
Achieving party unity : a sequential approach to why MPs act in concert
Vonno, C.M.C. van

Citation
Vonno, C. M. C. van. (2016, March 2). Achieving party unity : a sequential approach to why
MPs act in concert. Retrieved from https://hdl.handle.net/1887/38275
 
Version: Not Applicable (or Unknown)

License: Licence agreement concerning inclusion of doctoral thesis in the
Institutional Repository of the University of Leiden

Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/38275
 
Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if applicable).

https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/38275


 
Cover Page 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

The handle  http://hdl.handle.net/1887/38275  holds various files of this Leiden University 
dissertation 
 
Author: Vonno, Cynthia M.C. van 

Title: Achieving party unity : a sequential approach to why MPs act in concert 
Issue Date: 2016-03-02 

https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/1
http://hdl.handle.net/1887/38275


Chapter 4

The influence of insƟtuƟons: MPs’
decision-making mechanisms in
15 naƟonal parliaments

4.1 The influence of insƟtuƟons

As menƟoned in chapter 3, the impact of insƟtuƟonal seƫngs on party group (voƟng)
unity in parliament has been both theorized and studied empirically in the exisƟng liter-
ature on representaƟon and legislaƟve behavior (see for example Bowler et al., 1999b;
Carey, 2007, 2009; Depauw and MarƟn, 2009; Morgenstern, 2004; Ozbudun, 1970; Sie-
berer, 2006). We argue, however, that these insƟtuƟons do not affect voƟng behav-
ior directly. Instead, we contend that these insƟtuƟons influence MPs’ decision-making
process in determining whether to cast their vote in parliament according to the party
group’s posiƟon, or to dissent from the party group line. Relying on the 2010 ParƟRep
Survey in 15 naƟonal parliaments, the aim of this chapter is to ascertain what the rela-
Ɵve contribuƟon of the different decision-making mechanisms is to party group unity,
whether this varies by country, and to what extent insƟtuƟons can account for these
differences.1

There are a number of different insƟtuƟons that are hypothesized to impact legisla-
Ɵve party unity, but in this chapter we focus on three insƟtuƟons that are deemed most
relevant for party group unity in the exisƟng literature. First, most comparaƟve studies
expect the condiƟons under which MPs compete for (re-)elecƟon, to play an important
role in determining party group unity (Carey, 2007, 2009; Depauw and MarƟn, 2009;
MarƟn, 2011; Sieberer, 2006). Electoral laws that allow voters to cast a personal vote
and, in the case of list systems enable voters to upset the order in which candidates are

1 Parts of the analyses in this chapter are also included in Van Vonno et al. (2014).
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4.1. The influence of insƟtuƟons

elected to parliament, are expected to lead to lower levels of party group unity in par-
liament. The insƟtuƟonal characterisƟcs of these so-called candidate-oriented electoral
systems provide candidates with incenƟves to culƟvate a personal vote and to engage in
intra-party compeƟƟon with their fellow candidates, which is expected to increase in in-
tensity with district magnitude. AlternaƟvely, party-centered electoral systems, where
voters are unable to cast personal votes and cannot upset the order in which candidates
are elected to parliament, are hypothesized to be conducive the party group unity, as
candidates must rely on, and contribute to, the poliƟcal party label as a means of ap-
pealing to the electorate. In this case, intra-party compeƟƟon is argued to decrease as
district magnitude increases.

Although the electoral connecƟon is considered convenƟonal theoreƟcal wisdom,
the empirical evidence for its influence on parliamentary party voƟng unity is mixed
(MarƟn, 2014). In his analysis of party voƟng unity in 11Western parliamentary systems,
Sieberer (2006) follows Mitchell (2000) in his classificaƟon of electoral systems as party-
oriented, intermediate or candidate-oriented.2 Contrary to his expectaƟons, Sieberer
(2006) finds that party voƟng unity is actually higher in candidate-centered electoral
systems than party-centered systems. Average party voƟng unity is highest in countries
classified in the intermediate category (although variance in average party group unity
is lowest in party-centered electoral systems), leading him to quesƟon the validity of the
argument that party voƟng unity is a funcƟon of electoral rules and personal vote seek-
ing. Carey (2007), however, finds that the level of intra-party compeƟƟon in the electoral
arena explains variaƟons in party voƟng unity in a range of different systems across the
globe,3 andHix’s (2004) study of voƟng behavior in the European Parliament reveals that
the electoral system by which Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) are elected
in their home countries influence voƟng unity in European party groups.4 According to
Depauw and MarƟn (2009), these mixed results are in part due to the different classi-
ficaƟons of electoral systems as candidate or party-centered electoral systems used in
the studies.

Depauw and MarƟn (2009) further argue that variaƟons in parliamentary party vot-
ing unity that are aƩributed to electoral systems may actually stem from differences in
poliƟcal parƟes’ internal candidate selecƟon procedures, which take place before po-
liƟcal parƟes and their candidates enter the electoral arena. Rahat and Hazan (2001)
disƟnguish between the dimensions of inclusiveness and (territorial) centralizaƟon in
the process of candidate selecƟon. The inclusiveness dimension refers to the number
of actors included in the selectorate, which may range from the enƟre populaƟon of

2 Mitchell (2000) classifies closed-list proporƟonal representaƟon (PR), addiƟonal member systems and for-
mally open but in pracƟce rather closed list systems, as party-centered electoral systems. Single-member
simple plurality, alternaƟve vote and double-ballot systems are classified as intermediate electoral sys-
tems. Genuinely open-list PR and systems in which voters have a single transferable vote (STV) fall under
candidate-centered.

3 Carey (2007) simply tests whether electoral systems allow for intra-party compeƟƟon or not.
4 Hix (2004) classifies closed-list and semi-open-list PR systems as party-centered electoral systems, and fully

open-list PR and STV systems as candidate-centered. He also includes district magnitude in his model as a
separate variable.
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4.1. The influence of insƟtuƟons

the country (which is not common in European party systems), to all party members via
party primaries, to a special party agency, and finally to only a select group of poliƟcal
party leaders. The centralizaƟondimension refers towhether selecƟon takes place at the
local, district, regional or naƟonal level. Candidate selecƟons procedures that are exclu-
sive and centralized are hypothesized to lead to high levels of party group voƟng unity,
as they place the control over candidate selecƟon in the hands of a relaƟvely small and
homogeneous group, concentrated at the naƟonal level, that is able to (directly) moni-
tor the behavior of incumbent MPs. Contrarily, candidate selecƟon procedures that are
inclusive and decentralized are hypothesized to lead to lower levels of party voƟng unity
in parliament (Depauw and MarƟn, 2009).

There are only a few empirical studies that actually include candidate selecƟon as a
possible determinant of party group voƟng unity.5 Sieberer (2006), who dichotomizes
candidate selecƟon procedures into those with high and low centralized control,6 finds
a posiƟve relaƟonship between centralized control and party voƟng unity in his study
of 11 parliamentary democracies. Depauw and MarƟn (2009) also test for a relaƟon-
ship between party voƟng unity and candidate selecƟon in their analysis of 16 European
democracies. Using Lundell’s (2004) five-point scale,7 which combines both the central-
izaƟon and inclusiveness dimensions of candidate selecƟon procedures developed by
Rahat andHazan (2001), DepauwandMarƟn (2009) find that party voƟngunity increases
as candidate selecƟon becomes more centralized and exclusive. Both Faas (2003)8 and
Hix (2004)9 find that MEPs are more likely to defect from their European party group
line when their poliƟcal party’s candidate selecƟon procedure is more centralized at the
naƟonal level in their home country. Finally, although Hazan and Rahat (2006) do not
look at party voƟng unity, they find that in the Israeli parliament the democraƟzaƟon of
candidate selecƟon (which entails increasing candidate selecƟon inclusiveness) led to an
increase in the adopƟon of private member bills, which is argued to be an individualisƟc
form of parliamentary behavior and indicaƟve of the ‘personalizaƟon of poliƟcs’. Their

5 In his study of party voƟng unity in 19 countries, Carey (2007, 94) includes a hypothesis regarding the de-
gree of decentralizaƟon of government. Carey reasons that in unitary systems the strongest level of party
organizaƟon is the naƟonal level, whereas in federal systems the subnaƟonal levels of party organizaƟon are
usually more powerful. As candidate selecƟon methods may differ between parƟes within the same coun-
try, looking directly at candidate selecƟon instead of the degree of government decentralizaƟon serves as
a more precise measure of power distribuƟon within poliƟcal parƟes.

6 Sieberer (2006) considers centralized control high when the party leadership can select candidate directly,
or proposals from the local or regional level have to be approved by the central party leadership; candidate
selecƟon centralizaƟon is low in all other circumstances.

7 The scale developed by Lundell (2004) starts with control over selecƟon located exclusively at the local level
(1) or district level (2), and ends with control over selecƟon located exclusively at the naƟonal level (5). In
between (3-4), selecƟon takes place at either the district, regional or naƟonal level, but other levels can
exercise influence over the selecƟon process by being able to propose candidates, actually add names to
the list, or veto candidates.

8 Faas (2003) uses three categories: candidate selecƟon by central leadership, by party congress and by re-
gional party organizaƟon.

9 Hix (2004) simply dichotomizes candidate selecƟon into centralized (naƟonal party execuƟve or naƟonal
party congress) and decentralized (regional or local party caucus).
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4.2. ExpectaƟons

analysis does not allow for cross-country comparison, but they do note that “Members
of the US Congress, which is known for its low levels of party cohesion, are selected
through highly inclusive primaries. In contrast, BriƟsh, Irish, and Norwegian legislators
(as well as most other West European legislators), who are selected by more exclusive
selectorates, exhibit higher levels of cohesion.” (Hazan and Rahat, 2006, 381).

Finally, the defining aspect of parliamentary systems, the confidence convenƟon, is
expected to generate higher levels of party group unity in parliamentary systems than in
presidenƟal systems. In parliamentary systems, the execuƟve is dependent on the con-
Ɵnued explicit or implicit confidence of a plurality in the legislature (Strøm, 2000, 365).
Although confidence votes are not regularly used, their possibility alone is expected to
lead to higher levels of party voƟng unity (Kam, 2009). Some authors even consider the
confidence convenƟon both a necessary and a sufficient condiƟon for high party group
unity (Diermeier and Feddersen, 1998). Carey (2007, 94), on the other hand, argues that
since confidence provisions are not formally summoned onmost votes, their impactmay
be overstated. The confidence convenƟon is further argued to have a stronger impact on
anMPwhen his party is in government than when his party is in opposiƟon. For govern-
ment MPs, dissent acquires a second dimension: voƟng against the Prime Minister and
cabinet, which may bring down the government and, in some systems, may lead to early
parliamentary elecƟons. According to Carey (2007) the confidence convenƟon cannot
account for why MPs in opposiƟon party groups vote in unity, however, as there are no
addiƟonal costs associated directly with being in opposiƟon and party voƟng disunity.

As stated above, our main argument is that these insƟtuƟons do not affect party
group unity directly, but instead affect the decision-making process MPs apply in de-
termining how to vote in parliament. This is already evidenced by the theoreƟcal ar-
guments developed by scholars in their study of the relaƟonship between insƟtuƟons
and party voƟng unity, which oŌen highlight the impact of these insƟtuƟons on differ-
ent causal (i.e., MPs’ decision-making)mechanisms (see secƟon 3.2 in chapter 3). Below
we outline how we expect each of these three insƟtuƟons to affect the decision-making
mechanisms employed byMPs. We then test our hypotheses in 15 naƟonal parliaments
on the basis of the 2010 ParƟRep Survey.

4.2 ExpectaƟons

4.2.1 Division of labor
During the first stage of our sequenƟal decision-making process, individual MPs deter-
mine whether they actually have a personal stance on the vote at hand. It may be, how-
ever, that because of the considerably heavyworkload inmost naƟonal legislatures, MPs
do not have the Ɵme or resources to form their own personal opinion on all topics (An-
deweg and Thomassen, 2011a; Whitaker, 2005). In order to deal with this workload,
party groups apply a division of labor among their members (Andeweg and Thomassen,
2011a; Krehbiel, 1991; Shepsle and Weingast, 1994; Skjaeveland, 2001), As such, candi-
dates’ background and specializaƟon in parƟcular issue areas are likely to be important
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criteria during parƟes’ candidate recruitment and selecƟon process. Moreover, MPs’
specializaƟons are likely to develop further during their Ɵme in parliament and their ex-
perience as spokespersons for their party groups in their legislaƟve commiƩees. This too
may result inMPs being less knowledgeable and up-to-date about topics outside of their
own field. If MPs lack a (strong) opinion on the topic that is put to a vote, they follow
the voƟng advice provided by their fellow party group members who are specialized in,
or act as a spokesperson for, the relevant issue area, and thus MPs contribute to party
group unity through cue-taking.

