliament, at least at a national level. Denmark, Norway and several other coun-
tries followed soon after. Women in both Germany and the UK (but only those over the age
of 30 and meeting certain property qualifications in the case of the UK) were given suffrage
rights in 1918. However, women in some other parts of Europe had longer to wait. In France,
women first gained the right to vote in 1944, and women in Switzerland were not allowed
to participate in federal elections until 1971. In one Swiss canton, Appenzell Innerrhoden,
women were not permitted to participate in local elections until 1991 when the Swiss consti-
tutional court finally forced the canton to allow women to take part. While today we find the
notion that women would be excluded from voting or politics unacceptable, there are still
many arguments about who should be a citizen and, therefore, also have the right to vote, for
example second-generation immigrants.

Much like issues surrounding gender, issues of identity and culture, especially regarding
citizenship and voter participation, often tap an emotive reaction in people. These issues
raise questions about whether people who look, act, and speak differently than a majority
group have a right to participate. These are fundamental questions about democracy—can
societies exclude people from public services or politics based upon heritage, ethnicity, or
race? In some instances, exclusionary policies may be supported by a substantial majority
of voters, but they clearly trample on the rights of minorities. Moreover, while some policies
may be unambiguously racistand illegal, other policies may fall into a grey area. For example,
many countries in Europe (e.g. Austria, Denmark, and France among others) have had public
debates over banning clothing and veils worn by some Muslim women, including the so-
called Burqga bans. Such policies are often couched in general terms around public safety, say-
ing that no one, Muslims and non-Muslims alike, may wear clothing in public which conceals
one's face as it may interfere with law enforcement. But, of course, the effects of such policies
fall disproportionately on certain communities, namely Muslim women.

More generally, who has a duty to pay taxes and a right to receive the benefits of state
services? Who can be a citizen of a country? Many would decry policies that exclude entire
classes of people from political participation or access to public services on the basis of race,
religion, gender, or culture as wrong, discriminatory, and anti-democratic. Nevertheless, such
policies have a long and odious history in many countries around the world, including many
European countries, perhaps most notably, and insidiously, during Nazi Germany culminat-
ing in the genocide of European Jews.

The European Union today is based on common values that include the respect for human
rights and dignity as well as the principles of equality and non-discrimination, incorporated
in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. At the same time, people are
excluded from political participation and public services on the basis of citizenship all of the
time. Such exclusion is perfectly legal and few people are particularly upset by it. Norare such

practices viewed as particularly undemocratic. People who are not deemed to be citizens of
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.aCOL_II‘ltry often cannot participate in politics even if they reside in the particular region. New
|mm|grants to a country, for example, are rarely eligible for citizenship immediately, an-d de-
pending upon the country, citizenship can be very difficult to attain. Even children bc;rn inthe
country where their parents currently reside may not be automatically eligible for citizenship
Countries across Europe now provide paths to citizenship for immigrants, but the proces'.;
can be difficult. Often it requires one to demonstrate an understanding of the local culture
and language through citizenship tests or interviews, as well as many years of residence in
the country. Thus, the citizenship process is also about building new national identities and
attempting to ensure integration into the community. There is a direct link between the legal
concept of citizenship (and therefore the right to participate), and culture religion, ethnicit
language, race, and identity. ’ ' ’

The process of European integration has begun to change notions of citizenship and rights
for participation. Since 1993, the notion of European Union citizenship has existed in addition
to, but not as a replacement of, national citizenship. Citizens of any EU member state have
the right to live and work in any other EU member state, with the same access to benefits and
state services as citizens of that state. They may also participate in local and European, but
not national, elections. Thus, EU citizens have some participatory rights all across Europ;ean
Union member states regardless of which European citizenship they hold.

1.4 Our Approach and Scope

In addition to taking a theoretical approach, this book also seeks to understand European poli-
tics through the use of data. We draw on data about the attitudes that voters hold, the posi-
tions that parties take on issues, and who wins seats in parliament following eiectior;s to name
justa few examples. In fact, we have already used data in this chapter to compare trajectories
qf den?ocratization across several countries. Whenever possible, we will seek to visualize poli-
tIC? using data, which we believe will lead to deeper understanding of political phenomena
Using data in this manner also follows directly from our comparative approach. However this;
means that we have to decide on which countries to present data for and which not. '
Europe is a large continent without clearly defined borders, especially on its eastern edge
To take just one example, some would consider Turkey a part of Europe, while others woulci
not. Turkey clearly straddles two continents no matter how one looks at it—geographicall
culturally, and politically. It borders Greece and its largest city, Istanbul, is split down the midsi’
dle by 'the Bo"sporus Strait, often considered the geographic dividing line between Europe
jnd Asia. Its h|story. is de.ep]y intertwined with that of western Europe, but today, in contrast
rj.vdvdaas‘rern Europe, its primary religion is Islam, and it holds much in common culturally with
OfIEIeLtetjf:[tzrn countries. It.has experience# periods of democratic governance and aspects
e Tur:em?:acy, but it has _also experienced military coups and authoritarian regimes.
i ngar: o(r;ly bqrderlme case—we could e.ﬂso ask similar questions about Rus-
- .Se[emo.n = Cos, te_orgta and many other count.rles. We decide to draw the border for
o untries further west. Our reasoning is twofold. First, as we move east,
Questions Ofgdefnmanc,-e has been weaker an(}i sf‘ower to develop. This book focuses on
tion, explormgsu;cra:ic governance, and while it touches on questions of democratiza-
e 3 questions with respect to many of these eastern European countries is
kS scope. The second concern is more pragmatic, namely data availability.
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Many of the types of data that we will rely on throughout the book are simply not avail-
able for these countries. Primarily for this reason we exclude the Western Balkan countries
from the book. When we present data, tables, and visualizations, we will focus on the
twenty-seven member states of the European Union' along with Iceland, Norway, Swit-
zerland, and the United Kingdom. These four countries are closely tied to the European
Union through their membership in the European Economic Area (Iceland and Norway),
through other similar arrangements (Switzerland), or are a former member state {the UK).
Additionally, there is similar data availability for these countries as for EU member states.
The countries we cover are highlighted on the map presented in Figure 1.2. We are not al-
ways able to include all of these countries in every table and figure due to data availability.
Nevertheless, we strive for full coverage of these countries whenever possible.

1.5 Plan for the Book

The structure of this book flows from our theoretical approach to politics. The chapters
are arranged in the order of the democratic chain of delegation from the beginning to the
end—from citizens, the principals, who vote for politicians, their agents, acting within political
parties, through to parliaments and governments, who make policy, and on to bureaucracies
and courts, which implement and interpret laws. Figure 1.3 shows the basic thematic struc-
ture of the book.

We begin in Chapters 2 and 3 by presenting our general theoretical approach and the
theoretical tools that we need to study democracy. Chapter 2 focuses on the nature of
delegation in democracies, while Chapter 3 covers the multilevel nature of European poli-
tics. We then proceed to examine citizens and how they vote for the politicians who will
represent them. We first focus on the ideologies and issues that help to structure politi-
cal decision-making for voters in Chapter 4, and then discuss how voters make decisions
about who to vote for in Chapter 5. Following these chapters, Chapter 6 moves on to dis-
cuss electoral systems—the rules that link voters' choices at the polls to parties and politi-
cians that hold office—and also direct democracy—the rules that sometimes allow citizens
to bypass these elected politicians. We discuss how these rules impact political repre-
sentation—in other words, how the political system reflects voters and their attitudes—in
Chapter 7. We then move to examine political parties {Chapter 8), organizations which
are instrumental in structuring the chain of delegation, and we discuss how they compete
for office (Chapter 9). Finally, we discuss the process of government formation, and the
relationship between elections to parliaments and the formation of the executive branch
in Chapter 10. We discuss how governments make policy in Chapter 11 and what types of
policy actually get made in Chapter 12. Lastly, we discuss the role of courts in overseeing
the political system and examine how law functions across European states in Chapter 13.
We conclude in our final chapter by examining challenges and possibilities for the future
of European democracy.

' Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Republic of Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, ltaly, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, and Sweden
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bo':'g;?:tohkeaflisr(:txgclud(:]s afew noteworthy featgres. First, key terms and concepts appear in
i ime that they are mentioned in each chapter. Each boldfaced term is also
B o o ergi otssary at the end of thg .book. Second, the book includes breakout boxes
boxes_MetEOdsn odsc:v'me aspect of politics or _how to study it. We will use three types of
i Measure.:nn : beasurer.nent, (;ase Studies, and Controversies and Debates. Meth-
o el :n oxes will provide more detailed information about methodological
e nnguTStlons abouF how to measgre particular facets of politics. Case Study
el rea[_::; |(chu al"gxamlples in greater det.all to demonstrate a concept or to show how
e i p.olltu:s. Finally, Controversies and Debates boxes will discuss disagree-

academic literature about both theoretical concepts and empirical findings. The

informatio ined i i
o hon contame(_j in these boxes is useful for gaining a deeper understanding of European
» NOw to study it, and the academic debates that have arisen.
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Finally, we believe that a state-of-the-art investigation of the fundamentals of European
politics should come with a basic foundation in data-driven analysis. Thus, we have created
an extensive set of online materials, focusing on the diversity of political data that can be used
to study European politics. Each chapter is accompanied by material that allows for more in-
depth study of the concepts in it, including many interactive data visualizations, discussion
questions, and activities. These activities are described in a box at the end of each chapter. We
encourage all students to use these data and activities to geta more complete picture of the
contemporary study of European politics.

Online Data Exercise: V-Dem Dataset

In the interactive online exercise accompanying this chapter, you can explore the V-Dem democ-
racy indices that are presented in this chapter. The exercise will expand on two things you learned
in this chapter: the concepts of minimalist and maximalist conceptualizations of democracy and

how democracy is related to EU integration.

('.) Take your learning further with this interactive data exercise, available at
www.foundationsofeuropeanpolitics.com

(3 For additional material and resources, including multiple-choice questions, web links, and
more, please visit the online resources: www.oup.com/he/devriesle
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This chapter introduces a theoretical toolbox for studying democracy in Europe. The
analytical concepts of this toolbox will be useful for understanding many of the different
aspects of democratic politics in Europe that are discussed throughout the book. Later
chapters will continually refer back to the model that we present here.

To understand democratic governance in Europe, we must model it. In this chapter, we build
our model of democracy that will serve as an analytic tool to be used in the chapters that
follow. Our goal is not to convey every possible detail of the democratic process. Making our
model every bit as complicated as the real world would both be impossible and defeat the
purpose of the model. Rather we focus on what we believe to be the essential elements for
understanding democratic politics in Europe. Having a model in mind will help us to make
sense of political events and developments. The model provides a single, coherent frame-
work for comparison and analysis and yields tools that we can apply to understand voting,
elections, government formation, policy-making, and outcomes.

2.1 A Model of Democracy: The Median Voter

We take as our starting point the premise that societies constantly need to make collective
choices. People must jointly decide about what goes on around them. For example, people
living together within a community might need to decide whether they should have access
to communal resources, e.g. parks, drinking water, or roads. If they decide that they need
or want these resources, several questions arise. How should the com munity pay for them?
Should people be taxed, and if so how? How should the resources be distributed across
groups within society? How should different economic activities which may rely on these
communal resources—such as business and farming—be regulated? There are many differ-
entanswers to these questions and different governance structures for making these impor-
tant decisions. We begin by thinking about a few possible ways to arrive at answers to these
questions.

One, decidedly undemocratic, option would be to have a single person who makes all
decisions on behalf of everyone. We could imagine that this person is simply able to dictate
Outcomes, stating what the decision is, and then implementing it. We could imagine a benev-
olent dictator, a person with absolute power, who makes decisions by seeking to maximize
the welfare of all individuals in society. But we could also envision a less benevolent dictator,
making decisions to maximize personal gain, extracting as much from society as possible and
leaving little for others.

: EYen under a benevolent dictator—a leader who exercises absolute political power with
the interests of the population in mind—members of society may raise questions of fairness.
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They may ask whether it is fair that one person gets to determine policies that affect all of
society. Any autocrat, benevolent or not, will likely arrive at decisions that make some in so-
ciety better off while leaving others worse off. The autocrat may make decisions with the best
of intentions and those decisions could be best for society as a whole. Nevertheless, citizens
who are left worse off could reasonably question the authority of the autocrat to make such
decisions. They may view the process that led to a decision, no matter how reasonable the
decision itself, as unfair.

So what might a fair process look like? There is no simple or right answer to this question—
political theorists have debated this question for, without exaggeration, thousands of years.
It could be a process that ensures that every citizen has a voice, such as the principle of one-
person-one-vote, where everyone’s vote counts equally and the majority rules. Or it could
be a system that puts greater value on protecting the rights of minority groups. Of course, in
certain instances, systems that protect minority rights could undermine majority rule, even if
these systems are perceived by others as more fair. Another fair process may be the involve-
ment of as many actors and interests as possible to achieve outcomes that are accepted by
as many in society as possible. In other words, decisions should be consensual. A common
denominator is the desire to design a system in which every member of society gets to have
input into a decision, no matter how small their input may be. Thus, we will start building
our model of democracy from the premise that citizens vote on policies that they would like
to see become law, what we will call policy outcomes, and their vote impacts the collective
decision arrived at through the policy process.

But how do citizens' preferences feed into the democratic process of making collective
decisions? Imagine that our society is trying to collectively decide how much money to spend
on constructing a new park on a currently vacant plot of land. On the one extreme, the so-
ciety could leave everything as is, spend no money at all, and allow the plot of land to grow
wild. The land would not be usable for recreation, but no one would have to contribute any
money towards construction costs. On the other extreme, the society could agree to build an
elaborate park with playing fields, swimming pools, tennis courts, and other amenities, but it
would mean charging every citizen 100 Euros more in taxes. And we could imagine the entire
range of possibilities lying between these two extremes. We could arrange these possibili-
ties along a line according to the amount of money they cost from 0 to 100. For simplicity
(remember we are building a model) we will assume that the quality of the park increases
linearly with the amount of money spent. in other words, for every additional 1 Euro in tax
income collected, the park gets an additional 1 Euro worth of amenities. We assume some
people prefer to spend no money while others prefer to pay the full 100 Euros to fund the
park project, and many more lie somewhere in the middle.

We can depict this scenario graphically by drawing a line going from high on the left (say
100 Euros tax per individual for a fully equipped communal park) to low on the right (no
taxes and an empty lot). We draw the line backwards from high to low so that the high
taxation-high spending outcome lies on the left of the line and the low taxation-low spend-
ing outcome lies to the right. As we will discuss later in Chapter 4 when we talk more about
ideology, left-wing politicians are generally thought to be willing to tax citizens more in re-
turn for providing them with more state services, while right-wing politicians generally prefer
to tax less in return for less involvement from the state. In many countries, this economic
trade-off between taxing and spending represents the primary conflict between parties and
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vqters, and we often refer to it as the general left-right dimension of political conflict. With
this model of ideology in mind, we can then make tick marks along this line to repres . t Ih
prefererwces of each of the voters in our society. Figure 2.1 does just this presemtine
The_flgure shows five individuals (A through E) each with policy prefe}ences on the level of
spending on the public park. Individual A prefers to spend the most on the park and i d'e'g
ual E prefers to spend the least. When individuals in society want to spend different alr:oll\:I t—
of money, as they do in Figure 2.1 (and in virtually any conceivable real-life political situati o)
we have a political conflict. How does the society decide how much money to spend? W'ho'nz;
park gets b'uilt? The society could have a vote and decide by majority rulz Thg COL'IId [ ICk
for the policy that a majority of members of the society (voters) prefers to a.II othyer ote 0: I
proposals. This proposal would match the position of the voter in the middle—the vgter . Iti
an t:qu.al number of voters on one side preferring to spend less money and on the other\;vilde
Ersoet;rrlr(lzg' to spend more. This voter is called the median voter. In Figure 2.1, this individual
Note that the median voter does not necessarily support a policy in the middle of the li
but rather holds a position that lies in the middle of all other voters, In fact, in our exae "}e'
the position of the median voter is closer to B than to D. For any set of poli(;y outcomemti e’é
can be depicted along a line—what political scientists refer to as a one-dimensional Sol' .
space—a !:)olicy located at the position of the median voter is stable and cannot be chs Iczjl
by majority rule. If all possible policy proposals were to come up for a vote, the polic ”ogjt_
come su-p?ported by a simple majority of voters against all other possible pC')”CieEWOL)J/]d b
that position of the median voter. This is known as the median voter theorem and was ori ;
?]agllgl;)ieveloped.“bé/. Black (1948) and applied to the study of parties aﬁd elections by Do;:/gn:
, as we will discu i i i
bty ss later in Chapter 4 on ideology, Chapter 5 on voting, and Chapter 9
The centrality of the median voter in the study of democracy means that we should und
stand the conditions under which such a median voter exists. First. we need to assumztsr_
peoF)Ie have preferences over different policy outcomes and that tll1ey can rank outcomes ?t
a ra_tlonal manner. Rationality implies, for example, that when faced with three polic alteIrj
ne'ltlves X, ¥, and z, an individual can compare each of these alternatives to ead'13 ochr (e "
xis preferred over y) and rank all of them—the individuals preference ordering is compl ’;g.
(f;{lo_reover, the person’s preferences should be logically consistent in the sense%hat if tﬁeeiri
ﬂ:\llsliutz:lairseliizs X ovir y,andy ove.r z, ther'n t.he individual also should prefer x over'z. We call
i iy ;Ege (:rence orderlr?g. Individuals should strive to attain their most preferred
e : actions tha.t are Ilkfely'to lead to the best possible outcome for them, con-
gent on what others are doing. Coincidentally, rationality does not mean that individuals
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Level of spending
on public park
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BUre 2.1 Policy Preferences on a Single lssue
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are selfish, but that they pursue their own interests in a consistent way and act according to
them. Such interests may, of course, include empathy towards others. Rationality also does
not mean that individuals only ever act rationally. In fact, we should think about rationality as
a subset of behaviour, and more of an approximation to how individuals act in politics under
certain circumstances. Other considerations, such as emotions or habit, also play a role in
political decision-making.

We can transfer the idea of transitive preferences to the spatial model of politics intro-
duced in Figure 2.1. Implicitly, we assume in this figure that each individual prefers policy out-
comes closer to their own most preferred policy compared to those policies that are further
away. In other words, individuals have single-peaked preferences: the value that an individual
places on a policy outcome reaches a maximum at the individual's ideal policy position and
slopes away from this maximum on either side. When this assumption holds true, we will
always have a median voter (with an unequal number of individuals) on a single issue or
dimension.

The median voter theorem then posits that the ideal point of the median voter will win
against any other policy alternative in a pairwise majority rule contest. There will always be a
majority for the policy most favoured by the median voter when this policy is pitted against
any other policy alternative. This position is privileged over other preferences. According to
the model, policy outcomes should be close to the median voter’s ideal point because this

is a stable outcome. One important assumption that we have to make, though, is that politi-
cal conflict is, indeed, one-dimensional. We will relax this assumption later by assuming that
political decisions are often taken on several issues at the same time, and show that stable
political outcomes are not guaranteed unless we make further assumptions about the politi-
cal process.

We could argue, and many political scientists have, that representative democracy works
well when the policy that a society decides to implement mirrors the position of this societal
median voter, i.e. when there is congruence between the policy that the government sets
and the preference of the median voter; they are one and the same. However, we also need
to think carefully about what such representation implies. When the position of the median
voter shifts we might expect policy to shift as well. If policy does shift with the position of the
median voter, we could say that the political system is characterized by responsiveness to
changes in the preferences of voters.

But is a highly responsive and congruent system always desirable? On the one hand, we
want a system that reflects and responds to the wishes of voters. On the other hand, such a
system could lead to a rapid change and policy instability if voters' preferences change unex-
pectedly. Going back to our example of building a park, imagine the city is halfway through
building the park and all of a sudden, a group of new people move into town, making the posi-
tion of the median voter shift to desire a less ambitious park. Should construction immediately
halt, or should some of the structures already built be dismantled? Such actions might result
from a highly dynamic, responsive, and congruent system, but it might not be desirable. We
will discuss these models of political representation in much more depth in Chapter 7.

Generally speaking, however, we do want our democratic system to be reasonably re-
sponsive and to represent voters' interests. 5o how can we get there? One possibility might
be direct democracy where all citizens participate and any proposal can come up for a vote.
This may even happen in small communities. The Swiss cantons (federal states) of Appenzell
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Inn i
VOt::;f;lcj):lnen a:d Gltarus, for example, both still hold cantonal assemblies where all eligible
up to vote on issues of local politics. In Glarus, th i
the first Sunday in May and it m i in | e o ezt on
ay decide certain issues including th
Appenzell cantonal assembl i i oo
er y holds the more dubious distinction of e i
participation until the late date of 1991. relecing women from
Di :
i ;)rre:\’:aqleuocracy, though, is no guarantee that the policy position of the median voter
il. We engage in another simple thought experi
22 o periment to see why. Imagine that one
plerson holds a position of privilege within the assembly and can decide what policy propos-
;an;.ca?z cc;rlns up for al vote jand can determine the number of votes taken. We will call this
thelr:“miz- the Maylojr. PI\maglne that the Mayor wants to spend less money on the park than
ian voter. Perhaps the median voter is willin
g to tax and spend 65 Euros per citizen
E(;:;)Snstruct the park, but.the Mayor prefers a less ambitious park and is only willing spend 45
per voter. Maybe high spending on the park would imply that the Mayor has to signifi-
cantly cut spending on other policies. ;
VOlt3ee(c)ause 'lc(he Mayor sets the assembly agenda, she proposes that the assembly hold one
o n Par sfp;:(;mg and she asks the assembled voters whether they prefer to build a park
e price o uros per citizen or to leave the lot in i
. ot in its current vacant state—the stat
: us
::;tgptlon (where the status qu.o simply refers to the current policy). Because a majority
g 12fens prefer a park at the price of 45 Euros per citizen over the current vacant lot, the
) ayor’s plroposal passes and her policy for the park is implemented. However, this procetljure
o:as nl?thead t? a congruent outcome: the policy deviates from the position of the median
Yo 'er. ft e policy to raise park taxes to 65 Euros were allowed to come up for a vote, a ma-
Jc:crltY gl voters would prefer it over the 45 Euros policy. But the Mayér through her plosition
of privilege, is able to ensure that the 65 Euros ’
priv : . proposal never comes up for a vote. Political
:E|ent|sts rgfer to .thlS tactic a%s gatekeeping. Effectively, the mayor held the gates closed on
e e);penswfe policy alte.r.natlve, so it was never a viable option for voters to choose. Through
:E:: da ;ettlr:jg—the ab|I-|w to make proposals that can either be defeated or passed, but not
e eM—an _gatekeeplng—the ability to keep policy proposals from coming up for avote at
N e ay;)r isable tf).move policy away from the position of the median voter and towards
tionoc\)/\;r;:re er(rfd position, reducing congruence between the policy outcome and the posi
e median voter. We will discuss direct democrati i ing i :
. : atic policy-making in Chapter 6 on
elections and agenda-setting power when we examine law-making in Chapter 11 i

2.2 Delegation and Representative Democracy

E::;rzceiiiogec;;a repr:sentatiye, such as a mayor, to our model of democracy may reduce
B atZT|npt T]meqlan voter and policy outcomes, we may question why have
o C_) eBr aps in our example, the town would be better off doing away with
e CO:} T. I:It WIth_OUt someone to formulate the list of proposals to vote on,
o mul:nty decide what comes up for a vote and when? There would need
e dmem:gamz: and keep order at t_he meeting. There would need to be some set
B L ines how to ;onduct@usmess. In the absence of such rules, the meet-

eak down into chaos. Nothing would get decided. Essentially, the citizens of

Our communi i i
unity have engaged in delegation. They have delegated authority to the Mayor
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to set the rules of the political process to ease the process of decision-making. This has clear
benefits for the community, namely more efficient decision-making. But it also provides the
Mayor with a significant amount of power and responsibility.

So perhaps delegating responsibility to a mayor is necessary, but why select one who seeks
to move policy away from the median voter? Again, there are at least two possible reasons.
One could be that community needs to decide on multiple items, not just the park, and the
preferences of the Mayor match the median voter on average across all of the items that must
be decided. This is the more optimistic scenario—the Mayor is representative on average,
even if not on every issue. The more pessimistic, and perhaps more realistic, scenario is that
the Mayor has information about her preferences for the park and maybe even about public
opinion that no one else has—private information. Perhaps, in campaigning for the position
of mayor, she told voters that she would support a more ambitious park proposal, but then
once in office she reverted to her thrifty ways. We call this shirking—failing to uphold one’s
end of a bargain, or deviating from an agreed upon position.

The voters could punish the Mayor for shirking; they could vote her out of office. But
they may not. Why? The voters may not even know that the Mayor has shirked. To know
that the Mayor has not implemented the will of the median voter, the public would need
to know who the median voter in society is, and they may not. Imagine that the Mayor
conducted a private opinion poll and has good information on what the public wants, but
has not shared this information with the public. She might have a good idea about just how
much she can get away with. In short, the Mayor has an informational advantage over the
voters—she may have better information about her own desires and those of the public
than the public does. She can use that information to her advantage to get policy outcomes
that she likes.

This little tale of decision-making in our village, again, acts a as model. It demonstrates
some key features of democratic politics while abstracting away from many others. First,
it suggests a way for us to determine if a democratic system is representing the will of
the voters. We can examine whether policy matches the position of median voter (of
course, this is only one of many ways of determining how representative a democracy is).
It also highlights how delegation of authority is necessary and desirable because it eases
the process of decision-making. Without the Mayor, our community meeting may have
devolved into a shouting match. Moreover, the Mayor possesses the necessary expertise
to calculate the actual costs for the park project and consider all the different things that
need to be done in order to complete the project, and delegation therefore reduces
transaction costs—namely the costs associated with doing business, such as the time
taken to gather information and make decisions. However, delegation also comes with

risks—the possibility of mayoral shirking. Citizens may be willing to overlook some de-
gree of shirking. Some may even like it, namely those who prefer an outcome more in
line with the preferences of the Mayor than the median voter. Others may not even know
that it is occurring. That depends on the informational advantage of the Mayor over the
citizens. But if the shirking becomes too great, the citizens may look to vote the Mayor
out of office and replace her.

In short, our example demonstrates that democracy, even at the most basic level, involves
making collective choices about policy, often involving the delegation of authority and all the
costs and benefits that stem from delegation.
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2.3 Principals and Agents in Representative Democracy

We now begin to expand our model by adding in yet more delegation. Suppose that the
r_nembers of our community are very busy. They have jobs and families. They do not have
'tlme to spend thinking about how much money to spend on parks or to figure out how much
It costs to build a decent park and how much tax revenue would be needed to cover the
construction. In the end, they may decide that they would be better off doing away with the
town. meeting altogether. Instead, voters agree to delegate authority to a town assem bly via
elgctlons. Voters retain ultimate control as the final principals—the individuals with whom
ultlmate authority rests—but they delegate authority to agents—individuals tasked with com-
pleting a task on behalf of the principals—through elections. These agents (politicians) are
elected to make decisions on behalf of the principals (voters).

We 'refer to actors—or participants in a political game—as principals when they possess
authority over others. Principals often delegate tasks to their agents to carry out. Agents are
responsible to principals and generally expected to do what the principal wants. B.ut they ma
have better information about how to Carry outatask, or about the amount of effort requireé/
to complete the task. This informational advantage may allow them to shirk, or to deviate
from the principal’s plans or desires. They may put less effort into carrying o’ut a task than
thej principal desires, or they may perform the task in such a way that the outcome does not
quite match what the principal originally intended. In politics, voters can act as principals and
elected representatives as their agents. But we can also think about party leaders as agents
of party members, or any number of other principal-agent relatiohships. There are man
different principal-agent relationships in democratic political systems. ’

. But just like the mayor discussed above, these elected politicians likely have more informa-
tion about public policy and also more interest in community affairs than voters do. This is
why they become politicians to begin with, and it gives them an advantage in gettin,c;r things
dqne. But their informational advantage over voters, as we have already noted, can lead tgo
shirking. If the voters perceive the politicians to be bad agents (because, for ex,ample the
don’t fulfil the voters' wishes when in office), they can vote the politicians’out of office ;t ch
next election.

_ In representative democracy, where voters elect politicians who then make political deci-
slons on voters’ behalf, voters may both try to elect the politicians who are most likely to
support the policies they agree with, and also seek to vote out of office politicians who have
enacted policies they dislike (or who have failed to enact policies they do like). Where vot-
ers :se!ect politicians on the basis of their policy promises (as here), we call it prospective
voting. Bu’E when voters sanction politicians on the basis of their performance we term it
:‘::;::;::-::te \r:ofing, 'Prospective decision-making refers to looking into the future to de-
il cb mie will Il_zad to the best outcome, while retrospective decision-making re-
T tca gr ac wards into thej- {Ja}st to assess whether decisions already taken have been
accc;unrabiu;wﬁnl elected _pO|ItICEanS can be held accountable for their actions. Electoral
B bt IJ; t:)us a crucial t:omponent of glectoral democracy: voters can reward in-
s performzdr e based on t'henf performance in office, but remove those that they think

poorly. We will discuss these motivations for voting in much greater detail

in Chapter 5. The hope i Vi . .
' pe is that this will produce high-quality representation, but
shows how it could deviate from it as well, P , but our model
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Additionally, we have to think carefully about the quality of representation. What does
‘good’ or 'bad’ representation look like? How do we even know when shirking has occurred?
Politicians and voters could perceive electoral victories to mean different things. Elections
only come around every so often, and in the interim, voters may not pay close attention
to politics. Many voters do not constantly monitor the actions of politicians. After all, that
is why they delegated responsibility to begin with. The lack of constant monitoring means
that elected politicians can interpret their roles differently. A newly elected politician may
perceive themselves to have an electoral mandate. They were elected ona particular policy
platform—a set of specific proposals, say to build a new park, or improve roads. Having won
the election, they will seek to carry out these plans. And they expect voters to evaluate them
on the basis of their ability to fulfil promises, in other words to stick to what they perceive
their mandate to be.

Alternatively, politicians could view their role as custodial. They are elected to take the
best possible decision for voters, regardless of the views of voters. If voters want to engage in
harmful policies, particularly those which may deprive a minority of a fundamental right, itis
the duty of a custodial representative to prevent these harmful policies from coming to pass.
Note that both of these views of representative democracy could lead to deviations in con-
gruence between policy outcomes and the median voter. Even if we assume that the election
outcome perfectly reflected the preference of the median voter, a politician following their

electoral mandate will drift from the position of the median voter as that position shifts and
changes. A custodial representative will feel it their duty to deviate from the median voter’s
position if they disagree with the position or view it as reducing social welfare.

2 4 Multidimensional Politics

Up until now, we have discussed democratic decision-making on one issue at a time. The
voters in our direct democracy, for example, only had to choose the level of spending for our
park. But politics in the real world is rarely about a single issue; in other words, it is almost
never so one-dimensional. Often voters and politicians have to decide on multiple, often re-
lated issues at the same time—they may decide on the amount of money they wish to spend
on their park, but also the issue of who is allowed to use the park as a second dimension.
Before, we complicated our model by allowing for delegation to politicians, but now we wish
to complicate our model by allowing for decisions on multiple, related issues. Rather than a
uni-dimensional space, we now assume a multidimensional policy space.
Returning to our example of park construction, we are going to add decision-making on
a very specific dimension—who has the right to be included or excluded from public affairs,
and who can benefit from access to state resources. Imagine that, just as our town is decid-
ing what type of park to build, someone at the meeting raises a hand and asks whether the
people from the neighbouring village would be given access to the park. They do not live in
the town, do not participate in the decision-making process, and do not pay the local taxes
that contribute to the construction of the park. This issue quickly divides the participants at
the town meeting, and a rancorous discussion ensues. People who are in complete agree-
ment about how much money to spend and what the park should look like are now divided
on this question of access. Some feel that the park should be open to all, while others feel that
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only those who have contributed by paying taxes should enjoy the park. The notion that th
park should bg gated, with guards checking the addresses of people wis'hing to enter, 'af‘t 'e
ates so'me, whlle the idea that non-paying neighbours should have the same righ s local
taxpaying residents angers others. Bt s focl
The choice to allow neighbours to enter appears binary at first glance—either th
glrca:ctfjsacbce;; or thiy are not granted access. But we could also think of various grad?tlioa;i
s between these two stark choices. For example, non-taxpayers could be all
access for a fee. That fee could vary from 0 Euro (free access for all) to s on OV\'IEd
amount that would effectively mean no access for non- i e ol e
voters along this line according to the outcome they cci)gsitrz)ffl)'zy:z:;tj rgea'éfr:i,sv;e lf: L\J/\lld arra;‘ v
add another line to our Figure 2.1, perpendicular to the existing economic dir%w ’ 'e o i t'o
now shown in Figure 2.2. Fren Thisi
Votersin the upper left quadrant of Figure 2.2 wish to spend more on the park, but exclud
anyone who is not a local resident. Voters in the lower right prefer to spend Iess’on th - ke
but allow access for all. The voters in the upper right wish to keep the neighbou ?fpflr'l
unde'veloped field, and those in the lower left wish to build an elaborate pirk forrzll(l)t e
The figure .shows the five voters from before (A through E). Each voter now holds a pref rence
over both issues. For instance, voter C prefers a moderate amount of spendi o acces
to the park to guests from outside. pending Butno acces
Note that once we portray the complexity of politics in such a two-dimensional poli
space, the median voter on the original tax-spending dimension is not necessarily the P°dfcy
voter on the second access dimension. In fact, in the specific configuration of p:Ieferer:sesI?I:

None
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®D

eB

Access to non-taxpayers

High Low
Level of spending

on public park

Fi i
BUre 2.2 ATwo-Dimensional Policy Space
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Figure 2.2, voter C is the median voter on the tax-spending dimension (the horizontal axis),

but voter B is the median voter on the access dimension (the vertical.axis). The lack ?cfta
single median voter complicates both decision-making and representathn. Wl-th re;pfc de
decision-making, the lack of a single median voter means that we cannot |dentn;y wt a s;)ver
’ i i jority of voters
i licy that will be supported by a majority
ety wants because there is no one po :
aitlyother policies. Instead, for any policy that comes up for vote, there will always be another
. . : iority.
olicy that is supported by a different majort .
’ N:w imagine that two of these voters, B and D, hold elected offlc':e and have the power;ci
veto any proposal that is put forward. Figure 2.3 shows the set of points that these a;;c::gmd
i licy—the current policy that any new po
fer over a hypothetical status quo {(SQ) po e woule
[ i to non-taxpayers. ACto
—wi ding for the park and limited access . to!
replace—with moderate spen . B i
ici ir ideal point than to the SQ, namely those p
always prefer policies closer to their i . . "
the S‘La?jed circles, the so-called indifference curves which mar.k the s'et {If)f points Whl(;s
are equidistant between the actors' ideal points and the SQ. The qrcular Lmi:;feren;ea:;r;/he
S i i ith a radius equal to the distance between
are centred at B and D's ideal points wit ' ‘ et |
status quo. The actors are indifferent to the SQ for all points that lie on their circle. Any p.ohlcy
: S
insi ir circle i the coloured area. The overlap of the two circle
inside their circle is preferred, shown by
represents the policies that both B and D prefer over the SQ. If both B and D must zgt:ei;?s
change policy, then the only policies that can come into effact are those represen‘;e yb '
: i tobo
i i i ian is known as the winset of the status quo. We can refer
overlapping region. This region is ‘ ‘ . oth
Band I?)zs Veto Players. A veto player, according to Tsebelis (2002), is any actor\_uhose a;greer
ment is required to change the SQ. In other words, a veto player has the authority to veto, o

None

Access to non-taxpayers
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L
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Level of spending
on public park

Figure 2.3 Indifference Curve Example

2 DEMOCRATIC POLITICS

Box 2.1 CASE STUDY: Cyclical Majorities in Politics

To better understand cycling of policy outcomes under majority rule, imagine that a town is
deciding whether to construct a park, build a road, or refurbish the community centre. There is
only enough money for one of these tasks. We have three elected politicians who must decide
what to do—Mohammed, Sofija, and Emma. Unlike with the park example, it is not possible to

line up the politicians’ preferences on a line from left to right. Instead, they have the following
preferences:

Mohammed Park > Road > Centre
Sofija Road > Centre > Park
Emma Centre > Park > Road

where > indicates a preference for one option over another. Each politician’s preference ordering is
perfectly reasonable, but if they try to resolve their differences by voting using majority rule, they
would quickly discover a problem. Imagine that Mohammed proposes that they vote the centre
against the road first and then the winner of that vote against the park. If they were to do this, the
road would defeat the centre (Sofija and Mohammed both prefer the road to the centre; only Emma
prefers the centre). Then when pitted against the park, the road would go down in defeat and the
park would be built. Both Mohammed and Emma prefer the park to the road. But seeing her least
preferred proposal moving forward, Sofija screams foul. She suggests that they vote again. This time,
she suggests they pit the centre against park first. The centre wins this vote (both Sofija and Emma
prefer it to the park). In the next round the road defeats the centre (Sofija and Mohammed against
Emma). But now Emma is the one who is fuming. She proposes that they vote between the park

and the road first. In this instance, the park would win out, only to be defeated by the centre in the
second round.

In this example, it is easy to show that any option can defeat any other option. If the politicians
were to keep voting, the outcome of the process would continue to cycle through the three
options. This simple vignette demonstrates a phenomenon known as Condorcet's Paradox, named
for the Marquis de Condorcet, an eighteenth-century French philosopher and mathematician
who first wrote about vote cycling. Essentially, the paradox is that a group of rational actors may
be incapable of making a rational group decision because the collective preference ordering is
intransitive. Much later in the twentieth century, political scientists would demonstrate that almost
any time that we are unable to place options along a line in a single dimension, vote cycling of
the type described by Condorcet will occur. McKelvey (1979) proved the existence of cyclical
majorities, that is the absence of a Condorcet winning alternative, for a multidimensional setting,
unless there is a very specific configuration of preferences (for example, if one actor holds the
median position on all dimensions, then this position will beat all other alternatives in a pairwise
contest (Plott, 1967)).

The outcome of the “multi-option referendum” on the “deportation initiative” in Switzerland in
2010 offers an illustration of a Condorcet paradox in practice (Bochsler, 201 0). Switzerland features
the most opportunities for, and use of, direct democratic procedures, which include popular initiatives
and government-initiated referendums. Swiss direct demaocracy occurs at all levels of government:
national, cantonal, and municipal. in 2010, the populist radical right Swiss People’s Party, the largest
Partyin Switzerland, was able to collect enough signatures at the national level to place an initiative
on the ballotthat, if accepted, would expel foreigners who have committed crimes automatically
from Switzerland. The multi-option referendum, however, allowed the Swiss government to place a
Moderate counterproposal on the ballot. Voters were able to express a preference on both optiohs on
the ballot, which looked like this:

(continued...)
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’_a) Popular initiative: Answer: ‘Yes’ or ‘No’
Do you want to accept the popular
initiative on the deportation of
criminal foreigners?

b) Counterproposal: Answer: ‘Yes’ or ‘No’
Do you want to accept the federal
decision of 10 June 2010 on the
deportation of criminal foreigners
within the framework of the federal
constitution?

c) Tie-breaker question:
In case both the popular initiative and _—
the counterproposal are accepted: Popular initiative Counterproposal

Should the popular initiative or the D D
l_ counter proposal enter into force?

Note: Ballot translated by the authors

The ballot structure forced Swiss voters to first decide if they preferred the initiative or the status

quo (vote a), second, if they preferred the counterproposal or the status quo (option b), and, third, if
they preferred the initiative or the counterproposal (vote c). After all votes were counted, the popular-
initiative prevailed. It was preferred by a majority of voters in vote a), whereas only a minority of voters
voted for the counterproposal in vote b). This meant that the third (tie-breaker) question was not
considered, since only the initiative, but not the counterproposal, was adopted by majority. However,
the results of the, in the end irrelevant, tie-breaker question led to the revelation of a cyclical majority: a
majority of voters would have preferred the moderate counterproposal to the initiative. The intransitive
collective choice was as follows: SQ > counterproposal > initiative > SQ. There is some evidence that
some voters acted strategically, in particular supporters of the Swiss People’s party (Bochsler, 2010),
rejecting the moderate counterproposal over the SQ even though it would have been closer to their
preferences. In sum, the example illustrates that majority cycles may occur, and second, that direct
democratic instruments do not guarantee that the preferences of the majority ultimately prevail.

block, policy change. Tsebelis puts forward a theory in which the number of veto players in
a political system and the ideological distances between them can explain policy change and
political outcomes. We will discuss this theory in much greater depth in Chapter 11.

2.5 Summary

The chapter has introduced the basic tools needed to study and understand democratic poli-
tics in Europe. This toolbox includes analytical concepts, such as spatial modelling, the median
voter, and principal-agent theory, that we can apply flexibly to understand the fundamentals
of European politics. We have kept the discussion deliberately abstract and introduced a very
basic model of democratic politics and then made it more realistic in a variety of different
ways. In doing so, we have discussed delegation, representation, shirking, decision-making,
and cooperation, along with other topics. These are essential elements of representative
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democracy. We have built a toolbox for studying democracies in Europe focused on attitudes
preferences, and institutions. Indeed, a prominent political scientist, Charles Plott (1991) has:
argued that to explain political outcomes we must consider the interaction of political insicitu—
tions (or the rules of the political game) and the preferences of the relevant political actors
This formula, preferences x institutions = outcomes, has become known as the ‘fundamentai
equation of politics’ (Hinich and Munger, 1997, 17). In other words, we can expect changes
in political outcomes when preferences change but institutions remain constant, when in-
stitutions change but preferences remain constant, or when both change. In the’ following
chapters, we will make use of these tools and insights to understand how democracy in Eu-
rope works and what challenges it may face.

