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Chapter 6

Changes over Ɵme: party group
unity and MPs’ decision-making
mechanisms in the Dutch naƟonal
parliament over Ɵme

6.1 The one- or two-arena model

Chapter 2 describes the changes in both the pracƟce and theory of representaƟon over
Ɵme as outlined by Manin (1997). Whereas parliamentarianism holds the individual MP
to be the main representaƟve actor in both theory and in pracƟce, the poliƟcal party
is the central representaƟve actor in party democracy. However, the decrease in the
number of partymembers (Katz et al., 1992;Mair andVanBiezen, 2001; Van Biezen et al.,
2012) and party idenƟfiers in many advanced industrial democracies (Dalton, 2000, 25-
27), as well as the increase in electoral volaƟlity (Dalton et al., 2000, 38-48), cast doubt
on poliƟcal parƟes’ ability to maintain their role as main representaƟve actor. Manin
predicts that audience democracy, which is associated with increased electoral volaƟlity
and parƟsan dealignment, will lead to the return of the individual MP (especially the
party leader) in the electoral arena, but he is less clear about the effects of these changes
on the relaƟonship betweenMPs and their parƟes in the legislaƟve arena in general, and
party group unity in parƟcular.

Some authors argue that electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment do have con-
sequences for party group unity in the legislaƟve arena (André et al., 2013; Kam, 2009).
Kam (2009, 73-74), for example, argues that dealignment and MPs’ dissent ‘appear to
travel together’. In his analysis of MPs’ voƟng behavior in four Westminster systems be-
tween 1945 and 2005, he finds that the differences in electoral dealignment are likely
to explain the different development of voƟng dissent between the United Kingdom
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6.1. The one- or two-arena model

and Canada (where dissent became more frequent and extensive over Ɵme) and Aus-
tralia and New Zealand (where dissent remained a rare phenomenon). In the former
two countries, party idenƟficaƟon and party popularity among voters decreased over
Ɵme, whereas in the laƩer two countries this was much less the case.

The arguments by those who contend that electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealign-
ment affect MPs’ dissent and party group unity the legislaƟve arena are generally in line
with the ‘two-arena model’ (Mayhew, 1974), which holds that MPs are primarily vote-
seeking, and that their behavior in the legislaƟve arena is determined by insƟtuƟons and
incenƟves in the electoral arena. Thus, party group unity in the legislaƟve arena is “seen
as a consequence of the need to fight and win elecƟons” (Bowler, 2000, 158); the uƟl-
ity of acƟng in concert with the other members of the party group is determined by its
benefits in the electoral arena. According to the two-arena model, if the poliƟcal party
label as a decisive cue for voters decreases in importance, candidates are more likely
to use individualisƟc strategies to appeal to the electorate. DissenƟng from the party
group line in the legislaƟve arena may be one of these strategies. Indeed, Kam (2009,
128) finds that in both the United Kingdom and New Zealand, dissent tends to earn MPs
more name recogniƟon and approval, mainly among non-parƟsan and weakly parƟsan
voters.1

Bowler (2000), however, finds liƩle evidence of a decline in party group unity over
Ɵme. If anything, MPs in European parliaments tend to sƟck to the party group line
more, rather than less (with the excepƟon of the United Kingdom).2 Bowler thus argues
that MPs and their party groups in the legislaƟve arena may be insulated from changes
in the electoral arena. In other words, MPs and parƟes ‘compartmentalize’ their leg-
islaƟve and electoral roles (Norton and Wood, 1993, 38; Kam, 2009, 128). This is in line
with the ‘one-arena model’, which holds that in the legislaƟve arena MPs are not pre-
dominantly vote-seeking but instead care primarily about policy, and secondarily about
office resources that allow them to pursue policy more effecƟvely (Bowler, 2000, 163;
Thies, 2000, 250). Party group unity is thus generated by insƟtuƟons and incenƟves
in the legislaƟve arena itself (Cox and McCubbins, 1993). According to the one-arena
model, as long as within parliament party groups consist of relaƟvely like-minded poliƟ-
cians who care about policy (Thies, 2000, 251), and being a member of a party group
offers procedural advantages that are beneficial to MPs’ pursuit of policy, and the party
group (leadership) is granted the tools to solve collecƟve acƟons problems among its
members, MPs have an incenƟve to act in concert.

As highlighted by Bowler (2000, 159-160), the discussion of the one-arena and two-
arenamodel “suggests a (decepƟve) straighƞorward line of empirical aƩack”. In order to
ascertain which of the two models is correct, one could simply correlate party (roll call)
voƟng unity in the legislaƟve arenawith electoral volaƟlity or parƟsan dealignment in the
electoral arena. The reliance on roll call votes specifically could be problemaƟc in a com-
paraƟve analysis, however, because voƟng procedures differ between legislatures and

1 Kam (2009) basis his analysis on the 1997 BriƟsh ElecƟon Study and the 1993 New Zealand ElecƟon Study.
2 Bowler (2000) looks at party group voƟng unity during the 1980s and 1990s in France, Germany, Norway

and Switzerland. He also presents staƟsƟcs on voƟng dissent for Denmark and the United Kingdom.
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6.1. The one- or two-arena model

over Ɵme (Owens, 2003), and in some parliaments their summons may be endogenous
to parƟes’ procedural advantages in the legislaƟve arena, which would make correlaƟon
with changes in the electorate spurious.

Moreover, as pointed out by Kam (2009, 73-74), aggregate level analyses of voƟng
behavior do not allow one to determine why an MP is more or less likely to toe the
party group line, i.e., which decision-making mechanism is affected by changes in the
electorate (two-arena model), or is influenced by parƟes’ procedural advantage over
MPs in the legislaƟve arena (one-arena model). Whereas Kam contends, in line with
the two-arena model, that casƟng a dissenƟng vote could be an electoral strategy, one
could argue (as André et al., 2011 do) that the mechanism that is affected here is party
group loyalty, because when in disagreement with the party group line, the MP chooses
to let his loyalty to a compeƟng principal, i.e. (potenƟal) voters, trump his loyalty to the
party group (see also Carey, 2009). AlternaƟvely, Krehbiel (1993, 259-260) argues that
MPs’ preferences are largely exogenous to the legislaƟve arena, and that legislaƟve party
groups may have become more heterogeneous as a consequence of the influx of those
who have also been affected by the social changes underpinning parƟsan dealignment.
If party groups are more heterogeneous in terms of their MPs’ policy preferences, this
makes it more likely that MPs will disagree with each other in the first place. From the
perspecƟve of the one-arena model, which emphasizes the procedural advantages of
party groups, and specifically their leaders, overMPs, aggregate levels of voƟng behavior
do not allow one to pinpoint whether party group leaders use their control over access
to policy making (agenda-seƫng power, for example) and selecƟve benefits (such as
commiƩee assignment and removal) in the parliamentary arena as a posiƟve or negaƟve
sancƟon to elicit party group unity through obedience.

As admiƩed by Bowler (2000, 159), “neither view on its own offers a complete expla-
naƟon for the presence of parƟes inside chambers”. The debate over party group unity
as originaƟng inside (‘parƟes in office’) or outside (‘parƟes in the electorate’) of the leg-
islature tends to overlook the fact that ‘parƟes as organizaƟons’ may play an important
role as gatekeepers, and that parƟes’ procedural advantage over individuals extends be-
yond the legislaƟve arena into the electoral arena through candidate selecƟon proce-
dures (Bowler, 2000, 177-178). Whereas Kam seems to hint that dealignment will cause
MPs to be less loyal to their party, and Krehbiel expects that the social changes under-
pinning parƟsan dealignment may lead to more heterogeneous party groups in terms
of MPs’ policy preferences, party leaders’ control over candidate selecƟon procedures
may allow them to minimize, or even counteract, the effects of these changes, by en-
suring that only loyal candidates whose policy preferences match those of the party are
nominated. Moreover, candidate selecƟon procedures can also help limit MPs’ defec-
Ɵon by serving as potenƟal disciplining mechanisms as well. As parƟes’ procedural ad-
vantages obtained through candidate selecƟon are located outside the legislaƟve arena,
and insƟtuƟonalized within the electoral systems, some have argued that the explana-
Ɵons of party group unity offered by the ‘parƟes as organizaƟons’ perspecƟve fall under
the two-arena model (Linek and Rakušanová, 2005, 427). On the other hand, ‘parƟes
as organizaƟons’ also act within the legislaƟve arena through the creaƟon and mainte-
nance of informal party group rules that reach beyond the power granted to parƟes by
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the legislature’s formal insƟtuƟons and rules. An example is the applicaƟon of a strict
division of labor among its group members, which spurs MPs to engage in cue-taking
when they themselves lack the Ɵme or experƟse to form an opinion on amaƩer put to a
vote (although this is in part encouraged by a parliament’s commiƩee system). In other
words, ‘parƟes as organizaƟons’ act in both arenas.

According to the ‘parƟes in the electorate’ perspecƟve, wewould expect party group
unity to decrease over Ɵme because parƟsan dealignment and electoral volaƟlity would
bring forth MPs who are more likely to frequently disagree with their party group, and
who are less likely to vote according to the party group line out of loyalty in the case of
disagreement.3 In this case, parƟes’ procedural advantages in the legislaƟve arena are
not enough to counteract these changes. AlternaƟvely, according to the ‘parƟes in of-
fice’ perspecƟve, we would expect no decrease in party group unity over Ɵme. We may
sƟll see an increase in party group preference heterogeneity and MPs’ disagreement
with the party group’s posiƟon, and a decrease in party group loyalty among MPs, but
the effects of these changes on party group unity would be contained by parƟes’ proce-
dural advantage over MPs and their ability to solve collecƟve acƟon problems among
their members within the legislaƟve arena. Finally, if party group unity remains un-
changed, and some of the pathways to party group unity seem negaƟvely affected by
changes in the electorate whereas others have been strengthened, this points in the
direcƟon of the ‘parƟes as organizaƟons’ thesis. This would entail that within the leg-
islaƟve arena poliƟcal parƟes have taken measures to control the behavior of their MPs
beyond those formally accorded to them by the rules of parliament, and parƟes’ proce-
dural advantages over individuals extend beyond the legislaƟve arena into the electoral
arena through candidate selecƟon procedures. In other words, ‘parƟes as organizaƟons’
have acƟvely takenmeasures to curtail and thus neutralize the effects of electoral volaƟl-
ity and parƟsan dealignment in the electoral arena.

Solving this puzzle necessitates a casewhich displays high electoral volaƟlity and par-
Ɵsan dealignment, and for which we have behavioral data that enables us to measure
party group unity, and survey data that allows us to gauge potenƟal changes in the use
of these different decision-making mechanisms, all over an extensive period of Ɵme.
Unfortunately, there are few parliaments for which this data is available over the nec-
essary Ɵme span (Owens, 2003). The Dutch case offers a unique opportunity, however,
because we have both data on MPs’ party group defecƟons and voƟng behavior (both
regular and roll call) over a long period of Ɵme (1945-2010), as well as MPs’ responses
to surveys held at five points in Ɵme (the 1972, 1979, 1990, 2001 and 2006 Dutch Par-
liamentary Studies). We also present data from the Dutch part of the 2010 ParƟRep MP
Survey. However, because the formulaƟon of some of the quesƟons and answering cat-
egories differ quite a bit from those in the Dutch Parliamentary Studies, we only include
the 2010 ParƟRepMP survey in our longitudinal analyses when these are the same as in
the Dutch Parliamentary Studies.

3 ParƟsan dealignment and electoral volaƟlity are likely to have a stronger effect on MPs’ group loyalty when
electoral insƟtuƟons are candidate-centered than when electoral insƟtuƟons are party-centered.
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Table 6.1: Average electoral volaƟlity and second order personal votes in the Second
Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1946-2012

ElecƟon ParƟes represented in parliament (n) VolaƟlity (% of seats) Personal votes (% of cast votes)

1946 7 - 3.1
1948 8 4.0 3.2
1952 8 5.0 4.4
1956 7 7.0 3.4
1959 8 5.3 6.6
1963 10 6.0 9.6
1967 11 10.0 10.8
1971 14 13.3 11.5
1972 14 13.3 10.5
1977 11 12.7 8.3
1981 10 9.3 7.5
1982 12 10.0 9.6
1986 9 11.3 17.4
1989 9 5.3 11.0
1994 12 22.7 19.4
1998 9 16.7 21.3
2002 10 30.7 27.1
2003 9 16.0 18.5
2006 10 20.2 22.8
2010 10 22.7 15.9
2012 11 15.3 18.9

Mean 10 12.84 12.42

Note: For electoral volaƟlity the Pedersen Index (1979, 3) is used, which defines electoral volaƟlity as ‘the
net change within the electoral party system resulƟng from individual vote transfers’. It is measured as the
aggregate seats gained (or lost) of all winning (or losing) parƟes in an elecƟon.

6.2 The Dutch case

6.2.1 The electoral arena
The Netherlands is a representaƟve case in terms of the changes in the electorate de-
scribed above, which according to the two-arena model should lead to lower levels
of party group unity in the legislaƟve arena. During the 1950s and 1960s, Dutch so-
ciety was strongly segmented (pillarized) and the voters in each of the different pil-
lars (zuilen) were Ɵed to parƟcular poliƟcal parƟes through a strong sense of idenƟty
and loyalty, thus creaƟng a highly structured and stable electorate. During this period
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of pillarizaƟon, the Social DemocraƟc PvdA (ParƟj van de Arbeid) and the smaller leŌ-
socialist PSP (PacifisƟsch SocialisƟsche ParƟj) represented the socialist pillar, while the
conservaƟve-liberal VVD (VolksparƟj voor Vrijheid en DemocraƟe) represented the lib-
eral pillar. The Catholic pillar was represented by the KVP (Katholieke VolksparƟj). The
Reformed (Gereformeerd) ARP (AnƟ-RevoluƟonaire ParƟj), the Dutch Reformed (Neder-
lands Hervormd) CHU (Christelijk-Historische Unie) and the smaller Orthodox Protestant
GVP (Gereformeerd PoliƟek Verbond) represented the Protestant pillar. In 1980 the KVP,
ARP and CHU formally fused together to form the ChrisƟan DemocraƟc CDA (Christen-
DemocraƟsch Appèl). From the mid-1960s onwards a process of depillarizaƟon set in,
and electoral volaƟlity increased and party membership decreased in step with most
other Western European countries. By the 1990s, however, electoral instability in the
Netherlands was higher than in all other Western European countries, save Italy (Mair,
2008, 237-238; also see Table 6.1), making it a crucial case study.

Whereas electoral volaƟlity increased over Ɵme, the electoral system itself remained
quite stable (Van der Kolk, 2007, 271-273). Our focus is on the House of Representa-
Ɵves, or Second Chamber (Tweede Kamer),4 which consists of 150 members (100 unƟl
1956) elected every four years via a system of ProporƟonal RepresentaƟon introduced
in 1917.5 During naƟonal elecƟons voters are presented with a ballot paper displaying
lists of candidates as ordered by the poliƟcal parƟes, and cast their vote for an individual
candidate. The number of parliamentary seats obtained by a party is determined by the
total number of votes for the party’s candidates pooled naƟonwide. The electoral sys-
tem (which uses the Hare quota) is therefore quite open; the threshold for gaining access
to parliament for new and small parƟes is quite low, and the composiƟon of parliament
is very sensiƟve to changes in the electorate (Andeweg, 2005). Indeed, Mair (2008) as-
cribes the increase in electoral volaƟlity to the fact that the openness of compeƟƟon
between parƟes was unable to constrain the electoral effects of the depillarizaƟon, sec-
ularizaƟon and individualizaƟon of Dutch society.

The degree to which the electoral system is party-oriented is of special importance
with regard to party group unity. In order to obtain a seat on the basis of preference
votes a candidate for the Dutch Second Chamber must cross a threshold of 25 percent
(50 percent unƟl 1996) of the electoral quota. Andeweg and Van Holsteyn (2011) do de-
tect a trend in voters increasingly casƟng intra-party preferences votes (those not cast
for the party leader who is usually placed first on the list) between 1946 and 2012 (see
Table 6.1), but voters tend to select candidates who would have been elected on the
basis of their list posiƟon anyway. The number of candidates who obtain a seat in par-
liament on the basis of preference votes who would not have been elected on the basis
of their parƟes’ list ordering has increased since the change of the electoral quota thresh-
old in 1996, but is sƟll limited to only one or two per elecƟon (see Table 6.2). Although
voters’ increased use of personal votes (which Rahat and Sheafer (2007) consider a form
of public behavioral personalizaƟon, see subsecƟon 2.4.2 in chapter 2) has been offered

4 The Dutch nomenclature differs from what is customary in the internaƟonal literature, where the Lower
House is called the First Chamber, and the Upper House is the Second Chamber.

5 In 1970 compulsory electoral voƟng was abolished, which led to a decrease in voter turnout.
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Table 6.2: MPs who entered the Second Chamber of the Dutch Parliament on the basis
of preference votes who otherwise would have not have done so on the basis of their
list posiƟon and the number of votes obtained by their poliƟcal party 1946-2012

ElecƟon Party Name Votes (n)

1959 KVP Karel van Rijckevorsel 91,000
1972 KVP Dolf Hutschemaekers 27,900
1986 VVD Theo Joekes 250,000
1998 CDA Camiel Eurlings 24,000

CDA Annie Schreijer-Pierik 17,400
2002 ChristenUnie Tineke Huizinga-Heringa 19,800
2003 ChristenUnie Tineke Huizinga-Heringa 19,650

LPF Hilbrand Nawijn 21,200
2006 D66 Fatma Koşer Kaya 34,564
2010 D66 Pia Dijkstra 15,705

CDA Sabina Uitslag 15,933
2012 CDA Peter Omtzigt 36,750

Note: the number of votes are taken directly from the website of the Dutch Parliamentary DocumentaƟon
Center (Parlement & PoliƟek, 2015e).

as an explanaƟon for decreases in party group unity from the perspecƟve of the two-
arena model (VanWijnen, 2000, 449; Krouwel, 2003, 79), in the Netherlands voters’ use
of personal votes seems to be embedded within the choice for a party (which Andeweg
and Van Holsteyn (2011) term second-order personalizaƟon).