In this chapter, we present somedescripƟve staƟsƟcs for our indicators of cue-taking,
but we do not formulate or test any hypotheses about cue-taking in the sequenƟal
decision-making model. First, the ParƟRep survey quesƟons do not allow us to measure
the role of cue-taking during MPs’ voƟng decision making itself (see subsecƟon 4.3.1).
Our first indicator enables us to gauge whether MPs are more likely to consider them-
selves generalists or specialists. We argue that if there are many specialists in parlia-
ment, this evidences that party groups are likely to apply a division of labor, and thus
that MPs will need to engage in cue-taking when voƟng on issues that fall outside their
own porƞolio. Our second indicator is a quesƟon that asks respondents whether they
consider it true or false that in the day-to-day pracƟce of parliament, the party group
spokesperson determines the posiƟon of the party group on his topic. We argue that
if MPs answer that this is true, this also provides some evidence for the argument that
party groups apply a division of labor among theirMPs. Both quesƟons, however, do not
refer specifically to the role of cue-takingwhen it comes toMPs’ decision-making process
preceding a vote in parliament, which makes it problemaƟc to place this mechanism in
the sequenƟal decision-making model. Moreover, the quesƟon that we use to measure
the second decision-making stage, party group agreement, cannot disƟnguish between
MPs who vote with the party group line because they personally agree with it, and MPs
who vote with the party group because they lack a personal opinion on the topic, but do
not disagree with the party group’s posiƟon (see discussion in subsecƟon 4.3.2 below),
which also makes the inclusion of cue-taking in the sequenƟal decision-making model
problemaƟc.

Second, the insƟtuƟons thatwe focus on in this chapter are not likely to have a strong
impact on the division of labor parliamentary party groups apply and MPs’ tendency to
engage in cue-taking, especially when taking our indicators into consideraƟon. Although
we argue above that specializaƟon is likely to be an important candidate selecƟon crite-
rion, there is no reason to suspect that the inclusiveness of the selectorate or the cen-
tralizaƟon of the candidate selecƟon procedure will necessarily influence the number of
policy specialists and generalists, or that candidate selecƟon procedures will impact the
way in which parliamentary party groups organize their workload. Instead, the extent
to which party groups apply a division of labor and MPs are able to engage in cue-taking
is likely to be determined by insƟtuƟons and specific rules and procedures inside the
legislaƟve arena, for which we lack the data on for the parliaments included in our anal-
ysis (but see chapter 6 for an analysis of changes in cue-taking over Ɵme in the Dutch
naƟonal parliament), as well as party group size (for which we test in chapter 5).
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4.2.2 Party agreement

If MPs do have an opinion on a vote in parliament, they move on to the second decision-
making stage, at which they assess whether their opinion on the issue at hand corre-
sponds with the posiƟon of their party group. Party agreement is the most basic source
of MPs’ toeing the party line on their own accord (Krehbiel, 1993) and is held to mainly
result from a process of (self-)selecƟon. Individuals interested in a poliƟcal career are
likely to join the poliƟcal party with which they agree the most in terms of ideology and
general policy posiƟon (Rush and Giddings, 2011), and party selectorates recruit, se-
lect and promote candidates whose preferences are most in line with their own. Thus,
working under the assumpƟon that selectorates choose candidates whose preferences
match their own, the further removed from the naƟonal level (i.e., the more decentral-
ized), and the larger the group involved in the candidate selecƟon process (i.e., themore
inclusive the selectorate), the wider the range of their preferences, and thus the more
likely it is that they will choose a heterogeneous group of candidates, which will lead
to lower levels of agreement in the parliamentary party group. If candidate selecƟon is
concentrated in the hands of the naƟonal party leaders, a relaƟvely small and probably
homogenous group, party agreement is likely to be higher, as party leaders are likely to
select candidates who agree with the party program and electoral manifesto as much as
possible. Our expectaƟon is therefore thatMPs in parƟes with exclusive and centralized
candidate selecƟon procedures are more likely to frequently agree with the party than
MPs in parƟes with inclusive and decentralized candidate selecƟon procedures (H1a).

When it comes to the influence of electoral insƟtuƟons, we argue that party group
agreement is likely to be higher in party-oriented electoral systems than in candidate-
oriented electoral systems. As stated above, it is in the interest of the party selectorate to
only grant access to the poliƟcal party label to those candidates who reflect the party se-
lectorate’s own policy posiƟons. Moreover, in list systems specifically, party selectorates
are likely to place those candidates with whom they agree with the most at the top of
the candidacy list in order tomaximize these candidates’ chances of (re-)elecƟon. There-
fore, in party-centered electoral systems, where voters are unable to cast a personal vote
and/or there is liƩle intra-party compeƟƟon and few incenƟves for personal vote seek-
ing, the party’s control over candidates extends into the electoral arena in terms of who
is eventually elected to parliament. In candidate-centered electoral systems, where vot-
ers are able to cast a personal vote, and/or intra-party compeƟƟon is strong and there
are more incenƟves for candidates to engage in personal vote seeking, parƟes to some
extent lose their control over who is elected to parliament. Given that the policy pref-
erences of the electorate at large are likely to be more heterogeneous than those of
the party selectorate, party agreement in parliament is likely to suffer. Moreover, as a
personal vote seeking strategy, candidates may aƩempt to disƟnguish themselves from
their fellow candidates with whom they compete. One strategy could be by adopƟng,
or emphasizing, a policy posiƟon that differs from that of (the other candidates of) that
help by the poliƟcal party. Our hypothesis is that MPs in party-oriented electoral sys-
tems are more likely to frequently agree with the party than MPs in candidate-oriented
electoral systems (H2a).
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Finally, when it comes to the effects of government parƟcipaƟon in parliamentary
systems, one could argue that if anMP’s party parƟcipates in government, this increases
the likelihood that MPs will disagree with the party’s posiƟon. DomesƟc circumstances
and internaƟonal pressures may lead the government to take ad hoc or unpopular mea-
sures, which governing parƟes’ counterparts in parliament are expected to support, but
individual MPs may not agree with. In the case of coaliƟon government, governing par-
Ɵes may have to support certain government iniƟaƟves that are a part of the coaliƟon
agreement, but that were not originally in their party’s own electoral manifesto or party
program, also increasing the likelihood of MPs’ disagreement with the party line in par-
liament. We expect thatMPs in governing parƟes are less likely to frequently agree with
the party on a vote in parliament than MPs in opposiƟon parƟes (H3a).

4.2.3 Party loyalty
If MPs do not agree with the party group line on a vote in parliament, they move on to
the next decision-making stage, at which they weigh whether their loyalty to the party
group overrides their disagreement with the group’s posiƟon. MPs who subscribe to the
norm of party group solidarity toe the party group line voluntarily despite their reserva-
Ɵons because they acknowledge the importance of legislaƟve party group unity for par-
liamentary government. Party group loyalty is theorized to be the result of processes of
socializaƟon and internalizaƟon. Norms of group loyalty are learned not only in parlia-
ment (Rush and Giddings, 2011), but also through prior party experience (Asher, 1973;
Crowe, 1983).

Similar to party group agreement, a candidate’s loyalty to his selectorate is likely to be
an important candidate selecƟon criterion. Thus, if candidate selecƟon is concentrated
in the hands of the naƟonal party leadership, MPs are more likely to subscribe to the
norm of party group loyalty, than if the selectorate is more inclusive and decentralized.
In the cases of the former, it is clear who an MP’s main principal is (the naƟonal party
leadership). The more inclusive and decentralized the selectorate, however, the more
compeƟng principals there are within the poliƟcal party to whom an MP may owe his
allegiance, and thus the more likely that his loyalty to the party group leadership will be
diffused by his loyalty to other party members and branches of the party organizaƟon,
who may disagree with the posiƟon of the party group and expect the MP to vote in
line with their own, instead of the party group’s, posiƟon (Carey, 2009). Therefore, we
expect thatMPs in parƟes with exclusive and centralized candidate selecƟon procedures
aremore likely to subscribe to the norm of party loyalty thanMPs in parƟeswith inclusive
and decentralized candidate selecƟon procedures (H1b).

The noƟon of compeƟng principals is also important when it comes to the influence
of electoral insƟtuƟons on MPs’ decision to vote with the party group’s posiƟon despite
disagreement. In party-oriented electoral systems in which parƟes control ballot access,
voters are unable to cast a personal vote and/or there is liƩle intra-party compeƟƟon,
MPs owe their seat to the party and benefit from the collecƟve party reputaƟon. The
party is therefore their main principal, and thus MPs are more likely to be loyal to the
party group in the case of disagreement. In candidate-oriented electoral systems, voters

57



4.2. ExpectaƟons

can cast a personal vote and/or there is more intra-party compeƟƟon, and thus there is
more incenƟve to culƟvate a personal reputaƟon that sets MPs apart from their other
party group members, and MPs are more likely to owe their seats to voters who elected
on them on basis of their personal policy stances. Voters are therefore more likely to act
as compeƟng principals to the poliƟcal party, and thus loyalty to the party group may be
diffused to an MP’s own (potenƟal) voters. The hypothesis is thatMPs in party-oriented
electoral systems are more likely to subscribe to the norm of party loyalty than MPs in
candidate-oriented electoral systems (H2b).

Finally, the added responsibility of supporƟng government iniƟaƟves, and the threat
of early elecƟons if the government is brought down, may insƟll in government MPs a
stronger feeling of responsibility towards their poliƟcal party, andmake themmore likely
to support their party group voluntarily in the case of disagreement, than opposiƟon
MPs. We expect thatMPs in governing parƟes are more likely to subscribe to the norm
of party loyalty than MPs in opposiƟon parƟes (H3b).

4.2.4 Party discipline

WhenMPs disagree with the party group line, and do not subscribe to the norm of party
group loyalty or the conflict with the party group’s posiƟon is so intense that it outweighs
their loyalty to the party group, party (group) leaders may employ disciplinary measures
in an aƩempt to sway their vote. At the final decision-making stage, MPs must decide
whether (the promise of) posiƟve incenƟves or (the threat of) negaƟve sancƟons out-
weigh their resolve to dissent from the party group line. As opposed to party group
agreement and party group loyalty, which results in MPs’ voluntarily contribuƟng to
party group unity, party discipline is an involuntary pathway.

Control over candidate selecƟon is an important tool that can be used to discipline
MPs. When candidate selecƟon procedures are inclusive and decentralized, the naƟonal
party (group) leadership’s access to candidate selecƟon as a potenƟal and credible dis-
ciplining tool is limited. Contrarily, when the naƟonal party (group) leadership has ex-
tensive control over candidate selecƟon, this can be very powerful disciplining tool.10 In
terms of negaƟve sancƟons, the party (group) leadership can (threaten to) not reselect
an MP who is considering dissenƟng or has dissented from the party group line. In the
case of candidacy lists, the party (group) leadership can also decrease an MP’s chances
of re-elecƟon by placing him near the boƩom of the electoral candidacy list. In terms
of posiƟve sancƟons, the party (group) leadership can do the opposite and (promise to)
reselect an MP, or place him nearer to the top of the candidacy list. Therefore we ex-
pect that MPs in parƟes with exclusive and centralized candidate selecƟon procedures
aremore likely to be disciplined thanMPs in parƟes with inclusive and decentralized can-
didate selecƟon procedures (H1c).