So far, we have explored delegation from voters to politicians, the foundation of repre-
sentative democracy, and addressed how this delegation impacts representation. We have
discussed the addition of different types of issues and have shown that this complexity may
actuallly make collective decision-making unstable, but also create more room for solutions.
Our discussion underlines the importance of the design of democratic political institutions
such as voting rules and agenda-setting rights, in generating stable policy outcomes in’
democracies.

But in fleshing out the model in these ways, we have only explored a few of the many
avenues we could go down in using our model to understand politics. For example, we
have yet to consider the role of political parties, even though they are a core part of de’mo—
cratic political systems in Europe and elsewhere. We also only discussed one basic type of
delegation—from voters to politicians. But within European politics, there are many different lay-
ers of politics from local, to national, to European. Indeed, many of the choices about the level
atwhich an issue should be decided revolve around issues of delegation and representation

The goal of this chapter is not to introduce all of these different extensions to our modellof
democracy, but rather to construct a framework that we can repeatedly return to throughout
the book as we introduce new concepts in European politics. Once familiar with these basic
concepts, we can use them to help us understand the intricacies of European politics that we
explore throughout the remainder of the book.

Online Data Exercise: Cyclical Majorities

The interactive online exercise for this chapter explores how multidimensional decision-making
influences the feasibility of majority decision-making. By altering the position of the status quo in
a multidimensional space and observing how indifference curves change, you will come to better
understand how cyclical majorities occur, and also when policies are more stable.

@ Take your learning further with this interactive data exercise, available at
www.foundationsofeuropeanpolitics.com

(‘B For additional material and resources, including multiple-choice questions, web links, and
more, please visit the online resources: www.oup.com/he/devriesle
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This chapter explores the territorial nature of European politics. It suggests that policy-
making in Europe resembles a system of multilevel governance in which policy authority
at the national level is increasingly shared with European Union (EU) institutions at
the supranational level, and regional governments at the subnational level. In order to
understand the complex relationships between these different levels of government, this
chapter familiarizes students with the key concepts to understand multilevel politics,
such as the pooling and delegation of policy authority as well as federalism and decen-
tralization.

In the previous chapter, with our model of democracy we explored delegation from vot-
ers to politicians, the foundation of representative democracy. In this chapter, we explore a
different form of delegation. Over the last several decades, national governments have vol-
untarily delegated policy authority to the European Union (EU) at the supranational level,
and many have also delegated authority to regional governments at the subnational level.
European countries have given up aspects of their sovereignty—their sole authority to make
decisions on policies—shifting policy authority away from centralized national governments.

Political systems in Europe thus increasingly reflect governance structures in which policy
authority is shared and structured across multiple territorial levels, all of which interact with
one another. While wé tend to think of nation-states as the basic building blocks, or units,
of politics, more and more we must consider both how these building blocks interact with
each other and also what comprises them. Scholars of European politics sometimes use the
term multilevel governance to characterize the complex relationships of policy author-
ity between political actors situated at different territorial levels of government (Hooghe
and Marks, 2001). The term highlights that the act of governing, or policy-making,—namely
governance—requires interactions across these levels, often resulting in lesser control over
policy for national governments. These interactions can lead to networks of policy-makers
that cut across or even bypass some level, and the nation-state in particular.

The number of levels across which policy authority is shared varies significantly across
countries and issues. For most people living in Europe today policy authority is shared
across at least three levels—subnational, national, and supranational—of which the first two
exist within their nation-state. However, the precise mix of power sharing across levels of gov-
ernment varies both across countries as well as within countries over time. For example, some
countries in Europe, like Norway and Switzerland, are not members of the EU, while many
other European countries are. In some countries, like France and the Netherlands, policy au-
thority is centralized at the national level and fiscal autonomy of subnational governments
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is low, while in other European countries, like Germany or Spain, policy authority is highly
decentralized and subnational governments have considerable autonomy when it comes
to public spending. Finally, there is also considerable variation in the degree of centralization
of policy authority within countries over time. In recent decades, the United Kingdom, for
example, has seen a significant shift with more policy authority devolved to the region;—in
particular Wales, Scotland, and Northern Ireland.

The crucial question now becomes what explains this variation in multilevel politics across
countries in Europe? And why have some countries shared policy authority with suprana-
tional and subnational levels of government, while others have not? These are fundamentally
questions about delegation, which lies at the heart of our framework for analysing democ-
racy developed in Chapter 2. While these questions are important, they are also difficult
and therefore are far from settled in the literature. In this chapter, we provide an overview of
some of the key approaches to multilevel politics in Europe that have developed to under-
stand the complex relationships between different levels of government. The first part of the
chapter discusses the pooling and delegation of policy authority to the supranational level
to the EU. In doing so, it introduces the key steps in the process of European integration. The’
second part introduces the ways in which policy authority is shared with subnational levels
of government. [t distinguishes between two distinct ways of territorial power sharing within
countries: federalism and decentralization.

3.1 Supranational Politics in Europe

The experience of fighting two devastating world wars on the European continent led a gen-
eration of politicians to engage in the creation of a supranational level of government. Since
the early 1950s, we have observed extensive delegation of policy authority from the national
level to the EU. Member state governments can be considered as the principals in this delega-
tion, and the supranational actors, EU institutions, as the agents.

The founding generation of the EU had two goals in mind: first, to avoid another dev-
astating war between European countries, and second, to foster the economic recon-
struction of the continent. All of this took place in the countries that were not under
the influence of the Soviet Union. While there were early plans for a far-reaching federal
EU—put forward in a manifesto during the Second World War by Italian politician Alterio
Spinelli—the actual impetus for integration was a plan drafted in 1950 by a French ad-
ministrator Jean Monnet, which became known as the Schuman Declaration after the
French foreign minister Robert Schuman. Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman proposed
_that France and Germany delegate authority over the coal and steel industry—the ‘war’
industry—to new a supranational entity.

Through the Treaty of Paris from 1952, member state governments gave significant powers
jco asupranational organization, the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), which
IS seen as the predecessor of what we now call the EU. The ECSC comprised six member
Countr'res—l?elgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and West Germany—that
zfe'-;g[h_;;zsiilzd ihemselves thrlough economic Fooperatif:.)n in two industrial sectors, coal and
wars: i ectors were_crucaa[ to reconstruction follvf:wmgthe devastation of the two world

e ECSC allowed its members to pull down tariff barriers, abolish subsidies, fix prices,
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and raise money for reconstruction by imposing levies on steel and coal production. Trade
and economic cooperation were seen by national and European politicians as important
deterrents against war and state aggression.

Following the success of the ECSC, member state governments shifted even more policy
authority to the supranational level. In 1958 the Treaties of Rome established the European
Economic Community (EEC). Like the ECSC, the EEC included six countries, Belgium,
France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and West Germany, as its members. The EEC
was an important step in the process of European integration in that it set out the goal of
achieving a single market in Europe and created a constitutional framework for the European
polity. The different communities (ECSC and EEC together with the Euratom Treaty) were
henceforth known as the European Communities. The European Economic Community
established key EU institutions such as the European Commission, the Council of Ministers
and the European Court of Justice (which today is formally known as the Court of Justice
of the European Union), which are responsible for making and interpreting EU policy
and law. The powers and responsibilities of all of these institutions were initially laid down
in the Treaty of Rome, and have been modified in subsequent treaties. Later treaties have
created other bodies, such as the European Council in which heads of government meet
on a regular basis, and the European Central Bank, which oversees monetary policy and
implementation of the Euro, Europe’s common currency. The European Communities were
consolidated into a single legal entity in 2009 with the Treaty of Lisbon. Table 3.1 presents a
chronological overview of all European Treaties together with their main purpose.

The EU's long-term objectives are set by the European Council, but this institution has no
formal powers to pass laws. The European Council is led by a president and comprises the
national heads of state or government as well as the President of the European Commission.
In effect, it directly represents member state governments at the highest level. It was in emer-
gency European Council meetings, for example, that the very final details of the agreement
over the United Kingdom’s exit from the EU were hammered out.

When it comes to making EU legislation, three main institutions are involved: the European
Parliament, the Council of the EU (not to be confused with the European Council), and the
European Commission. The European Parliament (EP) consists of directly elected mem-
bers who represent EU citizens. These members belong to national political parties and are
elected to the EP in national elections that occur once every five years across all EU member
states simultaneously. Once they enter the European Parliament, these national parties coop-
erate with like-minded parties from other member states in European political groups, which
organize parliamentary activities, such as debate and committee membership.

The Council of the EU represents the governments of each of the member states at
the ministerial level and votes on legislative proposals. The composition of the Council
changes depending on the type of legislation under discussion. For example, when
discussing agricultural policy, the agricultural ministers meet to discuss and vote. But when
discussing economic policy, the economic or finance ministers meet. Lastly, the European
Commission represents the interests of the EU as a whole. Each member state has a single
Commissioner, but this Commissioner is not supposed to represent a particular member
state. Instead, national identities are supposed to matter less in the Commission. The
composition of the Commission is subject to approval of both the European Council and
the European Parliament.
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Table 3.1 Overview of European Treaties

] Entry into

Treaty Main purpose Signed force

Treaty of Paris Founding Treaty of the European Coal and Steel Community 1951 1952
(ECSQ)

Treaty of Rome Founding Treaties of the European Ecomomic Community 1957 1958

(EEC) and European Atomic Energy Community (Euroatom)

Merger Treaty Created a single Commission and a single Council for all 1965 1967
three European Communities (EEC, Euratom, ECSC)

Single European Act Changed political institutions with the goal to complete the 1986 1987
single market

Treaty of Maastricht Renamed European Economic Community to European 1992 1993
Community and established the European Union (EU).
Roadmap for an economic and monetary union (EMU),
change of decision-making procedures, including more
powers for European Parliament, and introduction of
elements of a political union

Treaty of Amsterdam  Changed decision-making procedures in anticipation of 1997 1999
Eastern enlargement, including more powers for European
Parliament

Treaty of Nice Further changes to decision-making procedures in 2001 2003

anticipation of Eastern enlargement, including more powers
for European Parliament

Treaty of Lisbon Changes to institutional framework to allow an enlarged 2007 2009
EU to work more effectively, including changes to Council
voting rules, enhanced legislative powers of the European
Parliament and the introduction of a permanent President of
European Council. Renamed Treaty on European Community
the Treaty on Functioning of the European Union.

Today, these three institutions together primarily legislate through a procedure that is
called the Ordinary Legislative Procedure in which the Commission proposes legislation
and the European Parliament and Council of EU propose amendments and ultimately vote
on whether to adopt the (amended) Commission proposals. The member states are respon-
sible for implementing legislation, while the Commission ensures that the EU laws are prop-
erly applied. If there are disputes over EU law or its implementation between the Commission
and a member state, between individuals and a member state, or between member states
the ('Zourt of Justice of the EU can issue rulings, interpreting EU law. I

G_Iven this institutional structure, we can think of the EU’s political system as a chain of dele-
gation just as we can the political system of any nation-state. Figure 3.1 depicts the EU’s chain
of C!elegation. Voters across Europe vote both for Members of the EP as well as members of
their national parliament. National parliamentarians elect national governments, which are
rep.resented in the European Council and the Council of the EU. In some national systems
a directly elected president represents the country in meetings of the European Council.
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[ National Governments ]

National Parliaments ]
L Voters !

Figure 3.1 European Union Chain of Delegation

The governments, through the European Council, appoint the President of the Commission
and the Commissioners, subject to the approval of the directly elected EP.
In addition to outlining the role of the EU' institutions, the Treaty of Rome also founded
the Customs Union and established the four freedoms—free movement of people, goods,
services, and capital—that guide the constitutional framework for the Single Market to this
day. Ultimately in 1993, member state governments through the Maastricht Treaty trans-
formed previous efforts of integration into an institutional and constitutional entity that we
now know as the EU. The Maastricht Treaty also ectablished the blueprint for Economicand
Monetary Union, paving the way for a common currency, the Euro, which was introduced
in 2002 in nineteen member states, and allowed for deeper political cooperation in the areas
of foreign and security policy and justice and home affairs. The Maastricht Treaty thus moved
European integration from predominantly economic integration to more and more integra-
tion in the political realm. The Treaty of Lisbon which came into force in 2009 serves as the
EU's constitution and legal basis for EU policy-making today. It introduced a whole set of in-
stitutional innovations, such as a President of the European Council and High Representative
of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy.
Since the foundation of the EU (then the EEC) in 1958, member states have expanded the
level of integration, that is they have delegated more and more powers from the national to

the supranational level, a process known as deepening. And the EU has proven attractive to

other countries, with its membership increasing from six to twenty-eight states over time, a
process known as enlargement and sometimes referred to as the widening of the EU. While
the EU's predecessor organizations had six member states—Belgium, France, Italy, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands, and West Germany—there were twenty-eight member states at the
time of the signing and ratification of the Treaty of Lisbon. Figure 3.2 provides an overview of

these different waves of enlargement.

|
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Figure 3.2 Widening of the European Union

The increase of political authority at the EU level has been accompanied by increased
wariness AMOMGTSoMmeE politicians and citizens regarding integration, and questions about
\(Jvh.etherllt should go further or whether it has already has gone far’enough. In 2016 S;e
onnlgﬁdjgrl]rlljg;:o?oi%adsd by p(.)pulla.r.referendum to leave the EU, and the UK formall)ll left
. particma); > tT lus, while |n|t.|al!y th'e Fjuropean integration project was confined
o Stus rla:] sector and _hrmted in its membership, the EU today is a suprana-
- m}; ekr)n that takes decisions that are of greatimportance to the citizens of its
o m er states. The debate between member states always has been about

ch authority to delegate and how to decide policy at the supranational level.

3.2 Delegation and Pooling

Bec

nati?;:-‘::; tgf;i);t::qeeigtzgedEtLj) share policy authority with a supranational level of government,

ey e » Weln member states no anger have the sole capacity to take binding

U the ror o.f . fnentloned, we ca}n con-ce|ve of delegation from member states to the
principal-agent relationship. Member state governments can be viewed
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as the principals, and the supranational actors, for instance the European Commission, as the
agents.

When two levels of government have the authority to make policy, we can speak of a fed-
eral political arrangement. A minimalist definition for federalism proposed by Riker (1964,11)
includes three elements (see also Riker, 1975; Bednar, 2009):

two levels of government rule the same land and people,

+ each level has at least one area of action in which it is autonomous, and

o there is some guarantee (even if merely a statement in the constitution) of the autonomy
of each government in its own sphere.

This definition of federalism as an institutional arrangement can be applied not only to
countries and their subnational regions, but also to the EU as a whole, since both member
states and the EU have areas in which they have sole responsibility (e.g. the Euro and mon-
etary policy for the EU, education for the member states), but they rule the same land and
people and thus share responsibilities. The responsibilities are laid down in both the national
constitutions and in the EU treaties. Thus, the EU can be conceived of as a federal political
system.

Delegation of decision-making power from the national to the supranational level begs
the question why countries have done so and how it changes our framework for analys-
ing politics in Europe. To acquire the theoretical tools to begin to answer these important
questions, we return to ourtwo neighbouring villages from the previous chapter—the village
constructing the park and their neighbours who want to use it. Imagine that the villages have
had a violent past with each other that has caused their economies to be weak. Both vil-
lages have a desire to avoid another conflict and to foster economic development. Suppose
that the neighbouring village has a factory that specializes in the construction of playground
equipment that would be perfect for the new parkin the first village. Meanwhile, the agricul-
tural land in the first village is perfect for growing a crop that is considered a delicacy in the

second village. Each village could produce the product they need and want. The first village
could open a new factory and train new workers to produce playground equipment, and the
second village could plant their favourite crop, even though the growing conditions are less
than ideal and crop yields lower. However, doing so would be costly and come at the expense
of producing other goods that they are better at producing. The villages would each be much
better off specializing in the production of the good that they are relatively good at making
and then trading with the neighbouring village. Economists have long shown that there are
benefits to specialization and trade using the theory of comparative advantage. Overall
levels of economic output are higher when countries specialize in the production of goods
that they are relatively efficientat producing, trading with other countries for the rest.
However, a problem arises, namely the villages do not trust each other. The first village
does not trust their neighbours to build high-quality playground equipment. They fear that
their neighbours will scrimp and save, building cheaper, less safe playground equipment
likely to break a few months after installation. Even if the neighbours produce high-quality
equipment for themselves, there is no guarantee that they won't try to pass off a cheaper,
inferior product on the other village. To use language from Chapter 2, they may shirk their
obligation to make a high-quality product to save some money on production costs.

3 MULTILEVEL POLITICS IN EUROPE

And the same is true for the second village looking to buy the food delicacy. They migh
fear t_hat the first village could provide them with tainted produce. The purchaz'in v}lllmlg' t
both instances is at an informational disadvantage. Because they do not produce tEe I agde o
_and have less i'nformation about the production processes, they have a hard time distiF;rou'uf(\:t
|ng between high-quality and low-quality goods, making it easier for the experts to foolgthIS -
with less than adequate products. It is this informational asymmetry that leads to an i b'?m
tg trust one another. But, of course, the distrust could be made worse by the fact ttl1n? tlhIty
Zlew (leazh other as being culturally different. Not only does the other village have an in?orm?l
:tf;];a:e ﬁ;tﬁfjut:t they also have reason to exploit the informational advantage because

. I this fear of being a victim is sufficiently great, they may not trade at all, even though both
v!llages wc.)uld be better off if they did trade. We can analyse the relationship‘between thgese t?/\f
villages using game theory. A game-theoretic model is one that assumes that actors (individ -
als or'groups playing a game) interact strategically with one another to try to maximize th U.'
benefits, conditional on what every other actor does in the game. Imagine that both vill o
would be best off if they could engage in trade, trusting each other to provide high- aflg'(_:‘S
p.roducts. However, they are the worst off if they provide a high-quality product togtheq u?hlty
village while receiving a low-quality product in return. They have spent a lot of time oney
a.nd effort on production but the other village has not. To avoid the costs of being ch ’tmc(ijnfwy’
vullage§ only have an incentive to trade low-quality goods, or perhaps to not tradge at:al e

To give a simple numerical example, imagine the villages trade for each other’s roducts t
a set rate—x amount of playground equipment for y amount of food. A village s erF:ds 3E a
to produFe a high-quality version of a product that they specialize in, 1 Europto rodul;ros
Iow—gu.allty version of that same product, and 4 Euros to produce thé product thpe do N i
specialize in. They receive 6 Euros worth of benefit from consuming a high-quali ) ho
of the other village’s product, 0 benefit from consuming a low-quality vet‘rgsiocr{1 t(;/ \S/eErSIon
benefit if they use a product that they have manufactured themselves - .

The viII'ages can now choose to either trade a low-quality good ora High—qualit ood, and
their trading partner has no mechanism for determining the type of good bein ngded ’ an'l
they have it in their possession and the other trader has left, making it impossibgle to ret u”t.'
o6r to seek redress. If both villages choose to trade high-quality goods, they each get 3 I?L:rr]ol;E
ih:tur:):l:;/gzceof consunlwptign minus 3 Euros worth of production costs). This is the outcome
o (reczqne (;oEIectlve.Iy. best off. However, each village could improve its situation
e remmv(lg,cl;E uros) if it .trad.es a low-quality product and receives a high-quality
s uros of benefit mlhus only 1 Euro of costs). The problem is that the vil-
e Wortﬁ Ofe o:v—quallty product is much worse off, receiving no benefits and paying
o COT-S. Regardless of what the other village does, each village is better off by
B iy goojsa: |t);[.)roduct. In other words, each player has a dominant strategy to trade
Froductand eting no el n renrn, esing 0 3 egat nek beneht of 1. 1 Py
s o Den turn, leadir g to a negative net benefit of -1. This hypo-
o (? asa prlsongrs dilemma, named for the story that was initially
e on s V”:eagan;e?. Figure 3.3 depicts this scenario using a table. Village 1 is depicted
B o eaii |m the colgmns. The ngmbers in the cells are payoffs, the value of
b p ayer.- In this case, the flrst number is the payoff for Village 1 in the

cond number is the payoff for Village 2 in the columns.
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Village 2

Trade High Quality Trade Low Quality

Village1  Trade High Quality 33 -35
Trade Low Quality 523 =121

Figure 3.3 Collective Action Problem: Prisoners’ Dilemma

in this case, the two villages would be better not trading at all. If they simply were to pro-
duce the good they want themselves, they would spend 4 Euros on production to get 5 Euros
worth of benefit and come out 1 Euro ahead. They still would have been much better off
trading if they could be assured that their trading partner would send a high-quality good. But
since they cannot be assured of the quality of their trading partner’s good, they have to settle
for producing everything themselves.

So how does sharing sovereignty help solve this collective action problem? How can a
supranational organization (or in this instance, a supra-village organization) help these two
communities realize the benefits of free trade? Well, imagine that both villages could spend 1
Euro to pay an independent monitor to set up production standards and monitor quality. The
independent monitor could verify the quality of the products before a trade takes place and
provide a quality assurance certificate for high-quality products. Villages would not have to
worry about becoming the victim of low-quality goods because they would know at the time
of trading the type of goods they are receiving. The supranational monitor has set the stand-
ards for quality and verified that the products meet those standards. The villages have both
paid into this system, and perhaps sacrificed the ability to determine for themselves what 'high
quality' means, but in doing so they have become better off. They have paid an additional
Euro, meaning they only see 2 Euros worth of benefit, but that still makes them better off than
not trading at all, and they never have to worry about being a ‘sucker’, receiving a low-quality
good when they have senta high-quality good.

Through the ability to trade, and confident in the knowledge that they are receiving good
value from their trading partners, the villages may come to have increasingly close interac-
tions. As they interact more, they may become more accustomed to each other's dialects,
customs, and culture. This newfound understanding could lead to a more trusting and peace-
ful relationship, furthering opportunities for cooperation. This type of increasingly close
interaction, initially through fostering trade relationships, was clearly what the politicians
founding the European Community, NOW the European Union, hoped for. Indeed, there is a
strong argument to be made that cooperation through trade has made Europe a much safer
place in the aftermath of the Second World War.

When it comes to sharing palicy authority with a supranational level of government, as
our villages have done or as EU member states do, it is important to distinguish between the
delegation and the pooling of authority. In the context of the EU, delegation is understood as

the conditional granting of authority by the principals, the member states, to the agents, the
EU institutions. Pooling of sovereignty refers to the joint decision-making among the prin-
cipals themselves, consisting of the rules under which member states make decisions, how
those decisions are ratified, and the extent to which they are binding. Through delegation,

!
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Box 3.1 METHODS AND MEASUREME - Usi
to Analyse Politics NTS: Using Game Theory

G . . -
ana:ipe T:Fo:'y 1-5 the formal study of strategic decision-making. Its use is prevalent in both economics
olitical science, and it has generated useful insi i
sights into the strategic interacti iti
s : : ! ctions of political
intergoc game atlr'r;sbto model a particular political situation (e.g. delegating power to a bupreaucracy
ernmental bargaining, etc.) and it is defined b i '
, etc. y actors, their strategy sets, and thei
Actors are the players in a game (e iti i : e e e )
.g- political parties, government representati i
‘ s ; tives, etc.), whil
a strategy is a complete description of wh . : -
at a player does at every possibl inti
regardless of whether a particular move A etk
actually occurs. A strategy set i i
available to a player. Payoffs define wh i ctbiieny | gy ok
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(continued...)
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Country 2

Standard A Standard B

Country 1 Standard A 2.1 00
Standard B 00 12

The game has two equilibtia—both countries choose standard A and both countries chose standard
B. However, in the absence of communication when deciding simultaneously, the countries could still
end up failing to coordinate. Both could mistakenly ‘play nice’ and chose the other country’s preferred
standard, or they could both choose their own, in the mistaken belief that the other country will be
accommodating. Unlike cooperation games, though, coordination problems can be solved by making
the game sequential. If Country 1 moves first, it will choose its preferred Standard A. Knowing that
Country 1 has already chosen Standard A, when it comes time for Country 2 to choose, it will also
choose Standard A. Whichever country chooses first will see its preferred standard adopted.

The discussion in the previous chapter about agenda setting can be recastas a sequential game
where, in the first stage, the agenda setter gets to choose a policy proposal in the policy space. In the
second stage, the voters get to compare that proposal to the status quo and vote on it.

member states grant the EU institutions authority to perform certain tasks. For example, the
European Commission negotiates trade agreements on behalf of the member states with
countries that are outside the EU, so-called third countries. Through pooling, member states
transfer the authority to make binding decisions from themselves to a collective body of
states within which they may exercise more or less influence. In the case of the EU, these are
the European Council and the Council of the European Union.

Delegation is designed to ensure the development of policies that tackle cross-border
problems, and could not have been achieved by member states on their own; think for ex-
ample of trade and environmental policy. It also ensures that all relevant information is pro-
vided and shared in areas where member states might otherwise not have been willing to
share it. Pooling is designed to simplify collective decision-making while at the same time
ensuring that member state governments, as principals, continue to have a say. Whereas the
strategic problem in delegating authority to the EU is shirking, in which the agent follows its
own agenda, the strategic problem in pooling authority is collective decision-making where
a member state may be outvoted by other member states once the principle of unanimity
is abandoned. These two forms of transferring sovereignty, delegation and pooling, are of
course closely related. For example, qualified majority voting (QMV) in the Council of
the EU not only makes the formal decision-making of any single member state government
more dependent on the votes of other member states (pooling), butalso more dependenton
agenda setting by EU institutions (delegation).

Ever since the Treaty of Rome, integration in Europe has increased through consecutive
treaties. These different EU treaties, that have been voluntarily and democratically approved
by all member states, are binding documents that provide the legal basis for the EU to act.
For example, they set out the EU's objectives, decision-making procedures, and structure the
relationship between the EU and its member states. To illustrate the importance of treaties, if
a policy areais not cited in a treaty, the European Commission cannot propose a legislation in
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Box 3.2 CASE STUDY: The History of Qualified Majority Voting in the EU

The Council of the EU makes the vast majority of its decisions today by Qualified Majority Votin
(QMV). Thls means that policy can pass with less than unanimity support among countries, but Emr
than a simply majerity. The voting rule stipulates that policy requires the support of 55 perlcent of :
member states representing 65 per cent of the EU's population (a double majority). This rule mean
that member state governments can getoutvoted, but that it is harder to pass pc!ic-'y without th ]
support of the EU's largest states. Two questions have characterized the institutional developm ;
of the EUSs political system. First, member states have argued at length whether each membp r E”t
sh§ul_d be able to veto legislation or whether decisions can be taken according to a n‘:a'oritaeriasra ;
prm.cl.ple. Second, the exact definition of the qualified majority threshold, and thus thejpotentini
coalitions that can form a majority, has been contentious over the courserof European inte ralfan
In flacL member states have changed the voting rule in the Council frequently over time Thge inina‘l
voting rule laid out in the Treaty of Rome, gave Germany, France, and Italy four votes eaclh' Belgi
and the Netherlands two votes; Luxembourg one vote, To pass into law, a proposal re uire'd uvifm
votes, This weighted voting scheme meant that a supermajority of ap‘p;oximateiy 70 CIer cent of -
weighted votes was required to adopt legislation. ’ e
AIthough previsions for QMV, including the voting weights listed here, were included in the Treat
of Rome, in practice most policies were initially decided by unanimity. The Treaty foresaw the n‘rowsly
from unanimity to qualified majority voting in the mid-1960s, however it encountered fierce resistance
from French President Charles de Gaulle, In 1965, de Gaulle brought the European integration r.oce
toa vrrlruat standstill because he feared that the introduction of QMV would encroach upon Fr:nch .
sovereignty. He also feared changes to the Common Agricultural Policy, which transferred larae sums
of mor?ey to French farmers through subsidies. Consequently, President de Gaulle withdrew fgrcrm th
Co_u.ncrl of Ministers, bringing business to a halt, in what would come to be known as the Empty Ch :
Crisls. This.crisis would ultimately become resolved through the so-called Luxembours Com PrY i A
named forthe country in charge of the Council presidency at the time. The compromie sti Ela:‘tmc‘:a
thai,li[ a member state government viewed its vital interests to be at stake, negotiations wcild h:ve to
continue until a compromise receiving the unanimous support of all member states was reached. The
Luxembourg Compromise meant that member state governments could continue to exercise a n;'ition |
veto for many more years. As a result, the plan envisioned in the Treaty of Rome to establish )
market across Europe came to a standstill. i
It was .not until the European Commission and member state governments agreed to finish the
comPIetlon of the common market in the 1980s that qualified majority became the de fact i
rule in the Council on legislation concerning the common market. Since then QMV has beznvmmg
progresively extended to more and more policy areas with each treaty rEfoml1 With the Treat
of Lisbon, the EU member states finally agreed to introduce a double majority L‘)MV that Iowered
thle threshold significantly. QMV is now the standard voting rule and it applies to all policy area
with thle exception of sensitive areas such as family law, foreign policy, social securit\fsyst:ms asr.\d
;Zx p]cl;licy. Thus, thg Council of the FU _has moved from an institution that enshrined veto pov..ier
ra member_skales towards a majoritarian system. In practice, however, around 80 per cent of
vEtes are unanimous, meaning that few member states vote against a proposal, Scholars disagree
Ian :huetél;euii?lc(t'_:e?sonbfor this phenomenon._while some suggest that a culture of consensus exists
il e:en erg, 2005), the Councni’s'. r‘ulF-_s of procedure stipulate that only successful
d]sagreemegnE T:- a.re ]recorded‘ thgreby providing an incomplete picture about the true level of
o ,Ub“ere |§, _wwra\.rer, ewdgnw tha.t governments’ voting decisions are increasingly tied
B comestid ; c ?Fin:on an'd used L_o send sr.gnars to national audiences (Hagemann et al., 2017).
] ecisions are likely ta increase in the future as the importance of the EU in national

[politics continues to rise.
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Depth of Integration

Scope of Integration

Figure 3.4 Development of European Integration

Data source: Bérzel (2005)
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operation, for example.

3 MULTILEVEL POLITICS IN EUROPE

Box 3.3 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: Theories and Explanations for
European Integration

Political scientists have studied European integration for decades and have put forward several
explanations for the path of integration that member states of the EU have taken. While there are
many schools of thought, there are two theoretical approaches that have gained major prominence:
(a) neofunctionalism or supranationalism, and (b) liberal intergovernmentalism.

The first explanation for European integration emerged quickly after the far-reaching goal of
establishing a common market was formulated in the Treaty of Rome. It highlighted the functional
nature and the importance of the new supranational actors for the process of integration. In 1958,
Ernst Haas proposed the theory of neofunctionalism (Haas, 1958), which would later be adapted by
others to become the theory of supranationalism. The idea was to explain the strategies of political
elites in post-war Europe. Neofunctionalism poses that integration starts in those policy areas in
which countries deem cooperation necessary (e.g. coal and steel). Over time, however, countries
would realize that more transfer of power is necessary in other areas to reach the desired goals.

This process is known as spillover: an economic union eventually develops into a political union.
Neofunctionalism and supranationalism furthermore highlights the role of supranational actors, which
would act to push European integration even more forward. Critics of neofunctionalism have pointed
out that integration actually did not develop as foreseen by neofunctionalists. For instance, the single
market was not completed until thirty-five years after it was declared as a goal. There seemed to be

a stalemate in the process of integration that could not be overcome by the activity of supranational
actors alone.

The theory of liberal intergovernmentalism, put forward by Moravcsik (1998), highlights the
national interests of the member states rather than those of supranational actors. According to this
view, member states remain in control over the process of integration and will always protect their
sovereignty. According to Moravesik, the EU constitutes simply an international regime for effective
policy coordination. Thus, if we observe integration, then it is only because it is in the interest of
member states. Not all member states are equally powerful, however. Liberal intergovernmentalism
suggests that integration is the result of intergovernmental bargaining in which some member states
are more powerful due to asymmetrical interdependence between them. European integration is then
a series of rational choices made by the leaders of member states. Which interests are then important?
In contrast to classical realism, in which security concerns are paramount, Moravcsik proposes a liberal
theory of national preferences in which economic interests are of great importance. The EU then
is created to serve a particular function that member states do not or cannot execute anymore on
their own. Thus, liberal intergovernmentalism follows the logic of a principal-agent model. Member
states are the principals, EU actors are the agents. EU institutions, in this view, however are no more
than mere necessary institutions for technocratic government to secure credible member state
commitments. Liberal intergovernmentalism was also not Immune to criticism. Its main focus rests on
major integration steps, rounds of bargaining in intergovernmental conferences where member states
have written or amended the treaties that define the EU polity. This ignores the EU’ daily policy-making
Processes.

The comparative turn in European integration research has led to the use a framework termed
rational choice institutionalism. It combines both perspectives; it takes national interests into

-account, but it also theorizes how supranational actors might influence the process of integration.
Institutionalism studies the consequences of political institutions for policy-making, that is, how

Member states and supranational actors take decisions in the EU% political system and what it means

fér the potential for policy change. Many scholars nowadays adopt this model, associated with seminal
Works by Tsebelis and Garrett (2001).
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3.3 Subnational Politics in Europe

As section 3.1 has made clear, the scope and depth of policy-making at the EU level has in-
creased immensely, allowing member states the reap the benefits of scale by trading together
and jointly tackling other cross-border issues. Yet, sovereignty of nation-states in Europe has
not only been eroded from above, but also from below.

Multilevel governance in Europe is not only about the sharing policy authority with a su-

pranational level of government above the state, the EU, but also about delegating authotity
downward to the subnational level, to regional governments (Hooghe and Marks, 2001).
Regional governments are sets of legislative and executive institutions responsible for au-
thoritative decision-making in a coherent territorial entity, such as a Land (state) in Germany
or a comunidad auténoma (autonomous region) in Spain. They are intermediates between
local and national governments. Within the member states of the EU, regional governments
have significant powers in key sectors, such as education, the environment, economic devel-
opment, urbanand rural planning, transport, and publicservices. They also play animportant
role in the implementation of national and European legislation. Even in countries that can-
not be considered federal by the definition introduced previously, regional authorities may
have significant powers. Strictly speaking, neither Spain nor the UK is federal, while Germany
is. The regions of Spain and the United Kingdom do not enjoy the strong constitutional pro-
tections that the German Lénder do. Nevertheless, Spanish and British regions, like Catalonia
or Scotland for example, often have significant powers to make policy and it would be politi-
cally difficult to eliminate these regions.

Hooghe and Marks (2001) point out that the process of European integration has played an
important role in deepening and widening of regional authority within EU member states, re-
gardless of whether they are strictly speaking federal, for example through providing financial
aid for regions—so-called regional development funds—as well as by granting them political
influence. The Maastricht Treaty of 1993 was especially important because it formally en-
shrined the principle of subsidiarity in law and established the Committee of Regions. The
subsidiarity principle states that policy should be made by the level of government closest to
the citizens, given the level of coordination and cooperation required to effectively govern
in that policy area. Within the EU, it means that the EU can only take action if the goals of a

particular policy proposal are better achieved at the EU level than at the member state level.

Subsidiarity seeks to safeguard the ability of the member states, and regions within them, to

take decisions and actions in the policy areas in which the EU does not have exclusive policy

authority. EU institutions should only intervene when the policy objectives cannot be suf-
ficiently achieved by the member states themselves, but can be better achieved at EU level
due to scale advantages. The Committee of the Regjons is the political assembly of regional
and local representatives across the EU. It seeks to safeguard the principle of subsidiarity. By
involving subnational governments, from regions, cities, and municipalities, in the EU's policy

cycle, the Committee of the Regions is an institutional representation of the EUs multilevel

governance structure.
Although European integration has strengthened regional governments within EU member

states, the authority of regional governments differs tremendousty both across and within coun-
tries. Regional governments in some EU member states, in particular federal countries such as
Belgium, Germany, and Spain, have considerable authority over decision-making, policy imple-
mentation, and public spending, while in other countries, such as Denmark, the Netherlands,
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and Portugal, regional
. , governments have much less ind
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of RAI in two time points, 1950 (or the first year in-
tion to democracy) and 2010. The comparison of RAI

scores at both time points shows that the policy authority of regional governments is much
higher recently compared to previous years. Only in Sweden is regional authority on average
lower in 2010 compared to 1950, albeit that the difference is not great. In all other member
states, the authority of regional governments, as measured through the average RAI scores,
has increased over time. This underscores the notion that multilevel governance in Europe
is not only about power sharing of national governments with a supranational level, but also
with the subnational level. In order to understand this trend of sharing policy authority be-
tween national and regional governments and the variation that exists between and within
countries, we will now further discuss the concepts of federalism and decentralization.

Figure 3.5 displays the average level
cluded in the RAI data set after the transi

3.4 Federalism and Decentralization

n 3.3 suggests, most political scientists conceive of federal-

As the formal definition in sectio
es self-rule—the capacity of a regional gov-

ism as a power sharing arrangement that combin
ernment to exercise authority autonomously over those who live in its territory—and shared

rule—the capacity to co-determine the exercise of authority for the country as a whole. Yet,
the countries that are listed by experts as federal often differ. Why? These discrepancies are
largely due to the fact that some countries that are not defined as federal on the basis of their
constitution behave as if they had federal structures in practice. Spain is a case in point here.
According to its constitution, Spainisnota federal country. Yet, in practice policy authority is
highly decentralized. For example, a large share of the tax revenue of the central government
is legally mandated to be transferred to Spain’s autonomous regions. Spain consists of seven-
teen autonomous regions (plus two autonomous cities on the northern coast of Africa) that
have varying levels of policy autonomy. For example, the Basque Country and Navarra have
a special status as autonomous regions with more self-rule compared to other autonomous
regions when it comes to tax collection and certain administrative prerogatives. This differ-
ence between autonomous regions when it comes to the degree to which they can decide,
actand spend independently of the centr
politics (see Box 3.4 on the issue of Catalan independence in Spanish politics).

The Spanish example illustrates the difference between de jure federalism, the federal
structure of a country as constitutionally recognized, and de facto federalism, the practice
of decentralized policy-making. The term federalism most often refers to de jure federalism,
while de facto federalism is referred to as decentralization, Countries that are not de jure
federal are known as unitary states. While federalismisa constitutional issue, decentraliza-
tion is often seen as a budgetary one. in order for a regional government to act, it not only
needs the legal authority to do so, but also the ability. The ability to actina given policy area
is highly conditional on budgetary constraints. In order to implement a policy, a government
must be able to collect tax revenue and decide how to spend it. A country is considered de-
centralized when, next to the central government, the regional government is able to collect
a share of the tax revenue. This refers to the degree of fiscal decentralization. The share of
tax revenue collected by the central governmentis generally used as a measure of decentrali-
sation. Indeed fiscal centralization forms one key part of the RAl measure introduced in the

previous section.

al governmentisa touchstone of dissent in Spanish

2
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ous ethnic or linguistic groups seeking more say OVer their own

to preserve the state. In Europe, Belgium is an
example of holding-together federalism. Federalism was enshrined in law in the 1970 Belgian
constitution, and is seen as an attempt to hold the country together despite its internal divi-
sions between the three linguistic groups: Flanders with a majority of Belgian Dutch-speakers,
Wallonia predominantly populated by French-speakers, and a small German-speaking com-
munity in the east of the country. The capital, Brussels, is a separate political entity which is
both Dutch- and French-speaking. Within Flanders there has been a movement for greater
autonomy of the region and protection of the Dutch language. Between 1954 and 2002, these
demands were advocated by a political party called the People’s Union (Volksunie) and after
its collapse by the National Flemish Alliance (Nieuw-Vlaamse Alliantie)—and to some extent
the far right Flemish Interest (Vlaams Belang). The introduction of federalism to Belgium can
be seen as a way to reconcile the scale advantages associated with greater territory and the
desire for self-government of those regions that have distinct cultural and linguistic identities.
The tension between a sense of regional identity leading to demands for self-rule, and
the functional benefits that are associated with a larger scale of economic and palitical co-
operation crucially shape territorial politics in Europe. The wish of regions to exercise more
self-rule—something that often coincides with the presence of linguistic, ethnic, or religious
minorities with strong communal ties—in order to circumvent that laws are imposed from
the outside often leads friction between national law and minority norms. This in turn gen-
erates demands for territorial reform. The issue of Catalan independence discussed in Box
3.4 clearly illustrates this. Decentralization is, moreover, a highly political process and can
involve partisan considerations. The transfer of policy-making authority to the subnational
level may not only be a concession to vocal regional demands or an instrument to keep
peace, butit may be in fact a rational choice of parties at the national level who are ideologi-
cally proximate to regional parties who demand authority (Roth and Kaiser, 2019).

ameliorate tensions among vari
affairs. Here devolution of power is necessary

Box 3.4 CASE STUDY: The lssue of Catalan Independence

Catalonia is an autonomous region in Spain with a strong independence movement. The beginnings of
the movement can be traced back to the mid-19th century, but it became politically organized in 1922

through the founding of the political party called the Catalan State (Estat Catala) — now known as the

Republican Left of Catalonia (Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya). During the Spanish Civil War, the

Spanish fascist dictator General Francisco Franco abolished Catalan autonomy. Following the Spanish
transition to democracy, Catalan political parties have demanded autonomy rather than independence.
Recent demands for Catalan independence can be traced to the 2010 ruling of the Constitutional
Court of Spain on the 2006 Statute of Autenomy. This legal arrangement was agreed with the Spanish
government and passed by a referendumin Catalonia, but eventually ruled unconstitutional by the
court. This court decision fuelled mass demonstrations. This popular movement for independence
<oon translated into parliamentary seats. The 2012 election resulted in a pro-independence majority for
the first time in the region’s history. The new parliament adopted the Catalan Sovereignty Declaration in
early 2013 claiming that the Catalan people had the right to self-rule.
The Catalan government announced a referendum on independence to be held in November 2014
The Spanish government referred it to the constitutional court, which ruled that the referendum was
unconstitutional, The Catalan government changed the referendum to a non-binding consultation,

which the constitutional court also banned. The Catalan government pressed ahead with the

consultation nonetheless. The vote on 9 Noveiriber 2014 resulted ina majority for independence,
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This chapter considers the changing nature of ideology and voter preferences in Europe.
We often think of voters and parties residing along a single ideological left-right con-
tinuum. This chapter discusses the origins and changing nature of left-right ideology and
the emergence of new salient issues, such as immigration, the environment, and European
integration. We also discuss how populism is challenging the traditional left-right struc-
ture of politics by focusing instead on the division between the people and elites.