Thus, even though the Dutch list system is formally flexible, due to voters’ own be-
havior preference voƟng it is generally ineffecƟve, which leads Mitchell (2000) to cate-
gorize the Dutch electoral system as party-centered. AssociaƟon with the poliƟcal party
label is therefore important to candidates and since the order of the list is difficult to
overturn a candidate’s posiƟon on the list has significant consequences for his chances
of (re-)elecƟon (Marsh, 1985, 367). As an electoral strategy, an MP is beƩer off con-
vincing the party candidate selecƟon commiƩee to grant him a high posiƟon on the list
than campaigning for preference votes amongst the electorate (Andeweg, 2005). On the
other hand, voters’ propensity to cast preference votes has increased over Ɵme,6 and
Van Holsteyn and Andeweg (2012, 177-178) show that MPs who do engage in individual
campaigns tend to obtain more preferences votes than MPs who do not engage in indi-
vidual campaigns, which indicates that preference votes campaigns can be effecƟve in
influencing voters.

6 This, in combinaƟon with the fact that the electoral system has become slightly more candidate-centered,
leads Karvonen (2010, 104) to categorize the Netherlands as mixed-posiƟve in terms of personalizaƟon.
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6.2.2 The legislaƟve arena

ConsƟtuƟonal & parliamentary rules

According to the one-arena model, MPs will act in concert regardless of changes in the
electoral arena if the consƟtuƟonal and parliamentary rules give MPs beƩer access to
policymakingwhen they belong to a legislaƟve bloc than if theywere to act alone. There
have been relaƟvely few changes to the Dutch consƟtuƟonal and legislaƟve rules over
Ɵme, entailing that any changes in party group unity are not likely to find their origins in
the legislaƟve arena.

At first glance, the procedural advantages granted to party groups in the legislaƟve
arena seem quite limited, and there are few formal constraints on individual MPs. The
Dutch consƟtuƟon clearly favors individual MPs, as most legislaƟve rights with regard to
policy making (such as the iniƟaƟon of both regular and roll call voƟng, the submission
of privatemember bills, amendments and resoluƟons (moƟes), and the asking of wriƩen
and oral quesƟons) belong to the individualMP.MPs also formally votewithout a binding
mandate (arƟcle 67.3),7 but as is the case in most legislatures, the Dutch consƟtuƟon
requires that all decisions bemade bymajority vote (arƟcle 67.2),8 meaning that in order
to be effecƟve in terms of policy making, MPs need to cooperate with each other, which
is most likely to occur among MPs who belong to the same party group.

In contrast to many other European parliaments, there is liƩle formal regulaƟon of
poliƟcal parƟes and their parliamentary caucuses (Lucardie et al., 2006, 126), and the
parliamentary party group is no more than a collecƟve label for its individual MPs (An-
deweg, 2000, 98). In fact, there is no menƟon of poliƟcal parƟes in the Dutch consƟtu-
Ɵon (Lucardie et al., 2006, 126; Van Biezen, 2008, 341; Van Biezen, 2012, 194; van Biezen
and Borz, 2012, 331, 337) nor are there are any special party laws, with the excepƟon of
those concerning party financing (Van Biezen, 2008, 341). Moreover, although in prac-
Ɵce party groups have existed since the second half of the nineteenth century in the form
of ad hoc parliamentary clubs (Elzinga and Wisse, 1988), they were also absent from
the Second Chamber’s Standing Orders (Reglement van Orde van de Tweede Kamer der
Staten-Generaal) unƟl the 1960s. Since 1966, the Standing Orders define a PPG (frac-
Ɵe)9 as all Members of Parliament who were declared elected on the same electoral list
(arƟcle 11.1). AnMP is, however, under no legal obligaƟon to give up his seat to his party
if he is expelled from, or voluntarily leaves, his parliamentary party group. SecededMPs
need only to noƟfy the Speaker of the House of their breakaway to be recognized as a

7 UnƟl the consƟtuƟonal revision in 1983, MPs voted without both a binding mandate and consultaƟon. It
was, however, argued that this gave the impression that MPs were not allowed to consult their poliƟcal
party, their voters or other actors, which was considered an inaccurate reflecƟon of poliƟcal reality (Dölle,
1981). It can be argued, therefore, that this consƟtuƟonal change was of limited impact on the relaƟonship
between MPs and their parƟes.

8 A double majority in both the upper and lower House is required when it comes to changing the consƟtu-
Ɵons.

9 Most party groups also have a board consisƟng of around three MPs (depending on the size of the party
group), which is considered the party group leadership.
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separate parliamentary party group, and there is nominimumnumber of seats to qualify
as such.

There are, however, also a number of procedural advantages accorded to party groups
specifically. The funding that party groups receive to hire staff, as well as plenary speak-
ing Ɵme, and commiƩee membership and chairs, are distributed roughly proporƟonal
to party group seat share, with special consideraƟon for smaller party groups (Andeweg
and Irwin, 2014, 168-169). Once speaking Ɵme is distributed, party groups are leŌ to
select their own spokespersons (Andeweg, 2000, 98). And although the Speaker of the
House is formally responsible for commiƩee appointment and removal (arƟcle 25), he
acts on the proposals of the party groups (Franssen, 1993, 28), and party group lead-
ers meet informally to discuss the distribuƟon of commiƩee chairs (Döring, 2001, 41).
Thus policy spokesmanship and commiƩeemembership are in pracƟce controlled by the
party group (Andeweg and Thomassen, 2011b; Damgaard, 1995), and can be used by
party (group) leaders as posiƟve and negaƟve sancƟons to solve collecƟve acƟon prob-
lems among their members.

Parliamentary party group rules

Some parƟes have elaborate statutes and parliamentary party group standing orders
sƟpulaƟng rules concerningMPs’ behavior inside, but someƟmes also outside, of parlia-
ment. These rules also oŌen grant the party (group) leadership certain powers to solve
collecƟve acƟon problems among their members. According to the Standing Orders of
the ChrisƟan DemocraƟc CDA (2003, arƟcle 82), for example, candidates are expected
to sign a document declaring their assent to the party program and electoral manifesto.
Similarly, in the Social DemocraƟc party PvdA (2012, arƟcle 14.10) all party representa-
Ɵves are expected to commit themselves to promoƟng and achieving the objecƟves of
the party. In both parƟes, the parliamentary party group Standing Orders further sƟpu-
late that MPs are bound by the decisions made during the weekly party group meeƟng,
even if they were not present at the meeƟng. In most party groups the weekly parlia-
mentary party group meeƟng, which all party representaƟves are expected to aƩend,
is the highest party authority and most important decision-making arena. The meeƟng
usually takes place at the beginning of the week and as a rule the discussions that take
place during these meeƟngs stay behind closed doors.

In most parƟes, if an MP wants to depart from the party group line when voƟng in
parliament, he is expected to give due noƟce. In the CDA (2003, arƟcle 83) potenƟal can-
didates do so before they are even taken into consideraƟon for nominaƟon in the form
of a gravamen, which entails that candidates register their ‘principled, insurmountable
conscienƟous objecƟons’ (Voerman, 2002, 43, translaƟon CvV) concerning specific parts
of the party’s electoral manifesto. However, according to the 1986 gravamen regulaƟons
(gravamenreglement), a gravamen cannot be used to stop the creaƟon or conƟnued sur-
vival of a government (Koole, 1992, 243-244) which arguably severely limits its uƟlity to
the individual MP. According to the PvdA’s Standing Orders, MPs are expected to inform
the other members of the party group at the weekly meeƟng of their (preferably pre-
viously announced) disagreement with the party’s posiƟon before the vote takes place
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in parliament (Lucardie et al., 2006, 130). Lucardie et al. (2006, 132-133) note that in
GroenLinks, according to the party group communicaƟons officer, there is no formal re-
quirement of party group unity during voƟng, although the party group does admit to
try to reach unanimity prior to the vote as much as possible.

Some parƟes, such as the PvdA (2012, arƟcle 1.22.12), the Liberal Democrats (D66)
(2002, arƟcle 2.8.5.j), the GreenLeŌ (GroenLinks) (2012, arƟcle 28.3) and the Socialists
(SP) (2003, arƟcle 15.1) require their representaƟves to sign a document staƟng that they
will give up their seat if they are asked to do so. This may occur if an MP is reprimanded
by his party (group) (which may be a consequence of voƟng dissent) or if he voluntarily
leaves the parliamentary party group. The Standing Orders of the Liberal VVD (2009)
do not sƟpulate any such rules concerning the giving up of an MP’s seat. There are,
however, informal rules that call for the same procedure. When in 2006MPRita Verdonk
was reprimanded for criƟcizing party leader Mark RuƩe, for example, the poliƟcal party
board asked her to give up her seat in parliament or face expulsion from the poliƟcal
party. AŌer first being expelled from the parliamentary party group, she kept her seat
in parliament, and her party then ended her VVD membership (Benneker, 2007).

Some parƟes also try to control their MPs’ use of other individual parliamentary
rights. In the case of the CDA, PvdA and Social ChrisƟan party (ChristenUnie), for ex-
ample, parliamentary quesƟons, moƟons and amendments need to be put to the party
group at the weekly meeƟng, or if pressed for Ɵme, to the party group leader or the
head of relevant internal commiƩee, before they are introduced in parliament (Lucardie
et al., 2006, 129, 131; Van Schendelen, 1992, 80-81). The CDA and ChristenUnie also
regulate contact between individual MPs and the media, as do most party groups.

All in all, many of these internal party rules make up for the lack of procedural ad-
vantage granted to parƟes by the formal rules of the legislature (although one should
not underesƟmate the power of commiƩee and spokesperson assignment). One could
argue that these internal party rules and pracƟces are unconsƟtuƟonal given the individ-
ualMP’s freemandate (Andeweg, 2000, 99). And indeed, a poliƟcal party cannot take an
individual representaƟve to court for not voƟng according to the party group line or leav-
ing the parliamentary party group without giving up his seat to his party. However, as
argued by Elzinga andWisse (1988, 184-189), an individual is allowed to voluntarily bind
himself to the formal and informal party rules. De jure,MPs are free to follow their own
opinion. De facto, however, MPs are poliƟcally and morally bound to follow the party
group line, and poliƟcal parƟes dominate the day-to-day life of MPs in parliament.10

6.3 Party group unity over Ɵme

According to the one-arena model, we would expect to see few changes over Ɵme in
terms of party group unity; althoughMPs in the Netherlands have quite a few individual

10 Elzinga and Wisse (1988), compare an MP’s mandate to an individual’s right to property; although the indi-
vidual has a right to property, he is free to voluntarily give up, or refrain fromexercising, that right. According
to Elzinga and Wisse (1988) the same principle holds for MPs and their personal mandate.
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rights, in pracƟce party groups control commiƩee membership and issue spokesman-
ship, and parƟes themselves have quite elaborate standings orders that aim to further
control the behavior of their MPs beyond the formal rules of parliament. LiƩle has
changed over the past decades in regard to the party groups’ procedural advantages
and the availability of tools to solve collecƟve acƟon problems within the parliamen-
tary arena. According to the two-arena model, however, MPs are predominantly vote-
seeking, and we would expect a decrease in party group unity as a result of an increase
in electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment, regardless of parƟes’ procedural advan-
tages inside parliament. As in other countries (Karvonen, 2010), Dutch voters have in-
creased their use of second order preference votes, albeit that the number of MPs who
obtain a seat in parliament who would have not done so on the basis of their original list
posiƟon remains limited. Nonetheless, this does not precludeMPs from using strategies
(such as voƟng dissent) in an aƩempt to appeal to voters on an individual basis, which
form an impediment to party group unity. Below, we rely on two measures of party
group unity (party defecƟon and party voƟng unity) in order to ascertain whether there
have indeed been any changes over Ɵme.

6.3.1 Party group defecƟon
MPs’ early departure (i.e. before the next elecƟons) from their parliamentary party
group is used as our first indicator of party group unity and MPs’ dissent (Owens, 2003).
DefecƟon takes place when anMP leaves parliament and thus automaƟcally gives up his
seat, which the naƟonal Electoral Council then offers to the next eligible person on the
MP’s party’s candidacy list from the previous elecƟon. According to the website of the
Dutch Parliamentary DocumentaƟon Center (Parlement & PoliƟek, 2015e) on average
around one-fiŌh of MPs (about 32) leŌ parliament before elecƟons per parliamentary
term between 1956 and 2012, of which about half (on average 16) did so because they
were appointed to government.11 For the other half it is difficult to ascertain what mo-
Ɵvated them to leave parliament early because the reasons officially forwarded (a job
offer elsewhere or personal circumstances, for example) may be used as a guise to cover
up factors related to party group unity. An MP may, for example, leave parliament vol-
untarily because he regularly finds himself at odds with the party group’s posiƟon, and
feels that he cannot be loyal despite disagreement. Recent examples of MPs who gave
up their seats to their party are PvdA MPs Désirée Bonis and Myrthe Hilkens, who in
2013 both took issue with their party group’s posiƟon in parliament, which they argued
was too heavily influenced by their party’s coaliƟon agreement with the VVD.

AnMPmay also be pressured by his party to give up his seat, or in the most extreme
case, may be expelled from the party when in conflict. Although an MP is under no le-
gal obligaƟon to give up his seat when pressured or expelled, he may wish to honor the
(informal) party rule to do so. SomeƟmes these conflicts between an MP and his party

11 In the Netherlands there is a strict division of roles, responsibility and membership between the execuƟve
and parliamentary branch of government, and the posiƟon of (junior) minister is incompaƟble with the
posiƟon of MP.
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take place in the public sphere, but more oŌen they are kept out of the eyes of the pub-
lic, making it difficult to idenƟfy these cases. The Dutch Parliamentary DocumentaƟon
Center (Parlement & PoliƟek, 2015e) lists a total of 11MPs who leŌ parliament early due
to a conflict with their party since 1956.12 In an earlier study of why Dutch naƟonal MPs
leave parliament,13 De Vos (1990, 42-43) finds that over half of the reasons forwarded
for departure related to anMPs work in the Second Chamber and party group. Of these,
only a few can be directly related to tensions between an MP and his party group when
it comes to party group unity, however.

AnMP can also defect fromhis party group but remain in parliament. Although in the
Netherlands it is an MP’s legal right to remain in parliament, he is likely to be accused
of seat robbery (zetelroof ). TheoreƟcally, there are two types of defecƟon applicable
to the Dutch case that involve an MP remaining in parliament: an MP could form an
independent group, or he could switch to another party group.14 Most studies that deal
with party defecƟon focus on the laƩer (Owens, 2003, 18-20). In both cases, the fact that
the MP remains in parliament can be interpreted a sign of conflict with the party group
and therefore party group disunity, either due to intense and frequent disagreement
with the party posiƟon, lack of loyalty or the party’s applicaƟon of sancƟons. In contrast
to an MP who gives up his seat to his party, an MP who remains in parliament does not
have his party’s best interest at heart, and ignores any internal party commitment he
may havemade pertaining to his seat. AnMP is likely to defect from his party group if he
considers the benefits (which may include a beƩer ideological fit,15 increased chances
of re-elecƟon, legislaƟve perks or even a cabinet post) to be higher than if he were to
remain in his current party group, and if he perceives the transacƟons costs of defecƟon
to be low (Desposato, 2006).

Heller and Mershon (2008, 910-911) also consider defecƟon a reacƟon to party dis-
cipline. If an MP votes against the party group line, or regularly finds himself (intensely)
at odds with the party group posiƟon, and this disagreement oŌen supersedes his loy-
alty to his party group, there is a good chance that he will face (the threat of) sancƟons,
including expulsion. In the case of expulsion, which parƟes are likely to only use as an
ulƟmum remedium, his defecƟon from the party group would be involuntary. Recent ex-
amples from the Dutch case include VVD member Rita Verdonk, who was expelled from
her party in 2007, and Louis Bontes’ expulsion from the right-wing PVV (ParƟj voor de

12 The basis for these figures is unknown and the categorizaƟon is somewhat unclear. For the year 2013, for
example, there are no cases listed under conflict. This means that the above menƟoned examples of PvdA
MPs Désirée Bonis andMyrthe Hilkens are likely to fall under either the category ‘health/personal’ or ‘other
reasons’.

13 A total of 104 MPs who leŌ parliament were interviewed. These figures include MPs who, between 1972
and 1982, leŌ parliament early, but also those who were not placed on the party’s electoral list, or those
who were selected but not elected, during the elecƟons that followed (De Vos, 1990, 159-160).

14 According to Shabad and Slomczynski (2004), party switching (both within and between parliamentary
terms) can also be the result of ‘structural factors’, such as party dissoluƟons, party splits and party mergers
(which all may be connected to intense party disunity).

15 Studies show that whenMPs switch parƟes they are likely to do sowithin the same ideological family (Heller
and Mershon, 2008).
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Vrijheid) party group in 2013. MPs may, however, also decide to ‘jump before they are
pushed’, i.e., leave the party group before they are expelled (Jones, 2002, 177).