10 Depending on the rules of the poliƟcal party, the parliamentary party group leadership may be involved
in candidate selecƟon, and thus have direct access to reselecƟon as a disciplining tool, or may play only an
advisory role, making its access indirect and the use of candidate reselecƟon as a disciplinary tool dependent
on others within the party organizaƟon.
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The same logic holds for electoral insƟtuƟons: in party-oriented electoral systems,
where poliƟcal parƟes control ballot access and voters are unable to cast a personal
vote, poliƟcal parƟes’ control over candidate selecƟon extends in to the electoral arena.
In the case of list systems, safe posiƟons near the top of the list are very valuable to
candidates, as being placed high on the party electoral candidacy list greatly increases
their chances of (re-)elecƟon. In candidate-centered electoral systems, where voters
can cast a personal vote and/or influence the order in which candidates are elected to
parliament, the party’s (leaderships’) ability to use the electoral system as a credible
sancƟoning tool is diminished. We expect that MPs in party-oriented electoral systems
are more likely to be disciplined than MPs in candidate-oriented electoral systems (H2c).

In Anglo-Saxon parliamentary systems such as in the United Kingdom, where gov-
ernment (junior) minister are also members of parliament, a governing poliƟcal party
technically has the power to demote a frontbencher who refuses to vote with the party’s
posiƟon, to the posiƟon of backbencher. However, in most countries a (junior) minister
cannot simultaneously hold a seat in parliament, and therefore being a governing party
does not give a party’s leadership access to other tools to discipline its MP than if the
party is in opposiƟon. A governing party could promise an MP a future posiƟon in gov-
ernment, but there is no guarantee that the party will remain in government aŌer the
next elecƟons. Thus, in parliament, governing and opposiƟon party groups have access
to the same disciplining tools. Depending on the rules of parliament, party (group) lead-
ers can remove anMP from his legislaƟve commiƩees, or (temporarily) relieve an MP of
his spokesmanship for parƟcular topics. They can also expel anMP from the party group,
and in legislatures where MPs’ seats formally belong to the party, even evict him from
parliament enƟrely, thus ending his poliƟcal career. The added responsibility of govern-
ment and the threat of early elecƟons if the government is brought down, however, may
make governing parƟes more willing than opposiƟon parƟes to (threaten to) use these
disciplinary measures when MPs threaten not to toe the party group line voluntarily.
Our final hypothesis is that MPs in governing parƟes are more likely to be disciplined
than MPs in opposiƟon parƟes (H3c).

4.3 Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 na-
Ɵonal parliaments

This analysis relies on data collected in the context of the ParƟRep project. One of the
components of the ParƟRep project involves a cross-naƟonal survey carried out in 15
countries amongmembers of 65 naƟonal and sub-naƟonal legislatures. For the purpose
of this analysis only respondents from the 15 naƟonal parliaments are included (see
Table 4.1). Data collecƟon took place between the Spring of 2009 and 2012, and in the
Ɵming of the data collecƟon electoral cycles were taken into account asmuch as possible
to minimize the impact of electoral campaigns and ensure that MPs had been in office
for sufficient Ɵme to have experience with the phenomena into which our quesƟons
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inquired.11 Depending on country context and the accessibility ofMPs,MPswere invited
to parƟcipate either by filling in a web-based survey or print quesƟonnaire by hand, or
were interviewed via telephone or face-to-face.12

On average 20 percent of naƟonal MPs parƟcipated in the survey, but the response
rates vary quite a bit between countries (see Table 4.1). There are few studies of re-
sponse rates themselves in poliƟcal science, and in parƟcular when it comes to elite
surveys. It is therefore difficult to determine whether these response rates can be con-
sidered acceptable or are comparable to those achieved through other elite surveys.
One recent example of another elite survey is the 2009 ComparaƟve Candidate Survey,
which achieved a response rate of 22 percent. During their Inaugural Conference, the
members of the project had agreed that “a survey with a return rate below 20 percent of
the target populaƟon (universe or sample) is not acceptable” (2007). According to this
threshold, the overall response rate aƩained by the ParƟRep survey just makes the cut.
However, there are a number of individual countries for which response rates are below
20 percent: Italy (7 percent), France (9 percent), the United Kingdom (10 percent) and
Portugal (12 percent). And Ireland (20 percent) and Germany (22 percent) are only just
above the threshold.

The dataset’s representaƟveness of the populaƟon was tested by the project lead-
ers using the Duncan Index of Similarity, on the basis of which the authors conclude
that “the selecƟon closely resembles the populaƟon in most respects” (see Deschouwer
et al. 2014, 11). 49 percent of respondents are from governing parƟes, and 51 per-
cent are members of parƟes in opposiƟon, which in almost all countries is very similar
to the raƟo in the populaƟon. The sample is also fairly representaƟve of party group
membership, although there are a few excepƟons (Deschouwer et al., 2014, 11).13 As
such, responses are weighted to correct for these potenƟal biases in response rates be-
tween party groups in legislatures. A second weight is applied to bring the number of
responses in the different countries in line with one another. SƟll, country differences
in response rates should be kept in mind in interpreƟng the analyses in this chapter.14
Finally, the eight independents (defined as MPs whose poliƟcal party only has one seat
in parliament) included in the data set are excluded from the analysis, as they have no
parliamentary party group to conform to.

As highlighted in subsecƟon 3.2.1 in chapter 3, there are a number of other variables,
including those at the poliƟcal party and individual level, that are also argued to affect
individual MP behavior and party group unity. Although the survey is deemed fairly

11 Only in the Netherlands, Norway and Spain did data collecƟon take place in themonths prior to the naƟonal
parliamentary elecƟons.

12 The fact that different methods of data collecƟon were used may hve
13 In both France and Spain, the Socialist party is overrepresented, whereas the ConservaƟve Party is slightly

underrepresented. In Italy the ParƟto DemocraƟco is overrepresented, whereas Popola della Libertá is un-
derrepresented (Deschouwer et al., 2014, 11). In Poland, the large established parƟes are slightly under-
represented (André et al., 2012, 109).

14 All analyses have been checked for correlaƟons with response rates. Noteworthy findings are discussed in
the text.

60



Ta
bl
e
4.
1:

Pa
rƟ
Re
p
M
P
Su
rv
ey

re
sp
on

se
ra
te
sf
or

15
na
Ɵo

na
lp
ar
lia
m
en
ts

Ca
nd

id
at
e
se
le
cƟ
on

Ca
nd

id
at
e
se
le
cƟ
on

Po
pu

la
Ɵo

n
Re
sp
on

se
Go

ve
rn
m
en
t

in
clu

siv
en
es
s

ce
nt
ra
liz
aƟ
on

El
ec
to
ra
ls
ys
te
m

Pr
im
ar
ie
s

Ag
en
cy

Le
ad
er
s

Na
Ɵo

na
ll
ev
el

Pe
rs
on

al
vo
te

Di
st
ric
tm

ag
ni
tu
de

Co
un
tr
y

N
n

%
%

%
%

%
%

%
se
at
s(
n)

Au
st
ria

18
3

55
30

60
0

10
0

0
20

80
2-
7

Be
lg
iu
m

15
0

70
47

62
0

88
12

12
10
0

5-
24

Fr
an
ce

57
7

50
9

0
0

0
10
0

2
10
0

1
Ge

rm
an
y

62
2

13
4

22
43

0
10
0

0
0

41
1-
65

Hu
ng
ar
y

38
6

99
26

49
0

57
43

43
54

1-
58

Ire
la
nd

16
6

34
20

44
55

45
0

45
10
0

3-
5

Isr
ae
l

12
0

39
33

49
51

28
21

10
0

0
12
0

Ita
ly

63
0

45
7

44
0

0
10
0

10
0

0
6-
43

Ne
th
er
la
nd

s
15
0

63
42

37
17

83
0

10
0

10
0

15
0

No
rw

ay
16
9

46
27

57
0

10
0

0
0

10
0

4-
17

Po
la
nd

46
0

55
12

48
0

23
77

10
0

10
0

7-
19

Po
rt
ug
al

23
0

76
33

40
0

10
0

0
67

0
2-
47

Sp
ai
n

35
0

10
4

30
66

0
0

10
0

26
10
0

3-
47

Sw
itz
er
la
nd

20
0

49
25

78
0

10
0

0
0

0
1-
26

Un
ite

d
Ki
ng
do

m
65
0

62
10

47
10
0

0
0

0
0

1

To
ta
l/

av
er
ag
e

50
43

98
3

20
49

11
59

30
36

59
28

No
te
:T

he
20
10

Pa
rƟ
Re
p
M
P
Su
rv
ey

w
as

fin
an
ce
d
by

th
e
Be
lg
ia
n
Fe
de
ra
lS
cie

nc
e
Po
lic
y
Offi

ce
(B
EL
SP
O)
.T
he

co
de
bo

ok
an
d
in
st
ru
cƟ
on

sf
or

ob
ta
in
in
g
th
e
da
ta
ca
n

be
fo
un

d
on

th
e
Pa
rƟ
Re
p
w
eb
sit
e
(w
w
w.
pa
rƟ
re
p.
eu
).

61



4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Table 4.2: Average party group unity in 15 naƟonal parliaments (Rice score)

Country Period Rice score

Austria 1995-1997 98.33
Belgium 1991-1995 99.06
France 1993-1997 99.33
Germany 1987-1990 96.33
Hungary - -
Ireland 1992-1996 100.00
Israel 1999-2000 96.88
Italy 1996-2001 96.46
Netherlands 2006-2010 99.96
Norway 1992-1993 95.90
Poland - -
Portugal - -
Spain - -
Switzerland 1991-1994 86.60
United Kingdom 1992-1997 99.25

Total / average

Rice score sources: Source for Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland, Israel, Italy and United Kingdom is
Depauw and MarƟn (2009). The authors excluded both non-votes and abstenƟons. Source for Switzerland is
Lanfranchi and Lüthi (1999). The scores for the Netherlands were calculated by the author.

representaƟve of the populaƟon of MPs in the 15 naƟonal parliaments included in the
study, and there are over 100 parliamentary party groups included in the survey, and
data weights have been used to try to correct for potenƟal biases, there are some party
groups, especially the smaller ones, that are underrepresented or not represented at all,
which may have made the inclusion of party (group) related factors problemaƟc. Thus,
one of the main reasons why we have opted to limit the analysis to only three main
insƟtuƟonal variables is data-driven.15

In eachof the secƟons below,wefirst present descripƟve staƟsƟcs on the four decision-
making mechanisms. When possible we also validate our measures of the decision-
making mechanisms with other quesƟons from the 2010 ParƟRep Survey. Each discus-
sion of the descripƟve staƟsƟcs of the individual mechanisms is followed by a mulƟvari-
ate analysis in which we test the hypotheses developed above (with the excepƟon of

15 Wedid check for correlaƟons between the quesƟons used tomeasure the decision-makingmechanisms and
the potenƟally relevant variables included in the ParƟRep dataset. Almost all of the relaƟonships were not
staƟsƟcally significant, and for some the relevance and suitability of the variables (i.e., quesƟon formulaƟon
and/or answering categories formulaƟons and variable type) for our analysis can be quesƟoned.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

cue-taking for which we did not develop any hypotheses, see subsecƟon 4.2.1). Because
all our dependent variables are categorical, logisƟc regression is the best mulƟvariate
method to use. In order to take the hierarchical nature of the data into account, we
use a mulƟlevel model, through which we control for the 15 parliaments and 94 poliƟcal
party groups that MPs are members of.

First, to test our hypotheses regarding government parƟcipaƟon in parliamentary
systems, we use a simple dummy variable that marks whether an MP’s party is in oppo-
siƟon (0) or in government (1). Regarding the operaƟonalizaƟon of candidate selecƟon,
MPs’ parƟes’ candidate selecƟon procedures are classified according to the two dimen-
sions of inclusiveness and centralizaƟon idenƟfied by Rahat and Hazan (2001) in the Par-
ƟRep dataset. These classificaƟons are based on the expert judgments of the ParƟRep
project researchers from the respecƟve countries. Inclusiveness is measured using a
categorical indicator, the categories being that party selects its candidates via party pri-
maries, a party agency or the party leadership. Most of the respondents in the 2010
ParƟRep survey are selected by a party agency (59 percent), one-third are selected by
party leaders, and about 10 percent are selected through party primaries. The ParƟRep
experts also classified the decentralizaƟon of candidate selecƟon procedures as either
taking place at the local, district, regional or naƟonal level. We have opted to combine
these two dimensions into one dummy variable: candidate selecƟon is both exclusive
and centralized when it takes place at the naƟonal level by party leaders or a select party
agency (1), and candidate selecƟon is considered inclusive and decentralized when can-
didates are selected through party primaries at any level of the party organizaƟon, or by
party leaders or a party agency at one of the subnaƟonal levels (0).16

Next, as explained above, the classificaƟon of the formal properƟes of electoral sys-
tems as either candidate- or party-oriented is not consistent in the literature, which may
account for the mixed results regarding their effects on party voƟng unity. In line with
Carey (2007), we opt for the simplest measure, and that is to differenƟate between sys-
tems in which voters can formally cast a preference vote for an individual candidate (0)
and systems in which voters cannot (1).17 We also check for the effect of district mag-
nitude (decimal logged), as one could argue that when voters can cast personal votes
the intensity of intra-party compeƟƟon, and thus the value of an individual reputaƟon,
increases with district magnitude, because the number of co-parƟsan compeƟtors also
increases. When voters cannot cast a vote for an individual candidate, the value of the
poliƟcal party label instead increases with district magnitude (Carey and Shugart, 1995).
The frequency distribuƟons of these variables for each of the 15 parliaments are pre-
sented in Table 4.1 .