Shared ideology is the glue that binds citizens and their political representatives. Citizens

have preferences over policies that guide them when they choose between political par-
\ ties and candidates in elections, and these preferences, in turn, are structured by political

ideology, which we define as a relatively stable and consistent set of ideas about the world
| that justify and organize political attitudes and beliefs. Ideclogies thus simplify otherwise
| complex political choices; parties compete along ideological lines and voters can choose
the parties whose ideology is the closest to their own. In the simple uni-dimensional model
of democracy introduced in Chapter 2, parties and voters are located on a single ideologi-
cal dimension. One way to think about the link between voters and their governments is to
examine the match between government policy and the ideology of the median voter (see
discussions in Chapters 2 and 7).

In the European context, the dominant ideological dimension is typically labelled as the
left-right dimension, which is centred on the role of the state in the economy, although the
content of this dimension may be shifting over time. In this chapter, we consider the nature of
citizen ideologies and how they structure political behaviour. We then introduce the notion
of left-right politics and discuss whether electoral contestation is becoming multidimen-
sional with the rise of new salient ‘cultural’ issues, such as immigration and European integra-

- tion. Finally, we discuss populism as a thin-centred ideology and examine how it challenges
our model of democracy.

4.1 ldeology and Elections

Acore idea in the model of politics presented in this book, as in most spatial theories, is that
both voters and parties can be located on a single ideological dimension. Each voter has a
Position on this ideological dimension, which they use to decide which parties best represent
jF"Iﬂir‘ interests and who to vote for. In the example introduced in Chapter 2, citizens had to
thoose how much money to spend on constructing a new park on a vacant plot of land. On
'fhE one extreme, they could leave everything as is, spend no money at all, and the plot would
19t be usable for recreation. On the other extreme, they could agree to build an elaborate
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park with playing fields, swimming pools, tennis courts, and other amenities, but it would
mean charging every citizen mare in taxes. We also imagined a range of possibilities lying
between these two extremes. Each citizen would vote for the mayoral candidate with the
preferences most similar to their own on the issue of the park. The mayor elected with
the majority of the votes would therefore represent the preferences of the ‘median voter' and
implement the park policy that corresponded with their preferences.

Politics in real-world representative democracies is, of course, more complicated than
this simple example. Elected representatives have to take views on a vast number of com-
plex issues, and few citizens have detailed knowledge of their preferences on each and
every one. ldeology is therefore a crucial tool which voters use in elections to detect differ-
ences between representatives and determine their preferences for parties and candidates.
Political ideology is a stable and consistent set of ideas about the world that provides a
guideline for political action (see Box 4.1). By identifying their own ideological position
and that of the parties, voters can choose the party that best represents their preferences.
Thus, ideology as a belief system includes a wide range of attitudes that are consistent with

one another given the political context, while the belief system itself remains abstract (e.g.

liberal or conservative).

Ideology and preferences are not quite the same. Whi
set of ideas, citizens have preferences over specific policies or political candidates. For in-
stance, a citizen might prefer paying a higher tax in order to fund more generous unemploy-
ment benefits rather than a lower tax that would limit the number of persons who would be
eligible for such benefits. Or a citizen might prefer one candidate over another. Preferences
are closely linked to attitudes, that is people’s beliefs (likes or dislikes) about specific ideas,
individuals, or objects. In a sense, when faced with a choice (e.g several policy proposals or

leideology is conceived of asa stable

Box 4.1 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: Converse on Belief Systems
and Ideology

In his seminal contribution to the study of ideolo
Converse (1964) examines whether citizens actually hold consistent and clear ideological views. He

introduced the concept of ‘belief systems) defined as‘a configuration of attitudes and ideas in which
the elements are bound together by some form of constraint or functional interdependence’ (Converse,
1964, 206). Withoutsuch a ‘constraint’ or coherence of attitudes, itis impossible to argue that people
adhere to consistent belief systems, or that they hold ideologically consistent views. On the basis of his
analysis of responses to a set of survey questions, Converse argues that such belief systems are quite
rare in the American public and restricted to politically sophisticated citizens, He demaonstrates that
most respondents express random responses or ‘non-attitudes’ to political questions. He therefore
concludes that the few people hold consistent liberal-conservative (left-right) belief systems that
structure their political attitudes and opinions. In other words, most people do not interpret politics
through an ideological lens.
Converse's conclusions have been criticized by many scholars who argue that individuals do display
ideological ‘constraints, especially on salient issues and when politics is more polarized. Numerous
studies have shown that people’s political predispositions are essentially stable, which suggests that
ideology does shape political preferences. A key result from Converse's study that still stands, however, is
that ideological constraintis strongly related to political sophistication and education: better educated
and more politically sophisticated citizens have moré stable and coherent ideological belief systems

gy, The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics,
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g class, the proletariat. The idea of proletariat revolution that

of a revolution of the workin
philosopher and

would overthrow capitalism is associated with the writings of the German
economist Karl Marx (1867).

Liberalism, conservatism, and socialism, thus, represent three different ideological per-

spectives on how society should be organized. The differences between these viewpoints
are relevant for our understanding of political ideology to this day. For example, the political
programmes of Conservative or Socialist parties include key elements of conservatism and
socialism respectively. In Europe, for much of the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
the primary ideological cleavage in electoral competition formed along the so-called left-
right dimension, named for the seating arrangement in the French National Assembly at
the time of the French Revolution (see Box 4.2). It pitted Socialist parties against Conservative
parties. Socialist parties forged close alliances with labour unions and emphasized workers'
rights and economic redistribution by the state in their policy platforms. Conservative par-
ties, on the other hand, maintained strong ties to capital owners and tended to advocate for
less redistribution and for conditions favourable to businesses and capital investment. As a
consequence, ideology is often referred to in terms of ‘left’ and 'right’ in European electoral
politics. In its classic form, the left-right dimension is concerned with state intervention in the
economy and redistribution, with a more left-wing position favouring greater state interven-
tion and more redistribution and a right-wing position favouring a free market with less state
involvement, redistribution, and spending. In practice, the left-right ideological dimension
also structures attitudes on a wider range of policy issues.

Citizens tend to be able to express their views on this left-right dimension. Figure 4.1 pre-
sents density plots of voters' left-right positions across twenty-three European countries when
they are asked to place themselves on a left-right scale ranging from 0 to 10, where 0 is most
left and 10 is most right (Huber, 1989). This is one of the most commonly asked questions in

ence. As we would expect, when we simply average over

public opinion surveys in political sci
the average respondent everywhere is

the positions of all survey respondents in a country,
rather centrist, indicated by the black vertical lines for each countryin Figure4.1. Nevertheless,
there are significant differences in the distribution of voters within the left-right space across
d Slovakia, most voters report that they

countries. For example, in countries like Lithuania an
e hump in the middle of the

are centrist with few voters at the extremes, as indicated by the larg
plot and the thin tails at the extremes. In contrast, Danish, Finnish, Italian, and Spanish voters

Box 4.2 CASE STUDY: The French Revolution and the Origins
of Left-Right Politics

The labels of ‘left’ and 'right’ in politics date back to the French Revolution. In 1789, members of the
French National Assembly met to begin drafting a new constitution. The delegates were deeply divided
over the issue of how much authority King Louis XVI should have. Supporters of the king's right to
an absolute veto sat on the presiding officer’s right in the Assembly, the noble side. The anti-royalist
supporters of the Revolution, who wanted a highly restricted veto, seated themselves on the left.
These seating arrangements in the French parliament during the French Revolution took on lasting
political significance: to the right, su pporters of a monarchy that sought to preserve many of the king’s
powers; to the left, those who wished to reduce them. Even today, the right’is associated with more
traditional, conservative values and the ‘left’ with more progressive ones.
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Party A

|

Figure 4.2 Uni-dimensional Electoral Competition

Left

party in closest proximity to their own ideological position. This is shown in Figure 4.2 where
the voter with a centre-left ideology will vote for the left-wing Party A rather than the right-
wing Party B, since Party As ideology is more aligned with the voter and the party is more
likely to implement policies in line with the vater’s preferences, if elected.

This uni-dimensional model depicted in Figure 4.2 follows from Downs's spatial model of
electoral competition (Downs, 1957). Downs adapted theoretical arguments originally devel-
oped by Hotelling (1929) to account for the relationship between the location of competing
stores on a high street or ice cream vendors on a beach and the behaviour of their customers.
Just like customers, Downs argued that voters will choose the party that is located the closest
to their own position on the left-right ideological dimension. In a two-party contest, parties
have the incentive to locate themselves close t0 the median voter in order to gain as many
voters as possible and win office (see Chapters 2 and 9). In this abstract model, ideology thus
creates a common frame of reference for voters and parties that should ensure that the party
elected to office implements policies that mirror the position of this societal median voter, i.e.
that there is congruence between the policy programme that the government implements
and the preference of the median voter.

The depiction of voter ideologies in Figure 4.2 assumes that the important policy questions
can be reduced to a single dimension in a meaningful manner. Indeed, left-right ideology
encompasses many of the key public policy debates. What proportion of people’s income
should be taxed? Should the state redistribute from the wealthier to the poorer in our soci-
ety? How should the state spend the money on education, welfare, and health or on the mili-
tary and law enforcement? And, to what degree should the state intervene in how businesses
operate? People’s views about such questions are structured by their left-right ideological
position.

There are three main explanations for how people develop these left-right ideological po-
sitions: a social, value, and partisan explanation. The social explanation relates to the idea
that social structures, chiefly occupation, religion, and location, determine people’s left-right
identification. For example, factory workers are more likely to identify as left-wing, while
shopkeepers, managers, and entrepreneurs are more likely to identify as right-wing. The
value explanation singles out the importance of people’s deep-seated value-orientations,
such as the role of the state in the economy or the rale of religion in public life, that develop
during childhood and adolescent socialization and shape people’s left-right ideological posi-
tion. Finally, the partisan explanation suggests that left-right ideological positions mirror the

partisan loyalties that people have developed. For example, people who support Conserva-
tive or Christian Democratic parties generally place themselves on the right of the ideological
spectrum, while people who support Socialist or Social Democratic parties are more likely
to place themselves on the left of the ideological spectrum. People who support the far right
do so largely based concerns about national identity and immigration, while those who sup-
port the far left are generally more worried about rising inequality and unbridled capitalism
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What matters for ideology and electoral competition is the degree to which social cleav-
ages are reinforcing or cross-cutting (see also the discussion in Chapters 5 and 8). When
social cleavages are reinforcing, the politically relevant social categories that people exhibit,
such as their class, religion, or regional identities, are correlated with each other. In other
words, they overlap. In the case of cross-cutting social cleavages, these politically relevant
social categories are not correlated. To illustrate the importance of reinforcing or cross-
cutting cleavages, imagine a country where both class and religion are the most dominant
social cleavages. In this country, people who are religious belong to the upper class in society,
whereas the people who are not religious identify as lower class. In such a scenario, even
though both religion and class are important in politics, the uni-dimensional model of elec-
toral competition as portrayed in Figure 4.2 suffices to describe voter and party ideology.
Because religion and class identity are highly correlated, the two attributes combined form
a single ideological dimension on which voters and parties can be placed. Now imagine a
country in which religion and class are again the dominant social cleavages, but the cleav-
ages are cross-cutting. People who are religious identify either with the upper or lower class
in society, whereas people who are not religious could also identify with either the upper or
lower class in society. In this scenario, people’s religious and class identity are not linked, and
the religious cleavage cuts across the class divide. This gives rise to multidimensional politics;
we cannot distil people’s beliefs down to a single line.

Big societal transformations may also lead to the development of multidimensional poli-
tics, especially if these changes increase the importance of ideological divides not covered
by the traditional four cleavages discussed already. In a seminal book, Inglehart (1977)
argues that younger generations in post-war western Europe were socialized in an envi-
ronment where existential material security was taken for granted and this led to a change
in political values from materialism to postmaterialism. Whereas older generations, who
had experienced the economic devastation following the world wars in Europe, were pre-
dominantly concerned about economic growth and physical security, the affluence experi-
enced by the post-war generations let them to care more about postmaterialist issues, such
as the environment, gender equality, democracy, self-expression, and human rights. Ingle-
hart argued that, with increasing prosperity, younger generations would be more postma-
terialist and less materialist, as they experienced relative peace and prosperity during their
formative years. Through a process of generational replacement, postmaterial attitudes
would become increasingly important (see Box 4.3 for a discussion of how to measure
postmaterial values).

Many today do speak of a second ‘cultural’ dimension that structures European poli-
tics alongside the traditional left-right dimension of conflict. However, not everyone agrees
on the content of the second dimension. For some it relates primarily to value divisions
based on tradition, religion, sexuality, or the environment; for others it also relates to more
recent politically salient issues like attitudes towards immigration and European integra-
tion. This ‘cultural’ dimension of politics has been given a number of different labels, includ-
ing libertarian-authoritarian (Kitschelt, 1994), transnational (Hooghe and Marks, 2018) or
integration-demarcation (Kriesi etal., 2008). What the different understandings have in com-
mon is that they highlight the importance of issues that are largely non-economic in naturé
(although the conflict may have economic roots)and relate to more ‘cultural’ aspects of politics
and polarized responses to the challenges of an increasingly globalized world: immigration,
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Figure 4.3 Two-Dimensional Electoral Competition

Kriesi et al. (2008) argue that societal conflicts over globalization, such as growing interna-
on and migration flows, have led to the mobilization of cultural issues,

tional market integrati
al competition. They refer to this

such as immigration and European integration, within politic
second dimension as the integration-demarcation dimension, which they argue pits the
ers. While the winners are characterized by high levels
loser integration and open borders, the
sser occupational skills, and cannot

winners of globalization against the los
of education and occupational mobility and favour ¢
losers of globalization have lower levels of education, le
fully profit from the blurring of state and market boundaries. They tend to oppose European
integration and open borders.
Attitudes towards European integration, in this account, are thus a core component of the
second ideological dimension. However, the degree to which the European integration issue
fits into the two-dimensional model of electoral politics is a matter of debate. While conflict
over Europe was initially seen as largely independent of the left-right dimensions of political
conflict, in the early 2000s experts of party competition suggested that positions on left-right
and European integration became linked, albeit in a specific way. When it comes to political
parties, Hooghe et al. (2002) have described the relationship between positions on the left-
right ideological dimension and support for European integration as an ‘inverted U-curve'
The inverted U-curve indicates that parties of the ideological mainstream, that is Conserva-
tive, Social, and Christian democratic parties, are generally supportive of the integration pro-
cess, as they have frequently been part of governing coalitions throughout western Europe
and were therefore largely responsible for the course of integration. Extreme left- and right-
wing parties, however, most strongly oppose it, albeit for different reasons. While left-wing
extremist parties oppose integration in Europe on the basis of the neoliberal character of the
project and its negative influence on the welfare state, the extreme right opposes intra-EU
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Box4.4 METHODS AND MEASUREMENT: Measuring Eurosceptic Attitudes

Early studies of attitudes towards European integration focused on support for European integration,
but the focus in the last decade has shifted to opposition to European integration, or so-called
Euroscepticism. Moreover, people’s attitudes towards the European Union were traditionally captured
along one single dimension ranging from a Eurosceptic pole, indicating a rejection of the European
project, to a Europhile pole, indicating support for the European project (Hobolt and De Vries, 201 6a).
In her book Euroscepticism and the Future of European Integration, De Vries (2018) challenges this
classical approach in two ways. First, attitudes towards the EU might reflect the multifaceted nature

of European integration. For example, people might generally support their country’s membership in
the EU, but at the same time show little appreciation for the policies that the EU pursues. Due to the
complex nature of their attitudes, people cannot be easily classified as either Eurosceptic or Europhile.
Rather, they are often conflicted and ambivalent about the EU and simultaneously like and dislike
certain aspects of European integration. Second, people’s attitudes towards the EU should not be
conceptualized in isolation from their attitudes towards the nation-state. National institutions and

policy performance provide an essential benchmark for how citizens view the EU. Eurosceptic attitudes
are more likely to develop in country contexts in which national institutions perform well and yield

Southern Europe 1 good policy outcomes, or at least among people that perceive national institutional performance and

S | i T I policy outcomes in a positive light. Using this two-dimensional concept of attitudes towards European
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[N S but not with the EU’s institutions (relative to the nation-state) and policy sceptics are satisfied with EU
ftaly 3 institutions, but not with EU policy. Measuring Euroscepticism this way allows U to explain unexpected
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Northern Europe (in Eurozone)
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try compared to northern Europe, in particular in Portugal, Cyprus, Spain, Malta, Greece,
Bulgaria, Croatia, and Poland. The only exceptions are the Czech Republic, Estonia, France,
and Slovakia. Southern and eastern countries are perhaps less satisfied with EU membership
because the EU is not moving fast enough for them.
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Figure 4.5 Support for Integration across Europe
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and new political parties, ranging from the Alternative for Germany and the National Front
in France to Syriza in Greece and the Five Star Movement in ltaly, Moreover, the British
electorate’s vote to leave the EU has been described as evidence of the growing appeal of
populism. Yet, there is no academic consensus on the fundamental question of just what
populism is. Most attention has been given to populism on the radical right. But pop-
ulism can also be a feature of politics on the left or of parties and movements that defy
left-right classification. The concept of populism has been employed in a variety of ways
in the academic literature, for example as a political strategy (Laclau, 2005), a political style
(Jagers and Walgrave, 2007), an organizational style (Taggart, 2000), a thin-centred ideol-
ogy (Canovan, 1999, Mudde, 2004).
The most influential approach to populism as an ideology is that put forward by Mudde
(2004). He defines populism as 2 thin-centred ‘ideology that considers society to be ulti-
mately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic groups, “the pure people” versus
"the corrupt elite’, and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonte
) of the peaple’ (Mudde, 2004, 543). The first element of populism is that
which means that it is malleable and can be easily integrated to
uch as socialism, fascism, or liberalism. Thick-
tism, or socialism, offer comprehensive an-
whereas populism can take different shapes
mbination with its fundamental views of

générale (general will
it is a thin-centred ideology,
any other more complex and host ideology, s
centred ideologies, such as liberalism, conserva
swers to the organization and purpose of society,
as it borrows elements from these ideologies in co
the ‘elite’ and 'the people’

At the core of populism lies a basic dualist Manichaean worldview that envisions soci-
ety to be divided into two antithetical camps of an ‘evil’ elite and a ‘good’ homogeneous
people. Populism is thus the opposite of pluralism, which holds that society is divided
into a broad variety of heterogeneous and overlapping groups and individuals that often
entertain fundamentally different views. it also differs from elitism, since elitists believe
that the ‘elite’ are superior to the people in moral, cultural, and intellectual terms. The
elite is defined on the basis of power, but often goes beyond attacks on the political es-
tablishment to also involve criticism of the media, the cultural elite, and the economic
elite and ‘global capital’ Populists on the right of the political spectrum often focus their
attacks on the political and cultural elites, while those on the left are more critical of the

economic elite.

The notion of ‘the people’ with a general will is also central to populism. The people rep-

resent the pure in opposition to the corrupt elite, and according to populist ideology the
people are sovereign. This means that populists tend to favour reforms that strengthen 'the
general will of the people’, such as direct democracy. Given the emphasis on the people,
populism also places great value on the nation. Populism on the right is also sometimes
referred to as national populism, given its emphasis on nationalism. This form of populism,
which is advocated by radical right-wing parties such as the French National Front, the
Austrian Freedom Party, and the Danish People’s Party, is also characterized by its nativist
definition of the nation in ethnic terms and xenophobia towards ethnic minorities and

immigrants.

Populism as an ideology is not
the will of the people and institutions t
in Chapter 2, it is not always evidence that a general

necessarily anti-democratic and it puts great emphasis on
hat allow the people to decide. But as we discussed
'will” exists. Unless we make strong
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Figure 4.6 Populist Attitudes across Twelve European Countries, 2019
Data source: Kaltwasser et al. (2019) ’
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Box 4.5 METHODS AND MEASUREMENT: Measuring Populist
Researchers have started to measure populism as & set of att
attitudes may be rooted in people’s political e
s, How to measure popu
was developed by Hawkins et al (2
ed States context based on people’s level o

society. Such
populist rhetoric of political partie
of the most widely used measures
way to measure populist attitudes in the Unit
with four statements:

1. Politics is ultimately a struggle between good and evil.

2. The politicians in Congress need to follow the will of the people.

3. The power of a few special interests prevents our country from making progress.

4. The people, not the politicians, should make the most important policy decisions.

When people display stronger agreement with the
populist attitudes. Akkerman et al. (2014) adjust this measure to the European co

Netherlands, and suggest using the following six statements:

e Dutch parliament need to follow the will of the people.
rtant policy decisions.

ntext,

1. The politicians in th

2. The people, and not politicians, should make our most impo

3. The political differences between the elite and the people are large

people.
4. | would rather be represented by a citize
e too little action.

n than by a specialized politician.

5. Elected officials talk too much and tak

6. What people call ‘compromise’ in p
y on such ‘populist attitude scales’ are also more likel

While people who score highl
whether many individuals adhere to a consistent an

populist parties, it is still unclear
‘populist ideology"

important traits that a politicia
trustworthiness of politicians is
sion see Chapter 5).

becoming crucially important t
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the environment, and European integration, as well
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This chapter addresses how citizens vote in elections across Europe. Elections are the

democracy as they allow citizens to shape collective decision-making

rs why it is so difficult to explain why people vole

in the first place. We also diseuss the inequality in turnout between citizens. We then
turn to different explanations of vote choice. We first introduce the proximity model of
voting which assumes that voters and political parties can be aligned on one ideologi-
cal dimension, and voters will vote for the party that most closely resembles their own
ideological position. Subsequently, we add complications to this madel by highlighting
the role of retrospective performance evaluations and affective attachments 1o social
groups and political parties. Finally, we discuss how the institutional context may influ-

ence voters' decision-making.

cornerstone of
in their favor. The chapter conside

The classical notion of democracy is based on the idea of direct and continuous participation
of citizens. Yet such high levels of citizen participation are impractical in modern societies.
One of the ways in which we come closer to this ideal is through citizen participation in
elections. Free and fair elections held at regular intervals have become the vehicle through
which citizens’ preferences feed into the democratic process of collective decision-making.
Participation through voting can be an expression of just how meaningful and effective citi-
Lens find elections to be as a channel for embedding their preferences within the democratic
process. Elections are thus viewed as the cornerstone of 2 modern democratic political pro-
cess. Yet. electoral turnout has been on the decline in most European countries over the last
four decades. For example, in Germany turnout in federal elections has gone from highs of
over 90 per cent in the 1970s 1o just over 70 per centin the early 2010s. Turnout is generally
much lower in European Parliament elections at 62 per cent in the first elections in 1979,
and declining by more than 10 percentage points in three decades (IDEA, 2020). Moreover,
electoral volatility across Europe has been on the rise, meaning when citizens do vote, they
are more likely to switch between parties now than ever before (De Vries and Hobolt, 2020).
Political scientists have spent considerable time and effort trying to understand why and
how citizens vote. The study of electoral behaviour has centred around two key questions.
The first question focuses on turnout in elections: why do people vote? This has proved t0
be a difficult question to answer, mostly because the benefits from voting rarely outweigh
the time and effort necessary for voting. The second question focuses on vote choice: how
can we explain specific choices that people make about whom to support? One answer {0
this question has been to view vote choice as a form of individual decision-making whereby
citizens compare the political parties or candidates on offer and vote for the party that most
closely resembles their policy preferences. A second explanation views vote choice as an %
pression of a voter's social group membership and attachment to a particular political party.
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While the scholarly debate about which of th
ongoing, most schol o factors drive electoral decision-making i
ot European Vo;;rrs; igares that, after a period of stability and continuity, eleStr;rz:abkel:g 'f
This chapter proceeds bs ecor:je ﬂ.‘]LlCh more volatile in recent years. av
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inChapter 2 Basedrom thi m::;ele 5|mPIe uni-dimensional model of democracy introducez
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ered in much greater depth in the next Ciapterr :;njzt?g?:rssif;g;nx;ote choices, a topic cov-

5.1 Why Citizens Vote
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hether their vote is pivotal to changing the election outcome in

hat voter i casts the decisive ballot in an election is very small in
any electionwitha reasonable number of voters. We call this probability P. In Downs’s thinking
the reward R for voting to voter s equalto (B*P) - C.Inother words, the reward for votingis a
function of the benefit of Party X winning (voter i's preferred outcome) multiplied by the prob-
ability that voter i's vote is pivotal to bringing about that outcome, minus the costs that voter i
has to endure in order to vote. The expected benefit (B * P) associated with voting is therefore
almost always close to zero. Hence, assuming even the smallest cost of voting, the reward for
turning out is negative. As a consequence, many have argued that it is not rational for citizens
to vote. However, the equation also suggests that voter perceptions about being pivotal may
matter. Voters living in a district where one party has no realistic chance of winning may think
that their vote is unimportant, and that the costs of voting do not outweigh the benefits. But
in close elections, voters may believe that they are more likely to be pivotal, and indeed voter
turnout does increase when elections are tight.
Yet, the paradox of voting arises because actual turnout levels in elections are much higher
than we would expect based on this rational voter model. To illustrate this, the left panel of
Figure 5.1 shows the turnout in the 2019 elections to the European Parliament (EP) and the
right panel shows the turnout in the last national parliamentary elections held before the
2019 EP election in the twenty-eight member states of the European Union. Higher turnout
figures are marked by darker shades in the figure. While turnout in national parliamentary

support. What matters isw
their favour. The probability t

National Parliamentary Elections

2019 EP Election

-

Turnout

25 30 35 40 45 50 56 60 65 70

Figure 5.1 Turnoutin European and National Parliamentary Elections
Data Source: PariGov (Déring and Manow, 2019)

ctions refers to the last election held before the 2019 European Parliament

Note: Turnout in the national parliamentary ele

elections.
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Box 5. 8
x 5.1 CASE STUDY: Voter Turnout and Postal Voting in Switzerland
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they think that all people should to vote in order to demonstrate their adherence to the social

norm that voting is important.
An additional explanation for the paradox of voting is provided by Aldrich (1993). He sug-

gests that voting constitutes a low-cost, low-benefit action. Voting is low-cost, because vot-
ers may use all kinds of shortcuts for getting informed about the political parties competing in
the election. They might always vote for the same party because they feel close to that party.
Voting is low-benefit, because voters may perceive that there is little difference between one
or another party winning in terms of their individual benefit. Due to the fact that turnoutis a
low-cost, low-benefit action, small changes in costs or benefits can make a significant differ-
ence. Aldrich draws our attention to role of strategic politicians in this respect. When small
changes in costs or benefits can make a difference, politicians have every incentive to invest
in getting people out to vote. Efforts to increase turnout by strategic politicians may explain
why turnout is higher in close races even if voters themselves do not care about an election
being close. When strategic politicians invest more when races are close, a voter will be more
exposed to campaign information and the cost of voting is decreased (< C). In these races
politicians will also spend more time and effort in explaining why they are better than their
opponents, so the benefit of voting increases (> B). Moreover, strategic politicians will inform
voters that not voting would constitute a wasted vote and increase their sense that their vote
is pivotal (> P).
Empirical examinations of why some people vote while others do not also highlight the
importance of other factors. For example, voting may simply constitute a habit. People who
vote become accustomed to voting and perhaps even acquire a taste for it. The act of vot-
ing itself increases the probability of voting in future elections. Franklin (2004) suggests that
the type of election that a person is eligible to vote in for the first time crucially shapes
habit formation. Elections that do not stimulate high turnout among young adults leave a
‘footprint' of low turnoutin the age structure of the electorate. In the European context, this
means that turnout throughout life is lower for those citizens who first became eligible to
vote in the run-up to a EP election (Franklin and Hobolt, 201 1). This is because European
parliamentary elections tend to matter less to citizens and attract lower turnout compared
to national elections.

Age maore generally is shown to be important for understanding who votes. Younger vot-
ers are less likely to turn out than older voters. Yet, the effect of age is curvilinear. As voters
grow older, their probability of voting increases, but it levels off or even decreases againwhen
they reach old age. Smets and van Ham (2013) have conducted a meta-analysis—a study
that examines and aggregates the results of all previous studies on a particular topic—of the
individual-level determinants of voting and find that 75 per cent of studies on turnout find
evidence of a curvilinear relationship between age and turnout.

Voting is also related to social and economic inequality. Historically, the right to vote in
most nations in Europe was restricted to males, property OWners, and native born citizens
(see Chapter 1). Reflecting polarized social divisions in Europe, many conservative politicians
were hesitant to grant the working class the right to vote. Yet, even as voting rights were
extended, empirical studies have shown that citizens who are poorer and less educated are
overall much less likely to turn out in elections compared to the rich and highly educated,
who display higher levels of political interest (Verbaetal., 1995; Gallego, 2015). The difference
in turnout levels between the highly and less educated is shown to be more pmncunced in
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5.2 How Citizens Vote
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Figure 5.2 Ideological Positions of Voter and Parties on a Single Dimension

role of the state against a more free market role, it is increasingly seen as the ideological
super-dimension that bundles policy preferences that happen to be most salient in saciety.

Figure 5.2 plots the positions of a voter and parties A, B,and Cinan unidimensional space

based on the left-right ideological positions of the voter and parties. The voter holds a cen-
tre-left ideological position. While party B is located in the centre of the left-right ideological
space, party A holds an outspoken left-wing position, and party C holdsan outspoken right-
wing position. Based on the proximity model of voting, we would expect the voter to casta
ballot for the party that holds the most proximate position to her own. In Figure 5.2, this is
party B, even though party B holds a slightly more centrist position than the voter. While party
Ais also clearly on the left of the ideological spectrum, the voter’s position is further removed
from party A compared to party B. Party C holds a right-wing position and is thus the farthest
removed from the voter’s ideal position. Hence based on the notion of proximity, i.e the
smallest distance, the voter is expected to cast her ballot for party B.

The proximity model of voting is based on a specific understanding of which factors fea-
ture into citizens' voting decisions, namely citizens vote for the party that best represents
their policy issues. Arguably, the lowest common denominator of any theory of democracy
is that there should be some link between a voter and a representative when it comes to
deciding on policies. Manin (1997), however, reminds us that elections serve two key func-
tions: representation and accountability. They ensure representation by allowing vot-
ers to select political representatives, who are mandated to implement the set of policy

which they campaigned. The selection of representatives based on their

proposals on
s for the future is called prospective voting. The notion of prospective voting

policy proposal
lies at the heart of the proximity model of voting.
Elections also allow for accountability as citizens can sanction political representatives for

their time in office. The sanctioning of political representatives based on past performance
is coined retrospective voting. Retrospective voting assumes that voters use evaluations
of past performance as a means to hold political representatives accountable for their time
in office. Perceived this way, elections are, at least in part, referendums on the performance
of incumbents. By casting a retrospective vote, citizens can incentivize their elected offi-
cials to enact policies that favour a majority. While voters could consider a whole range of
past performance on which to base their vote (see also BOX 5.2), the state of the econamy
ic one of the key aspects of government performance that voters care about. The study of
economic voting examines the extent to which economic performance evaluations shape
voters' choices as the ballot box. Classic empirical studies by Lewis-Beck (1990) and Duch and
Stevenson (2008) provide strong evidence of economic voting in western European democ
racies. In other words, voters aré more likely to re-elect the incumbent when the economy
has been improving, and more likely to ‘throw the rascals out’ when economic conditions

have worsened.
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Box 5.2 ;
CASE STUDY: The Lack of Electoral Punishment of Corruption
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ensures accountability through a four-step process. First, voters need to observe a change in
their own or societal welfare, for example through a specific event, political action, or policy
outcome. Second, they need to attribute responsibility for this change in welfare to particular
elected office holders and adjust their evaluations of the performance of these elected offi-
cials accordingly. Third, on the basis of these responsibility attributions voters need to adjust
their vote choices. Fourth, all of this needs to be translated into specific election results that
incentivize office holders to adjust their policy proposals. Castinga ballot based on retrospec-
tive performance will involve these steps, and when one or more of these steps breaks down
electoral accountability will be breached.

Prospective and retrospective voting models both assume that vote choice is the result
of an individual weighing up the costs and benefits of voting for one party rather than an-
other. This individual-level perspective is challenged by two explanations that highlight the
group aspect of voting and stress the importance of citizens' attachments to social or political
groups. The first one focuses on the role of social group identification that is embedded in
societal divisions, while the second one stresses the importance of partisanship, the loyalty
of voters to a given party.

With the introduction of their social cleavage theory (see Chapter 4), Lipset and Rokkan
(1967) have argued that partisan allegiances are rooted in historical developments, such as
national revolutions, the Reformation, and the Industrial Revolution, that produced endur-
ing lines of conflict, or cleavages, that continue to shape the structure of politics, political
organization, and the content of political conflict, as well as determining political prefer-
ences (see also Chapter 8). Within this framework, vote choice is based on long-lasting loy-
alties to parties rooted in shared social group identification and group interest. Voters are

expected to vote for the party that most closely resembles their social group and represents
their socio-economic position or religious denomination. For example, working-class voters
are expected to vote for communist or social democratic parties, while Catholic voters vote
for Catholic or Christian democratic parties.
Cleavages provide one explanation for how group attachments matter for vote choice.
A second explanation stresses the role of partisanship. Campbell et al. (1960) published a
seminal book with the core thesis that voters' psychological attachment to a political party
guides their political preferences and evaluations of candidates or past policies. The theory
of vote choice developed by these authors is known as the Michigan model of voting. Ac-
cording to this model, partisanship—which the authors define as an enduring attachment
to a party rooted in group attachments formed through family socialization during early
childhood—is a core driver of vote choice. Partisanship is causally prior to vote choice, be-
cause the psychological bond to a given party is assumed to predate the conscious political
awareness of voters and the evaluations of specific policies or candidates stemming from a
specific election contest. The Michigan model introduces the notion of the funnel of causal-
ity. The idea is that long-term factors, such as group identification and parental socialization,
create a stable loyalty to a party that shapes short-term factors, such as candidate evaluations
or policy preferences.
Partisanship also plays an important role because it acts as a ‘perceptual screen’ that filters
out unfavourable information about a voter’s partisan leaning. As a result, partisanship is ex-
pected to persist, or even strengthen, over time. An observational implication of partisanship

as defined here is the relative stability of political preferences. Since partisanship is part of
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While many west European countries have witnessed the blurring of class identification
and a decline of church attendance, this does not necessarily mean that class and religion no
longer matter for the vote. The dynamics of religious and class voting are not uniform and
often nation-specific. Just to provide an example, the religious cleavage still structures vote
choice in a largely secular society like the Netherlands. Here pockets of Protestant voters are
still tightly linked to confessional parties, and due to a low electoral threshold these parties
have maintained representation in parliament. The cross-national variation in the impact of
the religious and class cleavage on vote choice also suggests that the programmatic offerings
of political parties matter (Evans and De Graaf, 2013). Evans and Tilley (201 7), for example,
suggest that the weakening ties between class identification and vote choice in the United
Kingdom are not necessarily the result of increased class heterogeneity, but rather due to the
shift to the centre of the Labour Party under the leadership of Tony Blair. When parties fail to
provide the programmatic vehicles to express the social group identification of voters, party-
voter linkages are likely to become more fluid as a result.
Increasing electoral volatility has also raised questions about the strength and nature of
partisanship. Challenging the Michigan model of voting, Fiorina (1981) developed the

Box 5.3 METHODS AND MEASUREMENT: Measuring Electoral Volatility

Electoral volatility is relatively straightforward and easy to measure. Pedersen (1979) developed a

volatility index for capturing voters moving between parties, which is simply:

(P P,

Volatility = =———— [Pe =il
2

where P, is Party i's vote share in election tand Py, ) is Party *s vote share in the subsequent election.

The changes in vote share for all parties competingin the elections are summed and then divided by

two. They are divided in half because lossas for one party are clearly gains for another, so this avoids

double-counting.
alization of volatility, in that it does not distinguish

There is, however, a problem with this conceptu
between desirable volatility and undesirable volatility. Some level of volatility is necessary and required
for effective democracy. If there were no volatility, there would be no democratic change-over in
government, The same parties would always win. However, if there Is 100 much volatility, existing

parties may rapldly die and new parties may rapidly gain support, only to lose it again. Such instability
for voters to make informed choices.

can create uncertainty in politics and make it difficult
Powell and Tucker (2014) distinguish between what they call Type A and Type B volatility, where
Type A s volatility thatarises due to birth and death of parties and Type B is volatility is change in vote
shares among existing, stable parties. Type A and Type B volatility added together give the total volatility
caleulated using the Pedersen index. Formally Type A volatility is:
P

Sl
Type A Volatility = !_"—‘"=,|P\“' T2 et i) l

ty o in election t that disappears by election t+ 1 and
nelection t+ 1. While Type B volatility is,
be destabilizing. Powell and Tucker find
ral and eastern

where P, refers to the vote share of an old par
Py refersto the percentage of vote won by a new party wi
generally speaking, good for democracy, Type A volatjlity can
that, in 1989-2009, a very high proportion of electoral volatility in post-Communist cent

European countries came from Type A volatility.
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54 Institutional Context and Second Order Elections

The institutional context in which elections are fought and voters have 1o make up their minds
also affects their decision-making. One example of thisis provided in the work by Kedar (2009),
| coalition bargaining, common within many

who examines the degree to which post-electoral
countries in Europe (see Chapter 1 0), affects electoral decision-making. She suggests that vot-
ers may endorse parties whose ideological positions differ from their own in order to move

government coalition bargaining in their favour. The extent to which voters are not only com-
mitted to policy preferences, but also care about policy outcomes, makes them divert from
their ideal party preference and work around power-sharing institutions, such as governing
coalitions. Kedar also suggests that federalism provides voters with incentives to adjust their
sincere vote preference (see also Chapter 3). In order for voters to balance policy outcomes
at both the federal and regional level, they may split their votes between these two levels of
government. She shows that non-simultaneous elections that often characterize federal poli-
ties provide important occasions for voters interested in policy performance to adjust vote
preferences between several layers of governmentin order to balance policy outcomes.
Elections to the European Parliament also make clear the importance of institutional
context, and the multilevel nature of politics, for electoral behaviour. Since 1979 European
voters have the ability to express their political preferences in both in national as well as EP
elections. Members of the European parliament (MEPs) are directly elected every five years
in national elections held during the same week across all EU member states. Because EP
elections take place inall EU member states and because the European Election Studies (EES)
have made survey data available since 1979, scholars of electoral behaviour have been able to
examine the effects of differing institutional structures across countries. EP elections are often
described as second order national elections (Reif and Schmitt, 1980), meaning that they
are considered less important than national elections by both citizens and national political
parties. The crucial difference between ‘first order’ national elections and 'second order’ Eu-

ropean elections is that European Parliament elections do not (directly) determine the com-
position of a government, and therefore less is at stake for voters (see Chapter 10). The lower
Parliament elections has two important consequences for

perceived importance of European
y to vote in EP elections compared to national

how citizens vote. First, citizens are less likel
elections, as we have already mentioned. And second, citizens often use these elections 10

voice their discontent with domestic politics.
The second order nature of European electio
erning parties, especially when they are at the mi
parties also tend to perform worse in European elections, while smaller opposition
better (Hixand Marsh, 2007). In addition, analyses of vote switching between government and
opposition parties show that Eurosceptic vaters are more likely to defect from government
parties than voters who are more pro-EU (Hoboltetal,, 2009). Hence, while early research an
EP elections suggested that voters based their choices predominantly on domestic consid-
erations, more recent research has shown that concerns about European integration increas-
ingly matter to voters, especially in contexts where information about European matters is
more widespread (De Vries et al,, 2011). This has mainly benefited non-mainstream parties
with Eurosceptic positions. Interestingly, research also shows that EU considerations increas-
ingly affect voters' decisions in national elections (De Vries, 2007). As the European Union has
started to encroach more and more on domestic policy-making and the integration process

ns means that voters frequently punish gov-
dpoint of the national elections cycle. Large
parties do
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and the British Conservatives, at the time in national government, lost substantially in the EP
elections. However, even opposition parties such as the Hungarian far right party opposition
party Jobbik or the Labour Party in the UK lost support. The third and final noteworthy aspect
is that the biggest gains in EP elections appear to be made by many small, oftentimes new,
parties. For example, in the UK, the newly formed Brexit Party, under leadership of Nigel Far-
age, was able to attract almost athird of voters in the UK with the promise to continue to push
for a quick withdrawal from the EU. In France, the far right National Rally (RN) led by Marine
Le Pen performed better than in the previous national parliamentary election. Overall, while
the figure indicates that the main predictions of the second order national election model still
hold, the same patterns are also consistent with the explanation that EU sentiments matter to
many voters in EP elections and consequently Eurosceptic parties often perform better than
they do in national elections.

5.5 Summary

The most straightforward way for citizens to feed their policy preferences into the political
process is by participatingin elections. In this chapter, we have considered how citizens vote
in Europe. We discussed both their reasons for casting a ballot in the first place, and which
party they support when they do. The reasons why some people vote while others do notis
still a matter of contention in the literature. Nevertheless, most political scientists agree that
turnout matters; unequal participation may lead to unequal representation of policy prefer-
ences in the political process.