Since the Second World War there have only been 42 instances of an individual or
group ofMPs (involving a total of 58MPs)who leŌ and/orwere removed from their party
group and formed their own group in the Dutch parliament (see Table 6.3). Although the
total number of defecƟons is quite low, it has increased over Ɵme. Whereas there was
only 1 (involving 4 MPs) case in the 1950s, there were 5 (6 MPs) in the 1990s, and 11
(12 MPs) in the first half of the 2010s. If we look more closely, however, we see that
this type of defecƟon usually occurs in new parƟes, represented in parliament for the
first or second Ɵme. Two of the parƟes to have recently gained representaƟon in parlia-
ment, the right-wing LPF (Lijst Pim Fortuyn) and the PVV, experienced quite a number of
these defecƟons, albeit for different reasons. Whereas the LPF lacked strong leadership
(its party leader Pim Fortuyn was assassinated 9 days before the 2002 parliamentary
elecƟons), resulƟng in chaos in the party, the PVV is renowned for its strong leadership,
which seemed to backfire in the Spring and Summer of 2012 with the defecƟon of a
number of MPs who remained in parliament as independents. One and a half year later
three more MPs leŌ the party group; Louis Bontes was expelled from the party group
for criƟcizing the workings of the party group board, and both Ronald van Vliet and Jo-
ram van Klaveren defected in response to party leader Geert Wilders’ statements about
Dutch Moroccans made on the evening aŌer the municipal elecƟons in 2014. Moving a
bit further into the past, the pensioners’ party AOV (Algemeen Ouderen Verbond), rep-
resented in parliament between 1994 and 1998, experienced quite a few splits. And in
the 1960s and 1970s, there were also a number of defecƟons from the famers’ party BP
(BoerenparƟj) as well.

Among the established parƟes in the Netherlands, however, party group defecƟon
did not occur very oŌen, each party having experienced defecƟon only two or three
Ɵmes over the enƟre period since the SecondWorld War. Thus, the changes in the elec-
torate, which include an increase in electoral volaƟlity, in combinaƟon with the highly
proporƟonal and thus very open electoral system, do not seem to have affected the
unity of established parƟes (as measure by party group defecƟons), but have increased
the number of defecƟons through the introducƟon of an increased number of new par-
Ɵes in the Dutch parliament. That this type of defecƟon usually occurs in new parƟes
may be the result of both the MPs, as well as the party organizaƟon as a whole, being
relaƟvely new to poliƟcs and parliament. MPswho are new to poliƟcs, and do not have a
history of party membership, are likely to be less socialized into the norm of party group
loyalty than MPs. And new poliƟcal parƟes probably have liƩle experience recruiƟng
and selecƟng candidates (and are likely do so quite hasƟly as most new parƟes com-
pile their electoral candidacy lists just before elecƟons), which may lead to lower levels
of homogeneity in terms of the policy preferences of their MPs, which makes it more
likely that their MPs will frequently disagree with the party group’s posiƟon. Moreover,
it may also be that new parƟes are less effecƟve at controlling the behavior of their MPs
through internal parliamentary party group rules.

By becoming an independent or forming an independent group an MP is freed from
the restricƟons of belonging to a party group (depending on the size of the indepen-
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Table 6.3: Parliamentary party group defecƟons in the Second Chamber of the Dutch
Parliament 1946-2015
Date MPs (n) Former party group Independent

14-04-1958 4 CPN Group-Gortzak
13-12-1966 1 BoerenparƟj Group-Voogd
27-02-1968 3 KVP Group-Aarden
27-06-1968 4 BoerenparƟj Group-Harmsen
12-12-1968 1 Group-Harmsen Group-Kronenburg
14-05-1970 2 PvdA Group-Goedhart
28-07-1970 1 PvdA Veenendaal-van Meggelen (joined Group-Goedhart)
09-02-1971 1 BoerenparƟj Group-Verlaan
13-09-1971 1 NMP Group-De Jong
30-03-1976 1 CHU Group-Huijsen
22-06-1976 1 D’66 Group-Nooteboom
08-12-1983 2 CDA Group-Scholten/Dijkman
05-12-1984 1 CentrumparƟj Group-Janmaat
23-04-1985 1 RPF Group-Wagenaar
18-04-1985 1 Group-Scholten/Dijkman Not applicable (Scholten joined PPR in parliament)
21-01-1986 1 PSP Group-Van der Spek
21-09-1993 1 PvdA Group-Ockels
11-10-1994 1 AOV Group-Hendriks
30-05-1995 2 AOV Group-Wingerden/Verkerk
06-09-1995 3 AOV Group-Nijpels
31-03-1998 1 Group-Wingerden/Verkerk Group-Verkerk
07-10-2002 2 LPF Group-De Jong
13-10-2002 1 LPF Group-Wijnschenk
03-02-2004 1 SP Group-Lazrak
03-09-2004 1 VVD Group-Wilders
23-06-2005 1 LPF Group-Nawijn
07-07-2006 1 LPF Group-van Oudenallen
16-08-2006 1 LPF Van As (joined Group-Nawijn)
11-09-2006 1 Group-Nawijn Group-Van As
06-09-2006 1 VVD Group-Van Schijndel
20-09-2006 1 LPF Eerdmans (joined Group-Van Schijndel)
14-09-2007 1 VVD Member-Verdonk
20-03-2012 1 PVV Member-Brinkman
03-07-2012 2 PVV Group-Kortenoeven/Hernandez
06-07-2012 1 PVV Member-Van Bemmel
29-10-2013 1 PVV Member-Bontes
21-03-2014 1 PVV Member-Van Vliet
22-03-2014 1 PVV Van Klaveren (joined Group-Bontes)
28-05-2014 1 50Plus 50Plus/Baay-Timmerman (returned to 50Plus)
06-06-2014 1 50Plus Member-Klein
13-11-2014 2 PvdA Group Kuzu-Öztürk
25-03-2015 1 VVD Member-Houwers
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dent group). He also obtains relaƟvely beƩer access to parliamentary resources than
he had as a member of a (larger) party group because special consideraƟon is given to
small party groups in the distribuƟon of finances to hire staff, plenary speaking Ɵme, and
commiƩee membership and chairmanship. If the defecƟngMP is on his own he also au-
tomaƟcally becomes the party group chairman, which leads to an increase in salary.16
He will, however, sƟll have to work together with other party groups in parliament in
order to aƩain his own policy goals. Moreover, becoming an independent is not a wise
choice in terms of a future poliƟcal career. Many party defectors do end up creaƟng new
parƟes which they enter into the next elecƟon,17 of which only a few have gained rep-
resentaƟon in parliament. In 2006 the MP Geert Wilders, who leŌ the VVD in 2004 but
remained in parliament as an independent unƟl the next elecƟon, gained representaƟon
in parliamentwith his right-wing PVV, and has been present since. The green-progressive
PPR (PoliƟeke ParƟj Radikalen), which was created in 1968 by a number of MPs who had
split from the Catholic KVP, also had consistent representaƟon in parliament from 1971
unƟl 1989, when it first parƟcipated in elecƟons under the flag of GroenLinks with the
leŌ-socialist PSP (PacifisƟsch SocialisƟsche ParƟj), the communist CPN (CommunisƟsche
ParƟj van Nederland) and ChrisƟan-progressive EVP (Evangelische VolksparƟj). Usually,
however, the parƟes created by these independents are unsuccessful. That so many try
might also be explained by the electoral system, which is highly proporƟonal and affords
even parƟes with a small electoral support access to parliament (Nikolenyi and Shenhav,
2009).

When it comes to party switching, there are three instances of an MP joining an al-
ready exisƟng independent group consisƟng of MPs who had previously leŌ the same
party, and one case of two MPs from different parƟes forming one independent group
(in 2006 LPFmember Joost Eerdmans joined Anton van Schijndel who had been expelled
from the VVD). There is, however, only one case of an MP switching to another estab-
lished parliamentary party group (i.e., a group of MPs declared elected on the same
electoral list) within the same parliamentary term. Stef Dijkman entered parliament as
a representaƟve of the CDA in 1982 and joined the PoliƟcal Party of Radicals (PoliƟeke
ParƟj Radikalen, PPR) party group in 1985. His switch was not direct, however, as he
first formed an independent party group with Jan-Nico Scholten (who had also leŌ the
CDA) for two years before joining the PPR party group. Generally, poliƟcal parƟes in
the Netherlands are weary of accepƟng and promoƟng MPs who sat in parliament for
another party, especially within the same parliamentary term.18

16 Parliamentary party group chairmen (fracƟevoorziƩers) receive an addiƟonal 1 percent of the compensaƟon
afforded to regular MPs, plus an addiƟonal 0.3 percent per member of their party group (Parlement &
PoliƟek, 2015a).

17 Although it is possible to start a new party while in parliament as an independent group or member, the
independent group or member is not referred to by the name of the new party in the parliament. The new
party must be formed outside of parliament and parƟcipate in elecƟons and win its own seats in order to
obtain the formal status of a parliamentary party group.

18 There are only a few cases of MPs who leave parliament as a member of one party and return as a repre-
sentaƟve of another aŌer elecƟons. Margot Kranenveldt-van der Veen, for example, gave up both her seat
and party membership of the center-right LPF (Lijst Pim Fortuyn) in the summer of 2006, and returned to
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While in the comparaƟve literature party defecƟon is oŌen considered to be moƟ-
vated by MPs’ (electoral) ambiƟons, it is quesƟonable whether party defecƟon in the
Netherlands fits into this mold. Party group switching within parliament is very rare be-
cause established parƟes generally do not accept MPs from other parƟes, and forming
an independent group may involve some short term legislaƟve perks, but usually en-
tails the end of the MP’s (naƟonal) poliƟcal career. Thus, in terms of an MP’s (poliƟcal
career) ambiƟons, he is beƩer off staying in his party, or leaving parliament voluntarily
if the conflict with his party group becomes severe. An MP who does defect but stays
in parliament, apparently feels that he is serving his voters (or his purse for the short
term), or represenƟng a parƟcular group of party members, by staying in parliament as
an independent. The fact that the number of individual or groups of MPs who leŌ their
party group but stayed in parliament as independents has increased over Ɵme means,
however, that parliament is not insulated from changes in the electoral arena. But it is
not the case that the party group unity (as measured by party group defecƟons) of the
established parƟes has suffered as a result of the changes in the electorate. Instead, the
increase in electoral volaƟlity in the relaƟvely open Dutch electoral systems has resulted
in an increase in the number of new parƟes that, likely as a result of their newness to
poliƟcs and their lack of an insƟtuƟonalized party organizaƟon, are more likely to expe-
rience party defecƟons.

6.3.2 Party group voƟng

VoƟng procedures

As menƟoned above, in the Dutch parliament most decisions are taken by simple ma-
jority vote (ConsƟtuƟon of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, arƟcle 67.2). VoƟng is an-
nounced on the agendawhich is published ahead of Ɵme asmuch as possible, and in the
Second Chamber nowadays usually takes place on Tuesdays aŌer the weekly quesƟon
hour. In order to ensure that voƟng is valid, the Speaker of the House only opens the
plenary meeƟng of the day whenmore than half of the 150MPs are signed in as present
in parliament’s building.

According to the Second Chamber’s Standing Orders, voƟng need only take place
if one or more MPs (including the Speaker, who is a voƟng member) ask that it do so
(arƟcle 69.1 and 69.4). In pracƟce, however, the members of the Presidium CommiƩee
implicitly exercise their right asMPs to request that voƟng take place when they compile
the plenary agenda.19 The Speaker can also propose that decisions be taken without a
vote (arƟcle 69.4). This is referred to as the gavel (hamerslag) procedure: the Speaker
makes a statement which is registered in the parliamentary records and the proposal is
acceptedwith a knock of the gavel (Wolters, 1984, 182-183). Before the knock, individual
MPs and party groups may request that the parliamentary records show that they were

parliament the following year as a representaƟve for the PvdA.
19 The Presidium commiƩee consists of a number of MPs from different party groups, including the Speaker

and Deputy Speakers.
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against the decision, ensuring that their opposing posiƟon is registered. If this happens,
the proposal is assumed to be accepted with the support of the other members who are
present. The gavel procedure is primarily used for proceduralmaƩers and for substanƟve
maƩers if the opposing minority is considered to be small.20

There are two voƟng procedures parliament can follow: regular or roll call voƟng
(arƟcles 69.3 and 70.1).21 For a regular vote the MPs who are present on the floor cast
their vote by a showof hands and do so on behalf of all themembers of their party group;
the number of MPs physically present on the floor is not counted (Tweede Kamer der
Staten-Generaal website, 2015a). UnƟl 1969 the parliamentary records did not register
the voƟng posiƟon of party groups, but onlymenƟoned the outcome of the vote and the
names of individual MPs who explicitly requested that their posiƟon be recorded (which
for a regular vote is necessary if an MP wishes to dissent from his party group’s posiƟon
posiƟon).22 Since 1969, the rule is that the parliamentary records register the posiƟon
of each individual party group as well (Wolters, 1984, 183).23 This pracƟce is evidence
that party group unity in the Dutch parliament is quite high, as the procedures by default
assumes that party representaƟves vote in unison.

In a roll call vote each individual MP verbally announces his posiƟon (aye or nay)
(arƟcle 70.4). As the vote takes place at the individual level, the number ofMPsphysically
present on the floor for the vote is important tomeet the quorum for the vote to be valid
(more than half of the 150 MPs need to be present) and for the outcome of the vote.
The Speaker will someƟmes adjourn the meeƟng and let the division bell in the building
sound again in order for more MPs to make their way to the plenary hall, even allowing
Ɵme for parƟes to rally their troops from outside the building if necessary. The Speaker
may also close the meeƟng and call a new meeƟng at a later Ɵme (arƟcle 70.5). A roll
call can also be also requested when the results of a vote taken by the show of hands
procedure are unclear, as long as the request comes before the Speaker accepts the vote
(with a knock of the gavel) (arƟcle 70.2).

Before 1887, roll call voƟng was formally required for all parliamentary decisions.
But already in 1851, the Speaker implemented the gavel procedure menƟoned above

20 Because strictly speaking voƟng does not take place during the gavel procedure, these votes are not included
in the analysis. If these were included this would most likely result in higher party group voƟng unity scores.

21 WriƩen (and thus secret) voƟng is a third procedure voƟng, which is usedwhenparliament votes on appoint-
ments (arƟcles 74 to 86). This pracƟce is, for example, nowadays used for the appointment of the Speaker
of the House, for which it was first used in 2002 with the elecƟon of Frans Weisglas (VVD) as Speaker.

22 For the years before party group posiƟons were registered in the parliamentary records (Handelingen der
Staten-Generaal) voƟng posiƟons were inferred from party groups’ (MPs’ posiƟons taken in the earlier de-
bate. One drawback of this method is that it does not take into account that party groupsmay have changed
their posiƟon between the debate and the vote, without affecƟng the outcome of the decision. This is quite
unlikely, however.

23 Both the gavel procedure and the regular voƟng procedure are usually categorized as anonymous voƟng in
comparaƟve studies on parliamentary voƟng procedures (Saalfeld, 1995, 532-533). Since 1969, however,
the parliamentary records include the posiƟons of party groups for regular votes, thus making the posiƟons
of party groups public. Furthermore, individual MPs’ can request that their vote be registered, meaning
that MPs can make their own posiƟon public if they wish to do so.
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(Pippel, 1950, 364), presumably to save Ɵme. This pracƟce was formalized in the con-
sƟtuƟon of 1887, with the inclusion of the clause that voƟng takes place if requested by
any one MP. When exactly the pracƟce of regular voƟng was implemented is unclear. In
an earlier publicaƟon on the workings of parliament, Van Raalte (1959, 190) menƟons
that the method of rising in place, which consƟtuted the ‘regular’ voƟng procedure at
the Ɵme and is referred to as chamber gymnasƟcs (kamergymnasƟek),24 was used only
sporadically unƟl the increase in the number of parliamentary seats from 100 to 150 in
1956, which made the use of the roll call voƟng procedure even more Ɵme-consuming
than before.25 The method of rising in place was formalized as the regular voƟng pro-
cedure in the Second Chamber’s Standing Orders in 1967 (Wolters, 1984), and was itself
formally replaced by the show of hands procedure in 1983.

The parliamentary records (Handelingen der Staten-Generaal) include almost 60,000
substanƟve maƩers that were put to a vote between 1946 and 2010, including amend-
ments (31 percent), bills (8 percent) and moƟons (56 percent). The changes in voƟng
procedures described above in part can account for the decrease in the number and rel-
aƟve share of roll call votes between 1946 and 2010: in the earlier parliamentary terms,
around half of all votes were taken by roll call (see Table 6.6). In total, however, only
about 1,750 votes (3 percent of all votes) were taken by roll call since the first elecƟon
aŌer the Second World War, out of which 1,107 took place before the formalizaƟon of
the method of rising in place in 1967, and a total of 1,464 before 1983 when the show of
hands procedure was implemented. Since then, the percentage share of roll call votes
per parliamentary term dropped to around one percent or less, although in absolute
terms, the number of roll call votes taken per parliamentary term increased again slightly
since the second half of the 1990s.

A word on absence

As menƟoned in chapter 3, abstenƟon and absenteeism (non-voƟng) are generally ig-
nored in studies of party group unity (but see Carey (2007, 2009) for excepƟons). Ab-
stenƟon is formally not possible when voƟng in the Dutch parliament. MPs can implicitly
abstain by not showing up in parliament or a voƟng session, or by leaving the floor dur-
ing a parƟcular vote (Bovend’Eert and Kummeling, 2010, 526). This type of ‘abstenƟon’
is oŌen of a symbolic nature: an MP may not agree with his party group’s posiƟon on
a parƟcular vote, but not disagree enough to actually vote against his group, or may
even have been requested by his party group to leave the floor rather than publicly vote
against the party line.26 For a vote held by the regular show of hands procedure these
purposive absences have no effect on the end result because the MPs who are present

24 This is sƟll the official procedure in the Dutch Senate (Eerste Kamer) (Bovend’Eert and Kummeling, 2010,
526).

25 Bovend’Eert and Kummeling (2010, 528) note that a roll call vote takes between six and eight minutes. This
does not include the Ɵme it takes for MPs to make their way to the floor.