Table 4.2 provides informaƟon on recent Rice scores for those parliaments for which
these are available, as an indicaƟon of the levels of party group unity found in previous
research. Party voƟng unity is very high in almost all of our 15 parliaments, meaning that

16 AlternaƟve classificaƟon of candidate selecƟon procedures based on the expert judgment of the ParƟRep
project research team produced very similar results.

17 AlternaƟve classificaƟon of the formal properƟes of electoral systems based on the expert judgment of the
ParƟRep project research team produced very similar results.
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by and large, MPs usually vote with the party group in parliament. With the excepƟon
of Switzerland, Rice scores are all above 95. As stated before, however, these scores
do not allow us to ascertain the relaƟve contribuƟon of each of the decision-making
mechanisms (see secƟon 3.2 in chapter 3). Ideally, our explanatory model of decision
making would be tested by asking MPs what moƟvated their choice at each stage of
their decision-making process on individual legislaƟve votes. However, the available
data precludes us from doing so, and we are also unable to connect MPs’ responses
to the ParƟRep Survey quesƟons to their past voƟng behavior. We can, however, get
a general idea of the relaƟve importance that the decision-making mechanisms play in
determining party voƟng unity, and how these may vary between countries and with
different insƟtuƟons, based on our 2010 ParƟRep Survey. Thus the results below reflect
general tendencies, but can be considered in light of these high levels of party voƟng
unity found in previous research.

4.3.1 Division of labor
During the first stage of the sequenƟal decision-making process, individual MPs deter-
mine whether they actually have an opinion on the vote at hand. We argue that as a
result of the heavy workload of parliament and the division of labor party groups apply
in order to deal with this workload, it is likely thatMPs do not have the Ɵme or resources
to form a personal opinion on all topics, and if they lack an opinion MPs vote according
to the voƟng advice provided by their fellow party group members.

We lack a direct measure of cue-taking that refers specifically to its role in MPs’ de-
cision making when it comes to voƟng in parliament, but we can ascertain the extent
to which MPs are likely to view themselves as generalists or specialists, our argument
being that specialists are more likely to lack an opinion on votes outside of their area
of experƟse, and thus are more likely to rely on cue-taking. In the 2010 ParƟRep Sur-
vey, MPs were asked whether they, in their role as a Member of Parliament, prefer to
speak on a wide range of issues from different policy areas, or instead specialize in one
or two policy areas. The aggregate percentage of MPs who indicate to keep up with a
wide range of issues (referred to as generalist), is pracƟcally the same as the percent-
age of MPs who indicate to specialize (referred to as specialist, see Table 4.3). In most
individual countries, however, the percentage of specialists is indeed higher than the
percentage of generalists; specialists are in the minority only in Norway (16 percent),
Ireland (29 percent), and the Netherlands (36 percent), followed to a lesser extent by
Austria (45 percent) and Italy (47 percent). With the excepƟon of Italy, the parliaments
where specialists are in the minority are also those with the fewest number of seats
(see Table 4.1), entailing that the average size of party groups is likely to be smaller as
well; this may explain why in these parliamentsMPs aremore likely consider themselves
generalists (for a further analysis of the relaƟonship between party group size and the
percentage of generalists versus specialists, see chapter 5).

We also inquired intoMPs’ percepƟon of the role of the parliamentary party spokes-
person in determining the posiƟon of the party on his topic. One could argue that where
there is a strong division of labor, parliamentary party spokespersons play an important
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Table 4.3: Specialist or generalist in 15 naƟonal parliaments (%)

Generalist Specialist Total Total (n)

Austria 55 45 100 48
Belgium 38 63 101 66
France 33 67 100 48
Germany 45 55 100 131
Hungary 42 58 100 99
Ireland 71 29 100 32
Israel 39 61 100 38
Italy 53 47 100 45
Netherlands 64 36 100 60
Norway 84 16 100 45
Poland 38 62 100 54
Portugal 36 64 100 76
Spain 37 63 100 103
Switzerland 50 50 100 48
United Kingdom 50 50 100 60

All 51 50 101 953

χ² (14) = 97.750, sig. = .000; φc = .324, sig. = .000

role in determining the posiƟon of the party, and MPs will also be more likely to rely on
the parliamentary party spokespersons’ voƟng advice when they do not have a personal
opinion on issues put to a vote in parliament. According to the figures in Table 4.4,18 61
percent of all MPs answer that it is (mostly) true that the parliamentary party spokes-
person determines the posiƟon of the party on his topics. In most individual countries,
the answering paƩerns are very similar to those at the aggregate level. Countries where
the parliamentary party spokesperson seems to play an especially important role include
Austria (85 percent answer that the statement is (mostly) true), Spain (78 percent), Ire-
land (75 percent) and Poland (74 percent). The excepƟons are Hungary, where only 36
percent of respondents answer that the statement that the parliamentary party spokes-
person determines (mostly) true (and almost half consider the statement is (mostly)
false), and Italy (34 percent answer that the statement (mostly) true). All in all, these
descripƟve staƟsƟcs do seem to imply that cue-taking may be an important pathway to
party unity, although given the high levels of party voƟng unity found in previous studies,
it is certainly not the only one.

18 For presentaƟonpurposes the answering categories ‘mostly false’ and ‘false’ are collapsed into one category,
as are the answering categories ‘mostly true’ and ‘true’.

65



4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Table 4.4: ‘The parliamentary party spokesperson gets to determine the party’s posiƟon
on his topic’ in 15 naƟonal parliaments (%)

(Mostly) false Neither (Mostly) true Total Total (n)

Austria 10 5 85 100 47
Belgium 23 23 55 101 66
France 30 17 53 100 49
Germany 13 19 68 100 133
Hungary 48 16 36 100 98
Ireland 25 0 75 100 32
Israel 24 12 65 101 38
Italy 25 41 34 100 43
Netherlands 22 23 54 99 65
Norway 23 9 68 100 46
Poland 6 20 74 100 54
Portugal 31 9 59 99 75
Spain 11 11 78 100 102
Switzerland 25 13 63 101 49
United Kingdom 23 21 55 99 60

All 24 15 61 100 957

χ² (28) = 115.206, sig. = .000; φc = .248, sig. = .000

4.3.2 Party agreement

If MPs do have an opinion on a vote in parliament, they move on to the second decision-
making stage, at which they assess whether their opinion on the issue at hand corre-
sponds with the posiƟon of the party. If this is the case, they vote with the party line
voluntarily out of simple agreement. In the literature on party unity, ideological LeŌ-
Right and policy scales found in elite surveys are oŌen used to gauge party agreement.
These scales can be used to calculate a party’s coefficient of agreement (Van der Eijk,
2001) or party homogeneity in terms of the difference between MPs’ own posiƟon and
the mean (or another central tendency, such as the median) posiƟon of all party group
members. AlternaƟvely, Kam (2001a, 103) measures the absolute distance between
MPs’ self-placement and the posiƟon at which they themselves place their party, as he
argues that MPs may have different interpretaƟons of the scale. In this study, we use
MPs’ self-reported frequency of disagreement as a measure of party agreement.
In the ParƟRep Survey, respondents were asked how oŌen, in the last year, they found
themselves in the posiƟon that their party had one posiƟon on a vote in parliament, and
they personally had a different opinion. This quesƟon goes further than the abstract ide-
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ological and policy scales used in previous studies: the quesƟon specifies two actors (the
individual MP and the party) and the event (a difference of opinion over an upcoming
vote), and provides quanƟfiable answering categories (the frequency of disagreement
over months and years). The quesƟon gives a sense of, on the whole, how oŌen MPs
disagree with their party on a vote in parliament. MPs’ answers to the quesƟon remain
esƟmaƟons, however, although if MPs disagreed infrequently they ought to be able to
recall each unique vote for which this was the case, and it is safe to assume that dis-
agreement occurs quite frequently if MPs cannot recall the exact number of Ɵmes they
disagreed with their party. It could be argued, however, that since the quesƟon refers
specifically to voƟng that it may measure MPs’ behavior (and thus MPs’ contribuƟon to
party group unity, the final outcome of MPs’ decision-making sequence), instead of aƫ-
tudinal party agreement. But the fact that the quesƟon is followed by a direct follow-up
quesƟon as to how anMP should vote in the case of disagreement with the party’s posi-
Ɵon (see subsecƟon 5.3.3), implies that MPs are likely to have interpreted the quesƟon
as inquiring into the frequency of disagreement before voƟng took place.
Another potenƟal problem of the quesƟon is the fact that it refers to the posiƟon of an
MP’s ‘party’, and not specifically his party group in parliament. Thus, respondents may
have interpreted ‘party’ as referring to the party group, but also to other parts andmem-
bers of the party organizaƟon. The quesƟon does, however, also refer specifically to a
conflict of posiƟons on ‘a vote in parliament’, whichmakes it likely that respondents have
interpreted the quesƟon as referring to the party group in parliament, although we can-
not be sure. Onemore drawback of the quesƟon is that it does not allowus to disƟnguish
between MPs who vote with the party because they agree with the party’s posiƟon, or
because they lack an opinion but do not do not disagree with the party’s posiƟon (i.e.,
they do not have an opinion on a parƟcular vote and rely on the voƟng advice provided
by their fellow party members). Thus, infrequent disagreement (or more precisely, lack
of disagreement) as a result of cue-taking cannot be ruled out by our measure.

Of all the MPs in our 15 naƟonal parliaments, 61 percent disagree infrequently with
their party (28 percent (almost) never disagree with the party’s posiƟon on a vote in
parliament and 33 percent indicate that disagreement occurs about once a year, see
Table 4.5)19, meaning that it is a quite important pathway to party voƟng unity. SƟll,

19 Of course, what these percentages mean is relaƟve to the (average) number and the relaƟve frequency of
different types of votes (i.e. roll call or regular votes) held in each parliament per year, as well as the voƟng
procedures per parliament. These figures are unfortunately not available for all parliaments. Hix et al.’s
(2005) study of the dimensions of conflict in legislatures does offer an indicaƟon of the number of roll call
votes for four of the parliaments included in our analysis. Hix et al. (2005) analyzed all roll call votes during
one term in either the late 1990s or early 2000s, or part of a term if the data from the full-term were not
available. They then excluded all lopsided votes (for which less than 10 percent ofMPswere on theminority
side) and all MPs who voted fewer than 25 Ɵmes. Looking at the four parliaments in our analysis that were
included in their study, we see that in Belgium there were 663 roll call votes during the 2003-2007 term,
in France there were 105 roll call votes in the 1997-2002 term, in Poland there were 1,050 roll call votes
during the 1997-1999 term, and in Israel there were 584 roll call votes in October and November 1999. In
the Netherlands there were 6,304 votes during the 2006-2010 term, of which only 48 were taken by roll
call. The quesƟon inquiring into the frequency of disagreement does not, however, specify on what type of
vote disagreement takes place.
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Table 4.5: Party agreement (the frequency of disagreement with the party’s posiƟon on
a vote in parliament) in 15 naƟonal parliaments (%)

Frequently disagree Infrequently disagree

Once a month Every three months Once a year (Almost) never Total Total (n)

Austria 0 21 58 21 100 46

Belgium 7 27 32 34 100 68

France 4 42 40 14 100 49

Germany 4 38 29 29 100 133

Hungary 19 31 31 20 101 99

Ireland 0 20 58 22 100 32

Israel 27 33 2 38 100 39

Italy 18 38 32 12 100 44

Netherlands 7 21 33 40 101 62

Norway 9 22 34 35 100 45

Poland 2 28 41 29 100 53

Portugal 15 35 25 25 100 76

Spain 5 16 27 51 99 103

Switzerland 13 25 50 13 101 48

United Kingdom 23 23 33 21 100 61

All 11 28 33 28 100 958

χ² (42) = 168.897, sig. = .000; φc = .425, sig. = .000 (four original answering categories)

χ² (14) = 65.801, sig. = .000; φc = .265, sig. = .000 (four answering categories collapsed into ‘frequently disagree’ and

‘infrequently disagree’)

39 percent indicate that disagreement with their party occurs frequently (28 percent
disagree with the party line about once every three months and 11 percent indicate to
disagree about once a month). These aggregate figures hide considerable differences
across parliaments, however. Party agreement is highest among MPs in Ireland (where
80 percent indicate to disagree about once a year or (almost) never), Austria (79 per-
cent), Spain (78 percent) and the Netherlands (72 percent), and only in Israel, Italy,
Portugal and Hungary does a (small) majority of MPs indicate to experience frequent
disagreement with the party on a vote in parliament.