And when citizens do decide to vote, what decides which party they support? The proxim-
ity model of voting suggests that voters vote for the party that most closely resembles their
ideological position. This constitutes a form of prospective voting in which voters demand
that a party implement the set of policy proposals on which it campaigned. Retrospective
voting assumes voters support a party based on past performance. Both prospective and
retrospective voting view vote choice as a form of individual decision-making. Another ap-
proach is to understand vote choice as an expression of a voter's social group membership,
based on class or religion for example, or an attachment to a political party. The scholarly
debate about which factors are the most important drivers of electoral decision-making is far
from settled, but evidence suggests that voters have become more volatile in their choices.

Online Data Exercise: The European Election Study

The interactive online exercise introduces the European Election study, specifically the voter study
that relies on a general population survey after the European Parliament elections. In the exer-
cises, you will explore which topics were the most salient for voters in the European elections in
2019. Additionally, you will examine the second order election model, in particular how it relates
to vote-switching between national and European elections.

(3 Take your learning further with this interactive data exercise, available at
. www.foundationsofeuropeanpolitics.com

('.) For additional material and resources, including multiple-choice questions, web links, and
“o!  more, please visit the online resources: www.oup.com/he/devriesle

Elections and
Parties




Electoral Systems and
Direct Democracy

This chapter provides an overview of the institutions that determine how citizens cast
ballots both in elections (e.g. electoral systems) and directly for policy (e.g. direct democ-
racy). We examine the implications of these institutions for party systems and political
representation fram the perspective of the principal-agent framework. First, we present
an overview of the variety of electoral systems in use in Europe. Even though most elec-
tions in Europe are held using proportional lepresentation, there are important institu-
tional differences across countries, Second, we examine the effects of electoral systems
on the party system and discuss electoral system changes in Europe. Finally we tur to
direct democracy and discuss the use of referendums and initiatives, specifically with
tegard to questions about the European Union,

Electoral systems forge the link in the delegatory chain that most directly connects voters to
their representatives. These are the rules that determine how elections work—who can vote,
who can stand as a candidate, how candidates’ or parties’ names appear on the ballot, and
how votes get counted and turned into seats in parliament (Cox, 1997). Electoral systems im-
pact how voters think about politics and how politicians behave, the importance that people
place on the actions of individual representatives relative to parties, the strength of parties,
the behaviour of legislators in parliaments, and the ways that societal views are represented
inthe political system. How citizens cast ballots during elections, what these ballots look like,
and how votes are counted can vary quite drastically across countries, and sometimes even

within a single country. Because these rules can shape the allocation of political power in
democratic societies, changes to electoral rules often
cal parties.

provoke intense conflicts among politi-

But sometimes, on the path to making policy, the link in the chain between voters and
fépresentatives can be bypassed entirely. This occurs when voters vote directly on policy
Outcomes themselves, rather than for representatives. Institutions determining when and
how voters get a direct say over policy at the ballot box through referendums and initiatives
also vary significantly. These institutions have had a tremendous impact on policy in some
countries, and on European integration, in particular,

In this chapter, we examine the mechanics of the electoral systems, their impact on
fepresentation and party systems, as well as the rules governing direct democracy. Our
discussion of electoral systems focuses primarily on the rules governing parliamentary
elections acrogs Europe and for the European Parliament. We conclude the chapter by

EXamining direct democracy in Europe and the provisions for and importance of referen-
dUms and initiatives,
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PART 3 ELECTIONS AND PARTIES

6.1 Objectives of Electoral Systems

Electoral systems have two primary objectives: to foster political representation and to
ensure government accountability. Representation refers to the selection of agents (politi-
cians) who act and speak on the principals behalf (citizens), expressing views and making
policy. Accountability refers to the ability of voters to correctly reward and punish politicians
for policy choices. Representation may be enhanced by electoral systems that allow more
parties to enter parliament, potentially representinga greater range of views (see Chapter 7).
But, at the same time, more parties can make accountability difficult. In political systems
where the composition of the executive is determined by parliament (see Chapter 10), more
parties in parliament may make the government formation process more cumbersome, and
may make it difficult for voters to hold individual parties accouritable in elections for gov-
ernment policy. In contrast, governments composed only of single parties with majorities in '
parliament have high accountability.
Before we can discuss how electoral systems resolve the contradictory goals of repre-
sentation and accountability, we need to understand a few technical details of electoral
systems. Following the ceminal work by Rae (1967), we start by defining a central institu- |
tional feature of an electoral system referred to as the electoral formula. The electoral
formula is the set of mathematical rules that determine how votes cast get transferred
into parliamentary seats. The precise nature of these rules can matter a lot for political
representation, and there is no single right answer as 10 which set of rules a democracy
should use. Broadly speaking, we can group electoral formulas into three groups—those
oritarian rules, proportional rules, or a mix of both. Figure 6.1 shows the varie-
al parliamentary elections in Europe. Proportional

using maj
ties of electoral systems used in nation

First-Past- Single
the-Post/ Transferable || Open List Flexible List || Closed List
Vote

Plurality Majoritarian Proportional

| United | France || Closed List: || Closed List: || Ireland Cyprus || Austria || Portugal |
| Kingdom || [ Hungary '| Germany |  Maita | Estonia || Belgium || Romania
| [ |y | | Finland Bulgaria || Spain |
= e ) Latvia || Croata | .. ———
| Open List: | | Luxemb ||Czech Rep.
| Lithuania | | Poland || Denmark |
| Slovenia | | Greece |
- Switzerland || lceland
— " |Netherlands
| Norway |
Slovakia |
| Sweden

Figure 6.1 Varieties of Electoral Systems in Europe

Data sources: Pilet et al. (2016); passarelli (2020)
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Box 6.1 CASE STUDY: Presidential Elections in Europe
idents. Direct presidential elections take

¢, Finland, France, iceland, Ireland, Lithuania,
ember

Majoritarian rules also apply to popular elections of pres|

place in Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republi
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. Just like in a majoritarian system insingle m

constituencies, presidential elections generate one winner with the entire country constituting the
constituency. All but two countries employ a two-round runoff system. The exceptions are Iceland, which
employs a single-round plurality system, and reland, which uses a single-round instant runoff system in
which voters rank candidates. We briefly discuss the two-round system in France and the instant runoff
system in Ireland, both of which are meant to produce a president elected by a majority of voters.

The Two-Round System in France

Similar to electoral system used for the French parli

two-round system, but only the top two candidates
guaranteeing a majority of votes for the winning candidate. However, the splitting of the elections

across two rounds can lead to some odd results. During the 2017 French presidential election, the field
of candidates during the first round was very crowded, with no single candidate polling particularly

strongly. The candidate put forward by the traditional left-wing Socialist party, Benoit Hamon, never
d competition from Jean-Luc Melenchon, a former Socialist who left

gained much traction, and he face
the party to form his own left-wing group. The right-wing candidate Francois Fillon, on the other hand,
for other candidates including Emmanuel Macron, a

faced a corruption scandal. This left openings
young politician and former cabinet minister, who had started his own centrist movement, and Marine
Le Pen of the far-right populist Front National party. In the end, Macron and Le Pen made it into the

second round, shutting out the traditional left and right parties of French politics. In the second round,
66 per cent of the vote.

ament, the French presidential elections use a
from the first round move onto a second round,

Macron won relatively easily with

Instant Runoff in Ireland
ons, Ireland conducts its presidential electionina single round
didates, and a candidate is immediately elected if

f no candidate wins a majority using the first-

Instead of holding two separate electi
using the instant runoff method. Voters rank all can
she receives a majority of first-choice votes. However, i
votes, then the candidate with the fewest first-choice votes is eliminated from the contest. The
o the remaining candidates based on the second ranked
candidate choice on each ballot. This process is repeated until one candidate achieves a majority of
votes. Thus, a second round is not requi red to achieve an absolute majority. In the presidential election
in 1990, the leading candidate after the first round, Brian Lenihan (Fianna Fail), eventually lost to the
candidate with the second most first-choice votes, Mary Robinson (Labour Party). The reason was that
the third placed candidate, Austin Currie (Fine Gael), was eliminated and his votes were reassigned to
the next choice ranked on the ballots. This resulted in the vast majority of second-choice votes from his
ballots going to Robinson, who managed to win an absolute majority on the second count.

choice
votes from the eliminated ballots are added t

6.3 Proportional Systems

ortional electoral formulas produce seat shares in
fvotes cast for political parties. If a party wins
ercent of the seats
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6 ELECTORAL SYSTEMS AND DIRECT DEMOCRACY

Box 6.2 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: The Complexity of District
Magnitudes in PR Systems

District magnitude is a key parameter in designing a proportional electoral system. Electoral system
scholars have examined both district magnitude variation within and across countries. Some have even
asked if there is an ‘ideal’ district magnitude. While scholars typically focus on countries’ average district
magnitudes, Kedar et al. (2016) point out that district magnitudes can actually vary quite substantially
within a single country. The reason is that electoral district boundaries often coincide with those of
administrative ones. In rural areas, where centre-right parties are electorally strong, such communities—
and districts—are small. As a consequence, few MPs are elected in each district. In contrast, in urban
areas, where centre-left parties have stronger electoral support, districts tend to be larger. For example,
Spain has a median district magnitude of five seats. However, in practice it ranges from one seat (in the
two Spanish enclaves in Ceuta and Melilla) to thirty-two {Barcelona) and thirty-seven seats (Madrid).
Kedar and co-authors find that having many rural electoral districts with smaller district magnitudes
creates inequalities by disproportionately benefiting centre-right parties in parliament. Small to
moderate average district magnitudes in PR systems may, however, be normatively desirable to resolve
the representation-accountability trade-off question. Carey and Hix (2011) advocate for low magnitude
PR systems because they achieve a so-called electoral sweet spot. Analysing disproportionality and
accountability, they argue that systems with a median magnitude between four and eight seats not
only have highly representative parliaments (low disproportionality) but also only a moderate number
of parties in parliament and in government (high accountability). in Europe, countries with district
magnitudes in this range include Hungary, Ireland, Portugal, and Spain.

Finland

Disproportionality .
o EP Elections A National Elections

Figure 6.2 Disproportionality of Elections in Europe
g ;

Data soutce: ParlGov (DOring and Manow, 2019)
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results there is often a trade-off between proportionality, on the one hand, and clarity and
government stability, on the other.

Majoritarian and proportional systems also tend to have different ballot structures. By bal-
lotstructure, we refer to how the ballot actually looks and what appears on it, for example, the
names of individual candidates or parties. Ballot structure determines how people casta vote,
for example by making a check mark next to a candidate or party name. In majoritarian sys-
tems voters cast votes for individual candidates whose names appear prominently on the bal-
lot paper. Of course, these candidates campaign as individuals representing a particular party,
but voters may recognize the candidates as individuals, Voters feel that they have their own
individual representative in parliament. In contrast, many proportional systems with larger
district magnitudes use party lists. Political parties usually rank order their candidates on a list,
and seats are filled with the individuals starting from the top of the list.

We can distinguish proportional systems by whether they allow voters to cast a vote for
a preferred candidate (preferential voting) or whether voters can simply vote for a party
(Shugart, 2005). In closed-list proportional representation systems such as in Portugal,
Romania, and Spain, voters can only cast one vote fora party, and not for any individual can-
didates on the |ist, Suppose a party receives 40 per cent of the vote and there are 100 seats
0 befilled in parliament. lgnoring for now the exact mathematical formula used to calculate
the number of seats, we simply assume the party would gain forty seats. Thus, the first forty
Candidates on the party’s listare elected (assuming the country has a single electoral district).
Inshort, voters cannot influence the ranking of candidates in closed-list systems, and parties
3N full control over who they nominate to the lists prior to the election.
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In the vast majority of proportional systems in Europe, however, voters have an oppor-
tunity to express preferences for individual candidates. The defining feature of flexible-

list proportional systems is that the order of candidates on the list is partly determined
ct, the most prominent electoral system type

by parties and partly by voters. This is, in fa
in Europe, as shown in Figure 6.1. While parties present their list on the ballot, voters may

overturn the party’s ordering by casting votes for specific candidates or crossing out can-
didates’ names. In practice, the hurdles to reordering the list may be quite high, thus flex-
ible list systems still give parties a greater say over which candidates are ultimately elected
than voters. Open-list proportional representation systems give voters the most say
over list ordering. In these systems, parties continue to propose candidates, but the names
are not pre-ranked as in flexible list systems. Thus, voters can only cast preference votes
for individual candidates and these votes alone determine which candidates from the par-
ties are elected to parliament. Open-list systems are the second most common electoral
system type in Europe. The level of personalization of the ballot thus differs across these
three variants of proportional representation. Parties and their members of parliament
who intend to run for re-election are aware of these differences, creating incentives to
cater more to the party overall (in closed systems) or to personal vote-seeking behaviour
of members of parliament (in flexible and open list systems). The incentives of electoral
systems create different patterns of behaviour in parliament, something we discuss in
detail in Chapter 7.
The single transferable vote system is another variant of proportional representa-
tion used in Ireland and Malta. The system uses mufti-seat electoral districts, just like a
proportional system. Rather than casting a vote for a party or simply checking one can-
didate, voters are asked to rank the candidates running in the district. All votes are added
and a quota is calculated which is equal to the number of votes required to win a seat in
the district. If a voter’s first-rank candidate clears the quota, the candidate is elected. If
more candidates than seats remain in the contest, the candidate with the fewest votes is
eliminated. The votes of this candidate are transferred to other candidates based on the
back-up preference by the voters. This is repeated until all seats in the district are filled.
The system offers clear advantages by allowing voters to express ranked preferences and
by preventing second ranked alternatives from being considered in determining winners
in each district. However, italso placesa higher informational burden onvoters, who need

to compare and rank candidates.

Elections to the European Parliament are also fully proportional. However, member

states are free to implement their preferred version of PR. Some member states us€
closed lists whereas others use open lists or the single transferable vote, but the vast
majority of countries use flexible-list PR. Two countries (treland and Malta) rely on the
single transferable vote system. Given that all countries use PR, the choice of electoral
thresholds has important effects on the disproportionality of the results. Among the large
member states, France, Poland, and ltaly use a threshold of 4 or 5percent, whereas no
threshold exists in Germany and Spain. This means that it was particularly easy for small
parties to win a seat in the 2019 European Parliament election in Germany and Spain. In
fact, fourteen German parties won at least one of the seats reserved for German parties
and eight parties did so in Spain. The absence of a threshold in the largest member staté
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Box 6.3 CASE STUDY: The German Mixed-Member Proportional System

mm in which voters cast two votes at the same time in Bundestag
single member district (the first tier), and
federal states (Lander) actas the electaral

tate list. Only the second list
proportional tier is designed to

MD tier.

2017 for the district

Germany has a two-tiered electoral syste
elections. They cast one vote for a candidate running in a
asecond vote for a closed party list (the second tier), The
districts for the second party list vote, and each party nominatesas
vote is relevant for parties’ parliamentary seat share. Moreover, this
compensate forany disproportionality that arises as a result of voting in the firstS
The illustration shows an example ballot from the German federal election in
of Berlin-Friedrichshain, illustrating this two vote system. The left column of the ballet lists the
names of the candidates for this district together with their party affiliation and profession. The right
column shows the parties for the list vote as well as the top five candidates on the party lists. In this
election, the Greens won 8.9 percent of the national vote in the proportional tier, yielding them a
total of sixty-seven seats in parliament. They won one single member district, thus one Green MP
came from an SMD and the remaining sixty-six candidates were filled from the party’s lists. The
ballot shown here was from the district won by the Green candidate Canan Bayram, who obtained

the seat with a plurality of 26.3 per cent of the first votes.

Ballot

for the German Bundestag elections in district 83 Berlin-Friedrichshai
Prenzlauer Berg Ost on 24 September 2017

n-Kreuzberg-

You have 2 votes

1 vote here 1 vote here
for electing for electing

a Member of Parliament for your a state list (party)
district -decisive vote for the allocation of

seats to parties-

First Vote  Second Vote
Husein, Timur Christlich Demokratische Linion)
Deulschlands

CcDU
Lawyer/Consullant Monika Ghifiors, Kai Wegner, Of Jan-Marca
Luczak_Thomas Hedmann, Dr.Gottined Ludew

Berlin
Kiziltepe, Cansel Sozlaldemokralische Partel
Deutschlands

EcorlmmlslIMP O Eiva i, Biee Secluld. Caevesl Kz t6pe,
Berlin Finan M, Mechthid Rawert
Meiser, Pascal

DIE LINKE
DIE LINKE L

Political Scientist DIE LINKC

Berlin e o iy Sesramns
Bayram, Canan BUNDNIS 90/DIE GRUNEN
Lawyer SRONS i P, G Chniins. P
Berlin Ghemae, Wit Or Loura Domham-
Schmidt, Sibylle

Business A
w1 Gottiried Cunia, 4. GOtz
irg Malsack-Winkemann, Dr

i I,

Alternative far Deutschland

economist
Batlin o e

Plratenpariei Deutschland

Piraten
M Haase, Ute Laack, Dr. Franz josd
], ST Wom amee, A

7 Rousiamani-Goldthau, Athanasia Freie Demokratische Partel
Homemaker O Wper. Daniola 1o
Berlin i i HUMM, Romar-F t

Amt fur Statistik, Berlin-Brandenburg (2017, own translation).

Source:

Wecr.
--suiztmms‘tef- The Scottish N
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seems to work best at the constituency level, rather than the national level. At the constitu-
ency level, there may only be two parties with a realistic chance of winning, but if these two
parties are not the same across the entire country, and in the UK they are not, then the na-
tional party system may, indeed, have more than two parties. The geographic concentration
of British voters for some parties in different regions means that some small parties can win
a relatively large number of seats, while others are particularly poor at translating votes into
seats. In the 2019 general election, the geographically concentrated Scottish Nationalist Party
won forty-eight seats with only 3.9 per cent of the UK-wide vote, while the geographically dif-
fuse Liberal Democrats won only eleven seats, losing one seat that they had previously held,
despite increasing their nationwide vote total by 4.2 percent up to 11.5 percent.

Meanwhile, more proportional systems tend to have more parties. As district magnitude
increases in list systems, more parties have a realistic chance of winning seats, and the geo-
graphic distribution of voters matters less. Proportional systems allow for more parties be-
cause the threshold for winning a seat is lower, meaning parties can enter parliament with
much lower support than they would need ina SMD plurality system. Proportionality, though,
is not necessarily sufficient for more parties to appear. Both Germany and Austria have rela-
tively proportional electoral systems, but have had effectively 2.5 party systems for much of
the post-Second World War era. There may be both institutional and societal reasons why
these countries did not have more parties for so fong. Institutionally, both of these coun-
tries have an electoral threshold that parties must pass to gain representation in parliament—
5 percent in Germany and 4 percent in Austria, meaning small parties need more support
than in countries with no, or a low, threshold, such as the Netherlands.

As new issues developed in politics that the traditional parties did not cover effectively,
such as the environment, new parties arose. More proportional systems create a permis-
siveness to allow new parties to enter the political landscape. The Greens were the first new
parties to gain national prominence, in particular in PR systems, but other parties have done
well, too. In Germany, these have included the Left Party, and the populist radical right AfD
(Alternative for Germany). In general, a country’s party system is an interaction between its
electoral rules and the cleavages found within society. When numerous cleavages exist in
a society and the electoral rules allow for multiple parties, multiple parties may arise. The
effects of electoral systems on the party system are thus conditional: as long as electoral
systems are permissive in the sense that they allow new parties to enter the landscape easily,
then an increase in social diversity or the emergence of new issues may lead to a translation
into more parties (Neto and Cox, 1997: Clark and Golder, 2006).

Figure 6.3 shows the relationship between disproportionality and the effective number of
parliamentary parties. The effective number of parties refers to an adjusted number of po-
litical parties in a country’s party system, here weighted by their relative strength in terms of
seats in parliament. The most proportional systems have on average four and a half parties in
parliament, whereas the number decreases to below three parties for the most disproportional
systems. The figure also reveals the conditional relationship: there is variation in the number
of parties for any given disproportionality level. When a system is proportional (left side of
the figure), there may sometimes indeed be many parties in parliament, reaching in a few

instances more than nine effective parliamentary parties (as in Belgium in 2019 or in Poland
in 1991). However, there are a number of elections in which even the most proportional sys-
tems led to only two parliamentary parties (as Malta or in Austria in the 1960s and 1970s)-

Effective Number of Parties

Disproportionality
® (Mixed) Majoritarian 4 (Mixed) Proportional

Figure 6.3 Relati i i ionali
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Data source: ParlGov (Déring and Manow, 201 9) ! ;
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Median Voter

before suffrage exiension

Median Voter
after suffrage extension
Socialist Liberal Conservative

Party Party P

Right

Left ‘

Figure 6.4 Moving to Proportional Representation: The Electoral Threat Model by Boix

advantage. While the political considerations for introducing electoral reform operate both at
the party level—how will the party fare overall under different electoral rules—as well as on the
district level—how are individual legislators affected by electoral rule change (Leemann and
Mares, 2014)—we present a simplified visual illustration of the strategic situation, as examined
by Boix, in Figure 6.4.

Suppose that, before suffrage expansion to the working class, the median voter in society
was on the right of the political spectrum. Two existing parties, shown here as Liberal Party
and Conservative Party, competed for votes in single member district plurality elections. Nei-
ther of them were dominant. With the expansion of the suffrage to the working class, the
median voter shifted to the left as workers demanded more redistribution. A new party, the
Socialist Party, forms and enters the political landscape. If the electoral system were to remain
a first-past-the-post system, the Socialist Party would likely be successful since the parties on
the right would split the electorate, while many voters would support the Socialist Party in
each district. Anticipating a sweeping victory of the new party under the old electoral rules,
the Liberal and Conservative Party jointly can agree to a move 1o proportional representa-
tion, thus securing representation in parliament even with a strong Socialist Party. This is, in
fact, the situation that occurred in Denmark and Sweden at the beginning of the twentieth
century. Conversely, in situations where there is one dominant party on the right, there is
no incentive to switch to PR, a situation that occurred in the UK. The political argument for
adoption of PR in Europe thus puts multipartyism before institutional choice, and renders
‘Duverger’s Law upside down’ (Colomer, 2005). Multipartyism becomes the cause rather than
the consequence of electoral systems.

Following the move from majoritarian to proportional electoral systems across most
European countries at the beginning of the twentieth century, most electoral systems have
been stable. They constitute the rules of the game and countries usually do not change the
fundamental rules of democracy. However, there are notable outliers to this pattern. Table 6.1
presents an overview of major electoral system reforms and shows that there have been
changes in several European countries. For instance, governments in ltaly have successfully
and rapidly changed the electoral system several times, driven by a party-political desire for
seat maximization and the desire to find a different balance between representation and ac-
countability. Since the early 1990s, Italian voters have voted for parties in national elections
under list proportional representation, mixed member proportional system, and a parallel
voting system. Frequent electoral reforms also have occurred in eastern Europe, in particular

in Bulgaria and Croatia, with both countries switching between majoritarian, mixed systems
and proportional representation with closed and flexible lists.

6 ELECTORAL SYSTEMS AND DIRECT DEMOCRACY

Table 6.1 Major Electoral System Reforms in Europe since 1945

Country Year Status quo Reform

Bulgaria 1991 Closed-list MMM Closed-list PR

Bulgaria 2009 Closed-list PR Closed-list MMM
Bulgaria 201 Closed-list MMM Flexible-list PR

Croatfa 1992 Majoritarian (TRS) Closed-list MMM
Croat‘la 1999 Closed-list MMM Closed-list PR

Croatia 2015 Closed-list PR Flexible-list PR
'(::yprus 1979 Majoritarian Open-list PR

rance i i
kil 13:; E:Z:E:Z:E: E:inf ’ 4 Flexible-list Reinforced proportional
s e gl orced proportional Majoritarian (TRS)
i ajoritarian (TRS) Closed-list PR

rance 1986 Closed-list PR Majoritarian (TRS)
Hungary 2011 Closed-list MMM/TRS Closed-list MMM/FPT
Iceland 1959 Flexible-list MMM Flexible-list PR i
Italy 1993 Flexible-list PR Closed-list MMP
ltaly 2005 Closed-list MMP Closed—l'st PR
ltaly 2017 Closed-list PR CIosed-I;:t MMM
Romania 2008 Closed-list PR MMP

Romania 2015 MMP Closed-list PR

Source: Pilet et al. (2016).

6.6 Direct Democracy in Europe
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international treaties. For example, in 2011, Italian voters repealed several laws regarding the
reintroduction of nuclear energy, the privatization of water services, and a criminal code provi-
sion exempting the cabinet from appearing in court.

Third, many European executives can initiate consultative referendums, the results of

which are generally non-binding. Such referendums can be called by presidents (e.g. in
France) or prime ministers (e.g.inthe UK). For example, the 2016 Brexit referendum in the UK
was called by Prime Minister David Cameron as a consultative referendum. Thus, technically,
the British government could have ignored the outcome of the public vote and put the ques-
tion back to the House of Commons. However, by taking the decision to hold such a referen-
dum, governments risk a major credibility crisis if they ignore the outcome. Thus, governments
usually accept the outcome of the referendum despite its legally non-binding nature. This was
also the case for the consultative referendums on the EU's Constitutional Treaty in France and
the Netherlands. The results were accepted by the gavernments and led to the abandoning of
the ratification process of the EU constitution. One notewarthy exception to this is the 1955
Swedish consuitative referendum on the introduction of right-hand traffic in 1955, which was
rejected by 83 percent of voters. Nonetheless, the Swedish Parliament approved the change
and eventually switched to right-hand driving in 1967.

The fourth type is citizen-initiated referendums, also known as citizens’ initiatives or popu-
lar initiatives. Compared to the first three types, popular initiatives are the only variant in
direct democracy that allows citizens to put a legal question up for a popular vote, subject
to certain minimum support that initiatives have to gain in order for them to qualify. For in-
stance, Swiss popular initiatives require the collection of 100,000 signatures over the course
of eighteen months. Other European constitutions also provide provisions for citizens' initia-
tive, although these are more restrictive and rarely used. In Latvia, for example, a minimum
of one-tenth of eligible voters has the right to initiate a national referendum regarding recall-
ing of parliament, and the Hungarian constitution allows 200,000 eligible voters to initiate a
binding 'national referendum’ on political questions.

Figure 6.5 shows the use of both citizens’ initiatives and (elite-initiated) referendums since
1945 in Europe. The top row figures reflect the increasing use of initiatives and referendums
in Europe, excluding Switzerland. They show that referendums called by governments or par-
liaments are more common than initiatives and that the latter were only introduced outside
Switzerland in the late 1980s. The figure also indicates a clear rise in the use of referendums
from the 1990s onwards. The increases are not surprising given that most of the constitu-
tions adopted in the post-communist EU member states contain provisions for referendums
and initiatives. Moreover, countries that have not had a tradition of direct democracy, such
as Britain and the Netherlands, have resorted to this device in recent decades. The bottom
row figures display the number of referendums in Switzerland. It is clear that Switzerland is
an outlier when it comes to the use of direct democracy in Europe, both in terms of the high
frequency and the large volume of citizen-initiated referendums. There are no referendums
at the EU level. However, the Treaty of Lisbon introduced a new democratic instrument for
Citizen involvement, the European Citizens’ Initiative, described in Box 6.4.

Despite the increase in referendums and initiatives across Europe, direct democracy re-
Mains contested. Some argue that the direct influence of citizens in law-making should be
minimized, while others favour greater direct involvement of citizens in decision—making. The
main arguments in favour of direct democracy relate to procedural legitimacy. Proponents
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Figure 6.5 Initiatives and Referendums in Europe

Data source: C2D (Serdiilt et al,, 2018)
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Box 6.4 CASE STUDY: The European Citizens' Initiative

The European Citizens’ Injtiative (ECI) was launched on 1 April 2012, and it allows citizens to ask

the Commission to draft a proposal for a legal act onan issue which falls within the authority of EU
institutions. It must receive one million signatures to be valid, An EClis a direct call for a specific legal
instrument, must abide by specific rules, and it is addressed to the European Commissian. It is different
from a petition. EU citizens have 4 right to submit a petition on matters that fall within an area of EU
autherity and affect the petitioner directly. Petitions can be addressed to European Parliament. Unlike
the citizen initiated referendums described in Table 6.2, the ECl does not give citizens the oppartunity
to vate directly on a policy issue. Instead, the EC| enables EU citizens to ask the Comimission to bring

forward a European legislative Proposal if the supporters number at least one million (signatures need
to be collected within twelve months) and come from at least one q

other words, the Commission maintains its legislative agenda-settin
Justification if it does not put forward a proposal following such an i

In the first eight years of the ECI, five initiatives were successfully
on arange of issues such as human right to water,
and linguistic minorities. In order to make the pro
new rules came into force in January 2020. To giv
they can'set the signature collection start date an
initiative. Moreover, to simplify the collection of
centralized online collection system,

Of the ECls that have thus far acquired enough signatures, none has led to the adoption of a legal
act. In some cases the Comm ission, which is not legally required to Propose a new legislative proposal
argued that the EU' legislative framework was satisfactory: in other cases it suggested that soft law
measures and new consultation were sufficient. Thus, this new mechanism in theory is meant to foster
more democratic responsiveness, but it has not had much impact in practice.

uarter of EU member states. In

g powers, but it needs to provide a
nitiative.

submitted to the Comm ission,
research on embryos, vivisection, toxic pesticides,
cedures more accessible and less bureaucratic,

€ organizers more time to prepare their campaigns,
ytime within six months of the registration of their
signatures, the European Commission has introduced a

The main arguments against referendums relate
around the quality of decision-making by
where a simply majority decides
to or prejudiced against minariti

to their majoritarian nature and questions
voters, Since referendums are often binary choices
the outcome, there is a concern that they may be insensitive
es. Opponents of referendums argue that the use of direct
democracy allows majorities to discriminate against minority rights. The scholarly evidence
on whether minority rights are undermined more by direct democracy than representative
legislatures is mixed, however (Matsusaka, 2005). In one study, Hainmiiller and Hangartner
(2019) consider the effect of direct democracy on the naturalization rates of immigrant mi-
norities in Switzerland. Eligible immigrants that seek Swiss citizenship have to apply with the
municipality in which they reside, and decisions on the naturalization applications are taken
either by (1) direct democracy where citizens vote on the applications using referendums or by
(2) representative democracy in municipality councils. The study finds that naturalization rates
surged by about 60 percent once politicians rather than citizens began deciding on naturali-
zation applications. This suggests that direct democracy, at least on issues such as citizenship
applications, may lead to greater discrimination against more marginalized immigrant groups.
Another set of concerns aboutdirect democracy lies in the quality of decision-making and
Policy outcomes. While the ideal scenario is that well-informed voters cast their votes on the
basis of thejr views on the issue at hand, studies have suggested that many people decide how
tovote on the basis ofa range of extraneous factors, including their views on the government
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of the day (Hobolt, 2009). Referendums can also be exploited by populist politicians to stir
anti-establishment feelings and bypass, rather than complement, the work of the legislature.
Moreover, some fear that well-organized interest groups or lobbyists, who have specific in-
terests, will bankroll direct democracy initiatives and exert undue influence on voters (Broder,
2000; Gerber, 1999). Critics of referendums thus argue that the quality of policy-making is
worse in direct democratic contests than in the legislative arena, since elected politicians
have broad policy expertise and can understand difficult trade-offs, whereas referendums are
likely to lead to more incoherent and less balanced policy outcomes. This debate on whether
direct democracy enhances or undermines the quality of democratic decision-making also
pertains to referendums on European integration, which we turn to next.

6.7 Referendums on European Integration

Among the most consequential and salient referendums in Europe are the votes related to

the European Union. The 2016 referendum on UK membership of the EU, which led to Brexit,
might have been the most visible referendum related to European integration, butit certainly
is not the only one. There have been over fifty EU-related referendums (Hobolt, 2009). In the
early stages of the European integration process, as discussed in Chapter 4, policy-makers
believed a permissive consensus existed among citizens. Elites assumed citizens generally
supported steps that furthered integration, but direct democracy played no role and citizens
had limited input. Since the early 1970s, though, referendums on aspects of European inte-
gration have become increasingly common. The first EU referendum was held in France in
1972, concerning the entry into the EU (then known as the EEC) of Denmark, ireland, Norway,
and the UK. This was followed by three accession referendums the same year: in Denmark
and Ireland citizens voted to join, whereas Norwegian voters rejected membership.
EU-related referendums can be classified as either membership referendums, treaty
ratification referendums, or single-issue referendums. The most common type of EU ref-
erendum is a membership referendum. Most countries that have joined the EU since the
‘founding six' (Belgium, France, Germany, ltaly, Luxembourg, and Netherlands) have held
popular referendums where voters were asked to decide whether or not to join. Some
of these referendums have been mandatory, in accordance with national constitutions,
whereas others have been consultative. In either case, national governments have followed
the wishes of the people. With the exception of negative votes in Norway and Switzerland,
all referendums have endorsed the accession decision and led to the enlargement of the
European Union. Moreover, two national referendums have been held on whether to stay
in the EU, both in the UK. In 1975, British 67 per cent of voters endorsed continued mem-
bership of the EEC. In 2016, 52 per cent of British voters voted to leave the EU, and the UK
left the EU in january 2020. The only other example of such a referendum on continued
membership is the 1982 referendum in Greenland, an autonomous territory of Denmark,
where 53 per cent of voters decided that Greenland would leave the European Communi-
ties. Greenland formally left the EC in 1985, but continues to be considered an Overseas
Countries and Territory of the EU, giving ita special relationship with the Union.
The second most common type of EU referendum involves treaty ratification. All member
states need to ratify EU treaty revisions, such as the most recent Lisbon Treaty. Most countries
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are asked to decide on a treaty that is a political compromise made by the EU member states
collectively. This raises the question of whether it is fair that a small majority of voters in one
or more countries can determine the future of the European project for all. For this reason,
even a failed referendum on treaty ratification in one or more member states (
after the Nice Treaty, the Constitutional Treaty, and the Lisbon Treaty)

donment of the European integration project, but rather to a slowing down of the process of
ratification. In fact, at least up until now, no negative treaty ratification referendum has led
to a reversion to a status quo that existed before the treaty that was subject to ratification.

for example,
has not led to an aban-

6.8 Summary

Electoral systems are the central democratic political institution connecting voters to repre-
sentatives. They determine the way in which politicians gain office and how they are removed
from their posts. They both help shape and are shaped by the number of parties competing
for seats. In short, they have significant ramifications for party systems, representation, and
government accountability. Moreover, we have shown that there is a great diversity in elec-
toral rules used across Europe. There is no one single democratic way to elect representatives
or to allow voters to participate in the policy process. But the different systems do lead to
trade-offs and compromises with regard to different aspects of democracy. Finally,
discussed various instruments of direct democracy in Europe, which are also gover
variety of rules. These rules dictate how votes getturned into policy,
delegation, the roots of which are electoral systems. Referendums an
played a particularly important role in the development of Europea

we have
ned by a
bypassing the process of
ddirect democracy have
n integration.

Online Data Exercise: The Parliam

ents and governments
database (ParlGov)

The interactive online exercise explores how electoral systems are connected to the party system
on the national and the EU level. Using the ParlGov dataset, you can compare outcomes across
electoral systems. Furthermore, the connection with the EU level provides insights into how dif-
ferent electoral systems influence disproportionality within the same country.

@ Take your learning further with this interactive data exercise, available at
wmm.foundationsofeuropeanpolitics.com

@ For additional material and resources, including multiple-choice questions, web links,
and more, please visit the online resources: www.oup.com/he/devriesle
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We can think of the relationship between citizens and the
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7 REPRESENTATION

The distinction between the trustee and the delegate models of representation was put
forward in the late eighteenth century by the Irish MP and philosopher Edmund Burke, who
favoured the trustee model of politicians following their own conscience and judgement in
the best interest of the public.

Inthe twentieth century, political theorist Hanna Pitkin (1967) described political representa-
tives as either acting for or standing for the citizens who elect them. Politicians who act for their
citizens have some formal authority to do so, and demacratic political systems task them with
making substantive policy decisions on citizens' behalf. Substantive representation focuses
on the inputs and outcomes of the policy-making process. Representatives may propose and
decide policy in either the capacity of a trustee—suggesting policy that they feel is best—or a
delegate—suggesting policy that they feel best reflects the wishes of their voters, If voters feel that
politicians have failed in their representative task, they can hold politicians to account through
elections. No matter how they develop policy positions, either as trustees or delegates, politi-
cians may be seen as having a mandate from voters to support some policies and not others,
depending on the policies they supported during the election campaign. If voters disagree with
what the politicians have done, they can retrospectively remove themn from office. Mansbridge
{2003) has referred to this as promissory representation, as politicians make promises to voters
at election time that voters expect them to fulfil,

But substantive representation of policy interests is not the only type of representation
that politicians can provide. Pitkin also thought of politicians as standing for the voters. This
type of representation does not require direct action on the part of politicians, but rather
can be descriptive or symbolic. Politicians may represent voters simply by reflecting particu-
lar characteristics of voters. For example, politicians may belong to the same social class as
the voters they represent, they may speak the same language, or have the same skin colour
or other physical features. Pitkin referred to sharing such characteristics as descriptive
representation. It may matter a great deal to voters to have representatives to whom they
can relate because they share similar features, especially for voters from groups that have
been traditionally under-represented in politics, including women and racial or ethnic mi-
norities. They may trust politicians who look, sound, or act like them to make better deci-
sions on their behalf. The quality of descriptive representation is judged by the resemblance
between the representatives and the electorate as a whole.

Similarly, irrespective of policy content, Pitkin suggested that politicians can offer voters
symbolic representation. Citizens may feel| that the political system better reflects them
when an elected official tasked with representing their region, or belonging to a party that
they support, takes part in the activities of parliament, for example. When voters see or hear
about politicians participating in political acts on a national stage, perhaps by asking ques-
tions during a parliamentary question period, actively participating in a committee hearing,

giving a speech, or drafting an amendment to a bill, they may take this as a symbol of a gov-
€rnment working for them.
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may relate to substantive representation. Representatives from particular groups may be
more likely to advocate for policies that support and are supported by the groups to which
they belong. Likewise, largely symbolic acts, like giving a speech on the floor of parliament,
may be better received by voters if the representative’s stated position matches with the vot-
ers' own policy stance. Substantive representation is assessed by the extent 1o which policy
positions, or policy outcomes, advanced by representatives align with the interests and pref-
erences of citizens.

The focus on policy has raised many interesting questions about whether some types of
electoral institutions create better incentives to produce policy that reflects the electorate
than others; or whether coalition governments offer better or worse policy representation
than single party governments. It has led to research on how to measure policy representa-
tion, which requires researchers to both assess the policy content of particular legislation and
compare it to what voters want, often using public opinion data. This is no easy task.

To help us understand these different types of representation, we examine two dimen-
sions of representation. The first is a temporal dimension. We can either treat representation
as static or dynamic. Studies that conceive of representation as static focus on particular
snapshots in time and ask whether the elected representatives match the electorate on key
characteristics. Studies that focus on dynamic aspects of representation examine whether
the nature and position of representatives change in line with changes that occur in the elec-
torate. The second dimension distinguishes between policy representation and non-policy

representation. While policy representation is substantive in nature, non-policy representa-
tion can refer to descriptive representation and symbolic acts. Table 7.1 presents four types
of representation as the intersection of these dimensions.

Parties and representatives may offer a static level of non-policy, symbolic responsiveness
through constituency service, making themselves available to voters through constituency
offices. We can also conceive of descriptive representation as a form of static, non-policy
representation. For example, we can examine whether the characteristics of representatives,
such as gender and ethnicity, are reflective of the population they are meant to represent. Of
course, there may also be dynamic changes in descriptive representation if underlying popu-
|ations change, for example, to be more ethnically diverse, and this change is also reflected in
the composition of the legislature over time.

We can think about forms of symbolic representation that can change quickly and in very
dynamic ways in response to different demands from voters. Members of parliament, for
example, may seek to give more speeches in parliament when an issue affecting their local
area requires specific attention. Likewise, they may seek to change their behaviour in hopes
of maximizing their re-election chances as elections approach.