26 It is, however, difficult to disƟnguish between symbolic absenteeism and absence brought about by, for
example, MPs who leave the floor to aƩend to a phone call or visit the restroom.
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on the floor are held to vote for all the members of their party group, and voƟng is regis-
tered per party group. For roll call votes, however, absences can influence the end result
of a vote, since amajority of the total number ofMPs signed in as present in the building
is required for the vote to pass.27

SomeƟmes roll call votes are requested purposelywhen the absence ofMPs is known
to other party groups. In 1994 during the formaƟon of the first Purple coaliƟon, for
example, the opposiƟon parƟesGroenLinks, VVD andD66 asked for a roll call on amoƟon
that prohibited the caretaker Minister of Internal Affairs (Ed van Thijn, PvdA) and the
caretakerMinister of JusƟce (Ernst Hirsch Ballin, CDA) to conƟnue their involvementwith
the Interregional Criminal InvesƟgaƟon Team (Interregionaal Rechercheteam, IRT) for
the remainder of the cabinet formaƟon period (Boom and Voorn, 1994). That evening, a
number of MPs were parƟcipaƟng in the filming of the amusement program ‘Star BaƩle’
(Sterrenslag) and were called back to parliament for the vote. Of the MPs who were on
the set of the TV program, two VVDMPs, Robin Linschoten and Anne Lize van der Stoel,
and one from GroenLinks, Marijke Vos, did manage to make it to parliament in Ɵme for
the vote. The PvdA MPs Henk Vos and Evan Rozenblad, however, arrived in parliament
aŌer the vote had already taken place. The moƟon was accepted (61 against 59 votes)
and led to the resignaƟon of both caretaker ministers.

Absence during roll call voƟng can further be used to stall for Ɵme. In 1955, for
example, the Communist party was able to prevent a vote from taking place by first
requesƟng a roll call vote, and then having all its MPs stand behind the green curtain at
the back of the plenary hall, thereby ensuring that the vote could not take place because
the quorum of MPs for the vote to be valid was not met (Van Raalte, 1959, 189). A more
recent example is that of the PVV in 2012, when its party leader GeertWilders requested
a roll call vote because he wanted to delay voƟng on the European Stability Mechanisms
(ESM) pending a court case (NOS, 2012). There are, however, very few cases of recorded
absences during roll call votes. This might indeed be because absenteeism is used to
stop a vote from taking place by not meeƟng the necessary quota (and therefore there
is no record of the vote), or MPs might not even sign in to parliament on the day they
plan to symbolically abstain. Both seem unlikely to occur frequently, however.

Of all votes included in the data set based on the parliamentary records, there are
about 1,000 recorded absences. Of these absences, 90 percent were recorded during
a single parliamentary term (1982-1986). Those mainly responsible for these absences
during that period are Hans Janmaat (40 percent), who was the only representaƟve for
the Center Party (CentrumparƟj), the independent Jan-Nico Scholten (25 percent) and,
to a lesser extent, Cathy Ubels (12 percent) from the ChrisƟan-progressive EVP (Evan-
gelische VolksparƟj) and Gert SchuƩe (12 percent) from the Orthodox Protestant GVP
(Gereformeerd PoliƟek Verbond). As a rule, therefore, absences that are recorded are a
characterisƟc of small party groups consisƟng of only one, occasionally two, MPs. This
makes sense since if these MPs are not present on the plenary floor themselves there is

27 There are also cases of the informal pracƟce of ‘pairing’ between government and opposiƟon MPs who
cannot be present in parliament during a roll call vote. It is, however, not possible to ascertain whether
pairing occurred during a parƟcular vote because there is no formal record of the pracƟce.
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no one to cast a vote for their part group, and therefore the parliamentary records show
that they (and their enƟre party group) are absent. As parliamentary party groups con-
sisƟng of only one member are not included in the calculaƟon of party group unity and
dissent scores below (because there is always perfect party group unity in a group con-
sisƟng of only one representaƟve), absenteeism can safely be ignored for the purpose
of this study.

Frequency of MPs’ dissent

Previous studies on voƟng in the Dutch Second Chamber, of which there are only a few,
show that party voƟng unity is high, even near complete (Andeweg and Thomassen,
2011a, 4). One of the earliest analyses of roll call votes was conducted by Tazelaar
(1974) who covered the end of the period of pillarizaƟon, and esƟmated that for the
six largest parƟes during the De Jong Cabinet (1967-1971) party group unanimity varied
between 92 and 98 percent (cited in Wolters, 1984, 183). Visscher (1994) also looked at
party group unity in the period between 1963 and 1986, and concluded that although
there was slightly higher disunity during the Den Uyl Cabinet (1973-1977), unity was al-
most complete during the rest of the period, especially in the larger parliamentary party
groups. Andeweg and Thomassen (2011a, 658) provide informaƟon on voƟng between
1998 and 2008. During this period parliament voted a total of 14,532 Ɵmes out of which
there were only 67 votes (0.46 percent) in which at least one MP (1.37 on average) de-
viated from the party group line.

Table 6.4 shows the percentage of votes in which at least one MP voted differently
than the majority of his party group, for all groups combined (excluding those with only
one seat) in each parliamentary term since the first elecƟon aŌer the Second World
War.28 On average, dissent occurs quite infrequently in the Dutch parliament; in less
than 1percent of all votes did at least oneMPvote against his party group. The frequency
of dissent also decreased over Ɵme. StarƟng at around 8 percent in the 1946-1948 par-
liamentary term, the frequency of dissent increased slightly during the parliamentary
terms in the first half of the 1960s, but dropped to around 2 percent at the start of the
1970s, and conƟnued to decrease to even less than 0.1 percent as of the end of the
1990s.

The average frequency of dissent is higher for the roll call votes (about 8 percent)
than regular votes (less than 1 percent). For roll call votes, there are two noteworthy
outliers. During the 1963-1967 term at least one MP deviated from the party group line
in 21 percent of the 127 roll call votes held. Roll call vote dissent occurred most fre-
quently in three parƟes during this term: the KVP (43 Ɵmes), the ARP (25 Ɵmes) and
PvdA (22 Ɵmes) (not shown in Table 6.4). The KVP managed to bring down two gov-
ernments led by prime ministers from its own party during that period. The first, the

28 There is no staƟsƟcally significant relaƟonship between the types of proposals (amendments, bills or mo-
Ɵons) and party voƟng unity, therefore the analysis below only focuses on the differences between the
method of voƟng, regular and roll call. Furthermore, four percent of proposal types are unknown, and
there are a few votes that took place for which the method of voƟng is unknown. These are excluded from
the analysis.
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Table 6.4: Percentage of votes inwhich party group unitywas not complete in the Second
Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1946-2010 (%)

Start term ParƟes (n) All votes (n) Regular votes (n) Roll call votes (n)

1946 7 8.3 88 0.6 1 9.8 87
1948 8 5.2 202 3.5 51 6.2 151
1952 8 5.2 196 2.6 60 8.2 136
1956 7 6.5 106 3.3 27 9.9 79
1959 8 10.0 189 5.0 40 13.8 149
1963 10 8.2 166 3.7 35 21.0 131
1967 11 2.5 363 1.8 239 7.2 124
1971 14 2.2 152 1.8 119 11.3 33
1972 14 2.6 746 2.3 640 7.6 106
1977 11 0.7 226 0.7 211 5.7 12
1981 10 0.4 32 0.4 32 0.0 0
1982 12 0.2 95 0.2 89 5.5 6
1986 9 0.3 40 0.2 31 18.8 9
1989 9 0.2 77 0.3 75 2.6 2
1994 12 0.2 76 0.1 57 4.0 19
1998 9 0.1 47 0.1 42 1.0 5
2002 10 0.1 14 0.0395 4 6.8 10
2003 9 0.1 78 0.1 69 2.3 9
2006 10 0.0159 12 0.0133 10 0.6 2
2010 10 0.0078 5 0.0 0 1.1 5

Mean / total 10 0.6 2,910 0.4 1,832 7.6 1,078

χ² (1) = 12376.290, sig. = .000; φ = -.157 sig. = .000
(total votes, regular versus roll call)

Marijnen Cabinet, fell because of inter-party and intra-party disagreement about the
government’s public broadcasƟng policy and adverƟsement revenues from public chan-
nels (Van der Heiden, 2010).29 The Cals Cabinet, which was formed near the end of
1965, was brought down by its own party group leader Norbert Schmelzer during the
1966 parliamentary budget debates (Algemene Beschouwingen), when he introduced a
moƟon asking the government to take addiƟonal measure to decrease government ex-
penditure. The moƟon was interpreted as a moƟon of no confidence by Prime Minister
Jo Cals, who resigned that same evening (known as the ‘Night of Schmelzer’) (Van Kessel,

29 The moƟon-Baeten, introduced by a KVP MP, called the Marijnen Cabinet to make haste in making its posi-
Ɵon on the maƩer public, which indirectly led to the fall of the Cabinet (Van der Heiden, 2010, 155-166).
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Table 6.5: Percentage of votes inwhich party group unitywas not complete in the Second
Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1946-2010: CDA, PvdA and VVD averages only (%)

Party All votes (n) Regular votes (n) Roll call votes (n)

CDA* 2.1 1,366 1.2 720 13.9 646
PvdA 1.0 557 0.7 373 10.5 184
VVD** 0.6 331 0.3 182 8.5 149

* Figures before 1977 include voƟng by the CDA’s predecessors, the ARP, CHU and KVP.
** Figures before 1948 include voƟng by the VVD’s predecessor, the PvdV (ParƟj van de Vrijheid).

2010). In both cases, the KVP parliamentary party group leadership turned against the
government’s posiƟon, forcing MPs to choose between the two.

Over the enƟre Ɵme period, the KVP is the party that suffered from the most fre-
quent dissent during roll call votes. Dissent by at least one KVP MP occurred 278 Ɵmes
between 1946 and 1977, the year that the party first parƟcipated in elecƟons under
the flag of the CDA together with the ARP and the CHU. This may, in part, account for
the high percentage in the frequency of dissent in the CDA over the enƟre period (13.9
percent, see Table 6.5) which includes the dissent within its predecessors. If only the
parliamentary periods aŌer the electoral merger of the three ChrisƟan parƟes in 1977
are included, the frequency of dissent during roll call votes for the CDA drops to 7.6 per-
cent (6.3 percent for the PvdA and 3.4 percent for the VVD aŌer 1977, not shown in
Table 6.5), totaling 20 cases of dissent, of which 11 occurred during the first period aŌer
the electoral fusion.

A final noteworthy outlier shown in Table 6.4 is that during the 1986-1989 term there
was dissent in almost 19 percent of roll call votes. Only nine roll call votes were held in
total, however. Of these nine votes, MPs from the CDA and D66 did not vote in uni-
son on one vote each, the PvdA did not vote as a unified bloc on three votes and the
members of the VVD did not vote together on four votes. One of the issues that led
to disunity in the PvdA and VVD was the conƟnuaƟon of the state-paid pension to the
families of former MPs, brought about by the controversial case of the ‘black widow’,
Florrie Rost van Tonningen-Heubel, whose husband had been an MP for the NaƟonalist-
Socialist movement (NaƟonaal-SocialisƟsche Beweging, NSB) before the Second World
War.

In sum, the percentage of votes for which at least one MP voted differently from the
majority of his party group is quite low, entailing that dissent occurs quite infrequently in
the Dutch parliament. Moreover, the frequency of dissent has actually decreased over
Ɵme, which is not what would be expected if the changes in the electoral arena had
affected MP behavior in the legislaƟve arena as predicted by the two-arena model.
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Rice scores

The most common party group unity score is the Rice score, named aŌer Stuart Rice
(1925), which is calculated per party group (i) per vote (j) by taking the absolute differ-
ence in the percentage of votes for and votes against. The Rice score can range from 0
(when an equal number of MPs from the same party group vote Aye and Nay, in other
words, the party is split on the vote) to 100 (all MPs from the same party group vote the
same).

RICEij =
|%Ayeij − %Nayij |
%Ayeij + %Nayij

As suspected, party group unity has always been high in the Netherlands, with the
average Rice scores for all votes starƟng out at 96.32 percent during the 1946-1948 par-
liamentary term, and averaging at 99.81 percent for the enƟre period (see Table 6.6).
One can sƟll detect an increase in party group unity, however, as at the end of the 1960s
party group unity for all votes increased to above 99 percent, aŌer which it conƟnued to
increase, reaching over 99.99 percent in the latest term invesƟgated (2006-2010). The
only poliƟcal party to go below 99.90 percent since the turn of the century is the LPF
(99.78 percent in 2002-2003 and 99.88 percent 2003-2006, not shown in Table 6.6).

When it comes to regular votes, new and small party groups have relaƟvely low Rice
scores. The party with the lowest Rice score for regular votes (85.11 percent) is the
NMP (Nederlandse MiddenstandsparƟj), a party aimed at represenƟng the interests of
business owners and entrepreneurs, which was only in parliament for one short term
between 1971 and 1972. The party group consisted of two MPs of whom one (De Jong)
defected and becamean independent in 1971 (see Table 6.3). The leŌ-socialist PSP (Paci-
fisƟsch SocialisƟsche ParƟj) comes second in terms of the lowest Rice score for regular
votes, scoring 92.53 percent in its first parliamentary term in 1959-1963, and together
with the Reformed SGP (Staatkundig Gereformeerde ParƟj) (97.31 percent, three seats)
and the communist CPN (CommunisƟsche ParƟj van Nederland) (95.50 percent, three
seats) pulls down the average for the 1959-1963 parliamentary period. (InteresƟngly,
these three parƟes score the highest Rice scores for roll call votes during this period.)
StarƟng in the 1977-1981 period, no party group, large or small, has scored below 99.76
percent for regular votes (not shown in Table 6.6). Thus, although the introducƟon of
more new parƟes, which could be ascribed to the increase in electoral volaƟlity and par-
Ɵsan dealignment, has led to an increase in the number of MPs who leave their party
but stay in parliament since the 2000s (see subsecƟon 6.3.1), it does not seem to have
had an effect on party group voƟng unity.

There is a staƟsƟcally significant difference in average party group unity between
roll call and regular votes. Over the enƟre period, party group unity averaged 97.06
percent for all roll call votes and 99.89 percent for all regular votes. The difference is
greatest during the 1986-1989 period, the only Ɵme when the average Rice score for
all party groups combined dipped below 90 percent for roll call votes (of which there
were 8 that period). D66 (93.75 percent), the PvdA (79.87 percent) and the VVD (65.00
percent) score their lowest average Rice score for roll call votes in this period, the VVD’s
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Table 6.6: Average party group unity in the Second Chamber of the Dutch Parliament
1946-2010 (Rice score)

Start term ParƟes (n) All votes (n) Regular votes (n) Roll call votes (n)

1946 7 96.3215 162 99.8918 24 95.6484 138
1948 8 97.8546 587 98.5462 210 97.4426 377
1952 8 97.9735 526 98.9185 289 96.6750 237
1956 7 97.8219 234 98.9612 114 96.6442 120
1959 8 96.2602 256 97.9663 102 94.9957 154
1963 10 96.9950 236 98.8805 105 95.3674 131
1967 11 99.2239 1,187 99.4835 1,034 97.2668 153
1971 14 99.2463 588 99.4141 562 95.3699 26
1972 14 99.1685 2,247 99.2769 2,137 96.9910 110
1977 11 99.8671 4,629 99.8807 4,589 98.2127 40
1981 10 99.9288 806 99.9283 802 100.0000 4
1982 12 99.9679 5,953 99.9733 5,941 97.2676 12
1986 9 99.9140 2,644 99.9494 2,636 88.2493 8
1989 9 99.9669 4,255 99.9674 4,244 99.7852 11
1994 12 99.9508 4,078 99.9678 4,033 98.2537 45
1998 9 99.9831 5,054 99.9838 4,995 99.9120 59
2002 10 99.9668 952 99.9951 937 98.0039 15
2003 9 99.9763 5,933 99.9792 5,890 99.5749 43
2006 10 99.9981 7,541 99.9982 7,505 99.9627 36
2010 10 99.9985 6,304 100.0000 6,256 99.7911 48

Mean / total n 10 99.8163 54,172 99.8973 52,405 97.0630 1,767

F-test = 45,868.456 (sig. = .000);
t-test (df = 14,243.430) = 26.449 (sig. = 000)

(total votes, regular versus roll call votes means, equal variance not assumed)

score being the lowest average party group unity score for roll call votes in the Dutch
parliament in the enƟre period under study. The CDA’s score on roll call votes in 1986-
1989 period (91.00 percent) also comes close to its lowest score (89.69 percent in 1977-
1981, the first parliamentary term aŌer its electoral fusion) (not shown in Table 6.6). If
the CDA’s and VVD’s predecessors are included in the calculaƟon of its average Rice score
for the enƟre period since the first elecƟon aŌer the end of the SecondWorld War, their
party group unity scores are pulled down (see the boƩomof Table 6.6). If only the period
aŌer the electoral fusion of the CDA in 1977 is considered, the party group unity scores
of the three largest parƟes is well above 99 percent for roll call votes (99.94 for both the
CDA and the PvdA, and 99.96 for the VVD).
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Table 6.7: Average party group unity in the Second Chamber of the Dutch Parliament
1946-2010: CDA, PvdA and VVD only (Rice score)

Party All votes (n) Regular votes (n) Roll call votes (n)

CDA* 99.3626 66,192 99.7294 61,556 94.4926 4,636
PvdA 99.8099 54,157 99.8976 52,404 97.1905 1,753
VVD** 99.8236 53,995 99.9301 52,404 96.6356 1,751

* Figures before 1977 include voƟng by the CDA’s predecessors, the ARP, CHU and KVP.
** Figures before 1948 include voƟng by the VVD’s predecessor, the PvdV.