In order to validate this indicator of party agreement, MPs’ responses to the fre-
quency of disagreement quesƟon are compared to the distance between where MPs
place themselves on the 11-point LeŌ-Right ideological scale, and where they perceive
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their party to be (Kam, 2009).20,21 40 percent ofMPs perceive no distance between their
own posiƟon and their poliƟcal party’s posiƟon, another 40 percent perceive a 1-point
difference, and the remaining 20 percent place themselves at two or more points from
their party (not shown in Figure 4.1). We can therefore conclude that in general, the
parƟes are quite homogeneous in terms of their LeŌ-Right ideology, at least according
to MPs’ own percepƟons. Our expectaƟon is that the larger the absolute distance MPs
perceive between their own and the party’s posiƟon, the more frequently they disagree
with the party. For presentaƟon purposes, we combine all perceived distances of two or
more points into one category (see Figure 4.1). The answering categories used for the
quesƟon concerning the frequency of disagreement are also collapsed: ‘about once a
month’ and ‘about once every three months’ are combined into ‘frequently disagree’,
and the categories ‘about once a year’ and ‘(almost) never’ are collapsed into ‘infre-
quently disagree’.22

Among thoseMPswho perceive no ideological distance between themselves and the
party, 68 percent infrequently disagree with their party and 32 percent indicate to fre-
quently disagree. And among those MPs who perceive a 1-point difference, 61 percent
infrequently disagree and 39 percent frequently disagree. This linear trend conƟnues,
in that the larger the perceived ideological distance, the higher the percentage of MPs
who frequently disagree with their party over a vote in parliament. Indeed, a one-step
increase in the absolute perceived distance between an MP and the party’s posiƟon on
the 11-point LeŌ-Right scale increases the odds of frequently disagreeing as opposed
to infrequently disagreeing with the poliƟcal party over a vote in parliament by a factor
of 1.359. All in all, MPs who, according to their own percepƟon, share the ideological
posiƟon of the poliƟcal party are more likely to usually agree with the party on a vote in

20 ValidaƟon of party agreement with the ideological distance MPs perceive between their own and their
party’s posiƟon can be framed as both convergence and nomological validaƟon (Adcock, 2002). On the
one hand, ideological placement has been used as a proxy for the influence of policy preferences on par-
liamentary behavior in previous studies (convergence validaƟon). On the other hand, it can be argued that
ideological distance as a measure of policy differences can be seen as a cause or predictor of the frequency
of disagreement (nomological validaƟon).

21 The quesƟons that askMPs to place themselves and the poliƟcal party on the LeŌ-Right ideological scale are
located consecuƟvely in the ParƟRep Survey, making it reasonable to assume that any distance indicated
by MPs is conscious and meaningful. However, that MPs are first asked to place themselves may act as an
anchor for where they subsequently place the poliƟcal party, making the laƩer conƟngent on the former.
This may lead to an underesƟmaƟon of the distance MPs perceive between their own and the party’s po-
siƟon. As is the case with the quesƟon concerning the frequency of disagreement, MPs are asked to place
their ‘party’, and not specifically their party group, on the LeŌ-Right scale. Thus means we cannot be sure
whether respondents kept in mind their party group, or another part of their party organizaƟon, or their
party members, when answering the quesƟon.

22 Although the measurement scale is meaningful (months and years), the intervals between the answering
categories differ. As the two middle answering categories (once every three months / once every year) are
the most popular, dichotomizing any way other than down the middle results in a skewed distribuƟon of
responses. Although there may be context-specific theoreƟcal arguments in favor of dichotomizing differ-
ently in specific legislatures (e.g. in some parliaments votes take place much less frequently than in others,
and thus disagreement once a year may be considered quite frequent), it is best to dichotomize down the
middle for the enƟre data set to obtain the most equal variance between the two groups.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Figure 4.1: Party agreement (the frequency of disagreement with the party’s posiƟon
on a vote in parliament) and the absolute distance MPs’ perceive between their own
posiƟon and the posiƟon of their party on an 11-point ideological LeŌ-Right scale in 15
naƟonal parliaments (%)

parliament. This entails that our measure is likely to be a good measure of party agree-
ment.

Moving on to the effects of insƟtuƟons on MPs’ frequency of agreement, Table 4.6
presents the esƟmated binary logisƟc regression coefficients, robust standard errors, sig-
nificance levels and odds raƟos for each of the variables hypothesized to influence party
agreement. The null model includes only the random effects (the effects of country and
poliƟcal party), models 1 through 3 test for individual insƟtuƟons, model 4 contains all
fixed and random effects, and model 5 reruns the full model but disregards the hierar-
chical nature of the data, and thus tests for fixed effects only.

On their own, most of our insƟtuƟonal variables have a staƟsƟcally significant effect
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

on party agreement. First, candidate selecƟon exclusiveness and centralizaƟon have a
posiƟve effect on party agreement, as expected (H1a). MPs who belong to parƟes in
which candidate selecƟon is concentrated in the hands of party leaders or party agency
at the naƟonal level are more likely to agree with their party, thanMPs who are selected
by subnaƟonal party leaders or agencies, or party primaries at any level of the party
organizaƟon (model 1). When placed in the full hierarchical model, candidate selecƟon
is just shy of staƟsƟcal significance (model 5).

On its own, voters’ inability to cast a vote for an individual candidate has a posiƟve
(almost staƟsƟcally significant) effect on party agreement (model 2): when preference
voƟng is not allowed, the odds of an MP frequently agreeing with his party increase
by a factor of 2, which is in line with our hypothesis (H2a). However, the interacƟon
between preference voƟng and district magnitude is in the opposite direcƟon fromwhat
was predicted. In other words, in systems that do not allow preference voƟng the odds
of an MP infrequently disagreeing with the party decrease as district magnitude (and
thus intra-party compeƟƟon) increases. The interacƟon effect between voters’ inability
to cast a personal vote and district magnitude remains staƟsƟcally significant in the full
model as well (model 5).

Finally, as predicted (H3a), government parƟcipaƟon indeed has a negaƟve effect on
party agreement (model 4); MPs in governing parƟes are less likely to frequently agree
with their party on a vote in parliament than MPs whose parƟes are in opposiƟon. The
difference between MPs in governing parƟes and those in opposiƟon is again just shy of
staƟsƟcal significant aŌer the other variables are added (model 5).

It seems that poliƟcal parƟes in these parliamentary democracies can, to a large ex-
tent, rely on MPs’ agreement with the party line for party voƟng unity in parliament.
Moreover, with the excepƟon of the formal properƟes of the electoral insƟtuƟons, all of
our insƟtuƟonal variables have the predicted effects on party agreement. Nonetheless,
around 40 percent of MPs indicate to frequently disagree with their party which, given
the high levels of voƟng unity found in previous comparaƟve analyses, is more than one
would expect if party agreement were the sole determinants of MPs’ voƟng behavior.
ParƟes, it seems, must also rely on other mechanisms to achieve party unity.

4.3.3 Party loyalty

If MPs do not agree with the party line on a vote in parliament, theymove on to the next
decision-making stage, at which they weigh whether their loyalty to the party group
overrides their disagreement with the party group’s posiƟon. MPs who subscribe to the
norm of party group solidarity toe the party group line voluntarily despite their reserva-
Ɵons because they acknowledge, and have internalized, the importance of party group
unity for parliamentary government.

As alreadymenƟoned (see subsecƟon 4.3.2), the quesƟon concerning the frequency
of disagreement was followed by a quesƟon asking respondents how they think an MP
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Table 4.7: Party loyalty (own opinion versus party’s posiƟon) in 15 naƟonal parliaments
(%)

Own opinion Party’s posiƟon Total Total (n)

Austria 53 47 100 44
Belgium 31 69 100 68
France 64 35 100 48
Germany 53 47 100 124
Hungary 38 63 101 95
Ireland 20 80 100 31
Israel 44 56 100 37
Italy 64 36 100 44
Netherlands 11 89 100 45
Norway 15 85 100 42
Poland 51 50 101 52
Portugal 45 55 100 75
Spain 17 83 100 101
Switzerland 88 13 101 48
United Kingdom 53 47 100 55

All 38 62 100 909

χ² (14) = 114.279, sig. = .000; φc = .359, sig. = .000

should vote in the case of conflict between anMP’s opinion and the party’s posiƟon.23, 24
Table 4.7 shows that 62 percent of MPs contend that when in disagreement with the
party’s posiƟon on a vote in parliament, anMP sƟll ought to vote according to the party’s

23 As was the case with the quesƟon pertaining to the frequency of disagreement used as an indicator of party
agreement, the quesƟon refers to the respondent’s ‘party’, and not specifically the party group.

24 In past parliamentary surveys held in the Dutch Second Chamber, the quesƟon as to how an MP ought
to vote when his opinion conflicts with the posiƟon of the party included a middle answering category ‘it
depends’. This category was always the most popular among Dutch MPs. The omission of this category in
the 2010 ParƟRep Survey was associated with almost 30 percent of Dutch respondents refusing to answer
the quesƟon, and a very high percentage of respondents selecƟng the answering category ‘MP should vote
according to his party’s opinion’ (see Table 6.18 in chapter 6). In the other 14 naƟonal parliaments included
in the analysis in this chapter, however, the omission of this category seems to have had a smaller effect
on the response rate: 7 percent (67 respondents) of the total number of MPs’ responses to the quesƟon
are missing. In comparison: 2 percent (18 respondents) of MPs from these 15 naƟonal parliaments refused
to answer the quesƟon that preceded this quesƟon in the survey. Of the 65 MPs who did not fill in the
quesƟon pertaining to party loyalty, 18 percent (12 respondents) filled in the survey online, 42 percent (28
respondents) filled in a hard-copy version, and 40 percent (26 respondents) were interviewed face-to-face
(20 of these respondents were from the Netherlands). These percentages and number of respondents are
not weighted.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

posiƟon. Since the quesƟon pertains specifically to situaƟons inwhichMPs disagreewith
the party line, this entails that the resultant behavior in these situaƟons is not based
on party agreement, and thus serves as a good indicator of party loyalty. That over
60 percent of MPs answer to voluntarily submit to the party line despite disagreement
means that it is an important voluntary pathway to unity that parƟes can rely on. SƟll,
38 percent answer that in the case of disagreement an MP ought to vote according to
his own opinion. Thus, if party loyalty were the sole determinant of party voƟng unity,
we would likely see more party disunity in these parliamentary systems than is now the
case. SubscripƟon to the norm of party loyalty is parƟcularly high among MPs in the
Netherlands (89 percent), Norway (85 percent), Spain (83 percent) and Ireland (80 per-
cent). In Switzerland, however, only 13 percent answer that an MP should follow the
party line when in disagreement. Party loyalty also seems to be less prevalent in France,
Italy, Germany, the United Kingdom, Austria and Poland, where only a minority indicate
that in the case of disagreement an MP ought to opt for the party’s posiƟon.25

In order to validate this measure of party loyalty, MPs’ responses are compared to
the importance they ascribed to promoƟng the views and interest of their party. Sup-
posedly, MPs who aƩach great importance to promoƟng the interests and views of the
party are also more likely to subscribe to the norm of party loyalty. Most MPs consider
represenƟng the interests of the party rather important, withmore than 80 percent posi-
Ɵoning themselves on the right end of the scale (scoring 5 points or more on the 7-point
scale). Furthermore, there is a posiƟve and almost linear relaƟonship between ascribing
importance to promoƟng the views and interests of the party and thinking that an MP
ought to vote according to the party line in the case of disagreement. Of thoseMPs who
assign the greatest importance to promoƟng the interests of the party (scoring a 7 on the
scale), 79 percent subscribe to the norm of party loyalty. At the other extreme, only 47
percent of MPs who ascribe no importance to promoƟng the views and interests of their
party subscribe to the norm of party loyalty. A one-step increase on the scale 7-point
ordinal scale towards ascribing more importance to promoƟng the views and interests
of the party increases the odds of voƟng with the party’s posiƟon as opposed to voƟng
to according to an MP’s own opinion by a factor of 1.369. All in all, MPs’ opinions about
how an MP ought to vote in the case of disagreement appears to be a good indicator of
party loyalty.