Most research on representation, however, focuses on policy, or substantive
representation. Studies of representation that fall into the upper-left quadrant of Table 7.7,

Table 7.1 Two Dimensions of Representation

Policy Non-policy

Descriptive Representalion
Rhetoric & Signalling

Static Congruence

Dynamic Responsiveness

7 REPRESENTATION

policy congruence, examine whether there is ieni
olicy bosit _ a match, or significant overla
&ay szmir:zrxh(;l;\:z:ir;(etisualIy the medlar.1 voter) and representatives. Foféf:;vglesntﬁze
Congruence could occur eit;:lrebmore Twing than the average (median) parliament;riany
and try to match the position O;t:;?l;‘:i:spfszntatives view their role as that of a delegaté
reprgsentatives is that of a trusteeship whe’re ;h:Cer;SrZ;Z:t;i'latlonShlp petween voters and
position as voters. ives happen to hold the same
Congruence is most often measured as ide i
This can be m . ological congruence on the left-ri
of the govern;aeitltrs;jtizt:veed|stance b(.etweer} the average (mean) voter and t;;ggf):ict?(l)i
the lovel of congruence. A rTge party in pa.rllament. The smaller the distance, the higher
Figure 7.1 illustrates Con- rUPP ying Fhe spatla! model that we introduced in Chapter 2
were two governments lg; tE'nce u§|ng the ltalian political system during 2018-20. Therel
Conte 1 cammernens li perlod,.both led by Prime Minister Giuseppe Conte: the
Sopulist Five Star Movemech (revlll cabln.et. After the 2018 general election in Italy. the
cal right-wing League (Losa) (M5S), which had come first in the election, and the Iradi-
Conte | cabiret), 1 Augugfzgt?;ee&;;efsrgc- cga!)ition government led by Conte (the
I 17, vini, eputy Prime Minister and
ing tensgion,S vr\:irlgiunnfss ;ann_)ot.lon of.no confidence against the government, af‘cl(e?;—i(;fcr)vsjc
Cabinet) without the Lon aJortl)ty. This result.ed in a new coalition government (Conte 1|
Demotratic Party (°D) Uil:]e,thgt\::een the Five Star Movement (M5S) and the centre-left
the e oY th.e artg Is figure, we can explore ideological congruence between
of congruence betweenihe ies and government in Italy. We see that there are high levels
Movement. slthoush the ave;;werage vo.ter.and the median legislative party, the Five Star
The figure als0 revcals. b age voteris sllghtly to the left of the median legislative part
the rient of the mEdian, no ever, that the first Conte | government was considerably t>c/>-
dfter e chanon oter and that voter-government congruence was low. Ho
ge In government where the radical right-wing League was replaced \E)vj\:ﬁg

Median

Legislative Party

| | |

SI

PD M5S Fl Lega Fdl
Left-Right Dimension
_ Government Congruence
. Conte Il (M5S-PD)

¢ Government Congruence |

% Co _ | .
nte | (M5S-Lega) Legislative Congruence

Fi .
igure 7.1 Congruence in the Italian Political System: 2018-2020

Data source: Pa ty P onsa alcl e [0} OlK € a O P
oSt s are calculated CHES(P Ik taI,ZO 7) d voter positions fro CSES(ZOZO)

115




PART 3 ELECTIONS AND PARTIES

centre-left Democratic Party, the level of congruence became much higher, as the govern-
ment moved just slightly to the left of the average voter.

This figure displays a static picture of representation with fixed voter and party positions,
where greater congruence is achieved through a change in government composition. But
congruence, of lack thereof, might also come about through changes in the positions, as vot-
ers shift their preferences and parties move to be closer to voters.

To explore this, we need to move beyond static congruence to examine dynamic policy
responsiveness. In other words, we must examine whether representatives change policy
positions when voters change their preferences. If representatives move in the same direc-
tion as public opinion, for example, adopt more measures to tackle climate change when the
public is more concerned about the environment, this may indicate responsiveness. This is
also sometimes referred to as dynamic representation. There are two key pathways of pol-
icy responsiveness. The first is ‘electoral turnover’. Put simply, elections are a mechanism for
ensuring that changes in public opinion are reflected in policy through replacement as some
politicians who refuse to change are replaced with others who better reflect current public
opinion. The second pathway is ‘rational anticipation’ as representatives shift their policy po-
sitions in line with public preferences in between elections, in anticipation that, if they don't,
they may lose their seat or office at the next election. Mansbridge (2003) has referred to this
as anticipatory representation, as re presentatives, or at least those who view themselves
as delegates, focus on what they think their constituents will approve at the next election, not

on what they promised to do atthe last election.
Using a spatial model, Figure 72 illustrates an example of responsiveness between elec-
tions. The figure shows the median voter shifting from a position on the centre-right to a
more centrist position. Such a shift of the preferences of voters presentsa challenge to parties,
as they may fear that being positioned too far away from the median voter they will be pun-
ished in the next election. The bottom panel of Figure 7.2 illustrates how each of the parties
responds to this shift in voter preferences. In this example, Party Bisa centre-right party ina
governing coalition with a radical right-wing Party C. In response to the shift of voters, Party
B also shifts fo the centre, so its position is congruent with that of the median voter. Due to
the shift of Party B, the mean position of the governing coalition also moves to the left, closer
to the preferences of the (new) median voter. This is an example of policy responsiveness. In
contrast, Party C does not adjust its position in line with the public mood, but retains its posi-
tion on the far right of the political spectrum. Research by Adamsetal. (2006) has shown that,
whereas mainstream parties (such as Party B) are generally responsive to the median voter,
niche parties (such as Party C) are often responsive 10 their own supporters. In this scenario,
the supporters of Party C may be located further to the right. However, we see that Party A, 2
left-wing party, has moved further to the centre, perhaps in response to the move of Party B,
to be more competitive in the centre-ground of politics. Overall, Figure 7.2 shows that policy
representation happens notonly at election day, but also in between elections as parties seek

to respond to changing voter preferences.

When examining this dynamic relationship empirically, some researchers have uncov-
ered a lag between public opinion and position change among politicians, leading research-
ers to suggest that the link between public opinion and policy (and dynamic substantive
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Box 7.1 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: Do Parties Respond
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concentration of power. Majoritarian democratic institutions tend to create sharp divisions
between those who hold power (political winners) and those who do not (political losers), but
also provide for strong and accountable governments (Powell, 2000). In contrast, proportional
democratic institutions, or the consensus principle, promote the idea that democracy should
represent as many citizens as possible. Consensus democracy disperses power so that there are
multiple decision-makers, actors with veto power, and checks and balances, thus limiting the
power of the central government while providing for the representation of a broader array of in-
terests. While most European countries are closer to the proportional than the majoritarian ideal,
we observe a continuum between the ideal types. The clearest example of a majoritarian system

in Europe is the United Kingdom with its first-past-the-post electoral system, while the Nether-

lands is an example of a highly proportional system. France is an example of a hybrid model, with

its semi-presidentialism and its majoritarian two-round electoral system (see Chapter 6).

In political science, much of the debate has focused on the effect of electoral institutions
on democratic practices, in particular the distinction between majoritarian and propor-
tional electoral systems. Powell (2000) has argued that two constitutional features determine
whether a democracy tilts more toward a majoritarian or proportional principle. The first is
the electoral system: a low district magnitude favours a majoritarian design, increasing the
likelihood of a single-party majority government; proportional electoral systems with large
district magnitudes, in contrast, promote multiparty systems and proportional democracy
(see Chapter 6). The second is legislative rules, which in majoritarian democracies give the
parliamentary majority a more or less unconstrained capacity to implement policies, while
rules in proportional democracies favour the dispersion of power and enhance the opposi-
tion’s influence. Table 7.2 summarizes the main features of the ideal type majoritarian and
proportional (consensus) visions of democracy.

These two ideal types of democracy also have different implications for representation and
responsiveness. For policy congruence, proportional systems ensure a stronger link between
vote and seat distributions in legislatures (see Chapter 6), and therefore such legislatures may
more accurately reflect the range of preferences in the population, whereas majoritarian

Table 7.2 Majoritarian and Proportional Visions of Democracy

Majoritarian Proportional
Electoral system Majoritarian—Low district magnitude Proportional—Large district magnitude
Party system Two-party Multiparty
Government Single-party Coalition
Legislative- Executive dominance Opposition influence
executive relations
Congruence Median voter represented by majority Median voter represented by median

party and government legislative party and range of voter

preferences reflected in legislature
Responsiveness Single-party majority governments can

more effectively respond to changing
voter preferences

Broad-based coalitions may be responsive
to a wider range of policy preferences

ACCountability Greater clarity of responsibility enhances  Low clarity of responsibility but greater

electoral accountability checks and balances on executive
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Box 7.2 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: Is the European Union

Responsive to Voters?
egarded as relatively unrespensiveness to voters.

Historically, governments in the Council have been been able to negotiate and legislate away from the
glare of public scrutiny and their actions in the EU have little impact on their chances of re-election
domestically (Bailer etal., 2015). Without public attention, thereare few incentives for politicians to
respond to public opinion. According to this view, public opinion plays a limited role in shaping the
positions of governments and politicians in EU policy-making, which is driven instead by economic,

partisan, and geo-strategic interests.

Moreover, as multiple institutions
the Commission, and the European Parlia
low clarity of responsibility, making more
national and European Parliament elections.
elections do not punish or reward parties on th

The European Union has been traditionally r

are involved in decision-making at the European level—the Council,

ment as well as the member state—it is also characterized by
difficult for voters to hold their representatives to accou ntin
Studies have shown that votersin European Parliament
e basis of economic performance; as retrospective

models of voting would suggest (Hobolt and Tilley, 2014). One reason is the lack of clarity about who

is 'in government’ in the European Union, which makes it difficult for voters to know whom to hold to
account. In addition, citizens have perceptual biases in attributing responsibility to the EU. Eurosceptic
citizens tend to blame the EU when conditions deteriorate, even when member states may formally
share some policy responsibility. Conversely, EU supporters are more likely to attribute responsibility
to the EU when conditions are improving, even when responsibility lies almost axclusively with the
member states, This accountability deficit has fuelled broader concerns abouta democratic deficit in
the EU, where policy-making is largely insulated from public preferences.

Recent studies, however, have questioned this received wisdom of an 'unresponsive union’ and
argued that, as the EU policy-making has become more transparent and more paliticized domestically,
there are also greater incentives for legislators to respond to the public mood. For example, Wratil
(2018) has shown that that govern ments do respond to the 'public mood' on Europe when legislating in
the Council in the run-up to national elections. Moreover, Hagemann et al. (201 7) have demonstrated
that governments engage in signal responsiveness in the EU Council, i.e. they use their opposition
to legislative proposals in the Council to signal to their Eurosceptic domestic electorates that they are

¢ to their concerns, especially when the issue of European integration is salient in domestic
Unian, Schneider (2019) also challenges the assumption
h to warrant significant domestic contestation. She

ir publics by taking positions that are in the

responsiv
party politics. In her book titled The Responsive
that European-level issues are not salient enoug
demonstrates that governments signal responsiveness to the

interests of politically relevant voters at the national level.
These studies thus provide evidence that governments in the Council, and other politicians involved

in EU decision-making, take domestic public opinion into account, but notat all times and not
necessarily in ways that ensure congruence. Instead the evidence suggests that responsiveness occurs
when electoral sanctioning is more likely, namely when the issues are salient domestically and elections

are approaching.

systems favour the larger parties and make it more difficult for smaller parties to gain repre-
sentation. There is no doubt that proportional systems allow for greater congruence at the
party level, i.e. between individual voters and the party of their choice. When it comes 0
ideological congruence between the median voter and the government, the consensus inthe
literature has also been that proportional systems tend to produce greater congruence; spe”
cifically, the general ideological disposition of the government that emerges after an election
and the ideological bent of the electorate tends to match up better in proportional systems

7 REPRESENTATION

{(Powell, 2000). Yet i
oot ind r,nlz;z;s;l:ic:ss have shown thaF the difference in congruence levels betw.
e toond majoritaia ;}/stfms -has dec.llne'd in recent decades, primarily due to czin
s oy e the meder p ura}llty parties in majoritarian systems (Powell 2009) -
10 eV proportional representation leads to better : s
o it,come, t older and Lloyd, 2014; Ferland, 2016).
. . .

ot e o andoor;;zcr)trls';\./:nes%s, there is also a debate as to which system provides great
o aentives a majorita”-anlsle:t or governments to react to the changing public mgojd-
ey o In majortar Siny | ems may bg more responsive to changes in voter prefer-
e e oeen elec ele.ctEdg e member-dlstrlct plurality systems create a direct link be-
hrogh 8 el e Ir.epresentatlve through the representation of constituencie
e orge eﬁective'patr |amsnt. Moreover, single-party majority governments maS
ernments (Soroka and WIezizn 0231C0)ar|]-igcl)r\:\/ge5:rb”ihm00d e gmf
e (oroka , )- ver, others argue that responsivene
on the < thé)y i Igseesstﬁi t:: ;ac,e, since pohﬂaans are more likely topbe responsssivief?i::s
il 1 oot e xt election. Sl_nce no ‘safe’ seats exist in proportional syste 4
oy e _y : s, repre.sentatlves have greater incentives to engage in}‘/ ms{

In be responsive to the changing public mood. More prc;gportic?:;!l(i:tr_

Yy

also means that a wi
ider range of polic
ref .
government. Policy preferences can be represented in parliament and in

congruence (Blais

7.3 Descriptive ;
in Politics ptive Representation and Gender Equality

Vi
| tle (o] Wo e([l]ls are Sl”l!
II ngr Ellv a d responsiveness d[scussed T p evious t S |
is Or l Oone aspec ()i repr ] (8]] oters m Ita SO caret at t el IepleSEI tat!ves E| ect

Descripti i
Iptive representation, or the reflection of the electorate in

terms of language, race, ethnicity, their representatives in

variety of reasons. First, it may impgcetni?sf'ai's' and other characteristics, is important for a
' antive representati . :
erature about the degree to whi presentation. There is a debat .
which representatives ate in the lit-
representthems : must reflect voters descriptively i
ook ben:::ta;twe!y. ?ome scholars have argued that there is notanzutzlgq':.orcdfrto
1995: Mansbrid n descriptive representation and substantive representati e crect
: i
el wgfh 1i99)- They argue that voters might associate the sharfnon (
. i the sharing of substantive policy pesitions, when, in f. f (tj
: Ver, muc + y 7 act,
Place different em has-ChOIarShj.p al_so suggests that people from under-represented
2005) and that thejE sis an p.ohcy Issues and problems (e.g. Schwindt-Bayer and N»:J_FDUPS
2019). Unless peoplep:‘zserjr;e lnf;reases percgptions of democratic |egitimac); (Claytonls?lelrr
5 m these different, under- etal,
their v ) , under-represented grou - .
ReC;_e‘fs an:(:l the issues that they care about will not get 3ddgr855epds are reflected in politics,
ntwork on Briti o . i .
belonging to the wTE'Sh politics, in particular, has demonstrated that members of pari
inafundamentall d;’ﬁ;ﬂg class, and who have held working-class careers, talk abc[jut IarFe.nt
dle class (O'Grad y?.O] gregt way con.\pared with careerist MPs, typically dr'awn from thpo It.lgs
¥i ). Other studies have shown that ethnic minority parliamenta ? . o
rians in

e.g. Phillips,
fdestripti\;e
hey may not

121




o — —

PART 3 ELECTIONS AND PARTIES

the UK ask more questions related to minority interests (Bird et al., 2010). Similarly, studies
have demonstrated that female identifying politicians and voters focus on different issues
than male identifying politicans and voters (Wangnerud, 2006; Campbell, 2004) and that hav-
ingwomen in leadership roles within parliament can shape parliamentary debate (Blumenau,
2019). This research all suggests that descriptive characteristics of politicians have real conse-
quences for both policy and non-policy representation.

Despite the fact that Europe has become a multicultural and multi-ethnic continent, there
has been relatively little research on the political representation of ethnic minorities. Eth-
nicity refers to social groups that share a real, or assumed, common origin and cultural legacy
that collectively ties members of the group and is transmitted across generations, rooted in,
for example, race, religion, culture, geography, immigration status, ora combination of these.
The diversity of ethnic minority groups creates a challenge for the study of representation.
Yet, the research that exists suggests that the representation of ethnic minorities in legislature
and government can be beneficial not only to increase trust among those groups in the po-
litical system, but also to provide su bstantive representation, especially in ‘low-cost’ activities
like asking parliamentary questions (Ruedin, 2020).

Much of the research on descriptive representation in Europe has focused instead on
women in politics and the fact that they are generally under-represented. Some countries
have been more successful than others in electing women to parliament and having them
serve in higher office. However, no country in Europe has achieved gender parity. Differ-
ent features of countries and parties may help to explain the extent to which gender parity
is achieved. For example, more ideologically left-wing parties have tended to elect more
women to parliament, in part because they have been more willing to take active measures
to ensure that women are represented within the party, parliament and government. Other

research has focused on the importance of electoral institutions and gender quotas.

Figure 7.3 shows the development of the share of women in European parliaments. Parlia-
ments with a high share include all Scandinavian countries as well as Iceland, the Netherlands,
and Spain. The European Parliament also belongs to the set of parliaments with a higher than
average share of representation. Countries in which the representation of women is still low
include Cyprus, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Malta, and Romania.

Early research on the success of women in parfiament focused on the role of electoral in-
stitutions in fostering women'’s representation, uncovering a correlation between closed list PR
systems and greater numbers of womenin parliament (Norris, 1985; Matland and Studlar, 1996).
Researchers posited that central party organizations could and would place women higheron a
closed list because they need notworry that voters would be turned off from voting for awoman
candidate. However, whether parties actually put women higher on a list depends greatly on
the internal culture within the party. While some parties, those on the ideological left in particu-
lar, may make promoting gender equality a priority, other parties may not. Moreover, there are

mechanisms for ensuring greater representation of women even in majoritarian systems, for
example, by running woman candidates in safe, easy-to-win electoral constituencies.

Gender quotas are a set of institutional mechanisms that has been used to ensure that
women are represented in politics (see Krook, 2009; Krook et al., 2009). Indeed, according to the

IDEA Gender Quotas Database, almost every country covered in this book uses some form of
gender quota, eitherat the party or country level. Quotas can take on a variety of different forms,
one of the most common being voluntary party-level quotas. Even without being mandated by
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ffer-

cannot exceed 2 percent. This rule ensures gender parity among candidates, but gender di
legal

ences could still arise depending on the constituencies in which women run. Importantly,
men to be elected to parliament. Finland has never had
any formal quotas with respect to electoral politics, but the country has always ranked at or near
the top when looking at the number of women in parliament. Moreover, in 2019, the Finnish
Social Democrat Sanna Marin became the youngest woman to head a government worldwide.
The introduction of quotas raises the question under what conditions are such quotas
introduced by political parties that have been largely dominated by men (see Valdini, 2019).
Weeks (2018) offers a party-competition based explanation, arguing that quotas are intro-
f both interparty and intraparty competition. With respect to interparty
competition, they tend to be passed when parties face a new, more progressive challenger
party on the left of the political spectrum, as was the case in Portugal. Regarding intraparty
competition, the introduction of quotas allows party leaders to (re)gain control over a de-
centralized candidate selection process inside their own parties, a process that has occurred
in Belgium. In short, quotas not only reflect an ideological shift towards more gender equal-
ity, but their introduction is oftentimes contingent upon the nature of party competition.

Turning to the highest political offices in Europe, female politicians have been a head of
e than half of European countries between 2015 and

7.4. And at the EU level, in 2019, the European Council
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/.4 Political Rhetoric and Signalling

An alternative way to examine representation is by directly analysing the various activities of
members of parliament, presumably undertaken on behalf of their voters. Scholarship has
long examined how electoral institutions and policy disagreements affect interactions inside
legislatures. From a bird’s €ye perspective, legislative patterns in parliamentary systems are
driven by the conflict between political parties that are in government and those that are in
parliamentary opposition, rather than on the ideological left-right dimension that dominates
the conflict during election campaigns (Hix and Noury, 201 6). Similarly, analyses of the texts
of legislative speeches have revealed that government parties speak in a more positive tone
than opposition parties during debates (Proksch et al., 201 9) and that governing parties alter
their speech in response to public opinion (Hager and Hilbig, 2020). These patterns reflect
the fact that governments set the legislative agenda and control—in most cases—legislative
majorities. In contrast, the opposition’s main tool for communicating their disagreement
with the government is to vote (unsuccessfully) against governmentbills and to criticize them
during the debates.

The systemic government-opposition divide, however, cannot tell us much about how
individual MPs decide to act in a particular context, and how those decisions relate to rep-
resentation. For example, MPs may decide to vote and speak against the position of their
own party if they disagree with party policy or feel that it does not match the views of a
particular constituency they seek to represent. Such behaviour may often look symbolic;
rarely do ‘rebellious’ votes or speeches affect the ultimate policy outcome. However, even
such symbolic behaviour may have electoral consequences. Intraparty conflicts, which rise
to the surface when MPs vote or speak against their own party policy, can reduce the appeal
ofa party and cost it votes (Kam, 2009). On the other hand, voters sometimes view politicians
who rebel against their party positively and feel better represented by such MPs (Campbell et
al., 2019). We can think of numerous such situations when the goals of the party leadership
and a member of parliament collide.

To understand how individual legislative behaviour relates to representation, we must un-
derstand the role of electoral institutions in creating personal vote incentives for MPs and
the dynamics inside parliamentary parties. Electoral rules may either create incentives for
parties to allow their MPs significant freedom in the actions they take within parliament, or
they may create incentives for parties to exercise strict control over their members, In other
words, electoral systems create electoral connections between individual MPs and voters of
different strength. Political scientists have long examined the role of a personal vote both
with respect to how voters cast their votes, and how MPs seek to gain voters' support (Cain
etal, 1987). The personal vote refers to the amount of support a particular candidate for
office receives due to their own personal characteristics, rather than the characteristics of
the party to which they belong. In political systems where the personal vote is important, an
individual MP's own electoral fate is less tied to that of their party.

In the British system with single member plurality elections where candidates’ names ap-
pear prominently on the ballot, the personal vote has, at times, been important. British MPs
are expected to interact directly with their voters, They spend time in their constituency and
perform constituency service, addressing the problems of constituents in their local surgery
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and attending local events. In contrast, in proportional systems with closed lists it makes little
sense to talk of a personal vote. Candidates’ names (with the exception of the top candidates
on each list) do not appear on the ballot and electoral districts tend to be large, meaning
that local connections are weaker and voters do not perceive themselves as having an MP of

their own to represent them in parliament. Instead, they expect political parties, rather than

individuals, to act on their behalf. MPs, meanwhile, are dependent on their party to advance
their career in politics, and have little incentive to create an individual name for themselves.
The party determines their place on the party list and thus determines their hopes of getting
into parliament and rising through the party ranks.

Carey and Shugart (1995) theorize about the relationship between electoral systems and
the incentives of MPs to cultivate a personal vote. They argue the personal vote incentive
is a function of intraparty competition created by electoral systems. When competition be-
tween individuals within a party is strong, individuals need to create a name for themselves
because their party identity cannot distinguish them from their fellow partisans. When com-
petition within the party is low, and when MPs are dependent on their party leadership
for their individual success, then the incentive to create a personal vote is low. Carey and
Shugart argue that these incentives are created by an interaction between district magnitude
and the open versus closed nature of the party list. When party lists are open, meaning that
candidates must seek votes to climb up the party list, higher district magnitudes increase
intraparty competition and create greater incentives for candidates to seek to generate a
personal vote. In contrast, when lists are closed, meaning parties determine the list order-
ing, increasing the district magnitude decreases incentives for MPs to seek personal votes.
After the district magnitude is larger than a few seats, voters are unlikely to know who any
individuals running in a district are, and they will focus on the party. In this framework, single
member districts representa middle ground between high district magnitude open lists, and

high intraparty competition for votes, and high district magnitude closed lists and very low
intraparty competition for votes.

The second aspect of individual legislative behaviour is the intraparty dynamics in parlia-
ment, in particular between party leaders and backbencher MPs (those without leadership
positions). While both leaders and backbenchers care about policy, office, and electoral votes
(Mduller and Strem, 1999), electoral institutions affect how much leaders care about protect-
ing the party label and how much backbenchers need to care about their own electoral fate.
The need to generate a personal vote can thus have an impact on how MPs behave in parlia-
ment and how loyal they need to be to their party. One way for individual MPs to generate
name recognition and to gain the attention of voters is by acting against the wishes of their
own party on issues in parliament. They may take a stance either in voting or in legislative
debate that runs contrary to the position taken by the party leadership or the majority of their
party. Having done so, they may generate some news coverage for themselves, especially if
the issue that they rebel on is sufficiently high profile. But even if they do not generate much
coverage for themselves, they can report back to constituents that they have taken a position
at odds with the party, which they may cast as an act of standing up for constituents or as a

marker of their own free-thinking independence. For instance, the British Conservative Party
has been one of the most internally divided parties on the issue of European integration, and
in many instances Conservative MPs who disagreed with the party leadership with respectto
its position on membership in the EU gave dissenting speeches on the floor of parliament and
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opinions and explanations in more nuanced ways than they could in yes or no vote on a
legislative bill. Moreover, MPs can point out to voters that they have stood up for their views
on the floor of parliament and can quote from their floor speeches in other materials, such
as press releases, social media statements, and campaign materials. Proksch and Slapin de-
velop a model in which a party leader has the ability to delegate floor time to an MP to give
a speech on behalf of the party, or alternatively the leader can give the speech themselves.
The leader prefers to delegate the task of speech-making to the MP, wha is likely more knowl-
edgeable about the subject under debate, and has more time to prepare the speech. But the
leader is also worried that the MP may stray too far from the party position. This means that
a leader ought to be more likely to grant floor to an MP who generally has positions close to
that of the leadership.

But importantly, Proksch and Slapin also argue that the degree of freedom that party lead-
ers grant to MPs is a function of incentives created by the electoral system. Where electoral
systems create incentives fora personal vote and reward party unity to a lesser extent, party
leaders are more willing to grant floor time to MPs who may not toe the party line. In contrast,
when MPs have fewer electoral incentives to deviate from the party, party leaders have little
reason to grant floor time to anyone who might deviate. The party brand, rather than the
features of any individual MP matter most for the party’s electoral success. Proksch and Slapin
test their theoretical argument in the United Kingdom and Germany, and they find that British
MPs who hold ideological positions further away from their party leadership are more likely
to give speeches on the floor, while ideologically distant German MPs are less likely to give
speeches. Studies focusing on gender representation have also looked at speech-making and
find that women are less likely to participate in debate, even in countries, such as Sweden,
where women are well-represented in parliament (Béck et al., 2014; Back and Debus, 2019).
According to these studies, such patterns may existas a result of gender stereotypes or, pos-
sibly, male obstruction of women in parliament.

We can examine intraparty interactions in the European Parliament, as well. Although we
lack a government-opposition divide in the European Parliament, legislators clearly care
about policy and about re-election. What makes the European Parliament interesting from a
representational perspective is the fact that voters do not cast votes for the transnational po-
litical groups that organize parliamentary activities in the EP, but for national parties, Elected
members from national parties join together with other similarly minded parties from other
EU countries within the EP to form the transnational European political groups after the elec-
tion has taken place. Thus, there are two party entities that control different resources: while
the political groups (and their leaders) can control the speaking time allocations, the national
parties control candidate selection for the next EP election. This is not a problem as long as
the national parties share the same policy views as the political group to which they belong.

But when there are policy disagreements between them, MEPs are likely to side with their
national party on legislative votes. The leaders of the political groups can tolerate these rebel-
lions because they do not need to protect the group brand in European elections. As a conse-
quence, MEPs need to signal to their national parties that they are loyal when disagreements
exist, and are more likely to take the floor to express this disagreement in speeches (Slapin
and Proksch, 2010).
MEPs sometimes wish to return to national politics, creating another interesting dynamic
within the EP. Hoyland et al. (2017) demonstrate that the candidate- versus party-centred nature

7 REPRESENTATION

Z;?:;Sef;ts}zlrzﬁt‘em can |_mpact ME.F"S' t?ehaviour in this regard. They show that MEPs who
R e in returmr?g to politics in their home country spend less time engaging in
i uropean Earhamgnt, such as voting and participating in debate. However, the

e between those MEPs with career ambitions at home and those who prefer to stally in

Euro itics i
pean politics is much starker amongst MEPs who come from countries using candidat
centred electoral systems than those using party-centred systems .

7.5 Summary

Politi ion i i
moclr;il riprSS(:n;atlon Is a complex and multifaceted concept. It is absolutely critical to de
Yy, but at the same time, it is both hard to :
! , measure and hard to kn hen it exi
in adequate amounts. This cha eentation_a ok
. pter has argued that substantive poli i i
e amouns. ' ue policy representation—a link
s on particular policies and the polic iti itici
petiee : : _ policy positions that politicians take
ane rel;upn;atgly pass.lnto law—is of fundamental importance. Evaluating policy congruence
nsiveness is essential to understandin
g how democracy works. But iti i
the only type of representati ipti . mbolic acts of s
on. Descriptive representation, as i
. . ,aswell as symbolic acts of
fhe o . s of stand-
g up for voters in parliament, also matters. The nature of representation across all these

various dimensions is shaped by political institutions and the incenti

oo poireon ves that they create for

O I- . . . . i
Syrgtlenr%SData Exercise: CSES Comparative Studies of I%Iectoral

The i i i i
’ Stur;t;eﬁ?gg:nhm exErase explores the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) data
gruence between political parties and voters. Th in
>stud P ers. The CSES surveys include left-right
p ents both for respondents and political parties, as well as election results and electogral

y vari .Y UW|I nves g I ch elect: systems e g er co g ue ce bel\Nee
syste al ab es. YO l estigate wi | I o] a.l y avi h'
voters ar d pa aments. In add tio ! YOU wi ” be ab'e to Stud

_ y which possible ¢oaliti -
tween parties are more congruent with voters’ positions. i ) Soa"t'ons e

@ Take your learning further with this interactive data exercise, available at
www.foundationsofeuropeanpolitics.com

@ For additional material and resources, including multiple-choice questions, web links
and more, please visit the online resources: www.oup.com/he/devries1 e’ ’

131




and evolution of political parties in European
f political parties and how they have
h, the chapter examines

This chapter considers the nature .
democracies. It discusses the important fun_ctlons 0 pe
developed over time. Starting with the social cleavage Tp;:: e ot -
the origins and transformation of ELIJropean p;:tyu)::zrr;; ;emgj of;EJumpem o
tm"‘“"!)’ -t I:eri:; :sr:rs: :TSJSIE:;{E?;E;{ onI'y a dealignment of tradr'ti_ufmf c!eﬂvﬂg'?
o w;s;a real.f'gmnent along a new ‘cultural’ dimension of politics. Finally, it
g;:r:;;s L:E:Tevmuticn of party types from cadre over catch-all to modern entrepre

neurial challenger parties.

; the
; iti ties, yet they are among
ituti t mention political par &

European constitutions do no : = rtv? A political

Maz'zlcentr; institutions of modern democracy. But w_hat is a Pél!tlc?:tfdr;}; pub?ir_ e

mot < an institutionalized coalition of people organized to.gaim C?bein in goverment

E::vrnmng elections. Political parties usually share a core .Objem:? g) and%hey achieve this

: ; ir poli ramme (policy-seeking), _ _

ice- ng) to implement their policy prog : ; itical pressure

i ;eeltlcti)ral suFlleOrt (vote-seeking). Thus, parties differ frgm th:er PCZ' 1|3ut dpo o by
throg ich as interest groups, in that they ceek not only political influence,

roups, s ' :

ftanc?ing for office in competitive elections (see Fhapter 1 1 .5).| —

hat is the role of parties in democracies? First, parties help s ltics by offering a set

:'V a'n]terests for both voters and elites. For voters, they structulretfpo |t|csha)t/ il

gatne d comprehensive policy platforms

ices through clear, coherent, and comp Ve vy ey —

Of Cho|Cleesment flfor policy-makers, they help elected officials find 38"@”’;‘5‘;2:85 solitica

;an :jr:eejs of rebresentatives in parliament were not orgamze.d mt_c Flear Yd discipline, gov-

% s, with a shared ideology, policy programme, internal hierarchies, an '
groups,

erning would be almost impossible.

SE‘ O“d pDiltiC&! pal ties p o ld a uc ll et\l\f en oters a |d their ep esel tat Vves.
C ]

i ' i nd

Party names, or labels, provide informational shorteuts about c'andlldatei valurzs;izjlizg;/,ffa;CEI
ici : se. When political parties do not fulﬁl their policy p witw
e CE:; ':hem to account by switching their support to otk?er parties. .
il better select candidates that share their viewpoints and to sancll ;
e s e o mobilize citizens to participate in politics, as members O

' i iour in Chapter 5).
iscussion of voting behaviour in |
e training political elites. To

part :
representatives in office. They als
arties and as voters in elections : in
" Thirdly, political parties play an important;o(:iie;n recrufl?:;r;%l::t:d O e
: ive i i t, candidates are 1l ; d, i
a representative in parliament, : s . s
becom'e’ I parties Equally, membership in a political party is often a requ e
i - r f a country. Parties act as educators and gatekeep

i ini leader o .
e n e democratic governance.

political elite. In short, parties play a crucial role in

8 POLITICAL PARTIES

In addition to exploring individual parties and the roles they play in democracies, we
can also discuss groups of parties—e.g. party families and party systems. Party families
are cross-national groupings of like-minded parties, often sharing a similar ideology, voter
base, and similar origins. Classification by party families helps us to compare parties across
different countries. A party system, in contrast, is a description of all the parties within a
country, for example, the number of parties that compete in elections and their ideologi-
cal leanings. We can also compare party systems across countries, something we will do in
greater detail in Chapter 9.

Inthis chapter, we examine the origins of political parties, party families, and party systems,
looking at their sociological roots, as well as how political entrepreneurs shape parties. We
examine both the stability of parties as well as how they change over time. And finally, we ex-
amine different types of organizational structures that we find within parties.

8.1 The Origins of Parties: Stasis and Change

Where do political parties and party systems come from? There are two main views of how
parties, and the systems they operate within, develop. The first is sociological and demand-
driven. It focuses on the formation of parties in response to societal demands for representa-
tion of particular set of interests. A second approach is supply-driven and strategic. It focuses
on the interests of political entrepreneurs in forming a party to achieve a set of objectives,
be they office, votes, or policies. From this perspective, parties are not.merely a response to
societal divisions, but they also play a role in shaping the political agenda. These two perspec-
tives are not mutually exclusive. The study of the origins and evolution of political parties is an
account of the interplay between demand and supply factors.

We start from the demand-driven perspective. Lipset and Rokkan (1967) developed the
most influential account of the origins of party and party systems from this perspective. As
previously discussed in Chapter 5, they highlight the role of four major societal cleavages in
shaping parties and party systems; these cleavages are centre-periphery, church-state, rural-
urban, and the capital owners-workers. Although the class cleavage (capital owners versus
workers) has been by far the most powerful in structuring European politics, each of these
cleavages has left a lasting imprint on the party systems in European democracies.

The centre-periphery cleavage gave rise to political parties that resisted the centralizing
force of the nation-state. Many of these parties have advocated secession from the state,
and some still do. Regionalist parties are prevalent in the the United Kingdom with regional-
ist (and some separatist) parties in Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland. in Scotland, the
Scottish National Party called a referendum on Scottish independence in 2014, which was
defeated by 55 to 45 per cent of the vote. Belgian parties are split along linguistic and re-
gional lines, with Flemish parties operating in Flanders and Brussels and Francophone parties
in Wallonia and Brussels, but only some of these regionalist parties are also seperatist (e.g.
Flemish Interest). Spain also has strong regionalist parties, particularly in Catalonia and the
Basque Country, with some calling for independence for their regions (see the case study of
Catalan independence in Chapter 3). A number of other countries have parties that represent
regional and linguistic minorities without calling for secession; these include the South Ty-
rolean Party People’s Party in Italy, which represents German speakers in the South Tyrolean
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region of northern ltaly; and the South Schleswig Voters' Association in Germany, which rep-
resents Danish minorities in Schieswig-Holstein in northern Germany.

The church-state cleavage, the result of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century conflicts
between state-builders and the church, has also shaped party systems. In countries with
large Catholic populations—e.g. Austria, Belgium, Germany, ltaly, Ireland, the Netherlands,
Portugal, Spain, as well as several former Communist countries, notably Poland—the
Christian Democratic party family became a powerful electoral force. These parties have
evolved into large centre-right catch-all parties. In the Protestant north, the Christian-based
families have been less influential. But religiosity also has influenced vote choice in these
countries, generally favouring the centre-right conservative parties. In more recent years, the
question of religion has become salient again, as radical right-wing parties—such as the Party
for Freedom in the Netherlands and the Danish People’s Party in Denmark—have politicized
the issue of the role of Islam and Muslim immigrants, calling for bans on religious symbols,
such as the Burqa and minarets.

The Industrial Revolution in the nineteenth century gave rise to two additional cleav-
ages: the rural-urban cleavage and, most importantly, the class cleavage. In most European
countries, the urban-rural cleavage divide has not left a lasting imprint on the party system.
However, in Scandinavia, agrarian parties were formed in opposition to the urban elites.
Agrarian parties such as Venstre (Liberal Party) in Denmark have since become more tradi-
tional centre-right parties, but often retained their electoral strongholds in more rural areas.
The urban-rural divide has also remained relevant in other ways, as parties on the radical
right consistently do better in more rural areas and towns whereas new left and liberal parties
tend to attract more voters in metropolitan cities.

The most defining cleavage for European party systems is no doubtthe class cleavage. Parties
in the Social Democratic party family advanced workers' rights through parliamentary means,
while Communist parties advocated the need for radical societal change through the means of
a revolution of the working class, the proletariat (Przeworski and Sprague, 1986; Benedetto et
al.,, 2020). Countries that were more accommodating of workers’ demands, such as the Scan-
dinavians and British, often saw stronger Social Democratic families and weaker Communist

parties. In other countries, such as France and ltaly, more radical Communist parties remained
electorally powerful for several decades. The class cleavage has remained dominant in most
European party systems, pitting Socialist parties on the ‘left’ against Conservative and Liberal
parties on the right’ Socialist parties forged close alliances with labour unions and emphasized
workers' rights and economic redistribution by the state in their policy platforms. Conservative

parties, on the other hand, maintained strong ties to capital owners and tended to advocate

less redistribution and conditions favourable to businesses and capital investment.

Today, the left-right dimension is less explicitly concerned with ‘class’, although working-
class voters are still more likely to vote for socialist parties and business owners are more
likely to vote for conservative and Christian democratic parties in most European countries
(see Chapter 5). Rather the left-right dimension has evolved into a ‘super-dimension’ that
structures much of European party politics—with parties that did not emerge from the strug-
gle between workers and owners still identifying themselves as belonging to the 'left’ and
the 'right’ (see also Chapter 4). For example, most Christian, liberal, and agrarian parties are

generally located on the centre-right of this dimension, whereas some regionalist parties aré
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Box 8.1 CASE STUDY: Left-Wing Parties in Poland and Hungary

or parties of former Communist parties faced a
had to distinguish themselves from their past and
market economy. At the same time, they wished to

Across central and eastern Europe, the left-wing success
similar problem after the collapse of Communism. They
demanstrate theircommitment to democracy apndtoa
maintain their traditional base of support. By and large, they succeeded (see Grzymala-Busse, 2002).
According to Tavits and Letki (2009), the Hungarian and Polish soclalist parties—the MSZPand the SdRF,
respectively-were able to do this by adopting right-wing economic policies while in government inthe
1990s. The Hungarian MSZP even formed a governing coalition with the liberals in 1994-8 and again
in 2002-8, signaling a cormitment to free markets, While in government in the mid-1990s, the MSZP
initiated a series of economic reforms involving privatization and government spending cuts. The Palish
SARP enacted similar economic reforms when in government to prove that they, too, had shed their
communist past. Despite enacting policies that likely caused their core voters economic pain, both these
Hungarian and Polish parties retained support, at least in the short term, possibly because there were no
other major left-wing parties to challenge them.
Parties an the right in both of Hungary and Poland were free to adopt economic policies more
traditionally associated with left-wing parties as they did not have to burnish their anti-communist
credentials. The right was also more fragmented and lacked a traditional voter base as a resuft of the
communist legacy. As a result, they were fess willing to enact policies that could hurt the pocketbooks

of voters.
Tavits and Letki (2009) analyse government spending across all of post-Communist central and eastern
avernmentswith more left-leaning election platforms actually

Europe from 1989 to 2004, and find that g

spend less than parties with more right-leaning platforms, both averall and in the policy areas of health

and education. However, in a more recent article, Coman (2019) argues that their general finding may be

a result of measurement error in the way that government ideology is rmeasured from election manifestos.
deology and spending in these countries. But

He argues that there is no general relationship between i
even this finding is different from findings in western Europe, where there is a clear relationship between

right-wing governments and lower spending (see e.g. Bawn and Rosenbluth, 2006).

the relative stability of European party systems,
ady evident atthe time when Lipset and Rokkan
affected party systems. The post-industrial

While there are thus structural reasons for

the decline of the historical cleavages was alre

\wrote their study in the late 1960s. This decline has
era has weakened the class divide. The proportion of the workforce in blue-collar manual

jobs has fallen with the rise of service and professional employment. Moreover, the decline
of church attendance and organized religion has reduced the salience of the church-state
cleavage. This, combined with the diversification of working life and greater mobility, has
weakened the social ties that bind individuals to traditional social groupings. Citizens' re-
sponses to rapidly changing social and economic conditions have led to a changing demand

for political offerings.
While there is a general consensus t
occurring for several decades, there are two differe

European party systems. The first is to see the decl
process of dealignment. Dealignment s a process whereby voters abandon their loyaltie

parties without developing new partisan attachments to replace them. This perspective SUg"
gests that voters have become like critical consumers that vote for parties with the best offer
in each election and parties no longer seek to appeal to particular social groups. The second

hat this ‘unfreezing’ of traditional cleavages has been
nt perspectives on the consequences for

ine of cleavages as a part of an ongoing
sto
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Rally (previously National Front), the Belgian Flemish Interest, the Austrian Freedom Party,
the Italian League, and the Danish People’s Party, among several others, have established
themselves as a significant force in west European countries.
Regardless of whether the increased importance of cultural issues represents a complete
realignment or not, there is little doubt that their emergence has had a profound impact
on parties and party systems across Europe. This has been reflected in the debate over
whether to call this new divide a cleavage (see Hooghe and Marks, 201 8). In other words,
to what extent does the cultural dimension have a basis in a distinct social structure?
Research suggests that the parties that align themselves along the cultural dimensions
have distinct electoral groupings with recognizable social characteristics (
Hooghe and Marks, 2018; Ford andJennings, 2020). Notably, education discriminates pow-
erfully between supporters of cultu rally liberal parties (green, new left etc.), who are gener-
ally highly educated, and supporters of culturally conservative parties, who are generally
less well educated. Other socio-economic predictors include gender (radical right-wing
parties more popular with men) and location (new left parties more popular in large cit-
ies whereas radical right-wing parties perform better in towns and rural areas). Education
and gender are social characteristics largely distinct from those that define the four main
cleavages, although education may be related to class. But the final characteristic clearly
maps onto the urban-rural cleavage. Table 8.1 summarizes the main cleavages and their
translation into European party families, including the new, disputed, cultural cleavage.
While many of the social changes over the past decades have been quite uniform across
Europe, party systems have evolved in somewhat different ways. There is considerable varia-
tion in how these social divides translate into party systems. This suggests that the evolution
of European party systems is not only determined by the demand structure, but also by the

strategic decisions of political parties, i.e. the supply. Other theories of party system change
have therefore focused on the supply-side.