At first glance, the difference in party group unity between regular and roll call votes
does seem to hint that roll call votes are requested strategically when MPs or party
groups suspect disunity in other groups, as suggested by Depauw and MarƟn (2009).
When one looks closely at the parliamentary records, however, it is oŌen the Speaker
of the House who asks for the vote to take place by roll call. This request by the Speaker
usually coincides with a prior debate in which it is clear that there are MPs who wish
to vote differently from the other members of their party group, or immediately aŌer a
regular vote has already taken place for which the result is unclear. These differences in
voƟng unity between regular and roll call votes provides evidence for the claim by Car-
rubba et al. (2008) and Hug (2010) that relying only on roll call votes to gauge party group
unity may lead to selecƟon biases. Most important for the study at hand, however, is
the finding that in terms of their Rice-scores on both regular and roll call votes, parƟes’
voƟng unity is very high in the Dutch parliament, and has actually increased over Ɵme.

Number of dissenƟng MPs

Table 6.8 the depth of dissent, i.e., the number of MPs who vote differently from the
majority of their party group (Kam, 2009), per parliamentary term. Dissent is usually
limited to oneMP, and the general trend is that the depth of dissent also decreased over
Ɵme. Whereas the depth of dissent for roll call votes was highest in the terms before
1971, for regular votes dissent was deepest during the terms between 1967 and 1977.

Over the enƟre period, the cases of deepest dissent occurred in the KVP, with 48
cases of six or more MPs dissenƟng on regular votes in the period before 1977, and 85
cases of six or more MPs voƟng against the party group on roll call votes (not shown
in Table 6.8). Of the laƩer, 38 occurred in the 1972-1977 parliamentary term, during
which the KVP parƟcipated in government together with the ARP, PvdA, PPR and D66.
The KVP and ARP had, however, already commiƩed themselves to formaƟon of the CDA
with the CHU, which was leŌ out of the cabinet. Whereas the PvdA and D66 considered
the cabinet to be a parliamentary cabinet (which entails that there is a detailed coaliƟon
agreement that is influenced by, and can count on the support of, the parliamentary
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party groups), the ChrisƟan parƟes ARP and KVP viewed the Den Uyl Cabinet as extra-
parliamentary (because there was no real coaliƟon agreement, but a coaliƟon program
to which the parliamentary party groups were not bound) (Parlement & PoliƟek, 2015b,
2015c).

In this first parliamentary term aŌer the electoral list fusion of the ChrisƟan parƟes
1977, dissent occurred both frequently and deeply in CDA party group, with in total
almost 100 cases of dissent (86 during regular voƟng and 11 during roll call) of which
there were 24 occurrences of more than six MPs dissenƟng (18 on regular votes and six
roll call votes) (not shown in Table 6.8). During the 1980s, the frequency and depth of
dissent in the CDA subsided. Since the 1990s, the CDA has joined the VVD as one of the
two (large) parƟes with the deepest dissent.

Since the turn of the twenty-first century, the depth of dissent is very limited in the
Dutch parliament. The deepest case of dissent has involved the PvdA party group.30
In 2003, four PvdA MPs voted against their party group’s posiƟon that favored send-
ing troops to Iraq. Several PvdA MPs also voted against their party’s posiƟon on the
introducƟon of an automaƟc organ donor registraƟon system. A recent outlier is the
2003-2006 parliamentary term, during which there were a total of 69 cases of dissent
(including those in the PvdA menƟoned above). 18 of these cases occurred in the rela-
Ɵvely young and troubled LPF, which suffered from a few party group defecƟons as well
(see subsecƟon 6.3.1). Finally, VVD MP Stef Blok was responsible for six of these recent
cases of dissent because he repeatedly voted against his party group on the day that the
final report ‘Building Bridges’ (Bruggen slaan) of the parliamentary commiƩee invesƟ-
gaƟng the integraƟon of ethnicminoriƟes in the Netherlands was voted on in parliament
in 2004. Stef Blok was the chairman of the commiƩee.

Finally, whereas dissent by one or two MPs is, if it occurs, generally a characterisƟc
of large parƟes in the Dutch parliament, party groups spliƫng on a vote (when half the
party votes yea and the other half votes nay) is a characterisƟc of small parƟes with
fewer than six legislaƟve seats (not shown Table 6.8 ). The CHU, a medium sized party,
the seat number of which ranged from eight to thirteen between 1946 and 1977, also
managed to split on twelve roll call votes. All in all, however, the number of MPs who
dissent is usually limited, and the number of cases in which more than one MP dissents
from the majority of his party group has decreased over Ɵme.

The descripƟve staƟsƟcs above show that party group unity in the Netherlands has
not only remained strong over Ɵme, but that it has actually increased in strength. There
are very few cases of MPs leaving their party but remaining in parliament (we can say
liƩle about those who leŌ parliament, however), and although there seems to be an in-
crease in the number of party group defecƟons over Ɵme, these defecƟons have gener-
ally been limited to a number of new parƟes represented in parliament since the 2000s.
We see this same paƩern in terms of the difference between new and established par-
Ɵes in party groups’ Rice scores, albeit that the paƩern is limited to an earlier period
in Ɵme; since the end the 1970s, party group unity has almost always been above 99.9

30 Overall the PvdA comes in second in terms of the depth of dissent over the enƟre period of study, with 46
roll call and 85 regular votes in which more than six MPs dissented.

177



6.4. ExpectaƟons

percent, and both the frequency and depth of dissent have decreased over Ɵme.

6.4 ExpectaƟons
Given our findings above, it would seem that the legislaƟve arena is insulated from
changes in the electoral arena, since electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment seem
to have had liƩle effect on party group unity in terms of defecƟons and legislaƟve vot-
ing, especially when it comes to established parƟes. It could also be that the changes in
the electorate have affected some of the pathways to party group unity (i.e., the legisla-
Ɵve arena is not insulated from the electoral arena), but that party groups’ procedural
advantages within the legislature are strong enough to elicit party group unity anyway.
From the perspecƟve of poliƟcal parƟes, however, one could argue that relying solely
on the rules in the legislaƟve arena would be a risky strategy. It seems more likely that
parƟes have acƟvely takenmeasures, in both the legislaƟve and electoral arena, to coun-
teract the effects of electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment on theirMPs’ legislaƟve
behavior. Taking the perspecƟve of ‘parƟes as organizaƟons’, we hypothesize how par-
Ɵes have tried to strengthen each of the pathways to party group unity, and thus influ-
ence the associated MP decision-making algorithm that is central to this book. We then
test these expectaƟons using the 1972, 1978, 1990, 2001 and 2006 Dutch Parliamentary
Studies, and the Dutch data from the 2010 ParƟRep survey.

6.4.1 Division of labor
Andeweg and Thomassen (2011a) contend that cue-taking is encouraged by the Dutch
parliament’s specialized commiƩee system. As menƟoned above, commiƩee member-
ship is distributed proporƟonally to party groups (with special consideraƟon paid to
smaller party groups), and thus within each party group MPs specialize in, and/or act
as spokespersons for, the issue areas dealt with in their parliamentary commiƩee(s).
Larger party groups usually also have their own internal system of commiƩees, oŌen
mirroring those in parliament. This entails, however, that MPs are more likely to rely on
their fellow party group members for voƟng advice when it comes to issues outside of
their own porƞolio (and those not included in the party program, or in the case of gov-
ernment parƟcipaƟon, the coaliƟon agreement). Moreover, MPs may be encouraged
to not interfere with the policy areas of their fellow party group members in exchange
for more independence and freedom in their own issue area, as part of a tacit Ɵt-for-tat
agreement within the party group (Andeweg and Thomassen, 2011a).

Even though the number of specialized commiƩees was reduced from 29 perma-
nent commiƩees in 1990 to only 13 in 2006 (Oldersma, 1997, 147-148; Van Vonno,
2012, 131) there has been an overall increase in the number of commiƩee meeƟngs
over Ɵme, whereas the number of plenarymeeƟngs has remained relaƟvely stable since
the 1970s (see Table 6.9). This means that MPs spend more Ɵme working within their
own commiƩees, thus strengthening the division of labor in parliament as a whole, but
also within party groups. This alsomeans thatMPs are likely to be increasingly reliant on
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their fellow party groupmembers for voƟng advice when it comes to issues dealt with in
other commiƩees. As there have been no changes in the parliamentary rules in terms of
the number of required commiƩee meeƟngs, the increase in the number of commiƩee
meeƟngs has probably been iniƟated by MPs and their party groups themselves. In ad-
diƟon, even though the number of government and private member bills has remained
relaƟvely stable, the total number of amendments and resoluƟons has increased over
Ɵme, entailing that more votes are taken in parliament.31 MPs are thus required to vote
on more topics, and again, the majority of these votes will probably be about issues
that do not fall within their area of specializaƟon. Add to this the fact that MPs spend
more Ɵme in their commiƩees, and therefore have less Ɵme to form an opinion on all
maƩers that fall outside their own porƞolio, it is likely that MPs increasingly rely on the
cues given to them by their fellow party group members. The hypothesis is therefore
that cue-taking as a result of the division of labor in the Dutch naƟonal parliament has
increased over Ɵme (H1).

6.4.2 Party agreement
Whereas cue-taking as a decision-making mechanism is relevant under the condiƟon
that MPs do not always have the Ɵme or resources to form their own opinion, party
agreement, as a determinant of party group unity, involves MPs voƟng together on the
basis of shared ideological and policy preferences (Andeweg and Thomassen, 2011a;
Kam, 2009; Krehbiel, 1993). In otherwords, there are issues, usually ideologically charged,
on which MPs simply agree with each other and with the posiƟon of their party as a
whole and their party group in parƟcular. Since this is a relaƟvely ‘easy’ pathway to
party group unity, the expectaƟon is that poliƟcal party (group) leaders prefer to maxi-
mize the homogeneity of policy preferences of their (candidate)MPs in order to decrease
the likelihood of disagreement in the first place, thereby limiƟng the need for alternaƟve
mechanisms to elicit party group unity, such as discipline. The necessity and advantages
of includingMPs with specific experƟse and backgrounds in certain specific policy areas,
however, means that those are responsible for the recruitment and iniƟal selecƟon of
candidates for the electoral list cannot only take (candidate) MPs’ agreement with the
party program and electoral manifesto into consideraƟon during the recruitment and
selecƟon process. Moreover, there may also be electoral reasons to select parƟcular
candidates who may not be in complete agree with the party on all issues, but who is
deemed to be aƩracƟve to certain (groups of) voters. ParƟes’ ability to influence party
agreement is argued to be determined by the electoral system and parƟes’ candidate
selecƟon procedures, as well as the process of deliberaƟon that takes place within the
parliamentary party group. One could argue that in the Netherlands, the combinaƟon
of the party-oriented electoral system and parƟes’ relaƟve freedom when it comes to
candidate selecƟon, enable ‘parƟes-as-organizaƟons’ to extend their procedural advan-

31 This increase in parliamentary acƟvity could also be offered as an example of decentralized poliƟcal behav-
ioral personalizaƟon (see subsecƟon 2.4.2 in chapter 2). Our interest in it here, however, is its consequence
for MPs’ sequenƟal decision-making process.

180



6.4. ExpectaƟons

tages over individuals into the electoral arena.
Rahat and Hazan (2001) offer a framework to classify parƟes’ candidate selecƟon

methods according to four dimensions, of which the decentralizaƟon of selecƟon meth-
ods (where, or at what level of the party organizaƟon, are candidates selected?)32 and
the inclusiveness of selectorate (who can select candidates?) are most relevant to the
discussion at hand.33 The more the candidate selecƟon process is controlled by the na-
Ɵonal party leadership (i.e., the more centralized the method and the less inclusive the
selectorate), the more it is able to control the final composiƟon of the list, and thereby
maximize the homogeneity of policy preferences among itsMPs. At first sight, candidate
selecƟon in the Netherlands has changed such that we may expect party agreement to
have decreased over Ɵme.

In the Netherlands there has always been minimal state interference when it comes
to candidate selecƟon, leaving poliƟcal parƟes free to organize it as they see fit. Accord-
ing to Hazan and Voerman (2006, 155), the 1917 change in the electoral system to one
of ProporƟonal RepresentaƟon, which treats the enƟre country as one consƟtuency,
enabled the centralizaƟon of candidate selecƟon procedures in the hands of the na-
Ɵonal party execuƟve, which was responsible for the recruitment and selecƟon of can-
didates, and the draŌing of the provisional list. The provisional list was then put to party
members who could influence the ranking of candidates indirectly via representaƟves at
party conferences or directly viamembership ballots. Although the involvement of party
members (or their representaƟves) in the finalizaƟon of the candidacy list means that
parƟes’ selectorates can be classified as rather inclusive, this stage of candidate selec-
Ɵon generally did not affect the composiƟon of the list; at most a candidate was moved
up or down a few slots (Lucardie and Voerman, 2004; Hazan and Voerman, 2006).

In the 1960s a number of parƟes abolished individual members’ votes, resulƟng in a
less inclusive selectorate, and instead gave regional party organizaƟons a greater say in
the composiƟon of the provisional list, which entailed a more decentralized procedure
and limited the power of the naƟonal party organizaƟon. In the early 1990s candidate
selecƟon procedures again became more centralized, as for example in both the PvdA
and VVD the power of the regions over the provisional list was taken away and given
back to the central party organizaƟon. In return, local representaƟves at the party con-
ference were granted the final vote, thereby again increasing the inclusiveness of the
selectorate. By the early 2000s, most parƟes further democraƟzed their candidate se-
lecƟon procedures allowing for direct parƟcipaƟon by their members in the selecƟon of
candidates and/or the leading candidate or ‘list-puller’ (lijsƩrekker) (who are then placed
first on the list), making the selectorate even more inclusive (Hazan and Voerman, 2006;
Hillebrand, 1992; Koole and Leijenaar, 1988; Lucardie and Voerman, 2007).

32 Above, the degree of decentralizaƟon is described as territorial. It can, however, also be funcƟonal (i.e.,
including the funcƟonal representaƟon of women, minoriƟes, etc.) (Rahat and Hazan, 2001, 304).

33 The other two dimensions deal with who can be selected (with the enƟre electorate represenƟng the most
inclusive pole and the restricƟon to only party membership plus addiƟonal requirements (such as length
of party membership) at the most exclusive end of the conƟnuum) and how candidates are nominated (by
voƟng procedures or appointment) (Rahat and Hazan, 2001).
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Today, in most poliƟcal parƟes it is the naƟonal party execuƟve that dominates the
preparatory phase and coordinaƟon of candidate selecƟon. The naƟonal party execuƟve
formulates a set of candidate selecƟon criteria (such as age, regional origin and policy
specializaƟon) and appoints a special selecƟon (and someƟmes recruitment) commiƩee,
which makes recommendaƟons to the execuƟve, which in turn draŌs a provisional list
(Lucardie and Voerman, 2007). Informally, however, party execuƟves and special com-
miƩees oŌen consult the parliamentary party group leadership in evaluaƟng incumbent
MPs, who thus play an advisory role (Louwerse and Van Vonno, 2012). Hazan and Voer-
man (2006, 150, 155) categorize today’s candidate selecƟon procedures as centralized,
given the role of the naƟonal party execuƟve and the fact that in most parƟes selecƟon
takes place at the naƟonal level, and quite inclusive, as a result of partymembers’ formal
involvement in the finalizaƟon of the candidacy list and their ability to vote on leading
candidates. 34

Hazan and Voerman (2006, 149, 158) argue that increasing the inclusiveness of the
selectorate could lead candidates to employ more individualisƟc strategies as a means
of appealing to partymembers in order to increase their chances of (re-)selecƟon. If suc-
cessful, this could influence the composiƟon of the candidate list, resulƟng in the nomi-
naƟon of candidates whose preferences are more akin to the party membership instead
of the party leadership. In her analysis of policy preference congruence between CDA,
PvdA, VVD and D66 partymembers and their representaƟves in parliament in the 1980s,
1990s and 2000s, Den Ridder (2014, 200-226, 331) finds that although preference ho-
mogeneity is generally lower among party members than among their representaƟves,
the level of average congruence between the preferences of party members and their
representaƟves in parliament is quite high and has not systemaƟcally increased or de-
creased over Ɵme. This suggests that the effects of party democraƟzaƟon are likely to
be limited in terms of party group preference homogeneity in the legislaƟve arena.

In addiƟon, Hazan and Voerman (2006, 149) argue that a high degree of centraliza-
Ɵon in the hands of the naƟonal party organizaƟon can minimize the effect of increased
inclusiveness. Indeed, the fact that the provisional lists presented by the party execuƟve
and/or selecƟon commiƩees remain largely unaltered indicates that the direct influence
of party members remains minimal. This, and the fact that the composiƟon of the list
and the order in which candidates are placed is also difficult to overturn at the electoral
stage, means that poliƟcal parƟes, and especially the party leadership and naƟonal ex-
ecuƟve, have a strong procedural advantage over the individual in the electoral arena
(Bowler, 2000; Sieberer, 2006).

Given that the influence of party democraƟzaƟon is probably quite limited, and the
naƟonal party organizaƟons have reestablished their centralized control over candidate

34 SelecƟon procedures are less centralized and more inclusive in GroenLinks, which formally does not involve
the execuƟve; the party council appoints a commiƩee that makes recommendaƟons to the party confer-
ence. And the members of D66 are allowed to express their preferences for the candidate list by means of
postal ballot, on the basis of which an advisory commiƩee (appointed by the party conference) determines
the ranking on a provisional list, which is then put to the party conference. The final excepƟon is the PVV,
which formally has only one member (the party leader Geert Wilders) who makes all decisions himself,
making its selecƟon procedure very centralized and exclusive (Lucardie and Voerman, 2007).
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selecƟon, it is likely that, in an aƩempt to curtail the potenƟal effects of parƟsan dealign-
ment, parƟes have made an effort to select candidates whose policy posiƟons are in
agreement and closely match those sƟpulated in the party program and electoral man-
ifesto, thereby increasing the homogeneity of the party group in parliament, and mini-
mizing the need for alternaƟve measures of maintaining party group unity. As a result
of streamlining candidates in terms of policy posiƟons, we expect that party agreement
in the Dutch naƟonal parliament increased over Ɵme (H2).