When it comes to the effects of insƟtuƟons, we hypothesized that candidate selec-
Ɵon procedures that are inclusive and decentralized diffuse loyalty to the party group
in parliament, as this creates a situaƟon of compeƟng principals within the party (H2a).
Indeed, on its own, being selected by naƟonal party leaders or an agency, as opposed
to party leaders or an agency at the subnaƟonal level or through primaries at any level,
increases the odds of subscribing to the norm of party loyalty by a factor of 1.484 (model

25 France, Italy, Germany and the United Kingdom also happen to be among the countries where the aƩained
survey response rate was low. It could be that MPs who do not subscribe to the norm of party loyalty
were more likely to parƟcipate in the survey than MPs who do subscribe to the norm. Maybe the former
group saw the survey as a means of expressing their lack of loyalty. As far as we know, however, MPs in all
countries were approached to parƟcipate in a survey about representaƟon in general, and not specifically
their relaƟonship with their party (group).
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Figure 4.2: Party loyalty (own opinion versus party’s posiƟon) and the importance as-
cribed to promoƟng the views and interests of the party in 15 naƟonal parliaments (%)

1 in Table 4.8). However, once other variables are added to the model, the influence of
candidate selecƟon is not staƟsƟcally significant.26

Concerning electoral insƟtuƟons, voters’ ability to cast a personal vote is also ex-
pected to lead candidates to engage in personal vote seeking, which may lead to a situ-
aƟon of compeƟng principals once in parliament, and diffuse MPs’ loyalty to the party
(H2b). Whether personal voƟng is formally possible does not seem to have an effect on

26 Itmay also be that the quesƟonweuse tomeasure party loyalty is interpreted in differentways: the quesƟon
asks how an MP ought to vote in the case of disagreement between an MP’s own opinion and the posiƟon
of the party, but does not explicate ‘the posiƟon of the party’ as that of the party group in parliament. Thus,
respondents may have interpreted the posiƟon of the party to include that of their selectorate, or specific
groups within the poliƟcal party, as well. This lack of specificaƟon of what is meant by ‘the party’s posiƟon’
also holds for our measure of party agreement, however, on which our measure of candidate selecƟon did
have a staƟsƟcally significant effect.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

party loyalty, however (model 2). And again, when district magnitude is taken into con-
sideraƟon the effect is staƟsƟcally significant, but in the opposite direcƟon from what
was predicted, actually decreasing the odds of an MP voluntarily voƟng with the party
line when in disagreement.

One could quesƟonwhether the formal properƟes of electoral insƟtuƟons accurately
captureMPs’ tendency to engage in (or the value they ascribe to) personal vote seeking,
or their response to the dilemma they face when confronted with compeƟng principals.
In order to gauge the former, we have added a variable that includes MPs’ responses
to the quesƟon whether they would rather spend scarce Ɵme and resources running
a personal campaign (1) or party campaign (5), measured on a five-point ordinal scale
(model 4). Indeed, MPs who indicate to prefer to run a party campaign aremore likely to
vote according to the party line when in disagreement, whereas MPs who would rather
spend their Ɵme and resources on a personal campaign (thus engaging in personal vote
seeking) are less likely to subscribe to the norm of party loyalty (the variable is almost
staƟsƟcally significant on its own).

By using the choice between an MP’s own opinion and his party’s posiƟon as our
measure of party loyalty (and thus dependent variable) we implicitly assume that vot-
ers as a potenƟal focus of representaƟon are nested in representaƟves’ personal prefer-
ences. To beƩer capture the influence of voters versus the party as compeƟng principals
onMPs’ party loyalty, we use a quesƟon that asks respondents how anMP ought to vote
in the case of disagreement between the voters’ and the party’s posiƟon. According to
the theory of compeƟng principals, an MP who chooses to vote according to his own
opinion in the case of disagreement with the party’s posiƟon does so because his own
opinion is based on, or at least informed by, voters’ preferences, and the MP wishes to
remain loyal to the voters.27 Model 5 shows that this is indeed the case, and that the
choice between voters’ and the party as compeƟng principals has a very strong effect
on party loyalty: On its own, the odds of an MP subscribing to the norm of party loyalty
as opposed to not doing so are almost 8 Ɵmes higher for an MP who selects the party’s
posiƟon over voter’s opinions than for an MP who would opts for the voters’ opinion.

Model 6 includes only all of the formal insƟtuƟonal variables, in which only district
magnitude and the interacƟon effect between voters’ inability to cast personal votes
and district magnitude remain staƟsƟcally significant (but not in the predicted direc-
Ɵon). Adding our measures of MPs’ tendency to engage in personal vote seeking and
the influence of compeƟng principals does not change the effect of these formal insƟ-
tuƟons much (model 7). In the full model, our measure of personal vote seeking is no
longer staƟsƟcally significant, but the effect of an MP’s choice between voters’ and the
party as compeƟng principals sƟll is. Finally, we also predicted that MPs from governing
parƟes would be more likely to subscribe to the norm of party loyalty than opposiƟon

27 Another opƟon is that an MP is not responsive to voters’ interests, but considers himself a ‘trustee’ in
terms of his style of representaƟon and thus truly follows his own opinion (Eulau et al., 1959; Wahlke et al.,
1962; Converse and Pierce, 1979, 1986). This situaƟon is actually beƩer captured by the quesƟon as to
whether he would prefer to spend his scarce Ɵme and resources running a personal or party campaign, as
one could argue that a trustee does not face a situaƟon of compeƟng principals; only an MP who takes on
the representaƟonal style of ‘delegate’ does.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

MPs because of the added responsibility of maintaining their party in government (H2c).
On its own, government parƟcipaƟon does not have a staƟsƟcally significant effect on
whether an MP will toe the party line voluntarily despite disagreement (model 3), but
the variable does increase in strength in the model containing both formal insƟtuƟons
as well as our measures of personal vote seeking and compeƟng principals.

All in all, 60 percent of our MPs hold the opinion that an MP ought to vote according
to the party’s posiƟon in the case of conflict. It is noteworthy that the formal proper-
Ɵes of insƟtuƟons seem to have less effect on MPs’ tendency to subscribe to the norm
of party loyalty than they do on MPs’ frequency of disagreement. It may be that can-
didates’ loyalty is a less important candidate selecƟon criterion than candidates’ policy
preferences are (one could argue that due to the personal normaƟve nature of themech-
anism, it is difficult for selectorates to gauge the extent to which candidates will be loyal
to them).28 It is somewhat surprising, however, that electoral insƟtuƟons seem to have
the opposite effect on party loyalty than what is argued in the literature concerning per-
sonal vote seeking and the noƟon of compeƟng principals. Of our two individual level
aƫtudinal measures of these concepts, the one which poses voters’ and the party as
compeƟng principals does prove to have predicƟve power in the full model. 29

4.3.4 Party discipline
When MPs disagree with the party line, and do not vote with the party out of loyalty,
their party (group) leadersmay employ disciplinarymeasures in an aƩempt to sway their
votes. At the final stage of our sequenƟal decision-making model, MPs must decide
whether (the promise of) posiƟve incenƟves or (the threat of) negaƟve sancƟons out-
weigh their resolve to dissent from the party line. As opposed to party agreement and
party loyalty, which results in MPs’ voluntary contribuƟon to party voƟng unity in par-
liament, party discipline is an involuntary pathway.

As menƟoned in subsecƟon 3.2.2 in chapter 3, the observaƟon and measurement
of party discipline is problemaƟc. First, the threat, promise or expectaƟon of sancƟons
alone may be enough to elicit submission to the party line. Second, when discipline is
applied, this is usually done behind the closed doors of the parliamentary party group, as
public disciplining can lead tomedia aƩenƟon which is assumed to have negaƟve effects
on the electoral prospects of the party as a whole. Finally, it is difficult to disƟnguish be-
tween behavior resulƟng from the use of sancƟons and other relaƟvely innocent factors

28 Ideally, we would also check whether an MP’s choice when force to choose between the parliamentary
party group’s posiƟon and his party’s selectorate’s opinion would prove a more accurate measure of the
situaƟon of compeƟng principals within the poliƟcal party. Unfortunately, we do not have the data to do
so.

29 Although there is a staƟsƟcally significant correlaƟon between our measure the frequency of disagreement
and our measure of the voters’ versus the party as compeƟng principals, we do not include these in the
mulƟlevel mulƟvariate analysis of party agreement (see Table 4.6 ) for substanƟve reasons. Party agree-
ment, we argue, is not influenced by the existence of potenƟally compeƟng principals, but by that when
making their vote choice, voters’ select the party or candidate whose policy stances are representaƟve of
their own.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Table 4.9: SaƟsfacƟon with general parliamentary party discipline in 15 naƟonal parlia-
ments (%)

More strict Remain as it is Less strict Total Total (n)

Austria 41 59 0 100 50
Belgium 11 78 11 100 59
France 15 77 8 100 48
Germany 46 52 2 100 129
Hungary 26 65 9 100 97
Ireland 26 61 13 100 32
Israel 13 77 10 100 38
Italy 38 59 3 100 43
Netherlands 9 83 8 100 63
Norway 7 89 4 100 45
Poland 8 72 20 100 50
Portugal 5 73 22 100 71
Spain 6 73 21 100 92
Switzerland 29 71 0 100 44
United Kingdom 17 75 8 100 52

All 17 72 11 100 913

χ² (28) = 112.700, sig. = .000; φc = .251, sig. = .000

(e.g., not being placed on the electoral candidacy list for the upcoming elecƟons may be
a negaƟve sancƟon applied by the party leadership, but it may also be the case that an
MP simply wants to reƟre from poliƟcs).