Stubager, 2010;

A supply-driven strategic approach to political parties and party system changes suggests
that, although a change in demand might be a necessary condition for political change, it is
not sufficient. Party system change crucially depends on the activities and agency of political
parties. In part because political parties themselves are able to generate and maintain political

Table 8.1 Summary of Main Cleavages

Cleavage Historic era Voting groups Party families

Class Industrial Revolution Middle class; Conservative, Liberal, Social
Working class Democratic, Communist

Centre-Periphery National Revolutions Regions Regional, Separatist

Church-State The Reformation Religion; Christian Democratic
Denomination

Rural-Urban Industrial Revolution Urban; Rural Agrarian

Material- Post-Industrial Revolution/ Generations; Green, New Left, Radical Right

Postmaterial/ Globalization Education

Cultural
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demand for their programmatic appeals. De Vries and Hobolt have coined the term ‘issue
entrepreneurship’ to describe the strategy of mobilizing new or previously ignored issues
to appeal to voters (Hobolt and De Vries, 2015; De Vries and Hobolt, 2020). This strategy
is used mostly by challenger parties, which are defined by their lack of previous govern-
ment experience. These parties seek to mobilize issues that drive a wedge within the support
for mainstream parties. As an example, green parties have been able to raise the awareness
of environmental issues through their activism, and populist radical right-wing parties have
increased the salience of anti-immigration concerns. The strategic approach starts from the
assumption that politics is a competitive struggle among political parties about which issues
come to dominate the political agenda. Political parties are not understood, as in sociological
explanations, to be passive vessels for carrying societal divisions, but rather they are seen to
actively structure and determine the content of societal conflict. As a result, the content of
political competition varies from election to election as new issues or positions are identified
and mobilized by one party or another. Political parties politicize a previously non-salient
event, policy issue, or societal conflict and attempt to encourage public attention to this con-
troversy. Of course, they have to carefully choose which issues to mobilize and position to
take in order to ensure that it resonates with people’s interests. Nevertheless, within the stra-
tegic perspective, an issue is likely to structure the political debate only whena political party
or candidate gives it political expression.

To understand the nature and evolution of European party systems, we should thus con-
sider both the transformations of voter preferences and the ways in which parties seek to
mobilize these voters. Section 8.2 considers how parties can be categorized according to the
party families they belong to and shows evidence of how the support for party families varies
over time and between countries.

8.2 Party Families

Most European parties can be classified in groups, or party families. There are three types of
(often overlapping) characteristics normally used to classify parties into party families: ori-
gins, cooperation, and ideological similarity. First, parties can be classified according to their
shared origins, as outlined in the cleavage theory. As such the traditional Christian demo-
cratic, conservative, social democratic, liberal, and communist party family arose from spe-
cific historical junctures, while more recent party families, the green, 'new left’, and radical
right grew out of the post-industrial revolution. Second, party families may be defined by
the parties themselves, as they build transnational cooperation, such as the cooperation be-
tween social democratic parties in the Socialist International, a worldwide organization of
political parties which seeks to establish democratic socialism that has antecedents in the late
nineteenth century. Finally, party families may be identified on the basis of the similar policy
stances that parties adopt.

On the basis of these approaches, most parties can be classified as belonging to a small
number of party families: the Christian democratic, the social democratic, liberal, the radi-
cal left, the regionalist, the green, and the radical right. As already discussed, the Christian
democratic party family is rooted in the church-state cleavage. Parties locate them-
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families still dominating, but a sizeable radical right-wing party family also exists. The green
party and radical left party families remain weaker in the post-Communist countries, though.
Figures 8.3 and 8.4 show considerable stability over time, with some increased fragmentation
over the last couple of years. Yet they also conceal much of the country-specific nature of party
systems. To illustrate the diverse nature of party competition in Europe, we outline the party sys-
tems in four large European countries by plotting parties according to their ideological positions
in a two-dimensional space consisting of the economic left-right dimension and the cultural
libertarian-authoritarian dimension. We rely on the Chapel Hill Party Expert Survey (CHES) to
locate the parties on the two dimensions. On the horizontal axis, parties are located on the basis
of their ideological stance on economic issues. Parties on the economic left want government
to play an active role in the economy. Parties on the economic right emphasize a reduced eco-
nomic role for government: privatization, lower taxes, less regulation, less government spending,
and a leaner welfare state. On the vertical axis, parties are located on the basis of their views on
cultural (or postmaterial) issues. ‘Libertarian’ or‘postmaterialist’ parties favour expanded personal
freedoms, for example, access to abortion, same-sex marriage, or greater democratic participa-
tion. ‘Authoritarian’ parties often reject these ideas; they value order, tradition, and stability, and
believe that the government should be a firm moral authority on social and cultural issues. A
higher score indicates a more right-wing/authoritarian position. The size of the bubbles indicates

the relative vote share of the parties.
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Box 8.2 METHODS AND MEASUREMENT: How to Measure Party Positions

Measures of party positions are frequently used by political scientists to explore party systems and
party competition. Researchers use several methods to systematically measure these positions: they
include mass surveys of voters, elite surveys of representatives, dimensional analysis of roll call votes in

legislatures, expert surveys of national party experts, and content analysis of parties’ electoral manifestos
or speeches {for an overview see Laver, 2014).

Manual Coding of Party Manifestos: The most widely used measure of party positions is the
hand-coded estimates of party manifestos provided by the Manifesto Project, which includes position
estimates of the main political parties in a wide range of democracies going back to the Second World
War (Budge et al., 2007; Klingemann et al., 2006; Volkens et al., 201 9). Unlike other measures of position

placements, the manifesto project data provide cross-national, time-series data on party placements.
The content analysis process involves several steps.

Right
‘ Position = log ( Left )

0 B

Codebook Manifestos

Left Right

A master codebook contains descriptions of all fifty-six categories and how sentences should be
identified and coded, in case of multiple coding possibilities. Based ofi these coding instructions, trained
expert coders classify sentences of each manifesto into one of 56 policy categories. The provided
estimates for each category are the percentages of sentences in that category out of al| sentences in the
manifesto. This coding scherme captures the relative emphasis a party places on any one policy category
over the other categories. For the purposes of investigating how changes over time in party polarization
affect vote choices in most countries, manifesto data are often the only readily available data source.
Recently, however, researchers have begun to debate the reliability and validity of the manifesto
measures of party positions and its ‘'one-size-fits-all' left-right scale. A common critique js that a coding
scheme created in the 1980s (before the end of the Cold War) can only partially reflect policy conflicts
in Europe more than several decades later. Nevertheless, scholars do use data both as dependent
variables (e.g. explaining party position change) and as independent variables

(e.g. explaining policy outcomes) in their research. The data allow the construction of policy scales, The
commonly used scale is the left-right (RILE) scale, which is constructed by subtracting the sum of 13

‘left’ policy categories from the sum of thirteen right' categories and dividing by the total number of

sentences in the manifesto. While being a straightforward measure, it has the undesirable property of

measuring left-right ideology of parties by considering non-ideological content in the denominator.

Lowe and co-authors have therefore proposed an alternative transformation through the logit scale,

which divides the total number of sentences in the right category by those in the left category (Lowe

etal, 2011), as shown in the figure. The transformation can be used on any policy categories to produce
policy position scales from the hand-coded manifesto data.

(continued...)
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d Text Analysis of Manifestos and Speeches: With the advance in automated text

Automate
nd speeches in order to

analysis, some researchers apply quantitative content analysis on manifestos a
ued development of text-as-data methods, this field promises
to yield new measures of party positions and related concepts, such as populism. There are two basic
approaches available to researchers: supervised and unsupervised text scaling. The workflow in both
is similar. First, electronic versions of manifestos or speeches are processed and transformed into a
term-document matrix. This bag-of-words transformation preserves words and their frequencies,
but does away with syntax. One possible way to scale manifestos and speeches is to use a dictionary-
based approach. For instance, researchers may be interested in measuring the sentiment of legislators
vis--vis a bill proposal. A sentiment dictionary that counts positive and negative words in speech can
then be used to construct a sentiment score, for instance through a subtraction or a ratio of the counts.
This approach can capture legislative conflict between government and opposition parties quite well
(Laver et al.,, 2003). Itis supervised because researchers need to select a reference text to anchor a one-
dimensional scale, with the reference texts providing the vocabulary that constitutes the basis for the
analysis. Words receive a score based on their relative frequency in the reference texts, and manifestos
can then be placed on a scale by aggregating the scores of the reference text words that they contain.
Sometimes it is not possible to obtain high-quality reference texts, or itis, in fact, unknown what the

underlying rhetorical dimension of conflict is.
Unsupervised
or Supervised
Text Scaling
(e.g. Wordfish)

extract policy positions. With the contin

Party Party

A B
Manifestos immigration 3 30
refugees 12 5
justice 79 8
Party A | -- @-----------"

Position Estimates

In such a case, an unsupervised procedure such as Wordfish (Slapin and Proksch, 2008) may be
4 useful alternative. This text scaling procedure relies on a parametric statistical word model, with
the assumption that ideology is a latent concept and word counts reflect ideological differences.
Like Wordscores, this procedure yields estimates of party positions in a one-dimensional space and
is useful 1o discover the latent conflictin political debates. In any automated procedure, whether
supervised or unsupervised, the researcher needs to use great care In validating and interpreting the
resulting estimates. While the estimation has high reliability (the computer will always produce the
same result), validation is of great concern given that the analysis can be scaled up easily to allow for
a large quantitative analysis (which may get prohibitively expensive with traditional manual coding
procedures).
Expert and Voter Survey Data: Finally, as an alternative to manifesto data, researchers can also
rely on comparative party expert surveys. The idea behind these surveys is to measure party positions
by asking informed experts, usually academics, to place parties on pre-defined policy scales. Scholars
then use the average placement of experts as an estimate of a party policy position, The longest-
running party expert survey in Europe is the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES),w

hich has run since 1999
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within the European Union institutions. Take for example the Progressive Alliance of Socialists
and Democrats (S&D). This is the political group in the European Parliament of the Europarty,
Party of European Socialists (PES), and consists of national delegations of social democratic
MEPs, such as representatives of the Spanish PSOE and the German SPD.

The European Parliament has traditionally been dominated by two large political groups, the
centre-right European People’s Party (EPP), which consists mainly of Christian democratic na-
tional party delegations, and the centre-left S&D, which consists mainly of social democratic/
socialist national party delegations. In each successive election, the European Parliament has
become more fragmented. The effective number of parties (ENP) in parliament—the number
of political parties weighted by their relative strength (see Chapter 9)—in 1979 was 2.5 and
thic had increased to 6.5 following the European Parliament elections in 2019. The other party
groups include Renew Europe (previously ALDE), consisting of centrist and liberal parties, the
Greens/European Free Alliance, made up mainly by Green parties, and the radical left-wing Eu-
ropean United Left-Nordic Green Left. To the right of the EPP, there is also a fluctuating number
of Eurosceptic radical-right-wing political groups that have grown stronger over the years. This
picture thus reflects the success of parties in domestic parliaments, although smaller opposition
parties tend to perform better in European than in national parliament elections.

8.3 Party Types and Organization

Parties are categorized not only on the basis of their origins in societal divisions, but also
on the basis of party types. This categorization is centred on the organizational structure of
parties and the nature and role of their membership. At one extreme, we can think of par-
ties with a large and homogeneous membership base that funds the party and formulates
the policy programme and an organizational structure where elected party representatives
are accountable to the membership base. At the other extreme, some parties are merely the
product of a political entrepreneur, who with private resources (e.g. from corporations) sets
the policy agenda independently, and where the party membership is either non-existent or
irrelevant. These distinctions can be useful devices for examining the ways in which parties
have changed over time as well as differences between parties currently in the party system.

Duverger (1951) discussed the evolution of the modern party in his book Political Parties. He
distinguished between the old cadre parties and the newer mass parties. The earliest' modern’
type of parties were cadre parties that had emerged with the rise of parliamentary government
and were loosely structured and elite-centred parties with minimal organization outside parlia-
ment. They are also referred to as elite parties. With mass suffrage and an expanding electorate,
some of these parties developed local organizations with caucuses of prominent individuals that
would mobilize resources and support. However, the parties remained centred around mem-
bers of parliament, and were funded from their personal wealth and connections.

In the second half of the nineteenth century, the mass party developed. In contrast to
the cadre party that was rooted in parliament, mass parties have highly developed organiza-
tions outside parliament and large party memberships. The party membership was large and
relatively homogeneous, typically based on the social ties described by cleavage theory, such
as for example social democratic parties with a large working-class memberships and strong
links with trade unions. Such a large membership required a complex organizational struc-
tured with local branches. Mass parties were also funded by membership fees and fundraising
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While catch-all and cartel parties can be seen as evolving from the original mass-based par-
ties, such as the large social democratic, Christian democratic, and liberal party families, we
have in recent decades also witnessed the emergence of new parties with no firm roots in mass-
based membership. On the one hand, movement parties have grown out of a social move-
ment organized around a single issue or a set of issues, such as the environmental movement
that led to the rise of green partiesin a number of countries. Such movement, or new politics,
parties often have very flat organizational structures and tend to expect a much deeper com-
mitment from their members and give their membership considerable influence on the policy
direction and election of party representatives. In this way, they are similar to mass parties.
However, they are organized around a set of shared ideas rather than a social group.

At the other extreme of new party types are entrepreneurial parties, founded by a sin-
gle or a group of political entrepreneurs, without a membership base or a social move-
ment behind them, but often with corporate resources. One such entrepreneurial type of
party is what Hopkin and paolucci (1999) identified as the business-firm parties, such as
Forza ltalia, which was created by businessman Silvio Berlusconi and was linked to an exist-
ing corporate empire. However, entrepreneurial parties need not be founded by business
people. Other political entrepreneurs can also set up parties with the primary function of
mobilizing electoral support at election time and with a very limited organizational struc-

sed around the party leadership. Nigel Farage's Brexit Party in the UK
provides an example. What the entrepreneurial parties have in common is that they are
founded with minimal formal organization and hierarchical control of the leadership, as
well as a non-existent or irrelevant membership. There are thus clear similarities with the
old cadre parties, although the entrepreneurial parties often originate outside parliament.
While entrepreneurial parties and movement parties are very different in terms of their in-
ternal organization, both can generally be classified as a type of challenger party (De Vries
and Hobolt, 2020). Developments in digital communication and social media have offered
opportunities for these new parties to communicate more directly with potential support-
ers without the organizational structure and resources available to mainstream parties. And
they have often been more savvy in their usage of digital media. The Italian populist Five
Star Movement provides an example of a challenger party that has used such technologi-
cal advances effectively. it has mobilized its supporters through an online platform called
Rousseau, which has allowed registered members to vote in primaries and discuss, approve,

or reject legislative proposals.

ture and power organi

3.4 Niche, Populist,and Challenger Parties

rature on the type of parties that challenge the established mainstream
parties. Breaking from the traditional typologies, these parties are not classified on the basis of
their internal organizational structure, but rather by the way in which they disrupt mainstrearm
politics. Numerous labels have been used to describe these parties, such as niche parties,
populist parties, ‘new politics' parties, and challenger parties. They are often contrasted with
‘mainstrearn, ‘established;, or ‘dominant’ parties. While there is considerable overlap between
the different typologies of parties, these labels nonetheless refer to different features of parties:

There is a growing lite
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This chapter looks at the competition between parties. First, we outline the ways in paity
systems are described and categorized in terms of the number of parties (fragmentation)
and their ideological positions (polarization). Second, we turn to the theoretical models
that seek to explain how parties compete with one another, We start with the simple
spatial medel that predicts that parties position themselves close to the centre of politics
to appeal to the median voter. Then we move to fssue competition models that expect
partiesto champion issues they ‘own’ and valence models focused on competence, lead-
ership traits, and other non-palicy characteristics of parties and candidates Finally, we
discuss how mainstream parties seek to respond to the rise of challenger parties using
insights from all of these theoretical approaches.

Chapter 8 focused on individual parties—their origins, characteristics, and organization—but
parties do not exist in a vacuum: rather they interact with one another. This chapter is interested
in the connections between parties: what constellations do we find in party systems? How do
parties position themselves relative to one another? What policies and other attributes do parties
offer to appeal to voters and ultimately win seats in parliament?

A liberal democracy requires that two or more parties, representing a range of views, are
able to freely appeal to voters and compete for office. The nature of this com petition between
parties determines the shape and size of a party system. Party systems are often classified
on the basis of the number and the size of parties (fractionalization) and the ideological dis-
tance between them (polarization). These classifications are rooted in the dominant spatial
approach to party competition, where parties compete by adopting different policy positions.
Yet parties can also compete for electoral support in other ways: by raising different issues
(issue competition) or highlighting non-policy characteristics, such as competence, integrity,
or charisma (valence competition). While simple spatial models predict that parties converge,
that is, that they adopt similarly centrist policy positions, the reality of European politics is
often one of greater fragmentation and often polarization, as challenger parties seek to disrupt
mainstream dominance by mobilizing new issues. This chapter therefore proceeds to discuss
the options available to mainstream parties when competing amongst themselves and with
challengers. But first we discuss the format of party interactions, namely the party system.

9.1 Party Systems

How do we best describe the nature of party competition? One starting point is to look at
the shape of the party system, namely which parties exist within a country, as discussed in the
Previous chapter. This includes the number and size of political parties and the interaction
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9 PARTY COMPETITION

Box 9.1 METHODS AND MEASUREMENT: Party System Fragmentation
and Polarization

The most frequently used measure of party fragmentation is Effective Number of Parties (ENP),
introduced by Laakso and Taagepera (1979) to present an adjusted number of political parties in a
country’s party system, weighted by their relative strength (votes or seats). According to Laakso and
Taagepera (1979) the effective number of parties is computed by the following formula:

77 1)

where nnis the number of parties with at least one vote/seat and pi the square of each party’s
proportion of all votes or seats. The proportions need to be normalized such that, for example,

50 per centis 0.5 and 1 per centis 0.01, The humber of parties equals the effective number of parties
only when all parties have equal strength. In any other case, the effective number of parties is lower
than the actual number of parties. The relative strength can refer to either their vote share (effective
number of electoral parties, ENEP) ar seat share in the parliament (effective number of parliament
parties, ENPP). This is a far more useful way of describing a party system than simply counting the
number of parties represented. Take for example the UK. Following the 2019 general election, nine
parties took seats in parliament, which suggests a true multiparty system, Howaver, the effective
number of legislative parties was 2.4, which more accurately describes the nature of the British party

system, with twa very dominant parties (Labour and Conservatives) and a number of much smaller
parties.

N=

Measuring party polarization is a little more complicated. A general assumption is that polarization
reflects the distribution of parties along a single ideological dimension—in a European context, this is
usually assumed to be the left-right dimension. A stylized example of this is shown in Figure 9.1, which
shows the distribution of three parties in a system on the left-right dimension, as well as the location of
the mean (average) party. This party system appears to have low fragmentation (only three parties) and
high polarization (ideological positions of parties across the entire ideological spectrum). To measure
party system polarization more systematically, we need a measure of the ideological position of each aof
the parties. There are different ways of obtaini ng this—through manifesto codings, party expert surveys,
or mass surveys, as described in the previous chapter. When we have measures of each of the positions
of the parties, we can then measure the distribution of the parties along the left-right scale to arrive at a

polarization measure. Two commonly used measures of party polarization capture this distribution as a
measure of the standard deviation of party pesitions from the

weight (9.2) or weighted by party size (9.3) {see Ezrow, 2007):

[P, -BY
Unweighted Party Polarization = Z—-(J‘—“)_ (9.2)
n
Weighted Party Polarization= |3 Vs/(P,=R) (9.3)
i=1

where Py is the weighted mean of all the parties’ left-right ideological positions in country k, P, is the

ideological position of party j in country k, n is the number of parties included in the analysis for country
k,and V5 is the vote share for party j.

party mean, either giving all parties equal
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Mean Party
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Figure 9.1 Polarized Party System

centripetal and centrifugal forces that influenced parties’ location on the ideological
spectrum. Centripetal forces would encourage parties to concentrate in the centre, creating
moderate pluralism, whereas centrifugal forces led parties to adopt more extreme positions
in systems of polarized pluralism. Whereas moderate pluralism is more common in Europe,
examples of polarized pluralism include the Italian party system before the 1990s and France
between 1946 and 1958. Recent scholarship, though, focuses less on debating typologies of
party system and more on developing nuanced measures of the degree of fragmentation and
polarization of party systems. This is discussed in Box 9.1.

Researchers use measures of fragmentation and polarization not only to classify party sys-
tem, but importantly to measure the effect on feelings of citizen representation, on turnout
as well as systemic factors such as government and regime stability. For example, it has been
argued that high levels of polarization contributed to the demise of the Weimar Republic and
the French Fourth Republic.

But why do parties adopt a particular policy position? Why are some party systems polar-
ized while in others parties converge on the centre-ground? Spatial models of party competi-

tion address these questions.

9.2 Spatial Models of Party Competition

The discussion of party system polarization rests on the basic assumptions of the spatial
model of party competition introduced in Chapter 2. In its simplest form, parties and vot-
ers are located along a line, a uni-dimensional policy space, as depicted in Figure 92asa
left-right dimension. In addition to the political parties, the figure also depicts the median
voter. In this model we will assume that political parties seek to maximize their electoral sup-
port in order to win office. If we assume that voters vote for the parties with the preferences
most similar to their own, i.e. the most proximate party on the left-right scale, then as Downs
(1957) argued (see Chapter 4), the parties ought to converge on the position of the median
voter (often, but not necessarily always, located near the centre of the space). The position of
the median voter is the position that will defeat all other positions in pair-wise majority-rule
contests. Thus, the party holding that position will win the election.

In a two-party contest as shown in Figure 9.2, parties should adopt the position of the
median voter to win office. Downsian logic would mean that Party A would win the contest
against Party B, since Party Asideology is more aligned with the median voter and the party
is more likely to implement policies in line with the voters’ preferences, if elected. This
would give a strong incentive for Party B to move closer to the position of the median voter

in order to win back some of Party A's voters. Ultimately, taken to its logical conclusion, the

argument means that parties ought to stack right on top of the median voter. However, if
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we find the large mainstream social democratic and Christian democratic parties adopt-
ing centre-left and centre-right positions, whereas radical left and radical right-wing parties
adopt more extreme positions on the left-right dimension. In Chapter 8, we showed that
almostall European party systems are polarized ideologically, either because there is consid-
erable divergence between the major centre-left and centre-right parties (e.g. in the UK and
Spain) or because challenger parties on the ideological fringes adopt more extreme positions
{e.g. in Germany and Poland),

Moreover, the simple Downsian model assumes that political competition is one-
dimensional rather than multidimensional. However, as our discussion in Chapter 8 of the
origins of European parties has shown, there are often multiple conflict dimensions at play.
To the extent that these conflicts and issues are aligned with a single overarching left-right
dimension, the uni-dimensional model is still meaningful. Yet, if these conflict dimensions
are cross-cutting, rather than overlapping, this also affects competition between parties (see
Chapter 4). Cross-cutting issues are ones that are not aligned with the dominant left-right
dimension, and thus tend to divide parties and their supporters.

These challenges to the assumptions of the Downsian model have led scholars to develop
alternative theories of party competition as well as extensions to the simple spatial model.
In sections 9.3-9.5, we discuss issue competition as well as valence theories of party competi-
tion. In addition to relaxing the first two assumptions of the Downsian model, these theories
relax the third and fourth assumptions as well.

9.3 Issue Competition and Issue Entrepreneurship

According to the spatial model, parties are simply trying to adopt positions close to the me-
dian voter to maximize their vote share and thus chances of getting into office. But if voters
care about multiple issues in an election, a party can also try to strategically shape which
issues voters care about in the ballot box in the hope that they vote based on issues where
parties have an advantage. The literature on issue competition has argued that parties seek
to influence what issues voters think about when making electoral choices to gain an electoral
advantage. This is in line with thinking of Schattschneider (1960) who argued that politics is
essentially about which political conflicts come to dominate the political agenda. According
to Schattschneider, societies produce a number of diverse conflicts over public policy and
the outcome of party competition depends on which of these conflicts gains the dominant
position. Similarly Riker (1986) argued that political actors seek to structure the debate in ways
that would allow them to win. He coined the term heresthetics, which is the art of strategic
manipulation of political situations by political actors pursuing their objectives. Losers in a
political system will seek to mobilize an issue in order to divide the majority with a new alter-
native conflict that is expected to give them an advantage. Hence, the purpose of campaign
messages is not to engage the opposition in debate or dialogue but to increase the salience
of issues over which the party is perceived to be credible. This is also the starting point for the
issue approach to party competition, which argues that parties campaign on issues that might
benefit them while ignoring issues of other parties that will benefit the competition.
For example, the party closest to the median voter on economic issues would emphasize
economic issues rather than cultural issues, while the party closest to the median voter on
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integration has become ever more contested within domestic politics in Europe, especially
when politicized by challenger parties.

This has also led to tensions within parties on both the left and the right. For example,
most centre-right parties; such as the People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy (VWD) in
the Netherlands, tend to favour market integration in Europe, but some are more reluctant to
support the transfer of authority to supranational actors in other policy areas. For the Dutch
Liberals, these internal divisions prompted Geert Wilders's successful split from the VVD and
the creation of the Eurosceptic populist Party for Freedom (PVV). The rise of the PWV in the
Netherlands in the mid-2000s illustrates how effective issue entrepreneurship can change
the shape of party competition in a country (De Vries and Hobolt, 2020).

The issue of European integration had been largely ignored in Dutch politics until the early
2000s, but Wilders, a charismatic populist politician, changed this. He left the VVD party
in 2004 over its position favouring Turkish accession to the EU, something which Wilders
fiercely opposed. In 2006, he founded his Own party, the Party for Freedom, on the back of
a successful referendum campaign, tourNEE (a tour for NO) against the European Constitu-
tional Treaty referendum the previous year. During the campaign, Wilders mobilized issues
of sovereignty, national identity, and Turkish accession to the EU in order to drive a wedge
within the constituencies of mainstream parties. The Constitutional Treaty was defeated by
a sizeable majority of the Dutch electorate in a referendum in June 2005 (see Chapter 12),
and Wilders's PVV went on to win 9 out of the 150 parliamentary seats in the subsequent
parliamentary elections.

In many ways, the issue entrepreneurship of the PYV helped to reshape party competi-
tion in the Netherlands. It mobilized a new issue, European integration, making it sali-
ent to voters. Wilders's successful anti-European campaign combined with his anti-1slam
and anti-immigration rhetoric would ultimately make the PVV the second largest force
in Dutch parliament by 2017. Moreover, his Eurosceptic mobilization has caused rifts in
the two largest mainstream parties, the liberal and social democratic parties, who tried to
downplay the issue. Right-wing challenger parties, like the PVV and the Forum for Democ-
racy, and the left-wing Socialist Party (SP) have changed Dutch politics by mainstreaming
Eurosceptic sentiment and increasing the importance of European integration concerns
in Dutch party politics and among Dutch voters. We can find similar examples across Ey-
rope where challenger parties have changed the nature of the political agenda and party
competition by mobilizing a Eurosceptic message that has appealed to a segment of the
electorate.

The mobilization of a Eurosceptic agenda by challenger parties happens not only at a
national level, but also at a European level. In fact, studies have shown that European Parlia-
ment elections offer good opportunities for challenger parties to mobilize new or previously
ignored issues and attract attention nationally (Hobolt and De Vries, 2016b; Schulte-Cloos,
2018). Since the European elections are second order national elections that do not lead
to the formation of a national government, voters are often more willing to vote on the basis
of specific issues that they feel strongly about. The EU issue in particular is ripe for mobiliza-
tion in these elections where the question of further European Integration is on the agenda.
Consequently, voters are more likely to vote on the basis of their EU attitudes in European
elections, and Eurosceptic challenger parties can use this to appeal to voters and to gain
momentum nationally.

9 PARTY COMPETITION
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welfare provision, education, etc., when there are few differences between their policy po-
sitions on these issues (Green and Hobolt, 2008). Studies have also shown that leadership
characteristics and evaluations are an important driver of voter choice. For example, Bittner
(2017) has demonstrated that leaders’ traits matter to voters, but that not all traits are equally
important and not all leaders are evaluated according to the same criteria. In particular, her

findings suggest that voter evaluations of leaders’ character seem more important than those
of leaders’ competence.

Parties therefore compete not onl
aligned with the voters’ policy prefer
competent and trustworthy. While es
vantage when it comes to presenting
tive electoral strategy is to appeal to
a strategy is more likely to be adopte
that have been in office can more ea
easier to paint them as dishonest or
Studies of party competition have sh

y by offering policy platforms that are most closely
ences, but also by presenting themselves as the most
tablished mainstream parties often have a distinct ad-
themselves as competent and experienced, an alterna-
voters using populist anti-establishment rhetoric. Such
d by challenger parties, outside government, as parties
sily be blamed for problems and grievances and it is far
even corrupt than parties that have never held office.
own that anti-establishment political rhetoric can be an
effective way to attract voters, not by offering alternative policy positions to dominant par-
ties, but by questioning the integrity and competence of the political establishment to serve
the interests of the people they are meant to serve. Such a strategy is more likely to succeed
if voters already harbour doubts about the ability of mainstream parties to deliver on their
promises, and if voter attachments to such parties have already weakened (De Vries and
Hobolt, 2020). Yet, it is more difficult for parties that are in government or that have recently
governed to credibly present themselves as anti-establishment. This raises questions about

what options are available to mainstream parties in Europe as they come under attack from
challenger parties on the left and the right. This is discussed in the next section.

9.6 Responses of Mainstream Parties to Challengers

This chapter has discussed that challenger parties can mo
tion issue. In Chapter 8, we furthermore explored the rise

such as populist, radical right, green, radical left, and other challenger parties in recent
decades. As the dominance of mainstream parties has been tested by challenger parties

across Europe, there is a growing literature not only on the strategies of challenger parties,
but also on how mainstream parties should best respond. In i

nteracting with challengers,
mainstream parties are faced with a strategic decision: should they ignore these parties

and their demands, coopt the parties’ positions, or take a completely opposing position?
In herimportant work on niche parties, Meguid (2008) has referred to the three available

strategies for mainstream parties to respond to niche parties which can be easily applied
to challenger parties as well:

bilize the European integra-
of non-mainstream parties,

1. Accommodative strategy: involves mainstream parties adopting a similar strategy to
the challenger parties in a hope to draw voters away from a threatening competitor.

2. Adversarial strategy: involves mainstream parties competing with the challenger parties
by adopting an Opposing position on an issue mobilized by challenger parties.
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3. Dismissive strategy: involves mainstream parties seeking to ignore the issue mobilized
by the challenger party. By not taking a position, the mainstream party signals to voters

that the issue lacks merit.

The accommodative strategy is in line with the simple Downsian model: if the challenger
party position is preferred by the median voter, this model would tell us that mainstream par-
ties should move towards that position to recapture lost voters. An example of this strategy
might be how the success of radical right-wing parties has encouraged some mainstream
parties, on the left and on the right, to shift their positions to the right along the socially con-
servative axis, e.g. by adopting more anti-immigration positions. Based on a proximity-voting
perspective, it may be argued that, if the median voter is immigration-sceptical, the best way
to win back voters from the radical right is to adopt similar positions.

Yet, there are reasons why the accommodative strategy may not succeed. First, when party
competition is multidimensional, little may be gained from highlighting the issues where
challengers have gained an advantage by raising the issue first, and hence gaining issue own-
ership in the short to medium run (De Vries and Hobolt, 2020). From the perspective of issue
ownership, the recommendation would therefore be to downplay the issue and highlight
issues that are ‘owned' by the mainstream parties, e.g. issues more aligned with economic
left-right positions. If voters are persuaded that the challenger party’s issue is not highly sa-
lient, this will matter less in the ballot box, even if voters agree with the position adopted
by challenger parties. Hence, even though a dismissive strategy does not challenge the dis-
tinctiveness or ownership of the niche party's issue position, its salience-reducing effect will
allow mainstream parties to win back voters from challenger parties.

Secondly, even when radical right-wing parties, and other challengers, become success-
ful, that does not imply that their issue positions are shared by a majority of the electorate.
Hence, if mainstream parties shift to the right on, say, immigration to win back radical right-
wing voters, they may lose othertraditional supporterswho do notagree with the new cultur-
ally conservative positions. For example, studies have shown that social democratic parties
seeking to win back their traditional working-class worker base by moving to the right onim-
migration, may lose part of their more socially progressive supporter based of more educated
professionals (Abou-Chadiand Wagner, 2019, 2020), Hence, an accommodative strategy can
be risky for mainstream parties. If the dismissive strategy is not an option, because the issue
remains high on the political agenda, mainstream parties may therefore also compete by
adopting an adversarial strategy, competing with challenger parties by adopting the opposite

position. This can bea risky strategy if the median voter is close to the position of a challenger
party. However, where the publicis more polarized, mainstream parties may win some voters
while losing others, Moreover, many studies of public opinion formation have shown that
voter preferences can be shaped by the position taken by parties. This is sometimes referred
to as cue-taking. If voters trust mainstream parties, they may shift their own position in the
direction of that of the mainstream party if the mainstream party adopts a clear adversarial
strategy. In our immigration example, the strategy would be to persuade voters who were
immigration-sceptical about the benefits of immigration by taking a clear pro-immigration
stance. While this goes against the basic assumption of the spatial model that voter prefer-
ences cannot be shifted by party positions, there s evidence to suggest that political elites can
influence the positions of voters (e.g. Braderetal, 2020). Nonetheless, an adversarial strategy
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2 A%8 Political Systems and
el ~ Government Formation

This chapter examines executive branch politics in Eurepean democracies. It explores
the nature of parliamentary democracy and compares it with other forms of democracy

such as separation-of-powers systems using the principal-agent framewark discussed
“ in Chapter 2. The chapter looks closely at the link between parties and institutions to
‘| I understand the processes of both government formation and collapse. It provides an

important foundation for understanding the process of law-making, which is explored
in much greater depth in Chapter 11.

Citizens in Europe cast votes for political parties, but in most instances those votes do not
immediately translate into choosing executives. Most governments in Europe are formed

P in post-election bargaining between parliamentary parties, and how votes translate into

Il

|

executive power for elected politicians varies significantly across political systems. These re-
lationships are governed by national constitutions and electoral laws, and are mediated by
parties. In this chapter, we examine the differences between the national systems of European
democracies as well as the political system of the European Union. In the second part of the

chapter, we examine the process of building governments and choosing executives in Europe,
both at the national level and at the EU level.

‘ 10.7 Institutional Variation of Democracy in Europe

Representative democracy varies across different types of political systems. At the most basic
i level, we can distinguish systems according to a) whom voters elect, and b) what the relation-
ship is between the parliament and the government. We can classify democracies into three

basic regime types: parliamentary systems, presidential systems, and semi-presidential sys-
" tems. Cheibub et al. (201 0) provide clear instructions for distinguishing between these three
types using two questions: 1) is the government responsible to parliament? and 2)isthere a
| head of state who is popularly elected for a fixed term? A Negative answer to the first ques-
L tion leads to a classification of democracy as a presidential system. If the answer is positive,
f then the answer to the second question determines whether a system is considered semi-

Presidential (if the answer is yes) or parliamentary (if the answer is no). We will discuss these
i three types in more detail.
| Parliamentary systems are political systems where the formation of governments (the
:|| EXecutive branch) oceurs within parliament. The head of government (chief executive) in a
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parliamentary system, called the prime minister or chancellor, needs the support of a par-

liamentary majority. Once elected by voters, the parliament either formally elects the prime

minister in what is known as an investiture vote, or the head of state appoints a prime min-

ister who needs (at least the implicit) support of a parliamentary majority. The prime minister
and the ministers responsible for specific policy portfolios, such as finance, foreign affairs, or
the environment, make up the cabinet. If parliament is unhappy with the cabinet’s perfor-
mance, the parliament can recall the government through a vote of no confidence. If a gov-
ernment loses a vote of no confidence, it resigns and a new government that can command
a parliamentary majority may form, or, sometimes if no new government is possible, new
elections are called. In some countries, the constitution requires that parliament nominate a
prospective replacement candidate for prime minister when calling a vote of no confidence.
Such a constructive vote of no confidence was originally introduced in the German con-
stitution following the Second World War, after the negative experiences of government in-
stability during the Weimar Republic—the period immediately following the First World War
prior to the Nazi regime taking power. During this period, polarized parliamentary majorities
could agree to vote down the government using a vote of no confidence, but were unable to
agree on a successor for chancellor. The requirement to nominate a successor thus increases
government stability in parliamentary democracies. Today, this variant of the vote of no con-
fidence also exists in Belgium, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia, and Spain.

The head of government can also ask the parliament to express its confidence in the gov-
ernment through a vote of confidence. A prime minister can use this tool to discipline
a parliamentary majority that is threatening not to vote in line with the government, and
such votes can sometimes be tied to a particular legislative bill. If, however, a parliamen-
tary majority does not express confidence in the prime minister, the government resigns.
In such instances, the constitution often determines whether early elections are called or
whether and how a new government may form. Sometimes, a prime minister can also force
an early election or ask the head of state to dissolve parliament. Parliamentary systems are
thus characterized by a mutual dependence (Stepan and Skach, 1993, 3) between parlia-
ment and the government. Sixteen countries in Europe are parliamentary systems. In these
countries, voters participate in parliamentary elections, but are unable to vote directly for
the chief executive.

Parliamentary systems in Europe are either republics or constitutional monarchies. The
difference relates to the choice of the head of state. The head of state in a parliamentary
system is not the chief executive: instead, the head of state holds a largely ceremonial po-
sition, representing the country as a whole without getting involved in daily political de-
cisions. In parliamentary systems that are republics, the head of state is indirectly elected
(as in Germany) by parliament and called president. Most parliamentary systems in Europe
are such republics. In constitutional monarchies, the head of state is a hereditary mon-
arch, as in Belgium, Denmark, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, and the
United Kingdom. The role of the head of state (president or monarch) becomes political only
in rare instances that are constitutionally well-defined. For instance, the head of government
(prime minister or chancellor) oftentimes requires the consent of the head of state in a parlia-

mentary system to dissolve parliament and force new elections. As we will demonstrate later,
the head of state in parliamentary systems also may play a political role when new govern-
ments are formed.
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i islati e 10.1 shows which countries in EuroRe
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Table 10.1 Political Systems in Europe
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in parliament over a winner-takes-all a

form within the parliament and are res
forming

pproach to power. Moreover, because governments

ponsible to it, it is possible to get

governments quickly: governments fall ifthey no longer possess the confidence of a

parliamentary majority. Such fusion of power between government and parliament may lead
to less instability of the political system as a whole, because conflict between parliament and
the government can be resolved in a constitutional manner. In contrast, Linz identified the
two separate fixed-term electoral mandates of parliament and the president in a presidential
system as the main cause for instability, as there is no constitutional mechanism (other than
impeachment, which is a legal procedure, or resignation) in place to resolve conflicts be-
tween the two branches when both can claim to represent the will of the people. A resolution
may only be possible through extra-constitutional processes, such as a coup.

Critics of Linz's argument, such as Horowitz (1990), have pointed out that winner-takes-all
politics is more a function of the electoral system rather than Just the regime type, thus the
relationship is at a minimum a conditional one, Similarly, other scholars such as Shugart and
Carey (1992) and Mainwaring (1993) made important contributions to this debate, pointing
out that the institutional variation within each regime type is high and it is of utmost impor-
tance to consider the particular arrangements to understand whether they lead to instability.
For instance, strong legislative powers granted by the constitution to the president, such as
veto powers or the right to make amendments to legislation, may reinforce the conflict be-

tween the parliament and the president.

Finally, another important variable in this debate is the role of political parties. Parties are
strengthened in a system that emphasizes coalitions and consensus, something we return to
later in this chapter when talking about government formation, Presidential systems, on the
other hand, focus on a separation of powers. They emphasize institutionalized checks and
balances of the parliament and the presidency, with both being able to monitor the other.

Election results are usually clear, as the chisf executive is an individual who has received a

popular majority. Presidential systems thus foster more personalization of politics (Linz, 1990).

rid of poorly per-

10.2 The Political System of the EU: A Mixed System

While using the typology from Cheibub et al (2010)
straightforward, scholars have struggled to do the sa
In contrast to a national political
shared between a supranational
national governments of EU me
for this dual executive is that,
to the EU, they have only don
Commission is responsible for
European Commission does n
dual executive means that the
Prime minister or president. In
another President of the Euro

to classify regime types of countries is
me with the political system of the EU.
system, the EU has a dual executive: executive authority is
executive in the form of the European Commission and the
mber states represented in the European Council. The reason
while member states have delegated policy-making authority
€ 50 in specific policy areas. For instance, while the European
all EU trade negotiations on behalf of the member states, the
ot have sole authority to set the foreign policy of the EU. The
re is no single individual who functions as the equivalent of a
stead there is one President of the European Commission and
pean Council, The former is chosen by the member state gov-
the support of the European Parliament whose members are

voters in European-wide elections held once every five years.
the heads of government.
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Figure 10.1 The Political System of the EU: Shared Executive Power
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Although there is no directly elected president in the EU, several aspects of the EU sys-
tem nevertheless suggest that the EU is structured along elements of a separation-of-

system. The European Parliament cannot elect a Commission President on its ow
formally requires the support of the natiopal
parliament. Importantly,

powers
n, but it
governments who propose a candidate to the
just like in a presidential system, the President of the Commission
cannot ask for a confidence vote and dissolve parliament. The electoral mandates of the
Commission and the Parliament are thus more independent than they are in a parliamentary
system. At the same time, the EU does have features of parliamentary democracy: the supra-
national executive in the form of the President of the Commission is not directly elected, but
rather elected by an absolute majority in the European Parliament together with a qualified
majority in the European Council. Moreover, the European Parliament can express its lack of
confidence in the Commission through a so-called motion of censure, which is adopted
secures a two-thirds majority of the votes cast, representing a majority of the members of
European Parliament. In short, the mixed political system of the EU puts a strong emphasis
consensus-seeking within and across chambers (European Council, Council, and Parliame

if it
the
on
nt).