6.4.3 Party loyalty
In the case of disagreementwith the party group line, anMPmay sƟll votewith the party
group voluntarily because he subscribes to norms of party group loyalty and thus follows
a ‘logic of appropriateness’. Electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment are argued to
have a negaƟve effect on party group loyalty because MPs may be more likely to choose
to vote according to the posiƟon of other (potenƟal) principals (i.e., voters) in the case
of disagreement with the party group line. Although the decision to adhere to the norm
of party group loyalty lies with the individual MP, party selectorates can try to influence
the number of MPs in the parliamentary party group who adhere to the norm, and the
extent to which MPs do so.

As is the case with party agreement, the naƟonal party leadership’s centralized con-
trol over candidate selecƟon plays a determining role when it comes the degree of sol-
idarity in the party group. To a certain extent, candidates are socialized into norms of
party group loyalty through their previous experience within the party or as party rep-
resentaƟves at other levels of government (Asher, 1973; Crowe, 1983; Kam, 2009; Rush
and Giddings, 2011), and being nominated as a candidate for the naƟonal parliament is
considered a rewards for these former party acƟviƟes (Secker, 2000, 300). Although the
number of first-Ɵmers in parliament has increased over Ɵme as a result of both electoral
volaƟlity and party selectorates’ own tendency to increasingly opt for new instead of
incumbent candidates (Thomassen et al., 2014, 185-186), the percentage of MPs with
previous party experience has remained relaƟvely stable over Ɵme (Secker, 2000, 300;
but also see Parlement & PoliƟek 2015d). Given the risks for party group unity associ-
atedwith electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment, candidates’ previous track record
when it comes to subscripƟon to the norm of party group loyalty as a selecƟon criterion
has likely increased in importance over Ɵme. All in all, we expect that parƟes have been
able to counteract the effects of electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment, and that
party group loyalty in the Dutch naƟonal parliament has increased over Ɵme (H3).

6.4.4 Party discipline
Party discipline entails that an MP submits to the party group line involuntarily in re-
sponse to (the promise or threat of) posiƟve or negaƟve sancƟons by the party (group)
leadership (Andeweg and Thomassen, 2011a; Crowe, 1983; Jensen, 2000; Kam, 2009).
In this case, an MP disagrees with the party group line and either has not sufficiently
internalized the norm of party group loyalty, or the conflict with the group’s posiƟon is
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so intense that it supersedes his loyalty. As highlighted elsewhere in this book, parƟes
have a number of different tools through which they can aƩempt to persuade MPs to
obey the party despite their disagreement and lack of loyalty. Within the parliamentary
arena, parƟes’ control over commiƩee membership and issue spokesmanship serve as
important procedural advantage that can be used to elicit MPs’ obedience. MPs who
follow the party group line can be rewarded with the more presƟgious commiƩees and
topics, whereas those who defy the party group can have their commiƩee membership
and spokesmanship taken from them. The fact that in the Dutch parliament an increas-
ing amount of parliamentary work takes place within parliamentary commiƩees means
that the impact of such punishments, as perceived by MPs, may have increased over
Ɵme. Thus, although the actually use of commiƩee membership and issue spokesman-
ship as a means of disciplining MPs may not have increased over Ɵme, one can argue
that the party’s carrots have become increasingly tasty and the sƟcks increasingly hard.

What has increased over Ɵme is the number of cabinet (junior) ministers with pre-
vious parliamentary experience. Before 1967, 53 percent of cabinet (junior) ministers
had previously held the posiƟon of MP. Between 1967 and 1986 this percentage rose to
69 percent, but dropped to 61 percent between 1986 and 2006. In the period between
2007 and 2012, however, 81 percent of cabinet (junior) ministers had been an MP prior
to their promoƟon to the government (Thomassen et al., 2014, 187), which means that
(potenƟally) governing parƟes have probably increased the use of (the promise of) gov-
ernment posiƟons as a posiƟve incenƟve to influence MPs’ behavior.

Again, candidate selecƟon also serves as an important tool with which party (group)
leaders can (promise to) reward or (threaten to) punish theirMPs. Knowing that inmany
Dutch parƟes the naƟonal party execuƟve and selecƟon commiƩee consult the party
group when evaluaƟng incumbent MPs (Louwerse and Van Vonno, 2012), recalcitrant
MPs can be credibly threatened or actually punished with an unelectable slot on, or
even removal from, the candidacy list. That candidate selecƟon may be an important
disciplinary tool is illustrated by an example offered by Koole and Leijenaar (1988, 205),
who menƟon that the “...six CDA parliamentarians who voted against the installaƟon
of Cruise Missiles on Dutch Soil in 1986 paid the penalty by being relegated to much
lower posiƟons on the advisory list at the next elecƟon, although their supporters in the
branches did manage to get them moved a liƩle on the final list.” Moreover, our earlier
analysis of party discipline in the Dutch case in chapter 5, revealed thatMPs consider be-
ing placed on an unelectable posiƟon on the party electoral list, or not being reselected
at all, a likely response to anMPwho repeatedly does not vote with the party group (see
Table 5.26 in subsecƟon 5.4.4). Furthermore, although the increase in electoral volaƟlity
has led to an increase in the number of seats exchanged between parƟes as a result of
elecƟons over Ɵme (see Table 6.1), the number of new MPs in parliament cannot sole
be ascribed to changes in the electorate; parƟes themselves are increasing less likely to
reselect incumbent MPs (Thomassen et al., 2014, 185-189; Van den Berg and Van den
Braag, 2004, 69-71), making it more likely that party (group) leaders make good on their
threat to not reselect MPs who disobey.

Moreover, whereas during the period of pillarizaƟon many MPs in the Netherlands
were recruited from, but could also return to, the organizaƟons within their pillar aŌer
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their Ɵme in poliƟcs (Andeweg and Thomassen, 2011a, 665), depillarizaƟon has meant
that these Ɵes between poliƟcal parƟes and other societal organizaƟons have disap-
peared, as has automaƟc recruitment and career advancement within the societal pillar.
In addiƟon, since the 1970s the posiƟon of MP has become a full-Ɵme profession. Al-
though once in parliament an MP’s income is secured because the party cannot legally
oblige him to give up his seat, parƟes do control whether the MP will be selected for
upcoming elecƟons, and thus MPs are solely dependent on the party for their future
income if they would like to pursue a career in poliƟcs. Both depillarizaƟon and profes-
sionalizaƟon entail that over Ɵme MPs have become more dependent on their poliƟcal
party for their career and livelihood, which means that the weight of candidate reselec-
Ɵon as a disciplining tool has probably increased over Ɵme. All in all, we expect that as
a pathway to party group unity, party discipline in the Dutch parliament has increased
over Ɵme (H4).

6.5 Analysis of thedecision-makingmechanisms in theDutch
Second Chamber

As stated, the Dutch case provides a unique opportunity to test the hypotheses devel-
oped above because the 1972, 1979, 1990, 2001 and 2006 Dutch Parliamentary Stud-
ies35 provide aƫtudinal data based on face-to-face interviews over a long span of Ɵme.
As stated before, although we include data from the Dutch part of the most recent 2010
ParƟRep MP Survey, we only include it in our discussion of longitudinal trends when the
formulaƟon of the quesƟons and answering categories allows us to do so.

Although the response rate aƩained for the first surveys was 90 percent or more,
there seems to be a trend towards a decrease in response rates with 76 percent of MPs
parƟcipaƟng in the 2006 survey, and only 43 percent in the ParƟRep Survey in 2010 (see
Table 6.10). Both the 2006 and 2010 surveys took place in themonths prior to elecƟons,
however, which probably negaƟvely influenced MPs’ willingness to parƟcipate in the
survey.36 In addiƟon to their regular parliamentary duƟes, most were also involved in

35 Parts of the analyses in this secƟon are replicaƟons of those found in Andeweg and Thomassen (2011a).
The replicaƟons used the original 1972, 1979, 1990, 2001 and 2006 Dutch Parliamentary Studies (i.e., raw
data).

36 When it comes to the Ɵming of the surveys with respect to the elecƟons for the Second Chamber, the
interviews for the 1972 survey were held in the Spring of 1972, about one year aŌer the scheduled April
1971 elecƟons, and six months before the November 1972 elecƟons, which were held as a result of the
unexpected early fall of the Biesheuvel I Cabinet in July of that year. Most of the interviews for the 1979
survey were held in November and December 1978, more than two years aŌerMay 1977 elecƟons, and two
years before the May 1981 elecƟons (the Van Agt I Cabinet completed its enƟre term). In 1990 the survey
was held approximately one year aŌer the September 1989 elecƟons, and the next elecƟons were held in
May 1994 (the Lubbers II Cabinet also ran its enƟre term). The 2001 survey was held three years aŌer the
May 1998 elecƟons, and one year before the scheduled elecƟons in May 2002 (the Kok II Cabinet fell early,
but only a fewweeks before the scheduled elecƟons). Finally, in both 2006 and 2010, the surveys were held
in the months leading up to the elecƟons for the Second Chamber. In 2006, early elecƟons were held in
November due to the fall of Balkenende II Cabinet that was caused by D66’s withdrawal from government
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electoral campaigning, and thus did not have the Ɵme to parƟcipate in the surveys.

The first four Dutch Parliamentary Surveys aƩained response rates above 90 percent,
with the distribuƟon of MPs among party groups, and governing or opposiƟon parƟes,
very closely matching those found in the Second Chamber at that Ɵme. For the 1972
survey, the respondents from the CDA’s predecessors (ARP, CHU and KVP) are presented
jointly (aswas also done for the voƟng data); these parƟes fought under one electoral list
as of the 1977 elecƟons. For the 2006 survey, the response rate of MPs per party group
varied from 38 to 100 percent, averaging at about 75 percent per party group. The raƟo
between respondents whose parƟes parƟcipated in government (48 percent) and those
in the opposiƟon (52 percent) is almost exactly the sameas that in the parliament itself at
the Ɵme. Because D66 ended support for the coaliƟon and withdrew from the cabinet
before the interviews were held (see footnote 36), it is coded as an opposiƟon party.
For the 2010 ParƟRep Survey, the response rate of MPs per party group varied from
0 to 100 percent, the average being around 36 percent per party group. In this case,
the PvdA had dropped out of government, and is thus treated as an opposiƟon party.
SƟll, respondents from government parƟes are slightly overrepresented: 37 percent of
respondents are from governing parƟes, whereas 31 percent of the MPs in parliament
were from governing parƟes when the 2010 ParƟRep Survey was held.37

In previous chapters we were able to combine MPs’ responses to different survey
quesƟons and follow an individualMP through the different steps of the decision-making
sequence central to this study (excluding the division of labor pathway and the associ-
ated cue-taking mechanism). Although the mechanisms are ordered as sƟpulated in
our sequenƟal decision-making model, they are dealt with separately and at the ag-
gregate MP level for each available survey. The reason is that because of the formu-
laƟon and nature of some of the survey quesƟons, especially those pertaining to the
first two decision-making mechanisms (cue-taking and party agreement), it is not pos-
sible to track the number of MPs who move into the next stage of the decision-making
sequence. Moreover, comparison over Ɵme is someƟmes problemaƟc, since not all of
the quesƟons that are used to gauge the four different decision-making mechanisms are
included in all of the surveys, nor are they formulated consistently over Ɵme.38

in June. In 2010, the PvdA dropped out of the Balkenende IV Cabinet in February and elecƟons were held
in June.

37 Differences between MPs who belong to governing parƟes and those in opposiƟon are only menƟoned
when these are staƟsƟcally significant.

38 Ideally, we would have connected MPs’ survey answers to their actual voƟng behavior or defecƟon. This
would have made it possible to see whether an individual MP who (occasionally) votes against the party
group, or leaves his parliamentary party group, differs from his peers in his applicaƟon of the different
decision-making mechanisms. Respondents were, however, guaranteed anonymity, and the fact that de-
fecƟons and voƟng dissent occur so very infrequently in the Dutch Parliament might have made it possible
to idenƟfy individual MPs’ responses.
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Table 6.10: Dutch Parliamentary Studies and ParƟRep MP Survey response rates for the
Second Chamber of the Dutch Parliament

Year Survey Response
n %

1972 Dutch Parliamentary Study 141 94
1979 Dutch Parliamentary Study 139 93
1990 Dutch Parliamentary Study 138 92
2001 Dutch Parliamentary Study 135 90
2006 Dutch Parliamentary Study 114 76

2010 ParƟRep MP Survey 65 43

Note: The 1972, 1979, 1990 and 2001 Dutch Parliamentary Studies were financed by the Dutch NaƟonal Sci-
ence FoundaƟon (Nederlandse OrganisaƟe voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek, NWO). The 2006 Dutch Parlia-
mentary Study was financed by the Dutch government’s advisory Council on Public AdministraƟon (Raad voor
het openbaar bestuur, ROB). The author would like to thank Rudy B. Andeweg and Jacques J.A. Thomassen for
sharing these surveys. The 2010 ParƟRepMP Survey was financed by the Belgian Federal Science Policy Office
(BELSPO).

6.5.1 Division of labor

In the Dutch Parliamentary surveys, MPswere askedwhether, when it comes to bills that
they did not deal with themselves for the party group, they usually vote according to
the advice of the parliamentary party spokesperson.39 The figures in Table 6.11 indeed
confirm that most MPs in the Dutch parliament usually rely on the voƟng cues provided
by their fellow party groupmembers. In line with our hypothesis, there also seems to be
an increase in cue-taking over Ɵme: whereas in 1972 almost 80 percent indicated that
MPs usually vote according to the advice given to them by their parliamentary party
spokesperson, in the 2006 survey over 95 percent do so.40

39 Respondents were asked to respond to the statement ‘As an MP you usually vote according to the advice of
the parliamentary party spokespersonwhen it comes to bills that you did not deal with yourself for the party
group’ (Als Kamerlid stem je bij wetsvoorstellen die je niet zelf voor de fracƟe behandeld hebt, doorgaans
volgens het advies van de fracƟewoordvoerder, translaƟon CvV). The Dutch Parliamentary Studies surveys
use different answering categories for the quesƟon used to gauge cue-taking. The 1972 and 1979 surveys
provided respondents with three answering categories: ‘that is the case’, ‘that is somewhat the case’, and
‘that is not the case’. The 2001 and 2006Dutch Parliamentary Studies asked respondents to answerwhether
they agree with the statement on a five-point ordinal scale. For presentaƟon purpose the three answering
categories from 1972 and 1979 are used, and those from the 2001 and 2006 surveys are combined: ‘fully
agree’ and ‘agree’ are combined into ‘that is the case’, ‘fully disagree’ and ‘disagree’ are collapsed into ‘that
is not the case’, and ‘partly agree, partly disagree’ is included in the middle category ‘that is somewhat the
case’ (see Table 6.11).

40 In the 2010 ParƟRep Survey MPs were asked a different quesƟon, namely whether they agree with the
statement that ‘The parliamentary party spokesperson gets to determine the party’s posiƟon on his/her
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Table 6.11: ‘As an MP you usually vote according to the advice of the parliamentary
party spokesperson when it comes to bills that you did not deal with yourself for the
party group’ in the Second Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1972-2006 (%)

1972 1979 1990 2001 2006

That is the case 79 91 - 96 96
That is somewhat the case 19 8 - 2 5
That is not the case 2 1 - 2 0

Total % 100 100 - 100 100
Total n 99 138 - 135 110

χ² (6) = 27.830, sig. = .000; φc = .179, sig.=.000; gamma = -.495, sig. = .000

Table 6.12 showswhatMPs’ idenƟfy as themain decision-making center within their
parliamentary party group. The quesƟon was included in the Dutch version of the 2010
ParƟRep Survey, but unfortunately it was not a part of the 1972 Dutch Parliamentary
Study quesƟonnaire. Moreover, in 1990 it was only posed to members of the CDA,
PvdA and VVD; MPs from small party groups were excluded. For the sake of compar-
ison, the boƩom of Table 6.12 shows only the responses of MPs from the three largest
party groups for the other years as well. When comparing the top and boƩom halves
of the table, we see that the inclusion of small party groups is associated with a higher
percentage of MPs idenƟfying the weekly parliamentary party meeƟng (and to a lesser
extent the party specialist) as the main decision-making center, especially in later years.
That the percentage of MPs who idenƟfy the party group commiƩee as most important
is higher when only the CDA, PvdA and VVD are included makes sense since smaller po-
liƟcal parƟes usually do not have a system of internal party group commiƩees in which
the spokespersons for adjacent policy areas meet. The percentage of MPs who iden-
Ɵfy the party group leadership as the main decision-making center is roughly the same
whether small parƟes are included or not. When MPs from small parƟes are excluded,

topic’. 60 percent of MPs (mostly) agree that this is indeed the case, 19 percent (mostly) disagree, and
22 percent neither agree or disagree (not shown in Table 6.11). At first glance this could be taken an an
indicator that the importance of cue-taking seems to have decreased since the 2006 Dutch Parliamentary
Study. One should keep in mind, however, that although at the individual level an MP may take his voƟng
cues from his fellow party group members, it may be quite another maƩer, from the perspecƟve of an
MP, to let one individual decide the posiƟon of the party as a whole. The party’s posiƟon may already be
formulated in the electoral manifesto or party program, for example, or may be broadly determined during
the weekly parliamentary party group meeƟng. In other words, whereas the 2010 ParƟRep quesƟon refers
to the role of party group spokespersons in determining the party group posiƟon (and thus may be a beƩer
indicator of the division of labor within a party group), the Dutch Parliamentary Studies’ quesƟon inquires
into more specifically into the role of cue-taking in MPs’ decision regarding their voƟng behavior.
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Table 6.12: The main decision-making center in the parliamentary party group in the
Second Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1979-2010 (%)

All
1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

MeeƟng 51 - 37 33 59
CommiƩee 39 - 29 24 19
Specialist 8 - 27 34 14
Leadership 3 - 8 10 9

total % 100 - 100 101 102
total (n) 134 - 123 104 58

χ² (9) = 44.236, sig. = .000; φc = .188, sig. = .000

CDA, PvdA and VVD only
1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

MeeƟng 48 26 27 32 52
CommiƩee 43 53 39 31 23
Specialist 8 13 24 27 16
Leadership 2 9 10 11 9

total % 101 100 100 100 100
total (n) 120 102 90 82 44

χ² (12) = 46.438, sig. = .000; φc = .188, sig. = .000

the parliamentary party group meeƟng and commiƩee rival each other as the main
decision-making center, although the parliamentary commiƩee seems to have been los-
ing ground to the party group specialist (unƟl the 2010 survey, see the discussion below).
The increase in the importance of individual specialists as decision makers may provide
some evidence as to the increased specializaƟon and professionalizaƟon ofMPs, and the
consolidaƟon of a strict division of labor within parliamentary party groups.