Unfortunately, the ParƟRep Survey does not have any quesƟons that askMPs directly
whether sancƟons are applied if an MP does not vote according to the party line, or
threatens to do so (but see subsecƟon 5.4.4 in chapter 5 for an analysis of the expected
likelihood of negaƟve sancƟons among Dutch representaƟves). We do, however, have
quesƟons that inquire into MPs’ saƟsfacƟon with general, as well as specific aspects of,
party discipline in their parliamentary party group. Respondents were asked whether
they thought that party discipline should be more strict than it is now, should remain
as it is, or should be less strict than it is now. In interpreƟng the answering categories,
we assume that MPs who hold the opinion that party discipline ought to be more strict
are not likely to have been disciplined themselves, but feel that they personally, or their
party group as a whole, suffers from the recalcitrant behavior of fellow group members.
They thus value the collecƟve benefits of presenƟng a united front to the outside world
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Table 4.10: SaƟsfacƟon with parliamentary party discipline when it comes to sƟcking to
the parliamentary party line in votes in 15 naƟonal parliaments (%)

More strict Remain as it is Less strict Total Total (n)

Austria 10 85 5 100 48
Belgium 0 89 11 100 61
France 14 77 10 101 48
Germany 11 80 9 100 126
Hungary 15 72 12 99 97
Ireland 7 81 13 101 32
Israel 16 76 8 100 38
Italy 33 61 6 100 43
Netherlands 0 96 5 101 63
Norway 4 87 9 100 45
Poland 5 80 16 101 50
Portugal 7 71 23 101 72
Spain 9 79 12 100 92
Switzerland 13 75 13 101 45
United Kingdom 12 74 14 100 54

All 9 80 11 100 914

χ² (28) = 72.762, sig. = .000; φc = .201, sig. = .000

above an individual MP’s personal mandate and freedom.30 Those who answer that
party discipline should remain as it is probably perceive a good balance between the
two, or value one above the other, but are content with how they are maintained in the
parliamentary party group. And MPs who answer that party discipline ought to be less
strict are those who value an individual MP’s freedom and personal mandate above pre-
senƟng a united front, and are likely to have experience with party discipline being used
against them (or have operated under the threat of sancƟons). AdmiƩedly, however,

30 This interpretaƟon is in line with the disƟncƟon between individual costs and collecƟve benefits forwarded
by Andeweg and Thomassen (2011a) in their analysis of the pathways to party group unity in the Dutch
Parliament. In the 1990 Dutch Parliamentary Study MPs were asked an open quesƟon about the advan-
tages and disadvantages of party discipline. PosiƟve aspects included the collecƟve benefits of presenƟng
a unified front to the outside world and making clear where the poliƟcal party stood, whereas negaƟve
aspects were placed primarily at the individual level (such as curtailing individual MPs’ freedom and sƟfling
creaƟvity). Andeweg and Thomassen (2011a, 661) interpret these results as “party discipline is considered
raƟonal from a collecƟve point of view, not from an individual point of view”. Jensen (2000, 224-226), who
uses the same quesƟon in his study of Nordic countries, comes to a similar conclusion, and dichotomizes
the variable by combining the answering categories party discipline ‘ought to remain as it is’ and ‘should be
more strict’.
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Table 4.11: SaƟsfacƟon with parliamentary party discipline when it comes to taking po-
liƟcal iniƟaƟves only with the parliamentary party’s authorizaƟon in 15 naƟonal parlia-
ments (%)

More strict Remain as it is Less strict Total Total (n)

Austria 29 57 14 100 48
Belgium 8 79 13 100 61
France 8 83 10 101 48
Germany 11 80 9 100 127
Hungary 25 68 7 100 96
Ireland 3 71 26 100 32
Israel 12 79 9 100 38
Italy 12 79 9 100 43
Netherlands 6 88 7 101 63
Norway 12 80 8 100 46
Poland 15 64 21 100 50
Portugal 2 80 18 100 71
Spain 9 67 24 100 91
Switzerland 13 75 13 101 45
United Kingdom 11 78 11 100 52

All 11 76 13 100 911

χ² (28) = 73.232, sig. = .000; φc = .201, sig. = .000

the quesƟon does not allow us to gaugeMPs’ responsiveness to party discipline (i.e., we
do not know whether they are actually disciplined into toeing the party line, or choose
to stay true to their own opinion and dissent).31

Given thatmuchof the comparaƟve literature emphasizes party discipline as a promi-
nent pathway to party group unity, it is surprising that over 70 percent of MPs are sat-

31 Another potenƟal problem is that the party discipline quesƟons in the surveys do not specify which defini-
Ɵon of party discipline MPs should keep in mind. As the term already brings about conceptual confusion
within legislaƟve studies, this may also be the case in the minds of MPs. It is unclear whether respondents
make this samedisƟncƟon in termof voluntary and involuntarymechanisms aswedo in our decision-making
model. However, in the study of party group unity in Finland by Jensen (2000, 221), MPs were asked to eval-
uate party cohesion and party discipline separately, with very different results: only 8 percent of Finnish
MPs preferred stronger discipline, while 48 percent preferred stronger party cohesion. Although this does
not help us verify howMPs interpret the concepts, it doesmake clear thatMPs do see a disƟncƟon between
the two. Moreover, the answering categories to the quesƟons in the ParƟRep Survey refer to ‘strictness’,
which holds connotaƟons with ‘authority’ and thus suggests discipline and sancƟons imposed by the po-
liƟcal party. It may be, however, that respondents have interpreted the quesƟon as mainly referring to
negaƟve, as opposed to posiƟve, sancƟons.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Table 4.12: SaƟsfacƟon with parliamentary party discipline when it comes to keeping
internal party discussions confidenƟal in 15 naƟonal parliaments (%)

More strict Remain as it is Less strict Total Total (n)

Austria 35 65 0 100 48
Belgium 60 41 0 101 61
France 60 39 2 101 48
Germany 80 20 0 100 128
Hungary 67 32 1 100 98
Ireland 60 38 2 100 32
Israel 28 68 4 100 38
Italy 41 59 0 100 43
Netherlands 22 78 0 100 63
Norway 22 73 5 100 45
Poland 59 38 3 100 49
Portugal 57 42 2 101 71
Spain 65 32 3 101 93
Switzerland 43 57 0 100 45
United Kingdom 46 54 0 100 54

All 48 50 2 100 916

χ² (28) = 135.487, sig. = .000; φc = .274, sig. = .000

isfiedwith general party discipline, answering that it should remain as it is (see Table 4.9).
SaƟsfacƟonwith general party discipline is highest inNorway (89 percent) and theNether-
lands (83 percent). Moreover, the majority of MPs who are not saƟsfied with general
party discipline would like to see it applied more strictly. This is especially the case in
Germany (46 percent), Austria (41 percent) and Italy (38). Only in Portugal, Spain and
Poland does a majority of unsaƟsfied MPs hold the opinion that general party discipline
ought to be less strict, which according to our interpretaƟon of the quesƟon, implies
that party discipline is probably used more oŌen in these parliaments.

Portugal and Poland are also the two countries with the highest percentage of MPs
(respecƟvely 23 and 16 percent) who think that party discipline should be less strict
when sƟcking to the party line when voƟng, the quesƟon that is most in line with our
measures of party agreement and party loyalty, which both also refer to parliamentary
voƟng. Overall, however, the figures in Table 4.10 reveal that the vast majority (80 per-
cent) of all MPs are saƟsfied with party discipline when it comes to voƟng in parliament.
SaƟsfacƟon with party voƟng discipline is highest in the Netherlands (96 percent), Bel-
gium (89 percent) and Norway (87 percent). In Italy, a relaƟvely high percentage of MPs
(33 percent) would like to see stricter party discipline when it comes to voƟng in parlia-
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

Table 4.13: ‘ConfidenƟal party discussions usually find their way to the media’ in 15
naƟonal parliaments (%)

(Mostly) false Neither (Mostly) true Total Total (n)

Austria 60 20 20 100 47
Belgium 51 10 39 100 68
France 10 27 64 101 49
Germany 21 6 72 99 133
Hungary 33 4 63 100 99
Ireland 37 5 58 100 32
Israel 17 3 80 101 39
Italy 14 26 60 100 44
Netherlands 74 13 12 99 65
Norway 61 19 19 99 45
Poland 21 16 64 101 53
Portugal 20 3 77 99 75
Spain 11 14 76 101 102
Switzerland 25 13 63 101 49
United Kingdom 30 15 56 101 58

All 34 12 54 100 958

χ² (28) = 241.124, sig. = .000; φc = .359, sig. = .000

ment.
Almost the same distribuƟon holds for MPs’ saƟsfacƟon with party discipline when

it comes to seeking authorizaƟon from the party group when taking parliamentary ini-
ƟaƟves (over three-quarters of MPs are saƟsfied), with this Ɵme Ireland (26 percent)
Portugal (18 percent), Poland (21 percent) and Spain (24 percent), as the countries with
the highest percentage of MPs who feel that party discipline should be relaxed (see
Table 4.11). Only in Austria (29 percent) and Hungary (25 percent) does a substanƟal
percentage of MPs feel that party discipline should be more strict when it comes to tak-
ing parliamentary iniƟaƟves.

In light of these high levels of saƟsfacƟon with party discipline, it is interesƟng to
draw aƩenƟon to scholars’ tendency to emphasize party discipline as a pathway to party
voƟng unity. If party discipline were the main pathway to party group unity, we would
expect there to be more MPs who would like to see party discipline applied less strictly.
The high levels of saƟsfacƟon, however, indicate that party discipline is likely to be ap-
plied much less oŌen than is assumed by the literature on party group unity; it is more
likely that party voƟng unity results from the other pathways, such as party group agree-
ment and party group loyalty, than from party discipline.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

There is one excepƟon to the paƩern of saƟsfacƟon with party discipline. When it
comes to keeping internal party discussions confidenƟal only 50 percent of MPs are sat-
isfiedwith party discipline as it is, and among thosewho are dissaƟsfied almost all would
like stricter party discipline (see Table 4.13). GermanMPs aremost likely to want stricter
party discipline when it comes to keeping internal party discussions confidenƟal (80 per-
cent), followed by MPs in Hungary (67 percent) and Spain (65 percent). SaƟsfacƟon is
highest in the Netherlands (78 percent) and Norway (73 percent). These rather high
levels of dissaƟsfacƟon highlights that party unity is a much broader requirement, en-
compassing not only the end vote, but the enƟre policy making process. Indeed, when
asked about the day-to-day pracƟces in parliament, over half of all MPs answer that
it is (mostly) true that internal party discussions do find their way to the media (see
Table 4.13).32 Noteworthy is that these percentages are quite high in the parliaments
where there is also a high percentage of MPs who would like to party discipline Ɵght-
ened on this aspect of party life as well.33 This provides some evidence that there are
apparently MPs who do breach the confidenƟality of internal party discussions.

For our mulƟvariate analysis of party loyalty, binary logisƟc regression was the ob-
vious choice because our dependent variable is dichotomous. For party agreement we
also used binary logisƟc regression because we dichotomized the four answering cat-
egories to the quesƟon concerning the frequency of disagreement between an MP’s
opinion and the party’s posiƟon into ‘frequently agree’ and ‘infrequently agree’ (see
subsecƟon 4.3.2). Our measures of party discipline, however, have three answering
categories. Considering the hypotheses developed above, what is of interest most is
the difference between MPs who hold the opinion that party discipline ought to be less
strict (implying that party discipline is indeed applied, or at least thatMPs work under its
threat) and those MPs who answer that party discipline can remain as it is or should be
stricter. We have opted to dichotomize the variable by combining the answering cate-
gories party discipline ‘should remain as it is’ and ‘should be more strict’, as is also done
by Jensen (2000) in his analysis of the Nordic countries. This way, binary logisƟc regres-
sion can be used to test the effects of insƟtuƟons on party discipline as well. Because
our measures of both party agreement and party loyalty refer specifically to voƟng, we
use the party discipline quesƟon that asks MPs about their saƟsfacƟon with party disci-
pline when it comes to sƟcking to the party line when voƟng in parliament.34 Collapsing
two answering categories, in combinaƟonwith the fact thatmost of our respondents an-
swer that party voƟng discipline should remain as it is, accounts for why the percentage
predicted correctly by the null model is almost 90 percent (see Table 4.14).

32 For presentaƟon purpose the extremes of answering categories of the quesƟon as to whether it is true or
false that confidenƟal party discussions usually find their way to themedia are combined: ‘mostly false’ and
‘false’ are collapsed into one category, as are ‘mostly true’ and ‘true’.

33 The bivariate relaƟonship between MPs’ responses to the quesƟons as to whether confidenƟal party dis-
cussions usually find their way to the media and their opinion on party discipline when it comes to keeping
internal party discussions confidenƟal is staƟsƟcally significant (χ² (8) = 91.930, sig. = .000; gamma = -.402,
sig. = .000).

34 The analysis was repeated using MPs’ saƟsfacƟon with general party discipline as dependent variable; the
results were almost idenƟcal to the analysis with party voƟng discipline as dependent variable.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

None of the insƟtuƟonal variables have the predicted effect onMPs’ saƟsfacƟonwith
party disciplinewhen it comes to voƟng in parliament (see Table 4.14). We hypothesized
thatwhen candidate selecƟon is concentrated in the hands of party leaders and agencies
at the naƟonal level, this would provide the party leadership access to posiƟve and neg-
aƟve sancƟons through which it could discipline recalcitrant MPs, who we argue would
answer that party voƟng discipline ought to be less strict (H3a); this does not seem to
be the case (model 1). Extending the party selectorate’s power into the electoral arena
(H3b), made possible when voters cannot cast preference votes, does seem to have the
expected effect (model 2). And again, when combined with district magnitude, the rela-
Ɵonship is in the opposite direcƟon (but not staƟsƟcally significant this Ɵme). And finally,
our hypothesis that in parliamentary systems government parƟes would bemore willing
to use discipline on their MPs because the stakes are higher than for opposiƟon parƟes
(H3c) can be rejected (model 4).