10.3 Government Formation at the National Level

National governments play an important role in Euro
asatthe EU level. It is thus important to understand
section deals with government formation in parl
regime type in Europe, whereas the next cha
how governments make policy.

Consider the parliamentary election in the Netherlands in 2017. On 15 March 2017,
Dutch voters went to the polls to elect a new Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, the House
of Representatives. A more fragmented party system in combination with a highly propor-
tional electoral system meant that thirteen parties gained seats in parliament, bringing the

effective number of parties in parliament to a record-breaking 8.1 parties. Once the votes
were counted, it became apparent that voters had
and Democracy (VVD),

pean politics: both domestically as well
how they form and how they work. This
iamentary democracies, the most common
pter provides analytical tools for understanding

punished the People’s Party for Freedom
the party of Prime Minister Mark Rutte. However, with just above
21 per cent of the votes, his party was able to remain the largest party in parliament in
2017. The election result meant that any future government would have to rely on at least
four parties to form a coalition government that would obtain a majority in parliament.
Negotiations were difficult and various options were explored. Eventually, 225 days after
the election, the liberal VVD together with the Christian Democratic Appeal (CDA), the
Democrats 66 (D66), and the Christian Union (CU) agreed to form a centre-right coalition
government. These coalition negotiations set a new record for the longest government
formation in Dutch history.

Drawn out and difficult government coalition negotiations are not unheard of elsewhere
in Europe. In fact, lengthy talks are the norm in Belgium, where a highly fragmented party
System—a function of linguistic, geographic, and ideological differences—makes negotiations
over forming governments particularly fraught. For instance, after the elections in 201 0, ittook
Belgian parties more than one year and half to form a government, setting the overall record
for coalition bargaining in a parliamentary democracy. The United Kingdom, in contrast, has
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often represented the other extreme. With one party typically winning a majority of seats,
the nature of the next British government is typically known within hours of the polis closing.
However, even the UK is not immune to negotiations over who joins government. Following
both the 2010 and 2017 elections, the Conservatives became the largest party, but failed to
win a majority of seats in parliament. They had to negotiate deals with other parties in order
to effectively govern. In 2010, they entered a coalition with the Liberal Democrats, and in
2017 they formed a minority government—a government controlling less than a majority of
seats—supported by a small Northern Irish party, the Democratic Unionist Party (DUP).

These tales of post-election bargaining illuminate a basic truth of multiparty politics in
Europe. When more than two parties win seats in parliament following an election (generally
the case in parliaments across Europe), there is no guarantee that one party will win a majority
of seats in parliament. And when no party controls a majority of seats, a party that wishes to
govern must strike a deal of some sort with other parties so together they command a major-
ity of votes, at least implicitly, and can pass a policy programme.

All European countries eventually need to form governments that can command a majority
in parliament to pass policies. This may include governments that do not rely on a stable ma-
jority on their own, but need to seek the support from opposition parties to legislate. Moreo-
ver, no European parliament in the post-war period has ever had only two parliamentary

parties holding seats. Even the UK in the immediate post-war years, with its strong two-party
system dominated by the Conservatives and Labour Party, a third party often won a handful
of seats, namely the small Liberal Party, which later merged into the Liberal Democrats. In
more recent years, regionalist parties (the Scottish Nationalists, the Welsh Plaid Cymru, and
several Northern Irish parties) along with the Greens and the United Kingdom Independence
Party (UKIP) have also held seats.

In an assembly with only two partiesand an odd number of legislators (like the United States
House of Representatives), a majority for one party is guaranteed to exist, but once there are
more than two parties, the possibility always exists that no party gains an outright majority
of seats in parliament, requiring bargaining amongst parties to create a government, pos-
sibly consisting of a coalition of parties. In some countries, such bargaining is the norm (e.g.
Belgium) while in others it is the exception (e.g. the UK), but as the British elections of 2010
and 2017 demonstrated, it is possible everywhere.

There are two questions we must examine with respect to coalition negotiation and govern-
ment formation. The first is which parties enter government, and the second s, conditional
upon entering government, what are the responsibilities of each governing partner? The first
question is more about the overall composition of government—how many parties join the
government and which parties are they? The second question is more about what each of
those parties gets out of the deal. Which government ministries does each party control? We

will discuss the set of questions about the overall composition of government first.

10.4 Types of Government Coalitions

After a parliamentary election, the party receiving the largest number of votes is often touted in
the press as the winner of the campaign. But to enter government parties do not necessarily need
to win more votes than any other party, although being the biggest party certainly helps. Parties
need to place themselves in a good position to form a coalition with multiple parties. In addition
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all of these different types of governments occur in Europe. Minimal winning coalitions are
by far the most common government type, followed by surplus majority coalitions. Minority
governments have occurred after about every third election. Single-party majority govern-
ments are the least common type in Europe.

10.5 Coalition Formation with Policy-Seeking Parties

Given that only one in three governments is a formal minimal winning coalition, office-seek-
ing explanations do not seem to capture the whole story of government formation. We know
that politicians care about more than just the spoils of office. The notion of minimum win-
ning coalitions suggests that seat shares in parliament are the only thing that matters. This is
not the case; politicians also care about policy. In fact, policy concerns and interests are often
what drive people to participate in politics in the first place. Parties and the politicians in them
likely seek office to implement palicies that they think will make the country (or at least their
voters) better off. We can assume that these politicians are ‘policy-seeking” If we view parties
as primarily policy-seeking, it would be hard to envision a radical right party forming a gov-
ernment with strident communists, even if seat shares meant that they could form a minimal
winning coalition. They would never be able to agree on what their government should do.
If we want to understand, or even predict, which coalitions form, we need to take ideclogy
into account. We need to think about where parties lie in an ideological space, as we did back
in Chapter 2. :

We can line parties up according to their ideological stances from left to right. And hav-
ing done so, we might predict that only parties that lie next to each other in the space will
form a government together. We can look for ‘minimal winning connected coalitions'—
those minimum winning coalitions that are formed by parties that lie next to each other
in the ideological space.

Figure 10.3 presents a simplified one-dimensional left-right space of the Dutch party
system following the 2017 elections. Thirteen parties received representation in the par-
liament. Below the position of each party is the seat share of the party in parliament. The
actual government coalition that formed was composed of the VVD, CDA, D66, and CU.
This government formed only after an alternative coalition negotiation failed: a coalition
between the VVD, CDA, D66 and the Green party Groen Links. This coalition would also
have constituted a minimal winning coalition. If we presume that the distances between
the parties in the figure are an expression of their ideological differences, then this alterna-
tive coalition would have actually included a more diverse set of positions, as the distance
between the most extreme parties in the coalition, the VVD and the Groen Links, is larger
than that between the VVD and the CU in the actual coalition that formed. Additionally,
the figure indicates which majority coalition could have been formed as a centre-left al-
ternative without the largest party, the VVD, and without the two populist radical right
parties, the PVV led by Geert Wilders and the FvD led by Thierry Baudet. Only an eight-
party coalition ranging from the far left to the centre could have mustered sufficient votes
in parliament to do so. However, having so many parties in a coalition would have been

anovelty in Dutch parliamentary history. Also, it would have been less clear under which

leadership such a coalition would form given that both CDA and Dé6, were equally strong
in parliament.
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Figure 10.3 Ideclogy and Coalition Formation in the Netherlands, 2077

Now imagine a slightly different scenario. The ideological positions shown in the figure
make clear that the ideological range of the actual coalition government includes the posi-
tions of an opposition party: the seniors’ party 50Plus. From a policy-seeking perspective, the
parties in the minimal winning coalition have no ideological basis for excluding this party—it
should want more or less what all of the other parties in the coalition want. But one could

e rational to exclude it on the basis of an office-seeking assumption, as

argue that it might b
| positions to a third party. If

the two large parties now would have to give up some ministerial
the coalition had included 50Plus, the government would now possess a surplus majority—it
would have more parties in it than are absolutely necessary to pass legislation. There may be
occasions when having an oversized government is beneficial. Imagine that one of the larger
parties in our coalition has an internal division on a policy issue—perhaps more centrist and
more extreme members cannot always agree (we represent parties on our line as a single
point, but we can think about that point as the average position of all the members in that
party). If a government cannot always count on the votes of some of its MPs, having an extra
party in government as an insurance policy may not be such a bad idea. Alternatively, some-
times the inclusion of an extra party has legislative benefits. For instance, in Hungary, the na-
tional conservative ruling party Fidesz (Hungarian Civic Union) has been in a political alliance
with the smaller Christian Democratic People’s Party (KDNP). Together, the two parties have
been able to form a surplus majority government with a two-thirds parliamentary major-
ity for three consecutive parliamentary terms. This supermajority allowed Viktor Orban, the
Fidesz party leader and prime minister, to enact amendments to the Hungarian constitution
and pass laws to reduce press freedom and limit opposition rights, a development we discuss

in more detail in Chapter 14.
A far more common alternative scenario in European

parliaments involves the formation of
so-called ‘minority governments. Imagine a scenario, shown in Figure 10.4, where we have 2
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the larger coalition partner's proposal to triple the cap on university tuition fees despite previ-
ously pledging to abolish fees altogether (see Fortunato, 2021). Similarly, the FDP in Germany
lost after coalition participation with the CDU and CSU and failed to gain enough votes to enter
parliament following the 2013 election, having served in government from 2009 to 2013. Again,
as the smaller party, the FDP was unabie to implement one of its core pledges, major tax reform
including tax cuts, and instead had to support many of the CDU/CSU’ social spending propos-
als. Thus, junior parties may be cautious about joining governments in the future if it means
jeopardizing their entire existence. Smaller parties moreover may care only about a few ?ssues
strongly, but not so much about others. Governing requires policy-making on a range of issues
even if the party does not necessarily hold strong positions on them. Thus, a policy-seeking small
party may be better off supporting a minority government in return for policy concessions on
issues it cares about (Stram, 1990). Therefore, while minority governments do not hold explicit
parliamentary majorities, they do so implicitly in parliament. Figure 10.5 shows the occurrence
of minority and majority governments over time at the beginning of each year. in addition, the
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Box 10.1 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: Citizens' Perceptions of
Coalition Compromise

Scholars increasingly dedicate attention to how voters perceive coalition governments. When some
parties repeatedly form governments together, their cooperation may have electoral implications beyond
policy-making itself. Fortunato and Stevenson (2013), for instance, show that voters perceive parties that
have governed together as ideologically closer on the left-right dimension than they really are compared
to parties who do not serve together in a cabinet. These effects are strongest for the least-informed
voters, but they also exist in weaker form for well-informed voters who rely less on a cabinet membership
heuristic to link parties to policy positions. A similar coalition heuristic result is found by Adams et al.
(2016) for the European integration dimension. Citizens perceive the positions of coalition partners
shifting in the same direction over time on European integration. Such results reflect that coalitions
ultimately need to make compromises which may dilute their policy positions and voters perceive
coalition parties either as moving in tandem ar as more similar than they are. An additional view has
been proposed by Adams et al. (2020) who estimate that citizens perceive parties as more similar when
elections approach and when they have exhibited cooperative public relations (as measured by news
reports). Thus, the government participation of political parties may not be the only impacton citizen
perceptions of coalitions, but also the communications of political parties themselves. Fortunato (201 7)
explores further how coalition compromise, which may be seen as a failure to win concessions from
coalition partners, is perceived by voters. Usinga retrospective voting approach (see Chapter 5), he finds
that cabinet parties that are viewed as compromising are not rewarded for good economic outcomes,
but punished for bad ones. Moreover, voters punish parties that are viewed as compromising and that are
distant from voters ideologically, The results suggest that coalition parties have incentives to have public
disputes over policy in order to avoid being perceived as too compromising, even when there are no
major policy disagreements between them.

10.6 The Role of Institutions in Government Formation

Until now we have discussed government formation as if all that mattered were the num-
ber of seats that parties hold and their ideological positions (in one or more dimensions).
But there are also rules that govern how governments form, and these rules, or institutions,
matter. In some instances these rules are formal and may even be enshrined in the constitu-
tion and in other instances they may be informal, the result of norms that have developed
over many years.

For example, we have to consider who gets the first opportunity to negotiate with other par-
ties to try to form a government, a person often referred to as the formateur (a former)—the
chief negotiator and potential head of government—in political science literature. In some
instances, this may be the leader of the party in power prior to the election (usually the prime
minister); in other instances, it may be the leader of the largest party following the election.
These rules could matter for the composition of the government that forms.

In the United Kingdom, custom dictates that the outgoing prime minister gets the first op-
portunity to form the new government. Usually, majoritarian British politics means that this
institution is of little consequence. If the prime minister’s party wins, itis clear that he or she
will continue on in office, and if the PM loses, it is clear that the leader of the opposition will

become the next prime minister. However, in 2017 the norm meant that, following the elec-
tion in which Theresa May lost her majority, she had the opportunity to seek an arrangement
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can rule out certain coalitions or express explicit preferences for a preferred coalition as part
of their campaign strategy. For example, in Sweden the centre-right coalition of the Moder-
ates, the Center Party, the Liberals, and Christian Democrats have cooperated and partici-
pated in government together. When these parties win jointly, they may anticipate that they
will govern together and they may even make pre-electoral pacts to this effect. Forming a
pre-electoral alliance has two potential benefits: first, it may allow parties to receive votes
from strategic voters that they might fail to attract if they were to run individually. In fact, coa-
lition signals, i.e. the declared preference during an election campaign for particular coalition
partners, has been shown to affect voters' calculus. Even though voters cast votes for parties
during the parliamentary elections, the signals raise the importance of coalition considera-
tions and reduce partisan ones when voters decide whom to vote for, possibly leading some
voters to change their minds (Gschwend et al,, 2017). Parties may receive a second benefit
at the time of government formation: even though constituent parties of an alliance may be
individually too small to be the largest party in parliament, they may very well achieve the
largest party status as a bloc following the pre-electoral alliance. As such, they have an advan-
tage in the coalition formation process, as one of their leaders may be chosen as formateur,
thus increasing the chances of government participation (Golder, 2006).

Box 10.2 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: Policy Portfolios and the
Spoils of Government

Governments are not only about who is in power, but also what they have power over. Cabinet
ministers lead ministries, so-called cabinet portfolios, and parties negotiate over both how many
and which ministries they get to control. Drawing on the work of Gamson (1961}, Browne and Franklin
(1973) proposed what has come to be known as Gamson's Law, namely that parties receive cabinet
ministries roughly in proportion to the number of parliamentary seats that they bring to the coalition.
Emipirically, this rule of proportionality offers a rather close approximation of government cabinet
portfolio allocation, although smaller parties tend to be somewhat over-represented relative to seat
shares. The strong empirical pattern in support of Gamson’s Law has generated research as to why this
relationship exists in the first place. After all, dividing up ministries ‘fairly’ according to the seat share
of the party does not capture that some parties have more bargaining power than others. In other
words, we may expect parties in the coalition to be stronger if they have more outside options to form
alternative majority coalitions with other parliamentary parties, and consequently more portfolios.
Several explanations for this puzzle have been proposed. Carroll and Cox (2007) have argued that
pre-election pacts between parties can favour a fair distribution of portfolios if these parties do end up
forming a coalition. An agreement amongst them about a fair share of portfolios makes parties in the
pact campaign harder and contribute to the overall success of the potential coalition. More recently,
Martin and Vanberg (2020b) propose a model in which the bargaining and proportionality perspective
can be reconciled by putting the focus on voters’ observability of the division of portfolios. According
to this view, parties with more bargaining power accept proportionality in line with Gamson's Law
for portfolio allocation, since the number or proportion of portfolios is relatively easily observable to
voters. However, they are then compensated by receiving ministries that give them control over the
policy dimensions that they care about most, and on which the preferences of the parties significantly
diverge. These aspects of coalition bargaining are less easily observable to voters.
These results suggest that it is not just the number of portfolios that matters, butalso which ones a party
controls. A green party may fight hard to get control of the environmental ministry, while a party popular

amongst farmers and rural interests might seek to appoint one of its members as minister of agriculture.
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Junker, the former prime minister of Luxembourg, was quickly supported by the runner-up
political group, the Party of European Socialists, and the European Council nominated him for
Commission President. For the first time, however, a Commission President was not unani-
mously supported in the European Council; two member states opposed him—Hungary and
the United Kingdom. But under the rules, the two 'no’ votes were not sufficient to block the
nomination. Once nominated, the European Parliament swiftly elected Jean-Claude Juncker
as Commission President for the 2014-2019 term. He received votes from both his party
group as well as from the European Socialists. Formally, the Commission President was thus
supported by a grand coalition of the centre-right and centre-leftin the European Parliament.

The involvement of two institutions, the European Council and the European Parliament,
creates an interesting setting for government formation. While at the outset it seems like the
European Parliament and the European political party groups were able to impose their lead
candidate system on national governments, we could also interpret the approval of Juncker
differently. Not only was he the EPP lead candidate in 2014, he was also a former long-serving
prime minister of Luxembourg. In this role, he was, himself, a member of the European
Council. Thus, the twenty-seven heads of government of the EU were able to nominate ‘one
of their own'.

Following the European Parliament elections in 2019, the EPP once again won more seats

than any other group in the Parliament. Its lead candidate in the campaign was German MEP
Manfred Weber, who swiftly claimed the Commission Presidency after the election just as
Juncker had in 2014. However, there were two key differences: first, the grand coalition of
the centre-left and centre-right no longer held a majority of seats in the EP. Thus, a candidate
could only be elected if he or she received the support of an additional political group in the
European Parliament. Second, Manfred Weber had made his career primarily in the European
Parliament, and lacked previous national government experience. Some heads of govern-
ment in the European Council, notably French President Emmanuel Macron, stated his inex-
perience as a reason to oppose him. The lead candidate from the second largest group, the
European Socialists, the Dutch Frans Timmermans, was considered as an alternative. How-
ever, he received opposition in the European Council from the Hungarian and Polish govern-
ments. Timmermans had been a vocal critique of developments related to the decline of the
rule of law in Hungary and Poland. Thus, in contrast to 2014, the European Parliament could
not set the agenda vis-a-vis the member states by proposing a lead candidate behind which
member states could rally in the European Council. Eventually, the European Council nomi-
nated a cabinet minister from Germany without any previous EU-specific expertise, Ursula
von der Leyen. In December 2019, she became the first female Commission President in the
EU's history.

In short, the political groups of the European Parliament do not bargain over the parti-
san composition of the executive branch in the same way as national parties negotiate over
coalition membership in national governments. Because of the EU's mixed system, coalitions
must form among parties and countries within and across branches of the EU government.
The Council’s super-majority rules mean that national governments from across the ideo-

logical spectrum must agree to pass policies, even before accounting for cross-institutional
differences between the European Parliament and the Council. Indeed, most votes taken in
the Council are unanimous. Only occasionally do national governments go on the record
as dissenting to an agreed Council position. This does not imply that national governments
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We can think about parties in government as being in a principal-agent relationship with
their voters and activists who wish to see their party stay true to their ideals rather than
compromise in a coalition. Parties are the agents of their voters, but at the same time, they
cannot deviate too far from the coalition agreement without risking punishment of some
form by their partners. So from whom do they shirk, their voters or their coalition partners?
The answer may depend, in part, on where they are in the electoral cycle. At the beginning of
the parliamentary term, passing policies that are compromises between several parties may
be easier. But as elections near, the pull of the voters may be stronger.

Before we delve deeper into the internal workings of coalition governments and the con-
sequences on law-making, it is useful to consider more generally the capacity of different
governments to make and change laws. A useful approach that allows us to compare gov-
ernments across countries and their effects on policy-making is the Veto Players approach
proposed by George Tsebelis (2002).

11.1 Veto Players and Law-Making

In parliamentary democracies, in principle, it is the parliament that makes the laws, but in
practice, laws are prepared by the parties in government. Across Europe, the vast majority of
legislation is introduced by governments—the executive branch. While individual members
of parliament may have some ability to introduce legislation themselves, it is rare that such
legislation passes, especially if it does not enjoy the support of the government. An excep-
tion are situations in which the cabinet does not enjoy a parliamentary majority, which we
will discuss in section 11.4. More generally, parliamentary rules may make it difficult for in-
dividual members of parliament to have their bills considered on the floor of parliament as
governments often control parliamentary timetables, albeit to varying degrees depending on
the country. In short, governments have agenda control over the legislative process. The fu-
sion between government and parliament is the main reason that they enjoy such power;
governments exist because they enjoy an implicit or explicit majority of seats in parliament.
This parliamentary majority delegates the task of proposing legislation to the cabinet. Once
introduced to parliament by the government, passage of a bill is virtually guaranteed. Thus,
when studying what policies emerge, the focus should lie initially on the cabinet and the gov-
ernment itself, rather than on parliament. This is what Veto Players theory proposes.

Veto Players theory is a framework that focuses on political institutions and actors that can
block policy change. As we first discussed in Chapter 2, according to Tsebelis (1995, 2002),
veto players are political actors whose support is necessary to change a legislative status
quo, e.g. political parties in government or a directly elected president with the power to
block legislation, in other words, any actor who can block legislative change. The focus on
veto players allows for useful comparison of political institutions and practices across coun-
tries because the phenomenon it seeks to explain is the amount of policy stability, i.e. the
difficulty with which current legislation or policy (often referred to as the legislative status
guo) can be modified.

In a first step, institutional veto players are identified through constitutions. Constitu-
tions will, for example, mandate which parliamentary chambers need to agree to pass laws
and with what majorities. Almost half of Europe’s legislatures are bicameral, meaning they
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bicameralism, medium strength bicameralism, and strong bicameralism (Lijphart, 2012). This
typology is a function of the formal veto power of the upper house as well as of the ideologi-
cal congruence (or similarity) between the chambers. Oftentimes the partisan, and therefore
ideological, composition in the upper house resembles the one found in the lower house of
parliament, meaning that if one house supports passage of a bill, the other chamber is likely
to support it, too. Only in Germany, the EU, and Switzerland, do we have two institutional
veto players, which are likely to disagree on policy. In medium strong bicameral systems, such
as Italy, Netherlands, Belgium, or Romania, the upper houses do have formal veto power, but
itis likely to be of less consequence in the law-making process due to the similar ideological
composition in the two houses.

It is thus important not only to count institutional veto players, but to take into account
the ideological disagreement between them. Veto Players theory therefore breaks up institu-
tional veto players into so-called partisan veto players, and this is the preferred way to think
about veto players generally. Thus rather than just counting institutional veto players in the
constitution, it is necessary to identify the partisan actors that control the majorities follow-
ing political competition and elections. For example, in the aftermath of the Italian election
in 2018, for the first time in Europe, a coalition of two populist parties formed a majority
government: the Five Star Movement (M5S) together with the Lega. These two parties were
the partisan veto players in the Italian political system, as each party’s support was necessary
to change the status quo. Together, the parties also controlled a majority of seats in the Italian
upper house, so it is sufficient to consider only these two parties for the veto player analysis.

Once we consider the political preferences of the veto players, it is possible to predict the
amount of policy stability in any given government. Policy stability in this context refers to the
degree of difficulty politicians would face when seeking to change the legislative status quo, or
current policy. Policy is stable when it cannot be changed by the coalition because at least one
of the veto players dislikes the proposed change. The set of policies that veto players cannot
agree to change is also known as the unanimity core of the political system, or the pareto set.
It is defined by the number of veto players, their policy disagreement, and the voting rules:
the larger the ideological policy disagreement among veto players, the larger the number of
policies that cannot be changed. Thus, veto player theory does not care about the number
of veto players, per se. Instead, the ideological differences between them are more relevant.
More veto players likely means more policy stability, but not if the additional veto players
agree with others already present in the system.

The core concepts of this theory are best illustrated visually. We show an example of veto
players in a single dimension in Figure 11.1. The two parties in the ltalian coalition hold dif-
ferent positions on a general left-right dimension. The size of the policy disagreement is the
amount of policy stability: the set of policies that cannot be changed (pareto set or una-
nimity core). Thus, by identifying and analysing preferences of veto players, it is possible to
explain why coalitions, despite having multiple governing parties, can oftentimes act quickly
(because they have little policy disagreement) or why coalitions with only few governing par-
ties cannot agree on how to change policy (because they have large disagreements). This
analysis can easily be extended to multiple dimensions.

A peculiarity of our Italian example is that the veto player distance includes an opposition
party, Forza Italia (FI). As the seat shares indicate, the Five Star Movement could have also
formed a coalition with Forza Italia, the party of former Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi,
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coalition would be unlikely to produce any policy change as the Five Star Movement would
veto such a change, and the coalition would fail. In fact, the majority coalition between M5S
and Lega failed after a lost vote of no confidence initiated by Lega party leader Matteo Salvini
in August 2019. A month later, M5 agreed to form a coalition government with Democratic
Party (PD) without a new election. Thus, a single veto player (or multiple veto players all of
whom agree) can react nimbly and rapidly change policy, while disagreement among veto
players generally means slow or no change.

Anather way to look at veto players is to consider the involvement of societal groups in the
decision-making process. Some European democracies are often hailed for their consensus-
oriented policy-making due to compromise involving many veto players. In these systems it
can be hard to make policy, but once agreement among all actors is reached, that policy is
‘sticky’, meaning that when compromise is struck, it is likely to last for quite a long time. This

is because, with numerous veto players, the compromise is likely to lie within the unanimity
core for quite some time.

Lijphart (2012) called such systems consociational systems because they include often-

times oversized coalitions that are able to take into account a wide array of preferences,
eventually leading to a 'kinder, gentler democracy’. This notion contrasts with the traditional
parliamentary model from the United Kingdom, the Westminster system, in which a sin-
gle veto player is not only able to change policy quickly if it wants to, but where electoral
losers are more or less shut out of the policy-making process altogether. For a systematic
understanding of law-making, it is thus important to dive more into the details of legislative
agenda setting and decision-making. We do so by focusing on a large literature that empha-

sizes the role of cabinet ministers and the compromise they are forging when legislating on
new policy.

Box 11.1 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: s Policy Stability Good or Bad?

The seeming inability of many governments to praduce major policy reforms is a topic of recurring
discussion in policy-making across Europe. Terms like ‘reform backlog' or ‘political gridlock’

frequently used to characterize the absence of major legislation at the national and the Eu
From an economic perspective, we rria

are

ropean level.
y argue that rapid policy changes in a political system—or even
the mere possibility of such changes—can be bad: policy change can create economic uncertainty and
generate costs associated with implementing new policies. For instance, if tax rates wer
frequently, consumers and firms may delay or refrain from investments, given uncertainty about
their tax bill. On the other hand. rapid change allows

politicians to be responsive, something that
may be considered a positive attribute of a political system. Notably, the ability to change policy is a
necessary precondition for governments to be responsive to changing public opinion (see discussion in
Chapter 7}, and fewer veto players or policy disagreements in cabinets make such changes more likely,
Ultimately, the normative view on veto players hinges on the location of the status quo. If the status quo
policy enjoys widespread support among citizens, and this support is rather stable, it may be desirable
to Jock this policy in. This can be ensured with many institutional veto players such as strong bicameral
systems, qualified majority voting rules inside legislatures, or multiparty coalition governments. If,

on the other hand, an unexpected event makes a status quo policy unsustainable, we may prefer
institutions that allow politicians to change it quickly.

e to change
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11.2 Cabinet Ministers: Agenda-Setters for their Party

While Veto Players theory assumes that the government (or cabinet) as a whole is the agenda-
setter in the legislative process, able to make a proposal to the parliament which will then be
accepted, we can also use policy-making models that investigate the role of ministers and the
consequences on law-making more directly. In a famous model of government formation,
Laver and Shepsle (1996) assume that ministerial autonomy is a price that parties pay for
being part of a coalition government. Once portfolios, i.e. formal responsibilities for policy
areas, are assigned to ministers, coalition partners have a certain degree of discretion in im-
plementing their own party’s position in that particular area. For instance, the party in control
of the immigration ministry will have a reasonable degree of leeway to implement the party’s
immigration policies. Additionally, the minister could engage in gatekeeping (see Chapter 2.1)
and decide not to propose new policies. Such ministerial autonomy may also result from an
informational advantage provided by expertise present in the ministerial bureaucracy. After
all, ministers are supported by hundreds of civil servants that aid in the preparation and im-
plementation of legislation.

Let us consider how such a model can be applied to an actual government. Figure 11.2
uses our illustration of the Italian coalition of 2018 from the previous section. Consider that
the parties had to divide up two policy portfolios: the immigration portfolio (under the re-
sponsibility of the interior minister) and the social policy portfolio (under the responsibility
of the labour and social policy minister). Both parties, M55 and Lega, rose to power on anti-
establishment platforms, but took very different positions on policy issues: whereas the M55
tended to support more government spending, advocating for a basic income scheme for
everyone, and a less restrictive immigration policy, the Lega campaigned strongly on a more
restrictive immigration policy, pledging to expel illegal immigrants, and an economic policy
advertising a flat tax rate.

There are two alternatives for allocating the responsibility across these policy issues: either
the M5S controls the ministry responsible for labour and social policy and the Lega the min-
istry responsible for immigration (cabinet A), or vice versa (cabinet B). Because both parties
have different policy positions, this allocation of portfolios may incentivize the parties to
use the ministries to implement their own preferred partisan preference. If we translate the
ministerial autonomy model to one of policy-making, then under the first allocation—which
corresponds to the actual allocation among the parties following the 2018 election—the M5S
could introduce a bill in parliament with its ideal policy on social policy and the Lega a bill
with its ideal policy on immigration. In fact, this is what happened in 2019. The government

rolled out a citizens' income scheme, which the M5S party leader Luigi DiMaio and minister
of labour and social policy praised as a kept campaign promise. The party leader of Lega and
minister of the interior, Matteo Salvini, on the other hand, drafted a legislative initiative that
abolished protections for migrants and made it easier for them to be deported.

From a Veto Players perspective, we may additionally consider what the parties in govern-
ment prefer over the existing policy, or the status quo (SQ). Depending on where this status
quo is located, the policy mix emerging from ministerial autonomy may or may not make

both parties better off. Let us assume the status quo represents a less restrictive immigra-
tion policy and a centre-right economic policy. In Figure 11.2 the indifference curves (see
discussion in Chapter 2.4) make it apparent that the M55 actually prefers the hypothetical

to enforce the in

11 LAW-MAKING IN GOVERNMENTS AND PARLIAMENTS

o
S5e
° k=)
= E
i: R Cabinet A
g~ G e
= 8
> o E
S E
°
o
[ =
.0
=
©
Ty o
S 8 it
252 Coalition
E =% 2
E 3¢ Agreement
= =
20
S pmesedl grawess
S8 | mssi “~__ Cabinet
6 .
o E
E

I
I
|
|
L

Policy with M5S

labour and social minister Ay it Loge.

labour and social minister
Social Policy

Fi N
igure 11.2 Ministerial Autonomy and Compromise Model of Policy-Making

status quo over the policies of cabinet A, whereas the pol
better off. Recall that indifference curves in multidi .
set of policies equidistant between the actor and therr;te
ent between the policy and the current policy. Thus, th
.a” positions preferred by the actor to the 5Q and th’os
intersection of the two curves in Figure 11.2 does not i
are veto players and can block policies that make th

be able to produce poli i
policy and would likely fail. The i
status quo (see Chapter 2) et

icies of cabinet B make both parties
nsional policy spaces represent the
atus quo, so that an actor is indjffer-
ey represent the boundary between
e that make the actor worse off. The
nclude cabinet A, and as both parties
em worse off, this cabinet would not
tersection, meaning the winset of the

doesi . .
ton mmare ey M hov,veoes u;clude cabinet B, though, making this cabinet configura-
, ver, that even a portfolio allocation that is preferred over the

status quo

1 beu; degat\;];itg:ifsoe;ttrhe best ot_Jtcome for both coalition parties. They could strike

oo | thegM;; ion. The figure depicts the position of hypothetical coalition

itk i and the Lega v..rould prefer (see Figure 11.2) over cabinet B

el i ya” s is T]concept tha.t |.5 at odds with the notion of compromise in.

posmon_takm. e party in charge of a r_mmstry may want to use resources for partisan

g Whereas the partner party in the cabinet may wanttoe reininsuch b i

itial compromise. How can this be done? ebehavour

199




200

PART 4 GOVERNMENTS AND POLICY

11.3 Enforcing Coalition Compromise Inside and Outside
Parliament

Veto Players theory helps us to compare policy-making and policy change across governments,
but it does not offer much insight into the details of how coalition government works on a daily
basis. The analysis of Figure 11.2 makes clear that government parties know that their partners
have the opportunity to use the ministries that they control to shirk to please their voters. They
could do so by engaging in position-taking to distinguish themselves from their partners, pos-
sibly by proposing bills that reflect their party platform rather than a coalition compromise.
They also know that parties may have an informational advantage about what goes on in the
ministries that they control, giving them the ability to shirk without their partners knowing. As
such, parties often seek to use various institutional features of governments and parliaments
to monitor and rein in opportunistic behaviour of coalition partners.

Parties seeking to form a coalition government often write a coalition agreement as part
of the coalition bargaining process. These agreements set out jointly decided policy pledges
that coalition government will seek to enact, and serves as a contract for the parties while
they cooperate with one another in government. Although they are not legally binding, these
political agreements can serve as the basis for monitoring the activities of cabinet ministers.
Coalition agreements tend to grow in length when ministers have more autonomy (Indrida-
son and Kristinsson, 2013) and they focus more attention on issues on which the coalition
partners are divided (Kluver and Béck, 2019). Coalition parties can try to enforce the policy
bargains they strike in the coalition agreement either inside or outside parliament.

With regard to monitoring outside parliament, Thies (2001) has shown that coalition part-
ners are likely to have the opportunity to appoint junior ministers to shadow the work of the
senior minister in the ministries that they do not control. A junior minister is the ‘second-in-
command’ politician in the ministry, operating under the position of the minister, and can act
as a shadowing minister in order to monitor the activities of the minister who is a member
of another coalition party. However, the appointment of junior ministers is a blunt instru-
ment for control, especially for small governing parties, who may not be granted enough
junior minister positions to shadow all of the ministries they would like to. And not all coun-
tries have partisan junior ministers. Coalition committees are therefore another instrument
to enforce compromise. Such committees are usually composed of the party leaders of the
government parties and meant to clarify the short-term legislative agenda of the coalition.

But government parties can also resort to parliamentary institutions directly. Such parlia-
mentary policing can happen when legislative institutions are strong. This is an aspect worth
highlighting, because traditionally the strength of parliament has been seen as something
that weakens, rather than strengthens, governments. Martin and Vanberg (2005, 2011, 2020a)
have shown that coalition partners can use the legislative amendment process to check their
coalition partners. Strong parliaments are defined by several features. A large number of par-
liamentary committees allow members of parliament to specialize on certain policy issues.
Moreover, a correspondence between the committee jurisdiction and that of a ministry means
that committee members can more efficiently scruntinize government business. Smaller com-

mittees are in this regard more effective than larger ones, and in particular those that have the
authority to rewrite bills and propose legislative amendments. Another indicator for strong
parliaments and scrutiny of governments are binding plenary debate on government bills,
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governments follow the instructions of parliamentin the negotiations in Brussels. According
to Winzen (2017), Scandinavian and northern European countries tend to have stronger lev-
els of parliamentary control over EU affairs than countries in the south of Europe.

A thought-provoking aspect of Martin and Vanberg's research on parliamentary policing

is that the institutional strength of parliaments, often associated with powers for the opposi-
tion, may serve governing parties themselves to enforce compromises. Coalition parties can
use the institutions to monitor, and rein in if necessary, position-taking activities of coalition
partners which result from ministerial autonomy. In strong parliaments, backbenchers from
governing parties, for example, can ask parliamentary questions of ministers from coalition
partners, pressing them to explain what is going on in their ministry in a public forum and
relieving their party |eaders from having to engage in an awkward exchange with a govern-
ment partner. Likewise, members of parliament may have the opportunity to offer amend-
ments to legislation, trying to restore policy to more accurately reflect coalition agreement
compromises when deviations occur. Committee chairs from governing parties can table
amendments to legislation to enforce compromises. Stronger parliaments make it easier for
governments 1o do so. As it turns out, such corrective mechanisms produce a policy that
makes coalition partners overall better off. Where exactly this compromise will be located is
a matter of bargaining strength. Models that have predicted an average between positions,
weighted by the relative size of the governing parties in terms of their parliamentary seat
share, have done wellin predicting which policies become law (Martin and Vanberg, 2014).
A coalition compromise may furthermore be important for how governments in the Coun-
cil of the EU negotiate with each other. There is evidence that cabinet ministers, when they
represent their member state in Council meetings, defend coalition compromises rather than
their own party position (Franchino and Wratil, 2019). However, this seems more likely in
cases where executive coordination is strong. Regular exchanges between ministries and dis-
pute resolution mechanisms outside of parliament, such as coalition committees, create such
strong coordination. Thus, at least on EU affairs, the enforcement of coalition compromise
outside of parliament seems more important than the policing strength of parliaments per se
(except for cases of minority governments where they do play a role).

Because coalition government often means parties are trying to please everyone—both
their voters and their coalition partners—they may lead to costly outcomes compared with
single party governments. Higher spending on coalition partners' priority areas may be one
way to paper over differences between coalition partners and help to prevent shirkingonce in
government. Bawn and Rosenbluth (2006), for instance, have shown that budgets haveaten-
dency to increase in size with the number of parties participating in government. In a later
study, Martin and Vanberg (2013) have shown that this relationship is conditional on the pres-
ence of certain fiscal institutions: where such institutions are present and sufficiently strong,
an increase in the number of government parties has no effect on spending.

11.4 Why Minority Governments Work
Minority government is such a regular, yet puzzling, phenomenon in European democracies

that it deserves closer investigation whenitcomesto |aw-making. Thereisample empirical ev-
idence that such governments last shorter, on average, than coalition majority governments.
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themselves. Just like political parties, then, interest groups are policy-seeking organizations,
but neither seek office nor votes in elections. Such groups include industry lobby groups,
corporations, trade unions, and other groups representing special interests such as environ-
mental organizations or even sporting clubs—any group that organizes to influence policy by
seeking to change the position of elected politicians rather than running for office themselves.

Interest groups are organized in different ways across countries and may have a more for-

mal or more informal role. This leads to different interest group systems. In many countries,
trade unions and business organizations have a more formal role in the policy-making pro-
cess. This is known as corporatism. It grants two sectors of society, business and labour, privi-
leged access to policy-making. Together with the government, these sectors, represented
by umbrella organizations that coordinate the activities of all labour unions and business
groups, participate in an institutionalized process of negotiations over certain types of eco-
nomic policy. Additionally, interest groups may have formal or informal links to particular
parties (e.g. labour unions to Socialists). One concern about corporatist structures is that
employers and labour organizations may have overlapping preferences to the benefit of their
sector (e.g. weak car emissions standards for the car industry), and have privileged access to
politicians in the policy-making process. This may be to the detriment of broader societal
concerns, such as environmental protection or public health.

In other systems, the link between interest groups and politicians is less formal and more
competitive, with different groups all competing for the attention of politicians. This is re-
ferred to as a pluralist interest group system. One precondition under which pluralist interest
group systems work is that there is a level playing field: each group should have the same op-
portunity for access to policy-makers. Oftentimes, this is difficult to realize in practice. First,
some broader interests, such as consumer protection interests or environmental interests,
are more difficult to organize than more narrow interests (e.g. chemical industry). Following
the logic of collective action (Olson, 1965), more similar (homogeneous) interests are easier
to organize due to the incentives that the group can provide. If a group produces a collective
good that benefits everyone (e.g. higher consumer protection standards), this means that
benefits arise also for those who were not involved in the process. More dispersed {(hetero-
geneous) interests are less likely to form strong interest group organizations.

Agriculture subsidies are an often-cited example of an outcome of narrow interest group
success in Europe. Agricultural subsidies have made up a large share of the EU’s budget since
the early days of European integration. One possible reason for the large subsidies lies in the
level of organization of farmers and taxpayers and the type of good. Subsidies benefit farm-
ers, a relatively small group, and they provide them with a large and very perceptible benefit.
Meanwhile, the financial burden is spread across many shoulders, the farge and diverse body
of taxpayers, who do not know exactly how much of their tax bill is going to support farmers.
Moreover, even if they did know, it would only be a relatively small amount per person—
hardly worth the cost of organizing. Farmers, in short, are much more capable at organizing
than taxpayers.

Beyond mere organizational strength, it is useful to think about the actual role of interest
groups in policy-making. While it is clear what interest groups want {to move policy closer
to their group’s interests), it is less clear what they have to offer. One possible way of ration-
alizing interest groups is that they are engaging in a resource exchange with politicians:

interests groups may provide them with information that would otherwise be difficult or
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the Council ofthe EU and Parliament. The Council of the European Union represents member
states through national governments at the ministerial level. From a comparative perspective,
it can be considered an upper house, as it represents the interests of the constituent units of
the EU's federal political system.