MPs’ responses in 2010 are out of stepwith the earlier surveys, however.41 The party
group meeƟng is most important, at the expense of both the party group commiƩee
and specialist. At first glance, the increase in the importance of the party groupmeeƟng
could be related to the decrease in the number of seats aƩainedby the ‘large’ established

41 The formulaƟon of the quesƟon and available answering categories was exactly the same in all five surveys.
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parƟes, which may, among other things, be the result of the increase in the number of
party groups in parliament. For both the PvdAandVVD, the increase in the importance of
the party groupmeeƟng is confined to the 2010 survey (not shown in Table 6.12 ), which
was preceded by the 2006 parliamentary elecƟons in which both parƟes had shrunk in
terms of their share of seats (the PvdAwent from42 seats in the 2003 elecƟon to 33 seats
in the 2006 elecƟon, and the VVD went from 28 to 22 seats). However, for the CDA this
increase of importance of the party group meeƟng, and decrease in the importance of
the party group commiƩee, is already visible in the 2006 survey (not shown in Table 6.12
), at which Ɵme it had obtained 44 seats in the 2003 elecƟon, which is 1 more seat than
in the 2002 elecƟon, and 13 more than it had aŌer the 1998 elecƟon. Moreover, with
41 seats, the CDA sƟll consƟtuted as a ‘large’ party group (by Dutch historical standards)
at the Ɵme of the 2010 ParƟRep Survey. This, this explanaƟon does not seem to hold
for the CDA. Only Ɵme will tell whether the high percentage of MPs who idenƟfy the
party group meeƟng as the main decision-making center in the 2010 survey is a single
occurrence, or whether the importance of the party groupmeeƟngwill conƟnue to grow
over Ɵme.

Even if we accept the 2010 survey as valid, the role of the party group specialist is
sƟll more important in this most recent survey than it was in the 1979 and 1990 studies.
On balance there do some to be some indicaƟons that cue-taking and the division of
labor in parliamentary party groups, especially large ones, has strengthened over Ɵme
andmay therefore have an increased contribuƟon to the high levels of party group unity
in the Netherlands.

6.5.2 Party agreement

Unfortunately, the quesƟon concerning the frequency of disagreement with the party’s
posiƟon on a vote in parliament, which we used to gauge party agreement in our analy-
ses in the previous chapters, was not included in any of the Dutch Parliamentary Studies.
In all six surveys respondents were asked to place both themselves and their poliƟcal
party on a number of different policy scales,42 including the ideological LeŌ-Right scale.
MPs’ self-placement on policy scales found in elite surveys are oŌen used to calculate
party group agreement coefficients (Van der Eijk, 2001). In order to gaugewhether there
are any changes in party group agreement over Ɵme, Table 6.13 shows Van der Eijk’s
(2001) agreement coefficients for the three largest established parƟes in the Dutch par-
liament (CDA, PvdA and VVD). The coefficient of agreement, which is designed specif-
ically for ordinal raƟng scales, ranges from -1 (entailing complete dispersion and thus
polarizaƟon among MPs from the same party group) to 0 (which occurs when MPs are
spread equally across the scale) to +1 (when there is complete agreement between party

42 The surveys are generally not consistent when it comes to the policy areas scales thatMPs are asked to place
themselves on, making the longitudinal analysis of party group homogeneity based onMPs’ self-placement
for specific policy areas difficult.
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Table 6.13: Party group ideological homogeneity on the LeŌ-Right scale in the Second
Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1972-2010: CDA, PvdA and VVD only (coefficient of
agreement)

1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010 Mean

CDA .76 .75 .68 .71 .77 .61 .71
PvdA .84 .77 .83 .83 .84 .87 .83
VVD .71 .68 .93 .65 .85 .79 .77

Note: These agreement coefficients may differ from those found in Andeweg and Thomassen (2011a, 663) as
a result of a different transformaƟon of the scales used in the surveys (see footnote 43).

group MPs).43
As this is a replicaƟon of the analysis in Andeweg and Thomassen (2011a, 61-64)

(with the addiƟon of the 2010 ParƟRep data), it is not surprising that the results are
very similar. The parliamentary party groups of the three largest established poliƟcal
parƟes in the Netherlands are very homogeneous on the ideological LeŌ-Right scale, as
well as in regard to specific issues (not shown in Table 6.13), as most coefficients are
above 0.5 and thus closer to complete homogeneity than to complete dispersion. This
indicates that agreement is likely to be an important pathway to party group unity in the
Dutch parliament. However, although there are somefluctuaƟons, there is no systemaƟc
change in party group homogeneity, entailing that it does not seem to be the case that
party group agreement has increasedover Ɵme. Although this does point in the direcƟon
of the one-arena model and that parliament may be isolated from the electoral arena, it
could be sƟll be the case that party (group) leaders have taken measures to counteract
changes in the electoral arena (just enough to maintain party agreement, instead of
increasing it).

As pointed out by Kam (2001a, 103), however, it need not be the case that MPs who
place themselves at the same posiƟon on a policy scale also see themselves at equal dis-
tance from the party’s posiƟon, as theymay have different interpretaƟons of the posiƟon
of their party. Kam suggests that it may instead be beƩer to measure how far MPs sub-
jecƟvely perceive themselves to be from their party’s posiƟon. In all five of the Dutch
Parliamentary Studies, as well as the ParƟRep Survey, MPs were asked to place both
themselves and their poliƟcal party on an ideological LeŌ-Right scale, allowing for the
calculaƟon of the absolute distance MPs perceive between their own and their party’s

43 Before calculaƟng the Van der Eijk’s (2001) coefficient of agreement, the scales for all the LeŌ-Right ide-
ological placement quesƟons were converted to a 7-point scale using the formula y = a + bx (Irwin and
Thomassen, 1975, 417-418). For the 9-point scale (which was used in the 1972 and 1979 Dutch Parliamen-
tary Studies) where 1must equal 1 and 9must equal 7, the formula used is y = 1/4 + 3/4*x. For the 11-point
scale (which was used in the 2006 Dutch Parliamentary Study and the 2010 ParƟRep Survey) , where 1 must
equal 1 and 11 must equal 7, the formula y = 2/5 + 3/5*x is used. For the 2006 Dutch Parliamentary Study
and 2010 ParƟRep Survey the values were first recoded so that 0 equals 1 and 10 equals 11 by adding 1.
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posiƟon.44 As we saw in previous chapters, a large perceived distance between an MP’s
posiƟon and that of his party is associated with frequent disagreement with the party’s
posiƟon on a vote in parliament, whereas a small perceived distance between an MP’s
policy posiƟon and that of his poliƟcal party entails that an MP frequently agrees with
the party line; a relaƟonship that also holds for the Dutch naƟonal parliament in the
2010 ParƟRep Survey (see chapter 4 and chapter 5).45

Table 6.14 shows that, contrary to our hypothesis, party agreement in terms of the
ideological distance MPs perceive between their own and their party’s posiƟon has ac-
tually decreased over Ɵme. In 1972 65 percent of MPs place themselves on the same
posiƟon as their party, whereas in the 2010 ParƟRep Survey only 33 percent of MPs do
so. From 1979 to 2006, however, the percentage who perceive no difference between
their own and their party’s posiƟon remains quite stable at around 50 percent. There
thus seem to be two large dips in party agreement: in the 1979 survey and in the 2010
survey (although we must be careful about interpreƟng the 2010 survey as a part of a
trend given the different nature of the survey and the lower response rate). StarƟngwith
the 2006 survey, however, there is an increase in the percentage of MPs who perceive
a distance of two points or more, hinƟng that in the case of the 2010 dip, the decrease
had already set in before.

The three largest established parƟes, PvdA, VVD and CDA, follow the general trend
of a decrease in the percentage of MPs who perceive no difference between their own
posiƟon and that of their party (see Table 6.15). The decrease in party agreement over
Ɵme is greatest within the CDA. One might expect a sharp decrease in the 1979 survey,
since this was the first survey aŌer the 1977 elecƟons, which the ARP, CHU and KVP
fought with one electoral list for the first Ɵme before the official creaƟon of the CDA in
1980.46 Party agreement can be expected to be lower in a newly merged party groups,
and indeed, in terms of party voƟng unity, the party group suffered relaƟvely frequent
and deep dissent during its first parliamentary term (see subsubsecƟon 6.3.2). Instead
of a one-Ɵme dip, however, the decrease in party agreement conƟnued and deepened,
especially in the 2006 and 2010 surveys, even though voƟng unity was reestablished
and consolidated to near perfecƟon following the iniƟal period aŌer the fusion. The
perceived ideological distance among PvdA MPs follows the general trend but also os-
cillates over Ɵme. There are two notable dips in party agreement: in the 1990 and 2006
surveys. The VVD also follows the general trend, with one very large dip in 1979, and

44 The quesƟons are located consecuƟvely in all 5 surveys, 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 a pull for where they subsequently place the poliƟcal party, and that the laƩer is conƟngent on the
former. This may lead to an underesƟmaƟon of the distance between MPs and the poliƟcal party.

45 The surveys include LeŌ-Right ideological scales of different lengths: the 2010 ParƟRep Survey and 2006
Dutch Parliamentary Study use an 11-point scale, the 2001 and 1990 Dutch Parliamentary Studies use a 7-
point scale, and the 1979 and 1972 Dutch Parliamentary Studies use a 9-point scale. In order to compare the
distance on the ideological scales over Ɵme, the scales are converted to an ordinal 11-point scale ranging
from 0 to 10 (see footnote 43 for the conversion formulas).

46 For the 1972 survey, the MPs from the ARP, CHU and KVP are all included as CDA in the tables. MPs were
asked, however, to place the ARP, CHU or KVP, depending on the poliƟcal party they belonged to.
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Table 6.14: Perceived ideological distance on the LeŌ-Right scale in the Second Chamber
of the Dutch Parliament 1972-2010 (%)

1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

0 65 52 52 53 49 33
1 30 38 41 41 33 47
2+ 5 11 8 6 18 20

Median 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mean 0.42 0.66 0.58 0.49 0.79 0.91

Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total n 133 125 116 128 107 64

χ² (30) = 94.130, sig. = .000; gamma = .188, sig. = .000

again in 2010.
There are also significant differences in perceived ideological distance between MPs

whose party is in government and those in opposiƟon (see Table 6.16). With the excep-
Ɵon of the 2001 survey (in which the difference between government and opposiƟon is
very small), governmentMPs are more likely to perceive a difference between their own
and their party’s posiƟon and, usually a higher percentage of government MPs is more
likely to experience a difference of two points or more. This may be explained by the
coaliƟon nature of Dutch government, which oŌen forces MPs whose parƟes partake in
government to support certain unpopularmeasures or compromises that are included in
the government coaliƟon agreement. As the party has signed the coaliƟon agreement,
it is likely that MPs associate the coaliƟon agreement with the posiƟon of their party.
However, when looking at the difference in perceived ideological distance for the CDA,
PvdA and VVD it does not seem to be the case that MPs’ perceived ideological distance
co-varies with their parƟes’ government parƟcipaƟon (see Table 6.15).

Instead, the difference between MPs whose party is in government and those in
opposiƟon may be the result of the fact that parƟes in opposiƟon tend to be small or
medium sized party groups. Indeed, the larger the party group the more likely MPs
are to perceive a difference between their own and their party’s posiƟon on the scale
(see Table 6.17). Whereas 74 percent of MPs whose party has five or fewer seats in
parliament perceive no distance between their own and their party’s posiƟon, only 64
percent of medium size party groups (six to nineteen seats) do so, and only 48 percent
of large party groups (twenty seats of more) do so. MPs from large party groups are
also most likely to perceive a distance of two points of more (12 percent MPs from large
party groups, and only 3 percent of MPs from both medium and small party groups).
This may have to dowith the fact that in small party groupsMPsmay bemore personally

193



Table 6.15: Perceived ideological distance on the LeŌ-Right scale in the Second Chamber
of the Dutch Parliament 1972-2010: CDA, PvdA and VVD only (%)

CDA
1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

0 62 56 50 52 36 10
1 31 36 36 40 39 48
2+ 8 8 14 8 25 43

Median 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mean 0.48 0.58 0.67 0.58 0.94 1.38

Total % 101 100 100 100 100 101
Total n 52 36 36 25 36 21

χ² (30) = 43.450, sig. = .012; gamma = .346, sig. = .000
PvdA

1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

0 67 60 36 51 39 50
1 31 37 58 46 48 44
2+ 3 4 7 2 13 6

Median 0 0 1 0 1 0
Mean 0.44 0.46 0.73 0.48 0.81 .56

Total % 101 101 101 99 100 100
Total n 39 52 45 41 31 18

χ² (30) = 43.050, sig. = .058; gamma = .191, sig. = .022
VVD

1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

0 81 14 73 61 56 36
1 13 50 20 30 13 55
2+ 6 36 7 9 31 9

Median 0 1 0 0 0 1
Mean 0.25 1.5 0.33 0.45 1.0 0.73

Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total n 16 22 15 33 16 11

χ² (25) = 41.762, sig. = .019; gamma = .007, sig. = .952

Bold = in government at the Ɵme of the survey

194



Ta
bl
e
6.
16
:
Pe
rc
ei
ve
d
id
eo
lo
gi
ca
ld
ist
an
ce

on
th
e
Le
Ō-
Ri
gh
ts
ca
le
in
th
e
Se
co
nd

Ch
am

be
ro

ft
he

Du
tc
h
Pa
rli
am

en
t:
go
ve
rn
m
en
t-

op
po

siƟ
on

(%
)

Al
l

19
72

19
79

19
90

20
01

20
06

20
10

Go
v

Op
p

Go
v

Op
p

Go
v

Op
p

Go
v

Op
p

Go
v

Op
p

Go
v

Op
p

Go
v

O
pp

0
47

59
64

67
40

63
42

74
54

52
41

54
13

45
1

39
35

29
31

41
34

48
23

41
43

30
34

50
45

2+
14

6
7

2
19

3
10

3
6

5
28

12
38

10

M
ed
ia
n

1
0

0
0

1
0

1
0

0
0

1
0

1
1

M
ea
n

0.
71

0.
49

0.
44

0.
40

0.
93

0.
42

0.
70

0.
29

0.
49

0.
50

1.
0

0.
62

1.
29

0.
68

To
ta
l%

10
0

10
1

10
0

10
0

10
0

10
0

10
0

10
0

10
1

10
0

99
10
0

10
1

10
0

To
ta
ln

36
8

30
5

75
58

58
67

81
35

84
44

46
61

24
40

χ²
(6
)=

19
.7
15

,s
ig
.=

.0
03

;g
am

m
a
=
.2
56

,s
ig
.=

.0
00

(a
ll
ye
ar
sc

om
bi
ne

d)

195



6.5. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in the Dutch Second Chamber

Table 6.17: Perceived ideological distance on the LeŌ-Right scale in the Second Chamber
of the Dutch Parliament: party group size (%)

Small (5 or less seats) Medium (6 to 20 seats) Large (21 or more seats)

0 74 64 48
1 23 33 40
2+ 3 3 12

median 0 0 1
mean 0.29 0.40 0.64

Total % 100 100 100
Total n 35 121 517

χ² (24) = 20.462, sig. = .000; gamma = .358, sig. = .000.

involved in determining the posiƟon of the party group in the first place. As we saw,MPs
from small party groups are more likely then MPs from larger party groups to idenƟfy
the weekly parliamentary party meeƟng as the main decision-making center. Moreover,
small parliamentary parƟes aremore likely to consist of only those candidates whowere
ranked at the top of their party’s candidacy list, who are more likely to have previous
party experience and who held top posiƟons in the party organizaƟon. It thus makes
sense that they would perceive liƩle to no distance between their own and their party’s
posiƟon, as it is likely that they themselves were involved in the formulaƟon of the party
program.