More so than was the case in our analysis of party loyalty, the effects of insƟtuƟons
decrease even more as we move further down the sequenƟal chain of decision-making
mechanisms to the final stage of party discipline. Following the sequenƟal nature of our
model, one could argue that it need not be the existence of insƟtuƟonal tools that can
be used to discipline MPs that determines the actual use of discipline, but the need for
discipline as a result of MPs not toeing the party line on their own accord. Whereas
party agreement and party loyalty involve decisions made by individual MPs, the deci-
sion to (threaten to) apply discipline is in the hands of the party (group) leadership (an
MP’s response to the applicaƟon of discipline is, however, an individual level decision).35
As such, we expected that MPs who frequently disagree with the party and/or do not
subscribe to the norm of party loyalty are more likely to be disciplined, and thus answer
that party discipline ought to be less strict. Indeed, both individual level characteris-
Ɵcs have a strong predicƟve effect on MPs’ saƟsfacƟon with party discipline. Frequently
disagreeing with the party increases the odds of answering that party voƟng discipline
ought to be less strict by a factor of 4.341 (model 4), and not voƟng according to the
party line voluntarily out of loyalty does so by a factor of 3.057 (model 5). Both variables
remain significant in the full hierarchical model (and removing them from the model
does not change the results with regard to the insƟtuƟonal variables, model 6). In other
words, the existence of insƟtuƟons does not determine the applicaƟon of discipline, but
MPs’ lack of voluntarily party agreement and party loyalty does. As suggested by Hazan
(2003, 3), whose use of the term cohesion encompasses both shared policy preferences
and norms of party loyalty, “discipline starts where cohesion falters”.

35 We did not test for the effect of MPs’ frequency of disagreement on party loyalty because, although party
loyalty follows party agreement in our decision-making model, the subscripƟon to the norm of party loyalty
is independent of MPs’ party agreement, i.e., whether or not MPs frequently agree with their party does
not affect whether or not they subscribe to the norm of party loyalty, it only determines whether the second
decision-making mechanism comes into play at all.
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4.3. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in 15 naƟonal parliaments

4.3.5 The sequenƟal decision-making process

Themain argument of this study is that in deciding how to vote in parliament, MPs apply
these decision-making mechanisms in a parƟcular order. An MP must first determine
whether he has an opinion on the maƩer. If he does not, he looks to his fellow party
group members for voƟng advice, and the MP contributes to party group unity through
cue-taking. Agreement, loyalty and discipline are therefore not relevant. If an MP does
have an opinion on the vote, and this happens to be in line with the posiƟon of the
party group, the MP toes the party line voluntarily out of simple agreement. Again, the
mechanisms further down the decision-making sequence—loyalty and discipline—do
not play a role in his decision making. If an MP does have an opinion on the maƩer,
and this is in conflict with the party group’s posiƟon, an MP could sƟll vote according
to the party line voluntarily if he subscribes to the norm of party group loyalty, and his
subscripƟon the norm outweighs the intensity of the conflict with the party’s posiƟon.
Only if an MP disagrees with the posiƟon of the party group and his subscripƟon to
the norm of party group loyalty does not override his conflict, do party (group) leaders
need to elicit him to toe the party line through (the promise of) posiƟve and (the threat
of) negaƟve sancƟons. If, at this final stage of the decision-making sequence disciplinary
measures are not enough to elicit compliance, we expect that theMPwill vote according
to his own opinion and thus dissent from the party group line.

AsmenƟoned earlier, this explanatorymodel of individualMPdecisionmakingwould
ideally be tested by asking MPs about how they came to the decision to vote as they did
on individual parliamentary votes. We do not have the data to do so, however. But
we can get a general idea of the relaƟve importance of the three last decision-making
mechanisms (party agreement, party loyalty and party discipline), at the aggregate level
in the 15 parliaments under study, and thus the extent to which parƟes can count on
these pathways to achieve party group unity. We exclude cue-taking from the sequence
because whereas the quesƟons we use to measure party agreement, party loyalty and
party discipline all refer specifically to voƟng in parliament, the quesƟons we use to
gauge cue-taking do not so do. Moreover, as menƟoned before, our indicator of party
agreement cannot disƟnguish between MPs who vote with the party line out of agree-
ment, or because they do not disagree as a result of the lack of a personal opinion.

First, 61 percent of all MPs indicate to infrequently disagree with the party’s posi-
Ɵon, answering that they disagree with the party either ‘about once a year’ or ‘(almost)
never’ (see Table 4.15). This entails that, indeed, parƟes can count on party agreement
as an important pathway to party unity. Next, although above we found that 62 percent
of all MPs included in the survey subscribe to the norm of party loyalty (see Table 4.7),
answering that an MP ought to vote according to the party’s posiƟon in the case of dis-
agreement, from the perspecƟve of poliƟcal parƟes, this pathway is most relevant for
those MPs who frequently disagree with the party. Indeed, 21 percent of all MPs fre-
quently disagree with the party line, but can sƟll be counted on to vote with the party
voluntarily in the case of disagreement. In most countries, the percentage of MPs found
in this category is well above 20 percent (with Belgium taking the lead with 32 percent),
meaning that, although not as important as party agreement, the pathway sƟll plays a
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Table 4.15: The relaƟve contribuƟon of party agreement, party loyalty and party disci-
pline when it comes to sƟcking to the parliamentary party line in votes in 15 naƟonal
parliaments (%)

Voluntary Involuntary
Agreement Loyalty Discipline Unaccounted Total Total (n)

Austria 79 11 5 5 100 42
Belgium 65 27 3 5 100 61
France 53 10 10 28 101 47
Germany 56 19 7 19 101 117
Hungary 51 27 6 16 100 93
Ireland 79 14 3 3 99 31
Israel 39 32 2 27 100 36
Italy 42 23 7 29 101 41
Netherlands 77 22 0 2 101 45
Norway 71 26 0 3 100 42
Poland 69 9 7 15 100 47
Portugal 51 28 15 7 101 71
Spain 74 21 3 3 101 91
Switzerland 57 0 14 29 100 44
United Kingdom 59 11 11 20 101 50

All 61 21 5 13 100 858

χ² (42) = 139.722, sig. = .000; φc = .234, sig. = .000

Note: These percentagesmay differ fromprevious tables in this chapter because they only include respondents
who answered all three quesƟons. Unfortunately, the quesƟons about party discipline were located near the
end of the survey.

prominent role. The excepƟon to this paƩern is, Switzerland, where party loyalty does
not seem to play a role for any of the MPs who frequently disagree, which is in line with
the earlier findings on party group unity in the Swiss naƟonal parliament.

Only 5 percent of MPs frequently disagree with the party, do not ascribe to the norm
of party loyalty, and answer that party voƟng discipline ought to be less strict (which
we argue to be indicate that MPs are disciplined, or at least operate under the threat
of sancƟons), meaning that of the three pathways included in our sequenƟal decision-
makingmodel, the contribuƟon of party discipline is the lowest. However, given the high
levels of party voƟng unity found in most of these parliaments, it is odd that 13 percent
of MPs remain unaccounted for. These MPs frequently disagree with the party, do not
vote with the party out of loyalty, and do not think that party discipline should be less
strict, instead answering that it should be even more strict, or remain as it is. It could be
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that some of these MPs rely mostly on cue-taking for their voƟng decisions, which we
are unable to include in the sequenƟal decision-making model due to the formulaƟon of
the quesƟon. It may also be that our measurement of party discipline, which admiƩedly
requires quite a bit of interpretaƟon and does not actually inquire into the role of party
discipline inMPs’ decisionmaking, leads to an underesƟmaƟon of the role that sancƟons
play the decision-making process of MPs.

4.4 Conclusion

When it comes to the determinants of party group unity, parƟes can generally count on
MPs voluntarily toeing the party line, with party agreement playing the most important
role inMPs’ decisionmaking, followed by party loyalty in the case of disagreement. Party
discipline, although probably underesƟmated by our decision-making model, seems to
play a secondary role in determining whetherMPs conform to the party line or dissent in
most of our 15 parliaments. Although we are unable to place the division of labor path-
way and associated mechanism of cue-taking in our sequenƟal model, the fact that in
most countries the majority of MPs (completely) agree with the statement that the par-
liamentary party spokesperson determines the posiƟon of the party on his topic serves
as an indicaƟon that parƟes do apply a division of labor, and that cue-taking is likely to
play an important role as well.

The influence of insƟtuƟons tends to decrease as we move through the sequenƟal
decision-making process. Whereas candidate selecƟon and government parƟcipaƟon
do have the predicted effects on party agreement, the effects of these insƟtuƟons are
much weaker when it comes to party loyalty. And although exclusive and centralized
candidate selecƟon procedures and voters’ inability to cast a personal vote, in theory,
provide poliƟcal party leaders with addiƟonal sancƟoning tools that can be used to dis-
cipline their MPs, MPs’ saƟsfacƟon with party discipline does not seem to be affected
by these insƟtuƟons either. Instead, and following the logic of our sequenƟal decision-
making model, MPs who frequently disagree with the party, or do not subscribe to the
norm of party loyalty in the case of disagreement, are more likely to prefer less strict
party discipline, which we hold to be indicaƟve of MPs’ past experience with sancƟon-
ing by the party (group) leadership.

Concerning the effects of the formal properƟes of electoral insƟtuƟons onMPs’ deci-
sion making mechanisms, the results are somewhat unexpected. In all our mulƟvariate
analyses, voters’ inability to cast a personal vote has a posiƟve, yet not a staƟsƟcally
significant, effect on MPs’ decision-making mechanisms. Yet, in combinaƟon with an
increase in district magnitude (which is theorized to increase the value of the poliƟcal
party’s reputaƟon in the electoral arena, Carey and Shugart, 1995), voters’ inability to
cast a personal vote does not result inMPs beingmore likely to frequently agreewith the
party, stay loyal to the party despite their disagreement, or answer that discipline ought
to be less strict. These rather unexpected findings may, in part, be accounted for by our
rather crudemeasure of the formal properƟes of electoral systems and the classificaƟon
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of parƟcular countries.36 As menƟoned before, previous studies on the effects of elec-
toral seƫngs on party voƟng unity have also yielded mixed results, and thus this study
forms no excepƟon. However, our alternaƟve (individual level) aƫtudinal measure for
the dilemma of compeƟng principals does have a staƟsƟcally significant effect on party
loyalty. It may thus be that formal insƟtuƟons do not determine the extent to which
MPs are loyal to one principal or another, or that if electoral insƟtuƟons do provide the
means to discriminate between candidates, the electorate does not do so on the basis
of party loyalty. This may be because they find it of less importance than, for example,
party agreement, or because they are unable to accurately gauge candidates’ loyalty
due to the personal normaƟve nature of the decision-making mechanism). As men-
Ɵoned before (see secƟon 3.2 in chapter 3) party loyalty is theorized to result fromMPs’
socializaƟon through (previous) experience as representaƟves of their poliƟcal party,
however, the internalizaƟon and actual applicaƟon of norms is an individual’s decision;
if anMP subscribes to a certain norm, he will apply it whether his (electoral insƟtuƟonal)
environment promotes it or not.

This also taps into the ‘one- or two-arena debate’, as postulated by Bowler (2000),
which focuses on whether party group unity in the legislaƟve arena is actually affected
by, or insulated from, the insƟtuƟons and changes electoral arena. This debate is ad-
dressed further in chapter 6, where we tackle the quesƟon from an alternaƟve perspec-
Ɵve by focusing on changes in the relaƟve contribuƟon of MPs’ decision-making mecha-
nisms over Ɵme in the Dutch naƟonal parliament. For now, we conƟnue our analysis of
the effects of insƟtuƟonal seƫngs on the decision-making mechanismsMPs apply in de-
termining whether to vote with the party group or dissent, by looking at the differences
between representaƟves in legislatures at different levels of government.

36 As menƟoned in footnote 17, alternaƟve classificaƟons of electoral systems based on the expert judgment
of the ParƟRep project research team yielded very similar results.
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