Member states also meet at the level of the heads of states and governments in the Euro-
pean Council, which may provide guidance and reach general political agreement on con-
troversial issues, but it is at the ministerial (or lower level) where actual legislative decisions
and votes are taken. As a body representing member state governments, the Council is not
directly elected; it is simply the representation of the governments that have formed in each
EU member state. Therefore, the composition of the Council changes when there is a national
government change, for example following a national parliamentary election or a govern-
ment composition change. The European Parliament represents European citizens and can
be considered the lower house of the EU’s legislature. It is the only directly elected body of the
EU. European elections take place every five years at the same time in each member state on
the basis of national party lists. The elected representative from national parties join so-called
(transnational) political groups in the EP, which are party groups that include ideologically
similar parties across the member states.

Once the political leadership of the Commission decides to go ahead with a formal legis-
lative proposal, it is transmitted to all national parliaments in the EU. This is done to give all
national parliaments the opportunity to check the subsidiarity principle, which states that
policy should be made by the level of government closest to the citizens as is reasonably fea-
sible. The national parliaments cannot veto the proposal, but they can force the Commission
to issue clearer reasons why EU action is necessary or give the Council and the Parliament
the task to decide whether the legislative proceedings should continue. Once the legislative
proposal reaches the Council and the Parliament, it is up to both bodies to find agreement on
a common version. Both Parliament and Council can propose amendments, but ultimately
the (amended) version must find the support of a qualified majority of member states in the
Council and a majority inside the European Parliament.

As with national legislation, the Commission’s proposal typically follows extensive consulta-
tions with interest groups. In doing so, the EU has adopted a pluralist interest group system.
There are more than 10,000 officially registered interest group organizations in Brussels alone,
ranging from firms, employer associations, to government organizations, NGOs, and non-
profit associations. Many of these organizations try to persuade actors inside the Commission,
the Council, or the Parliament directly (inside lobbying). This strategy works for well-organized
interests with large numbers of lobbyists in Brussels. Alternatively, an interest group can also
try to create public attention by organizing demonstrations or protests (outside lobbying),
see section 11.5. Transparency organizations, such as Transparency International, attempt to
make inside lobbying strategies known to the wider public. Figure 11.5 shows the number of
meetings of different interest group types with European Commission officials. It shows that
the most active interest groups using inside lobbying are indeed corporations (such as Google)
or business umbrella organizations (such as BusinessEurope). Civil society organizations and
NGOs (e.g. European Consumer Organization) have only half the number of meetings with
Commission officials as companies.

Consider one of the most significant, but also controversial, pieces of recent European
Union legislation: the general data protection regulation (GDPR). In force since 2018, the EU
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not until 2016 that the regulation was approved, following the passage of several amend-
ments, by the Council and the European Parliament.

It is useful to consider how the legislative procedure in the EU, involving veto powers

of the Council and the European Parliament, has come about and its implications on the
policy stability in the EU. Table 11.2 divides the legislative decision-making history of the
EU into four phases and allows an analysis from a Veto Players perspective. The first phase
lasted from the foundation of the EU until the passage of the Single European Act. Dur-
ing this time, the EU treaties provided for a legislative procedure with only one legislative
chamber, the Council of the European Union, as the representation of the national gov-
ernments. This procedure was known as the consultation procedure, as the Parliament (at
the time indirectly appointed by national parliaments) was only consulted, and did not
have any amendment or veto rights. Even more important was the fact that legislative
decisions inside the Council could only be taken unanimously, thus giving each member
state a veto right over EU policy. This voting rule was meant to change to qualified major-
ity voting, but instead it was effectively retained in the 1960s through the ‘Luxembourg
Compromise’ after a conflict in the Council, the so-called ‘empty chair’ crisis (see Box 3.2
in Chapter 3), led to the continued use of national vetoes. The consequence was legislative
gridlock in the Council.

The initial goal, formulated in the Treaty of Rome, of achieving the single Euro
could not be achieved through the adoption of European legislation providing fora common
regulatory framework, as every country could claim that support was not feasible due to
vital national interests. Veto players theory predicts in such instances increased discretionary
power to bureaucracies and courts, which can issue rulings of political significance without
fear of being overruled by the member states in the Council. Indeed, the European Court of
Justice was able to push forward European economic integration through a range of land-
mark judicial rulings, an aspect we will address in the next chapter.

The second phase of the EU legislative decision-making rules began with the adoption
of a new Treaty, the Single European Act. Faced with increased global economic competi-
tion, member states decided to switch to qualified majority voting in the Council on matters

pean market

Table 11.2 History of EU Decision-Making Rules from a Veto Players Perspective

‘Luxembourg SEA/Common Post-Maastricht Post-Lisbon
Compromise’ Market setup
Period 1958-1987 1988-1992 1993-2014 As of 2014
Legislative Consultation Mainly Consultation ~ Mainly Co-Decision  Ordinary Legislative
Procedure Procedure
Veto Players ~ Council Council Council + EP Council + EP
Council Unanimity QMV QMV Lower QMV
Voting Rule threshold (double
majority)
Main Legislative gridlock, Council more Parliament a Bicameralism,
Characteristic 'arge policy discretion effective, co-equal legislator decisions in Council
to Court Commission (bicameral system) facilitated

agenda-setting
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This chapter explores policy outcomes across European countries. We look at a number
of particularly salient policy areas, ranging from those that are decided primarily at the
hational level (e.g health) to policies that are determined at the EU level {e.q. trade),
and these where decision-making is shared across different levels of government (e.g.
enviranment and immigration). The chapter focuses on the role of position-taking by
political parties and other groups, such as interest groups and social movements, in
explaining variation in policy outcomes.

Why do policy outcomes change over time and why do they differ across countries? In
Chapter 11, we introduced law-making in Europe as a process characterized by agenda-
setting rights and veto power. Veto Players theory allows us to understand differences in
the extent of legislative change across systems by taking into account the number of veto
players and also their policy disagreements. Yet, Veto Players theory provides less insight
into the content of that policy change. For example, why do some countries spend more on
healthcare than others? And, why have some countries adopted more restrictive immigration
policies over the years? In this chapter, we provide some insight to these questions by focus-
ing on two specific factors: the position-taking of political parties and other groups, such as
interest groups and social movements, as well as the degree of sharing policy authority across
different levels of government. As we have highlighted in Chapter 3, European politics is char-
acterized by a multilevel governance structure in which responsibility for policy-making is
shared across several territorial levels. Although it may seem reasonable to expect that policy
outcomes of EU member states would be more similar as a result of cooperation, this is not
necessarily the case. Policy outcomes ranging from economic growth, to inequality, to air pol-
lution, and renewable energy differ tremendously across the EU.

An important source of cross-country variation stems from the way in which power is
institutionalized domestically. Throughout virtually all the chapters of this book, we have
highlighted important institutional differences across European countries. In some countries
power is highly concentrated among a small set of political institutions and actors, while in
other countries power is much more dispersed. Research suggests that these institutional
differences affect the policy outcomes we observe {e.g. Lijphart, 1992). The relationship be-
tween the EU and national institutions in specific areas of policy-making offers another source
of variation in policy outcomes. The extent to which the EU and national institutions actually
share power in policy-making differs tremendously across policy areas. In some policy areas,
like trade or competition policy, EU institutions dominate policy-making. Yet, in other policy
areas, like immigration or the environment, EU institutions share policy-making authority
with member state institutions. In still other policy areas, like health and taxation, EU institu-
tions have little policy influence. The way in which responsibility to make policy, known as
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policy competence, is shared with the EU or not shared affects the degree of variation in
policy outcomes we observe. Of course, decision-making in the EU involves member state
governments through their participation in the Council of the EU. And even if EU institutions
are more dominant in policy-making vis-a-vis national institutions, EU institutions often have
to rely on member states to implement those policies. The different national bureaucraticin-
stitutions and traditions may again have an important bearing on the kind of policy outcomes
we observe (e.g. Knill and Lenschow, 2005; Mbaye, 2001).

The degree to which national institutions share policy authority with the EU has also be-
come a hot topic of political debate. Eurosceptic political parties, especially those on the
extreme left and right of the political spectrum, have politicized the growing influence of EU
institutions on domestic policy-making. The reasons for the politicization of EU competences
differ for parties on the left and right. Extreme right parties, such as the National Rally in
France or Party for Freedom in the Netherlands, often criticize the influence of supranational
institutions on domestic politics or the free movement of people in the context of the Single
Market, while parties on the extreme left, such as the Left Party in Germany or Podemos inin
Spain, criticize the market-orientated focus of EU policy-making and the lack of shared social
policy (Hooghe et al,, 2002). In addition to national political parties, other domestic institu-
tions, such as national constitutional courts, for example, have contributed to the politiciza-
tion of EU policy competences (see also Chapter 13).

In this chapter, we provide an overview of the complexities of policy-making in Europe.
The first part of the chapter outlines how the mix of national and EU authority varies across
policy areas. We introduce the distinction between policy areas based on the exclusive com-
petence, shared competence, or supporting competence of EU institutions. The second part
of the chapter focuses on the policy-making process and policy outcomes in four policy
domains: health, immigration, environmental, and trade policy. These areas have been char-
acterized by considerable politicization in domestic politics recently.

12.1 Policy Authority in a Multilevel Europe

Who should decide on policy? This a crucial question to be answered in any political system,
but especially within the multilevel governance structure of the EU. In fact, when it comes
to the EU, the question of who decides on what has, itself, become a salient topic in politi-
cal debate. According to some politicians the EU decides too much. For example, the British
Conservative politician Boris Johnson, while acting as British foreign minister, stated that the
EU wanted to create an ‘overarching European state’ and centralize policy-making in Brussels
(BBC, 2018). Yet, other politicians claim that the EU does not do enough when it comes to
policy-making. French President Emmanuel Macron has repeatedly called on the EU 'to do
more and sooner’ to meet policy challenges like climate change or growing inequality (Ma-
cron, 2019). The relationship between EU and national institutions when it comes to policy-
making are laid down in European Treaties (see Chapter 3). The Treaties define the scope of
the powers of each institution within the EU and the relationships to member states.

Article 5(2) of the Treaty of the European Union explicitly states that the EU only has the com-
petences that are conferred on it by the Treaties. The exercise of competences by EU institutions
is subject to two fundamental principles: the principles of proportionality and subsidiarity.
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EU member states have decided to give the EU the sole authority to make policy regard-
ing the customs union, EU trade policy, and policing competition in the internal market. This
means that the EU sets the external tariff rates for bringing goods into the EU from the rest
of the world for all its member states. The EU, specifically the Commission, also negotiates
trade deals with other countries, such as the EU’s bilateral trade deal with Japan, and repre-
sents all EU member states in the World Trade Organization. Lastly, the Commission alone
can fine firms for violating antitrust regulations and attempting to create monopolies, as it
has done previously with major multinational corporations such as Microsoft and Google. In
other areas, both the EU and the member states can make policy, such as in the area of the

Box 12.1 CASE STUDY: Monetary Policy in the EU

1n 1993, the EU paved the way for the creation of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) through
the Treaty of Maastricht. The EMU isa combination of monetary and fiscal policy, and EU institutions
have exclusive competence in the case of monetary policy for member states which are part of the
Euro, the Eurozone. The Eurozone, established in 1999, is the group of nineteen EU member states that
use the Euro as their currency. While Denmark and the United Kingdom (before it left the EU) were
permanently exempted from joining the Eurozone, all other member states are legally required to join
at some point. Whether they will, though, remains an open question.

An independent central bank, the European Central Bank (ECB), issues the Euro currency, thereby
controlling money supply for the entire Eurozone. While monetary policy is a competence of EU
institutions, fiscal policy in the form of taxation and government expenditure remains under the control
of national governments, even for Eurozone mempbers, albeit within some limits. EU institutions can use
some softer instruments of coordination through annual cycles of economic policy discussions or the
formulation of broad economic policy guidelines. When it comes to the Eurozone, the EU is a monetary
union, but not a fiscal union.

Monetary policy for the Eurozone is managed through the ECB and a European system of national
central banks. The ECB is an independent body that can make monetary policy free from political
influence of EU or national institutions. According to the Treaty, its primary mission is to ensure price
stability by keeping price inflation in the Eurozone below 2 per cent. Decisions on monetary policy in
the Eurozone are taken by the ECB's governing council which is made up by the members of the ECB's
executive board and the governors of the national central banks of Eurozone countries. EU member
states outside the Eurozone coordinate their monetary policy with the ECB within the European system

of central banks.

Members of the EMU are expected to comply with the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) which
provides a set of rules for coordination of fiscal policy. Under the SGP member states are expected to
keep their national debt and budget deficits and low, with debt not to exceed 60 per cent of GDF, and
deficits below 3 per cent of GDP. There exists the potential for fines for countries that violate the rules.
However, the credibility of the SGP was undermined by both Germany and France in 2003 when they
ran a yearly deficit of more than 3 per cent of GDP and were not fined. Other countries then widely
broke the government budget deficit criteria. The SGP was reinforced in the aftermath of the financial
crisis in 2008, with the addition of new penalties.

During the Eurozone crisis, the ECB also sparked controversy by undertaking a range of unorthodox
monetary policies. The effectiveness and legality of some of these policies, especially the buying
of struggling Eurozone countries' bonds in unlimited amounts on secondary markets, has divided
policy-makers and constitutional lawyers, best illustrated by legal challenges to the ECB's mandate in
cases before the German Constitutional Court. The struggle between national courts and European
constitutional court over the primacy of EU law is a topic we will address Chapter 13.

- ¥
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more sharing of policy authority with EU institu-
ther policy areas, such as social palicy, taxation,

or defence. Social policy, taxation, and defence are part of what political scientists coin core
state powers. Core state powers generally refer to two aspects of policy. First, they refer to
power over policy related to a state’s monopoly on the legitimate use of coercion and taxa-
tion, e.g. policies related to coercive capacity (military, police, border patrol), fiscal capacity
(money, taxes, debt), and the administrative capacity needed to manage coercive and fiscal
capacity and to implement and enforce public laws and policies (Weber, 1978). Second, they
refer to how important policy areas are for defining a state as a sovereign entity, such as the
political notion of 'high politics' (Hoffmann, 1 966), which generally refers to policy areas cen-
tral to state survival and national security.
Next to the three types of competences outlined in Figure 12.1, the EU has also special
competences in some policy areas. For example, it can take measures to ensure that mem-
ber states coordinate their economic, social, and employment policies at EU level. Addition-
ally, Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), as the EU's foreign policy is known, deals
with diplomacy, security, and defence cooperation. This is an area of 'high politics’ CFSP is
formally an intergovernmental policy area where the national governments are the key ac-
tors and decisions are taken unanimously. European direction is given through the European
Council and the Council of Ministers. Yet, the European Commission is responsible for the
implementation of the CFSP, which is carried out by the High Representative of the Union for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. This position was created in 2008 as a way to strengthen
the EU's diplomacy. The various forms of the EU’s external relations constitute a mixture of
different competencies and actors.
Thus, while some coordination exists, member states essentially decide foreign policy on
their own. This has led to criticisms that the EU's ability to take a common stance is under-
mined by divisions between member states, something that became apparent during the
invasion of Iraq by allied forces in 2003 which created deep divisions between EU member
states. France and Germany opposed the war, while the United Kingdom, ltaly, Spain, and
the Netherlands supported the invasion of iraq led by the United States. Another example
of tensions in foreign policy coordination is Russia. While the EU has maintained sanctions
on Russia since 2014 after the annexation of Crimea, member states remain divided over
how closely to work with Moscow on energy and other areas. The EU has also witnessed
areas of concerted diplomatic effort, for example, when playing a leading role in negotiat-
ing international agreements including the Paris climate accord and the Iranian nuclear deal

finalized in 2015.

explained in Chapter 3, there has been much
tions in the economic realm compared to o

12.2 Trade Policy

The EU is active in many policy areas, and the relationship between EU and national institu-
tions differs tremendously across these areas. In this section and the following ones, we will
discuss policy-making and outcomes in four areas—trade, immigration, environment, and
health—to illustrate how the different relationships between EU and national institutions
matter for the policy outcomes we observe. While EU institutions have exclusive compe-
tences in trade policy, they share competences with national institutions in the areas of
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between the EU and the US. Negotiations were launched in 2013, but ended without conclu-
sion after the election of Republican Donald Trump as US President in 201 6. The EU and the
US have the largest and deepest bilateral trade and investment relationship in the world and
have highly integrated economies (Hamilton, 2014). TTIP was designed to solidify the trad-
ing relationship. The negotiations focused on lifting trade barriers to allow free international
trade between the EU and US. They dealt, among other things, with the abolition of customs
tariffs, government procurement, sustainability, and various regulations, standards, and pro-

cedures for product and firms.

There has been strong resistance to TTIP es
political spectrum and some unions, charities,
main concerns included the agreement’s potentially
food-safety standards, the erosion of sovereignty under the proposed procedures for invest-
ment arbitration, and the overall lack of transparency in the negotiations. In)uly 2074 a com-
mittee of citizens and organizations asked the European Commissian to register a proposal
fora European Citizens' Initiative (ECI) called ‘Stop TTIP' with the intention of blocking the TTIP
(later also CETA) and delivered over 3 million signatures against the agreement. In Septemnber
2014, the European Commission denied the committee’s request on legal grounds, but the

annulled that decision in May 2017.0n 10 July 2017 the EC

Court of Justice of the EU (CIEV)
‘Stop TTIP' was formally registered and ctarted a one-year process of collection of signatures

(European Commission, 201 7).
Opposition towards TTIP was strong in many member states, but particularly in Germany

and Italy (Caiani and Graziano, 2018). The Italian opposition was organized through Slow
Europe, an organization that supported several other ECls. Slow Europe is part of a broader
social movement called Slow Food founded in 1989 with the objective of defending small-
scale traditional food producers and raising awareness among consumers at the grassroots
level. Slow Europe’s opposition concentrated on the fact that TTIP would align the EU’s food
and environmental safety regulations with the US’ less strict laws with respect to geneti-
cally modified crops and the use of growth hormones in livestock. In Germany, TTIP became
a focal point for parts of the public to create a protest movement against free trade. The
movement included ordinary citizens, trade unions, nature conservation movements, and
Christian organizations. It generated enormous public pressure and ultimately changed the
opinions of many Germans on TTIP negotiations (Chan and Crawdford, 2017). An analysis
of anti-TTIP mobilization in Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the United Kingdom,
shows that while the movements in different countries varied in terms of activities and actors,
a Europeanized approach could be found in terms of similarity in the topics and targets ad-
dressed as well as organizational features (Caiani and Graziano, 201 8).

Concluding EU trade agreements has not only become more politicized in national politics;
it is also complicated by the fact that some trade agreements require ratification by national
parliaments. While some EU trade agreements COVer only policyareas that arewithin the exclu-
sive competence of the EU institutions, other agreements involve areas of shared competence.
In the case of these mixed trade agreements, national parliaments have to ratify the agree-
ment, thus adding a potential veto player to the decision-making process. While for a long
time the role of national parliaments consisted of rubber-stamping’ an agreement that had
been signed by their government, in recent years parliamentary ratification has become more

difficutt. The role of national parliaments has been top

pecially among political parties on the leftof the
NGOs, and environmentalists in Europe. The
adverse effects on environmental and

ic of heated discussion at the EU level.
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patrol the Mediterranean. The activities of Frontex have faced strong criticism from human
right organizations in recent years. These criticisms focus on Frontey’s role in helping na-
tional coast guards to block and push back refugees and migrants who have reached mem-
ber states’ territorial waters instead of rescuing them, which is their obligation under EU
regulations.

The plight of refugees in 2015-16, as well as the EU's role in the crisis, quickly became
politicized. Tension grew, in part, because of the disproportionate burden faced by some
countries where the majority of migrants were arriving, most notably Greece, Hungary, and
Italy. The escalation led European leaders to reconsider their policies on migrant process-
ing. The European Commission proposed a ten-point plan that included the European
Asylum Support Office deploying teams in Greece and Italy to process asylum applications.
Many Syrian refugees eventually took refuge in Germany, whose Chancellor Angela Merke|
had taken a liberal stance on entry. Her approach was severely criticized by the radical right
party, Alternative for Germany (AfD) (Arzheimer and Berning, 2019). The party stoked anti-
immigrant fears by linking several terrorist attacks on German soil to the arrival of Syrian
refugees.

In some central and east European countries—the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and
Slovakia, in particular—opposition grew to a new EU system of quotas to distribute non-
EU asylum seekers across the member states. Political parties in these countries had taken
increasingly anti-immigrant positions (Rovny, 2014). In Hungary, the ruling party of Prime
Minister Viktor Orban mobilized the issue against the EU, going so far as to hold a refer-
endum on the quota system in October 2016, While an overwhelming majority of voters
rejected the EU’s migrant quotas, voter turnout was below 50 per cent, rendering the vote
invalid. The Hungarian government nonetheless refused to agree with the quota system, a
decision that was condemned by the European Commission. In 2020, the CJEU ruled that
Hungary, together with the Czech Republic and Poland, violated EU law by refusing to accept
asylum seekers under the 2015 migrant redistribution scheme. The Czech, Hungarian, and
Polish governments opposed the quota system arguing that accepting refugees would have
posed a security threat. The CJEU rejected these claims in their ruling and argued that the

three governments should have conducted a case-by-case investigation for each applicant
to prove they posed a security threat. Despite this ruling, the fact that EU institutions share
policy authority with national governments in the area of immigration makes it difficult to
enforce compliance,

One of the key reasans why member states seek to cooperate in the areas of immigration,
refugee, and asylum policy is the fact that the Schengen agreement secures free movement of
people within the borders of many European countries, and also makes it easier for migrants
and refugees to move from one member state to another. The Schengen area, which includes
all EU member states (except for Bulgaria, Croatia, and Romania) as well as Norway, Iceland,
Liechtenstein, and Switzerland, allows citizens and legal residents to move around without
needing to show a passport. The entry into Schengen of some central and eastern European
member states was a major concern for some. For example in the Netherlands, radical right
political entrepreneur Geert Wilders and his Party for Freedom stirred opposition against
labour migration, especially from Poland. Labour migration is, of course, allowed and guar-
anteed by free movement within the single market, but is made even easier in the absence
of borders. In 2013, the Party for Freedom launched a website where people could report
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complaints arising from Polish migrants living or working in their neighbourhood, leading
Polish migrants to report an increase in feelings of discrimination.

Even in non-Schengen countries, like the United Kingdom, labour migration from central
and eastern European member states became a salient political issue. The British government
under Prime Minister Tony Blair decided, unlike most other EU member states, not to impose
restrictions on workers from the central and eastern European member states after accession
(Ireland and Sweden also immediately allowed workers from these countries). The inflow of
migrant workers was politicized by tabloid newspapers and political parties, in particular the
Daily Mail and the UK Independence Party. Notwithstanding the positive economic impact
of migration on the British economy, the influx of migrant workers from other EU member

Box 12.2 CONTROVERSIES AND DEBATES: |s the EU a Regulatory State?

Over the years, an academic debate has arisen about the nature of policy-making in the EU. While |
some, like Giandomenico Majone (1998), suggest that the EU is a regulatory state, others like
Andreas Follesdal and Simon Hix (2006), argue policy-making at the EU level has clear redistributive I
consequences. A regulatory state is one that pursues economic policy objectives through regulatory and |
deregulatory means, rather than direct intervention and redistribution. The delegation of regulatory

powers to supranational institutions is a means for member states to credibly commit to integration ' ‘
and the implementation of EU policies. Majone, compares delegation to the Commission with national
forms of delegation such as to an independent central bank. [

As a regulatory institution, Majone argues that the European Commission can develop policies that \

are efficient in the long term for member states, as it does not face electoral pressures. Member state
governments, in order to be re-elected, might be motivated to increase spending or implement tax
cuts even if this is not the optimal policy in the long term. Political accountability of the EU's regulatory
institutions is secured, according to Majone, by a variety of substantive and procedural controls, among
which judicial review is especially important.

Majone’s notion of the EU as a regulatory state has been most prominently criticized by Fellesdal and
Hix (2006). They argue that EU policy-making has clear redistributive consequences. Many aspects of
EU policy-making, such as the common agricultural policy or structural funds, involve the allocation
and redistribution of the EU's budgetary resources. While regulation in Majone’s thinking is about
addressing market failures and producing policy outcomes that are efficient, Fallesdal and Hix suggest
that many policies create both winners and losers. Follesdal and Hix suggest that who gains from these
redistributive policies depends on the interests of member states, the power of organized interests, and
the institutional rules of budgetary decision-making. Hence, redistributive policies require democratic,
responsive, and accountable decision-makers.

For Follesdal and Hix, another reason why the EU may go beyond a simple a regulatory state is
because member state governments are able to undertake policies at the EU level that they cannot
pursue at the domestic level, where they are constrained by parliaments, courts, and corporatist
interest group structures. These policy outcomes include a market-driven regulatory framework for
the single market, a monetarist framework for EMU and massive subsidies to farmers through the
common agricultural policy. These policies may lead to policy drift so that they no longer reflect
the policy preferences of European voters. Fallesdal and Hix therefore plead for more democratic
contestation over policy and leadership at the EU level to legitimize the distributional choices made.
While this may lead to a loss of efficiency the benefits of democratic contestation outweigh the costs
according to the authors.
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by 2030 compared with 1990 levels. It ‘aims to protect, conserve and enhance the EU's natural 1€V ouTCOMES IN EUROPE
capital, and protect the health and well-being of citizens from environment-related risks and
impacts' (European Commission, 2019b). The European Green Deal will require a myriad of
policy changes and detailed measures. These will have to pass through the EU policy-making
processes and require the approval of all member state parliaments.

Despite the relatively high level of policy coordination through and regulation by EU
institutions, environmental policy outcomes are very different across member states.
Figure 12.3 shows the level of greenhouse gas emissions per capita and the share of recy-
cled and composted municipal waste in 2017 across EU member states. When it comes
to greenhouse gas emissions per capita we see that southern European and some eastern
European member states pollute less than their northern counterparts, the only excep-
tion being Sweden. When it comes to the share of recycled waste, we observe less clear
patterns. Germany leads in terms of the share of recycled waste followed by Austria and
Slovenia, while the share is lowest in Romania and Greece. While some aspects of envi-
ronmental policy have become similar across EU member states, there is no apparent
long-term convergence towards a European model of environmental protection (Jordan
and Liefferink, 2004).

Interest groups and political parties have played a crucial role in getting environmental
protection on the political agenda, both at the EU and national level. Environmental policy
involves regulation and standard setting, and EU institutions have been quite open to input
from interest groups. This is in part because EU institutions have a relatively small civil service

role for effective lobbying at the EU level (Kltiver, 2012).
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Through this scheme all EU member states offer their citizens insurance for emergency
medical treatment and insurance when visiting other participating European countries on
a reciprocal basis.

Most European countries have a tightly regulated healthcare system with government sub-
sidies available for citizens who cannot afford insurance coverage or care. Yet, the provision
of healthcare varies substantially across countries. Many healthcare systems are two-tiered
systems in which a government-provided healthcare system provides basic care, and a sec-
ondary private tier. of care exists for those who can pay for additional care or faster access.
Countries differ in the way the two systems are managed, funded, and regulated. To illustrate
these differences, we take a closer look at how several countries—Italy, Lithuania, Sweden, and
the United Kingdom—organize their healthcare systems. We have selected countries based
on their geographic diversity and the different types of systems they represent (for more in-
formation, see Lynch, 2020).

The healthcare system in Italy, the Servizio Sanitario Nazionale (SSN), is organized under
the government's Ministry of Health, but delivered at the regional level. It provides univer-
sal coverage for all residents financed through taxation collected by the central government
which is then distributed to the regional governments. Residents receive mostly free primary
care and inpatient care. Patients make co-payments for specialty visits and outpatient care.
Exempt from cost-sharing are pregnant women, patients with HIV or other chronic diseases,
and young children and older adults in lower-income households. State health interactions
are managed through a national electronic healthcare card which is used to monitor and
manage each phase of the public health expenditure cycle and contains medical as well as
European health insurance information. Private health care also exists, but has only a limited
role in ltaly’s health coverage system. It is mainly reserved for those who are willing to pay for
extra services or services not offered within the public system, such as dentistry or psychology.

The Lithuanian health system is funded through a state-run insurance fund that is com-
pulsory for all Lithuanian residents. Residents who are in employment pay health insurance
contributions from their salaries, while the government subsidizes the costs for the unem-
ployed and economically inactive. The government'’s Ministry for Health oversees and regu-
lates the provision of healthcare and runs major public health centres across the country, but
municipalities are responsible for running networks of primary care providers. These general
practitioners (GP) act as gatekeepers into the system. Pharmaceuticals can be expensive and
are not always covered by insurance. They account for a high percentage of out-of-pocket
healthcare expenses. Private insurance is not common, but more people are paying out-of-
pocket for private services not covered by the state system or to avoid wait times.

Sweden has a fully government-funded and highly de-centralized healthcare system. it is
primarily funded through local taxes, with the Ministry of Health and Social Affairs establish-
ing principles and guidelines for care at a national level. But regionally, it is the countries’
twenty-one councils that effectively control the healthcare system. The councils, known as
municipalities, are responsible for healthcare provision particularly when community care
and psychiatric services are involved. Not all treatment is free at the point of care, although
97 per cent is government-funded. Patients pay a nominal fee and the service is centred
around a GP. Drug treatments are nominally charged subject to a capped amount. GP visits
and hospital outpatient visits are paid upfront, but reimbursed. If patients register, they can
also qualify for a reduced capped rate for GP and hospital healthcare.
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Figure 12.4 Health Outcomes in Europe

Data sources: Eurostat (2020a,b)

Box 12.3 CASE STUDY: European Responses to the Covid-19
Outbreak in 2020

The devastation of Covid-19, beginning in Spring 2020, proved an existential threat to shared ways of
life across the European continent, and across the globe. Deaths mounted, economies shut down, jobs
evaporated, and social isolation became the new norm. National governments struggled to address
the pandemic, and their efforts varied widely in effectiveness. At the initial time of the outbreak, the EU
proved particularly challenged in its capacity to respond. A pandemic that does not stop at the border
begged for a collective response across a highly interdependent Europe. Yet, the first responses were
primarily national. From nationwide lockdowns in Italy, France, and Spain to partial shutdowns in the
Czech Republic, Germany, Netherlands, Poland, and Slovakia to only partial school closures in Sweden,
member state governments decided on very different measures to stop or slow down the spread of the
virus, National governments went as far as to erect barriers to each other through the reintroduction of
border controls. The fact that member states brought in border checks initially created some problems
in terms of the movement of pharmaceuticals and food within the single market.

What explains the EU's lack of coming together to work through the Covid-19 crisis? For its first
fifty years of existence, the EU excelled at the technocratic governance, rooted in law and involving
coordination by European and national officials across multiple areas of regulations. Over the past
decade and beyond, however, there has been a stark increase in the overt politicization of the issues
around European level political authority, as the EU has deepened and extended its influence in
everyday life. The Eurozone crisis, which saw countries such as Greece, Ireland, ltaly, and Spain suffer
economic devastation, made visible divisions across Europe. The Eurozone crisis motivated many
citizens to debate the role of the EU in their lives.
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European countries. Social rights can provide benefits to individuals either through entitlements or
means-testing. Entitlement benefits are those to which certain qualified people are entitled to by law
regardless of need. Means-tested benefits are those that certain people are entitled to based on their
need—below a certain income threshold for example.

On the basis of the degree of decommodification, welfare states can be divided into several types:
liberal, conservative, and social-democratic. The liberal welfare state is based on the notion that the
majority of citizens can obtain welfare from market, so only a minimal public safety net is required. The
state offers only constrained social rights in the form of means-tested benefits and modest universal
transfers targeted at low income groups. As a result of this policy mix, decommodification is minimal
and inequality tends to be comparatively high. The United States is one of the clearest examples of a
liberal welfare state, while in Europe, the United Kingdom comes closest. Yet, unlike the United States,
the United Kingdom provides basic universal healthcare.

The conservative welfare state grants social rights, but is based on the notion that the role of the
state is only to intervene when the capacity of other societal organizations, such as the church or the
family, is exhausted. A conservative welfare state is usually based on mandatory social insurance and
occupational distinctions. Entitlement to social benefits is usually based on life-long employment. The
conservative welfare state provides more decommodification and social rights compared to a liberal
welfare state, but preserves status differentials between people and through the fact that it favours of
life-long employment has traditionally benefited men more than women. Germany is one of the best
examples of a conservative welfare state in Europe.

A social democratic welfare state is based on the notion that social rights are entitlements that
should benefit all and that the state ought to compensate for market inefficiencies and inequalities. It
is a system based on entitlement benefits that universally apply and are funded through high taxation.
The social-democratic welfare state provides the highest level of decommodification of the three
types of welfare states. Sweden is the clearest example of a social-democratic welfare state in the
European context.

Typologies, like the three types of welfare states, often rely on ideal types and therefore cannot
encompass every country. This often leads to criticism. For example, southern European countries, like
italy or Spain, do not fit nicely into the three types of welfare systems as defined by Esping-Andersen
(Ferrera, 1996), due mainly to their strong reliance on family-based welfare. This critique has led to the
inclusion of a fourth type, the family-based welfare state, built on the notion that the extent to which
welfare is provided by the state is family dependent. in other words, the level of defamilization, rather
decommodification, crucially shapes the kind of social and economic welfare a state provides for its
citizens. That said, countries in central and eastern Europe still do not fit the typology well.

measures allowed the Spanish government to centralize control to deal with the pandemic.
Such a centralization of powers is only allowed in extraordinary circumstances, like a pan-
demic. Since Spain became a democracy in the late 1970s, a state of emergency had only
been implemented once before. In the case of the Covid-19 pandemic, the Spanish govern-
ment received support in parliament for a time-limited state of emergency. It had to come
back to parliament to ask for political backing to extend it several times. Political dynamics
became more intense every time as the state of emergency was extended, with opposition
parties on the right, the conservative People’s Party and the far-right Vox, wanting to restart
the economy. The final extension during the initial outbreak of Covid-19 in the first half of
2020, was granted until 21 June 2020. It only received a narrow margin of approval with 177
members of parliament from the 350-seat lower house voting in favour. The conservative
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This chapter discusses the importance of law and the rule of law using theoretical imod-
els of both why peaple obey the law and how Judges interpret laws. The chapter explores

aw and courts without also discussing EU law.

13.1 Why Obey the Law? A Theoretical Discussion

’

individuals. Why does lay matter and how does it
act as a constraint on people’s behaviour? An understanding of why people obey the law
becomes particularly important when discussing the ‘rule of law’ and its role in shaping de-
mocracy. People may obey the law for different reasons: they ray obey for fear that disobedi-
ence will lead the authorities to catch and punish them (fear of punishment); they may obey
because they agree with the intent of the law (policy agreement); they may obey because they
feel that obeying the law, regardless of what jt says, is the right thing to do, perhaps because
they believe that the system that has created the law is legitimate (the law has moral authority
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or legitimacy); or they may obey because they feel that obedience is what society expects of
them (they wish to conform to society’s wishes).

Consider, for the moment, situations where breaking the law is very unlikely to lead to the
perpetrator being caught and punished. Imagine small offences for which the punishment is
minimal and violations are difficult to monitor. These might include failing to clean up after
your dog when going for a walk in the park, or walking across the street when the pedestrian
light is red. Police are not hiding behind lamp posts in the middle of the night to catch people
crossing the street in the wrong place, nor are they waiting to jump out from behind a bush
to fine negligent dog owners. The likelihood of facing punishment for these types of offences
is exceedingly small.

But we see a great deal of variation in how people respond to such laws across coun-
tries. Many Londoners might be shocked when they first travel to Berlin to find Germans
patiently waiting for pedestrian lights to change before they cross the street, even late at
night with no car in sight. Berliners and Londoners, alike, may be shocked at the attitude
of Parisians towards cleaning up after the dogs, despite signs advertising fines for failing to
do so. While there may be a small number of people who are genuinely concerned about
getting caught and fined, compliance with these laws is probably more related to the lat-
ter explanations—people may agree with the content of the law, they may believe that one
should always follow the law, or they think that their neighbours expect certain law-abiding
behaviour from them. In other words, social norms and beliefs about the legitimacy of the
system matter. Let us assume for the moment that the last explanation is the most plausi-
ble. In this scenario, individuals are willing to accept the inconveniences associated with
obeying the law (e.g. stooping over to pick up after your dog or waiting the extra minute
for the light to change) if they feel that their neighbours would do likewise and the same
neighbours expect this type of activity from them. But individuals may not actually get to
observe their neighbours’ behaviour. Dogs do not all go out for walks simultaneously, after
all, and sometimes the street you are crossing is empty.

In these instances, the law may serve to create a focal point—or an outcome on which
individuals can coordinate in the absence of communication. Schelling (1960) first talked
about the importance of focal points in game theory and their use in solving coordination
problems. Thinking back to the simple games in Chapter 3, we could imagine solving a
coordination game by flipping a coin. If the coin comes up ‘heads’ the actors take one ac-
tion, and if it comes up ‘tails’ they take the other action. The coin provides a mechanism
to help players coordinate on an outcome in the presence of multiple equilibria. Law can
aid coordination in the same way. It helps to inform people whether a societal consensus
(or agreement) around a particular norm or behaviour exists. Indeed, many leading law
scholars view law as functioning through the creation of focal points. Weingast (1997), for
example, views constitutional law and other symbols of the state (e.g. flags and national
anthems) as things that can create focal points to help citizens coordinate on reining in
sovereigns who might otherwise trample on citizens' rights, helping to establish the ‘rule of
law’ and democracy.

If people walk their dog in a park and notice that the park is clean, and they also see a sign
that says that the law requires them to pick up after their dog, they can infer that all other dog
owners follow the law and clean up after their dogs. Thus, dog owners may infer that a social
norm exists—everyone values a clean park and will take costly action necessary to keep it that

13 RU
LE OF LAw ANDJUDICIAL POLITICS

g within society changes—maybe a whole new group of
0

the park goes from being

cal points—namely
s behavioural norms
it lé:no(;:lel c()jfthe law—namely that obedience resy
» Broad underlying social nor i i
: Ms—is particular]
: particular
Ceriz?on has created new laws and regulation for ;’”P
Ng new regulations and law
reatir s that are meant
ni N
ng different languages, Cultures, and levels ofecano

Its from knowledge of, and compliance
ertinent in Europe where European in-
member states of the European Union
aPply across an entire continent span-'
: micand democratic developmenlt ma
st and support law in some parts c;fth;/

ment) are larg

ely absent at the
aore European level, or n

isa puzzie, the why matig o2
, ; ation-states would submit t jurisdicti

el e . ; Itto the jurisdictio i

oy andhlfr:;gecpceraer;tfnou;'t of Justice. When norms differ betwee: g;:i;u;nrjn;:)t;onj'

e e d;namic g law that 'worl'<s across these different countries ma bea:'f,

changer o dferen Es can have lmpl_lcations for how the rule of Jaw’ devel); s 'd-

examine e P . urope, somethmg we will discuss in greater detail whp an
n and democratic backsliding in Chapter 14. If faw does funir:i::"e

ot h.ei.d in as high regard, despite the best
publicize such symbols,
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atleast in part, by alerting citizens to a set of norms that society generally supports, it implies
that law (and the ‘rule of law’) and political representation are intricately linked. The law that
politicians draft is likely to function best when crafted to fit the society that the politicians
represent.

13.2 Politics, Law, and the Legal System

We have considered why law works and how it functions; people may have different rea-
sons for obeying the law, and obedience is not simply about fear of punishment. For law to
truly work, citizens must care about what their fellow citizens believe and they should also
generally support the notion of law and the right of government to make it. We have also
mentioned that law and politics must be linked. Political systems—namely governments and
parliaments—make law when they draft and pass legislation through the political process (as
discussed in the previous chapters), while the judicial system then interprets the law that the
politicians have written and bureaucrats have implemented. We now turn to the question
of the nature of the relationship between politicians and the legal system. First, we need to
understand why we need a legal system at all. Why is it not enough to simply have politicians
make all the decisions?

Politicians write laws, but for several reasons, they cannot draft legislation that covers all
contingencies. It is often not feasible, or even desirable, for politicians to draft law that can
cover all possible ramifications of the law. Moreover, drafting legislation often involves com-
promise among different political actors, either within a party or across parties. One way to
achieve compromise might be to remain vague on controversial matters. Lastly, law can be
difficult to change once in place. But the world moves on. New events might alter the way
that the law functions. For example, privacy laws written in a pre-internet age take on new
and different meanings with the advent of social media and digital sharing platforms (e.g.
Facebook, Instagram, Twitter).

For all of these reasons, laws may be vague and open to interpretation by the actors
(citizens, corporations, government bodies, etc.) that they affect and by the bureaucrats that
implement them. Someone needs to interpret the law, apply the law in specific cases, and
settle disputes about the law when they arise. This is the role of the legal system. The legal
system settles disputes between and among individuals, organizations, and the government.
[t can determine whether a particular action taken by individuals, corporations, or govern-
ment agencies, is legal or illegal based on existing law.

Returning to our theoretical model of democracy, we can usefully view the relationship be-
tween the political system and the judicial or legal system as a principal-agent relationship
where the political system delegates authority to the courts to interpret the law. Why would
democratically elected politicians delegate authority to unelected judges to oversee the law
that they have written? For the reasons that we have already mentioned, politicians cannot
foresee all of the ways that the legislation they write may impact citizens into the future and the
law may have unintended consequences in the present (see Box 13.1 for an example). Politi-
cians may think that their legislative act allows for certain contingencies, when other actors
see many other, different ways to apply the law. Moreover, the government cannot act as an
independent arbiter over law that it has, itself, written.
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Box 13.1 CASE STUDY: Cyber-Bullying in the UK
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