We are, however, leŌ with a discrepancy between the fact that there is no change
over Ɵme in terms of the ideological homogeneity of party groups based on MPs’ self-
placement, while the average difference between an MP’s self-placement and his per-
cepƟon of his party’s posiƟon has increased over Ɵme. This could be caused by MPs
interpreƟng the posiƟons on the scales differently, as argued by Kam (2001a, 103). We
have no reason to believe, however, that MPs’ tendency to do so would have increased
over Ɵme.47 There is another explanaƟon for the difference between the two findings.
MPs who do place themselves at a distance with respect to their party’s posiƟon on the
LeŌ-Right ideological scale tend to do so in the same direcƟon. Most MPs tend to place
themselves to the leŌ of where they perceive their party to be, with the excepƟon of
the VVD MPs, who place themselves to both the leŌ and the right of their party (not
shown in Table 6.14). Thus, in terms of the effects of changes in the electoral arena on
the pathways to party unity in the parliamentary arena, it would seem that depillariza-

47 It could also be that the LeŌ-Right ideological scale is too abstract and therefore does not accurately gauge
what parliamentary voƟng is actually about. It is unlikely, however, that the level of abstracƟon has in-
creased over Ɵme.
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Ɵon has not led poliƟcal party selectorates to diversify their selecƟon of parliamentary
candidates in terms of their policy preferences as a means of appealing to a wider voter
audience.

Related to this is that in all of the surveys the quesƟon that instructs MPs to place
their ‘poliƟcal party’ does not specify which part of the poliƟcal party organizaƟon MPs
should keep in mind. We have no way of knowing whetherMPs place the posiƟon of the
parliamentary party group, the extra-parliamentary party or the party-as-whole (and
whether this includes party members) on the ideological LeŌ-Right scale. If most MPs
think of the party group’s posiƟon when answering the quesƟon, it is indeed likely that
this increase in disagreement involves concrete votes in parliament.

If, however, MPs interpret the quesƟon as referring to the extra-parliamentary or-
ganizaƟon or party-as-a-whole, it is more difficult to know whether this also has im-
plicaƟons for the relaƟve importance of agreement when it comes to determining party
group voƟng unity in parliament. At first glance, the finding thatMPs have becomemore
likely to experience a larger distance between their own and their poliƟcal party’s po-
siƟon would seem to actually provide some evidence for the popular assumpƟon that
since depillarizaƟon parƟes have become ‘catch-all’ as a conscious electoral strategy,
with a more diffuse ideological idenƟty in order to appeal to as many voters as possible
(Andeweg and Thomassen, 2011a). If this is true, the fact that party group policy homo-
geneity based onMPs’ self-placement has not decreased but remained high would again
mean that this broadening of ideological profile has not affected the parliamentary party
group in the same way. However, as most MPs place themselves in the same direcƟon
from their party’s posiƟon, it is likely that the ideological profiles of parƟes have not be-
come more catch-all, but have rather moved in one direcƟon (or at least according to
MPs’ percepƟon).

On the other hand, the party group is bound to the electoral manifesto and the party
program, which in most parƟes are determined the members and/or board of the polit-
ical party (organizaƟon) outside of parliament. Thus, even if MPs interpreted the ques-
Ɵon as referring to the extra-parliamentary party or the party-as-a-whole, there may
sƟll be more frequent disagreement with the party’s posiƟon in parliament when a vote
concerns an issue for which the party’s posiƟon is determined outside of parliament.

In conclusion, it seems that although parƟes have been able to maintain a high de-
gree of ideological homogeneity among their MPs, party agreement in terms of distance
MPs perceive between their own and their party’s posiƟon has increased over Ɵme.
Thus, although MPs might sƟll usually agree amongst themselves, this does seem to
indicate that disagreement with the party’s posiƟon, whether originaƟon in or outside
of parliament, has becomemore likely over Ɵme, meaning that the chance thatMPs find
themselves at odds with the posiƟon of their party has increased over Ɵme.

6.5.3 Party loyalty
As opposed to other measures used in this chapter, the quesƟon used to measure party
group loyalty refers directly to voƟng in parliament. In the Dutch Parliamentary Studies,
MPs were asked whether, in the case of disagreement with their party group’s posiƟon
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Table 6.18: Party group loyalty (own opinion versus party group’s posiƟon) in the Second
Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1972-2010 (%)

1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

Own opinion 40 22 11 10 5 12
It depends 53 65 69 66 66 -
Party (group) posiƟon 7 14 20 24 31 88

Total % 100 100 100 100 101 100
Total n 141 130 138 135 105 45

χ² (8) = 84.783, sig. = .000; φc = .256, sig. = .000 (1972 - 2006 only)

Note: Whereas the quesƟon in the earlier Dutch Parliamentary Studies refers to the party group (fracƟe) po-
siƟon, the quesƟon in 2010 ParƟRep Survey refers to the party’s (parƟj) posiƟon.

on a vote in parliament, an MP ought to vote according to his own opinion or the party
group’s posiƟon. The laƩer answer is taken as indicaƟve of an MP’s subscripƟon to the
norm of party loyalty.

In line with the hypothesis, subscripƟon to the norm of party group loyalty has in-
creased over Ɵme (see Table 6.18). The percentage of MPs who think that in the case of
disagreement an MP ought to vote with the party group has steadily increased from 7
percent in 1972, to 31 percent in 2006. When comparing MPs’ responses to the Dutch
Parliamentary surveys, for which that the ‘it depends’ answering category was included,
one can see that the percentage of MPs who think that ‘it depends’ stays quite stable,
whereas the percentage of MPs advocaƟng that an MP who disagrees with the posiƟon
of his party ought to follow his own opinion has decreased over Ɵme from 40 percent
in 1972 to only 5 percent in 2006. The three largest parƟes in the Dutch parliament
(CDA, PvdA, VVD) follow the same general paƩern, although the moment at which the
trend sets in is different for each of the parƟes (see Table 6.19). Among PvdA MPs the
increase in the percentage of MPs who subscribe to the norm of party group loyalty oc-
curred quite early (in the 1979 survey) and remained rather stable over Ɵme. Loyalty
among CDAMPs increased as of the 1990 survey, whereas among VVDMPs there was a
definite increase as of the 2001 survey.

In the 2010 ParƟRep Survey, the quesƟon refers to a conflict between an MP’s and
the ‘party’s’ posiƟon, not specifically the party group. This makes its comparison to the
Dutch Parliamentary Studies problemaƟc. In addiƟon, the answering category ‘it de-
pends’ is not included as an answering category, forcing MPs to choose between the
two opƟons.48 The percentage of respondents who answer that an MP ought to vote

48 In the 2010 ParƟRep Survey 20MPs refused to answer the quesƟon, oŌen indicaƟng to the interviewer that
‘it depends’ (not shown in table).
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according to the party’s posiƟon is very high (88 percent). It is noteworthy that the cate-
gory that subscribes to the norm of party loyalty ‘profits’ more from the absence of the
opƟon ‘it depends’ than the category that includes MPs who feels that an MP should
vote according to his own opinion in the case of disagreement.

The threat of early elecƟons if the government is brought down could lead one to ex-
pect that government MPs have a stronger feeling of responsibility towards their party,
and are thus more likely to voluntarily support their party group in the case of disagree-
ment, than opposiƟon MPs (Van Schendelen, 1992, 82). The responses in Table 6.20
are not always consistent with this expectaƟon: whereas in the 1990 and 2001 surveys
government MPs are more likely to vote according to their party group’s opinion in the
case of disagreement than opposiƟon MPs, in all other years opposiƟon MPs are more
likely to do so (with the excepƟon of 1972, when 7 percent of both government and
opposiƟon MPs subscribe to the norm of party group loyalty). Moreover, if we look at
the largest established parƟes that have parƟcipated in government over the past 40
years specifically (CDA, PvdA and VVD, see Table 6.19), it does not seem to be the case
that moving from the government to the opposiƟon bench has a systemaƟc effect on
the percentage of MPs who subscribe to the norm of party group loyalty. Within each
of these established parƟes the increase in the percentage of MPs who subscribe to the
norm of party group loyalty over Ɵme is stronger than the effect of government parƟci-
paƟon. Table 6.20 shows that opposiƟonMPs generally aremore likely to vote according
to their own opinion than government MPs, but again the paƩern is not consistent over
Ɵme and does not seem to hold for the CDA, PvdA and VVD individually.

6.5.4 Party discipline
As has become evident throughout this study (see subsecƟon 3.2.2 in chapter 3 and
subsecƟon 4.3.4 in chapter 4, gauging party discipline and its actual use is difficult. In the
2001, 2006 and 2010 surveys, MPs were asked for their opinion about party discipline in
their party. Unfortunately, the quesƟon was not asked in earlier surveys, making it im-
possible to trace MPs’ opinions concerning party discipline over a longer period of Ɵme.
In all three surveys more than three-quarters of MPs are saƟsfied with general party dis-
cipline in their party, as they answered that general party discipline should remain as it
is (see Table 6.21). Of those who indicate to be dissaƟsfied with party discipline, there
seems to be a small increase in the percentage of MPs who hold the opinion that party
discipline ought to bemore strict, which is rather surprising ifMPs indeed associate party
discipline with coercion. Although it is difficult to interpret these answering categories,
we argue that MPs who indicate that party discipline ought to be more strict are those
who value the collecƟve benefits of presenƟng a united front to the outside world above
an individual MP’s freedom and personal mandate. Those who answer that party disci-
pline 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 aremaintained in the parliamentary
party group. And MPs who answer that party discipline ought to be less strict are those
who value anMP’s freedom and personal mandate above presenƟng a united front, and
are likely to be those who were confronted with (threats of) party discipline in the past.
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Table 6.19: Party group loyalty (own opinion versus party group’s posiƟon) in the Second
Chamber of the Dutch Parliament 1972-2010: CDA, PvdA and VVD only (%)

CDA
1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

Own opinion 36 26 15 4 3 15
It depends 57 70 57 60 64 0
Party (group) posiƟon 7 5 28 36 33 85

Total % 100 101 100 100 100 100
Total n 58 43 47 25 36 13

χ² (8) = 37.155, sig. = .000; φc = .298, sig. = .000 (1972 - 2006 only)

PvdA
1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

Own opinion 49 14 4 12 0 15
It depends 49 63 71 69 74 0
Party (group) posiƟon 3 22 25 19 26 65

Total % 101 99 100 100 100 100
Total n 39 49 48 42 31 13

χ² (8) = 46.086, sig. = .000; φc = .332, sig. = .000 (1972 - 2006 only)

VVD
1972 1979 1990 2001 2006 2010

Own opinion 25 23 11 3 7 0
It depends 69 64 79 71 47 -
Party (group) posiƟon 6 14 11 27 47 100

Total % 100 101 101 101 101 100
Total n 16 22 19 34 15 7

χ² (8) = 16.865, sig. = .000; φc = .282, sig. = .000 (1972 - 2006 only)

Bold = in government at the Ɵme of the survey
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6.5. Analysis of the decision-making mechanisms in the Dutch Second Chamber

Table 6.21: SaƟsfacƟonwith general party discipline in the Second Chamber of the Dutch
Parliament 2001-2010 (%)

2001 2006 2010

More strict 2 9 11
Remain as it is 87 76 81
Less strict 11 15 8

Total % 100 100 100
Total n 135 110 63

χ² (4) = 9.456, sig. = .051; φc = .124, sig. = .051; gamma = -.192, sig. = .083

MPs’ responses to the quesƟons pertaining to specific aspects of party discipline, in-
cluded in the 2006 and 2010 surveys (see Table 6.22), provide some addiƟonal insight
into the circumstances under which party discipline is more or less likely to be applied,
accepted, or even desired. When it comes to sƟcking to the party line during parliamen-
tary voƟng, the quesƟon most relevant to party voƟng as an indicator of party group
unity, almost 95 percent of MPs are saƟsfied with party discipline as it is. Party vot-
ing unity therefore seems fairly undisputed in the Dutch parliament. This also seem to
hold for seeking permission from the party group before taking parliamentary iniƟaƟves;
around 85 percent of MPs indicate to be saƟsfied with party discipline for this aspect of
parliamentary behavior as well.

The one excepƟon to this paƩern is the MPs’ evaluaƟon of party discipline. When
it comes to keeping internal party discussions confidenƟal the majority is saƟsfied with
party discipline, but almost all of those who are dissaƟsfied would like to see party disci-
pline be appliedmore strictly (34 percent in 2006 and 24 percent in 2010). This highlights
that party group unity is not just about the final vote in parliament, but refers to a much
broader requirement that comprises the enƟre policymaking process. Apparently, there
are MPs who do breach confidenƟal intra-party discussions, otherwise there would not
be MPs who would like to see party discipline applied more strictly. It also seems, how-
ever, that those who do breach party confidenƟality get away with it, or at least accept
the consequences, otherwise there would have been more MPs who indicate that party
discipline should be less strict.

That a relaƟvely high percentage of MPs would like to see stricter party discipline
when it comes to keeping internal party discussions confidenƟal, however, means that
maintaining (the appearance of) a united front is considered very important and it is
something that MPs and parƟes are acƟvely concerned about. In the parliamentary
arena, other parƟes may try to profit from parƟes that do not present a united front ear-
lier in the policy making process, by puƫng certain controversial issues on the agenda,
framing debates and proposals in such a way as to elicit MPs’ dissent, or even calling
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Table 6.22: SaƟsfacƟon with specific aspects of party discipline in the Second Chamber
of the Dutch Parliament 2001-2010 (%)

SƟcking to the parliamentary party line in votes
2006 2010

More strict 1 5
Remain as it is 93 95
Less strict 7 0

Total % 101 100
Total n 108 63

χ² (2) = .752, sig. = .687; φc = .067, sig. = .687; gamma = -.059, sig. = .855

Taking poliƟcal iniƟaƟves only with the parliamentary party’s authorizaƟon
2006 2010

More strict 8 6
Remain as it is 84 87
Less strict 7 6

Total % 99 100
Total n 114 63

χ² (2) = .210, sig. = .900; φ = .035, sig. = .900; gamma = .033, sig. = .877

Keeping internal party discussions confidenƟal
2006 2010

More strict 34 24
Remain as it is 66 76
Less strict 1 0

Total % 101 100
Total n 110 63

χ² (2) = 2.174, sig. = .337; φ = .113, sig. = .337; gamma = .197, sig. = .243
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6.6. Conclusion

for roll call votes strategically. MPs and parƟes may also be concerned with the conse-
quences of the appearance of parliamentary party disunity in the electoral arena. New
parƟes that are troubled by party disunity tend not to return to Dutch parliament for a
second or third term (the LPF, for example). In his analysis of Westminster parliaments
Kam (2009), for example, finds that voters tend not to vote for parƟes they perceive to
be disunited. Although his analysis only includes the influence of party voƟng disunity,
it seems that parƟes and their MPs are not only concerned with party group unity in the
final policy making stage (i.e., voƟng), but also during the process preceding it.

6.6 Conclusion

Even though electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment in the Netherlands have in-
creased through Ɵme, they do not ‘appear to travel together’ (Kam, 2009, 73-74) with
MPs’ dissent in the naƟonal parliament. Party group unity has always been very high
in the Netherlands, whether measured in terms of voƟng unity, the frequency or depth
of MPs’ dissent, or MPs’ defecƟon from their party group, especially when it comes to
the established parƟes. Moreover, and in line with the findings in Bowler’s (2000) study
of other European parliamentary democracies, party voƟng unity has even increased
slightly over Ɵme. When voƟng dissent does take place, both in terms of its frequency
and depth, this seems to be a characterisƟc of new parƟes (e.g., the LPF in the 2000s,
as well as in the parƟes that fused into the CDA at the end of the 1970s). Party group
defecƟons, when they occur, are also a characterisƟc of new parƟes. In the established
parƟes, the frequency and depth of voƟng dissent are limited, and party defecƟons take
place only sporadically.

This seems to indicate that parliament is insulated from the changes in the elec-
torate, poinƟng to the one-arena model that emphasizes the procedural advantage that
‘parƟes in office’ have over MPs in the legislaƟve arena (Bowler, 2000). There are, how-
ever, some changes over Ɵme in the relaƟve contribuƟon of the different pathways to
party group unity outlined in this study. Whereas the ideological homogeneity among
MPs from the same party group has remained high over Ɵme, average party agreement,
in terms of MPs’ percepƟon of the distance between their own and their party’s posi-
Ɵon on the ideological LeŌ-Right scale, has decreased over Ɵme. Although we cannot be
sure, this does seem to indicate that the parliamentary arena is not insulated from the
electoral arena. SƟll, given that party group unity scores have stayed above 99 percent
and have actually increased slightly since the first survey, parƟes’ procedural advantages
over individual MPs in the legislaƟve arena may have been sufficient to counteract this
decrease in party agreement over Ɵme.

The percentage of MPs who idenƟfy the party group specialist as the main decision-
making center in the parliamentary party group, as well as the percentage of MPs who
indicate to take their voƟng cues from the parliamentary party spokesperson, have in-
creased over Ɵmeaswell, indicaƟng thatMPs have increased their reliance on cue-taking
as a decision-making mechanism. Because cue-taking as a decision-making mechanism
takes place before agreement, as it follows fromMPs not having the Ɵme and resources
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to form their own opinion on maƩers put to a vote, it is likely that MPs’ increased re-
liance on the cues of their fellow party groupmembers has to a certain extent contained
the effects of the decrease in party agreement. Given that the increase cue-taking is
likely to be connected to the increase in parliamentary acƟvity over Ɵme, and the fact
that the laƩer cannot be ascribed to any changes in the formal rules and/or organizaƟon
of the Dutch parliament itself, it is likely that this increase in cue-taking has been brought
about by either individual MPs themselves, or their parƟes acƟng as ‘organizaƟons’.49

The percentage of MPs who indicate to subscribe to the norm of party group loyalty
has also increased over Ɵme.50 Although parƟes can try to socialize MPs into the norm
of party group loyalty once they reach the parliamentary party group, it is more likely
that subscripƟon to the norm has increased in importance as a candidate selecƟon cri-
terion. This entails that ‘parƟes as organizaƟons’ have taken advantage of their control
over candidate selecƟon, and have thus been aƩempted to counteract the effects that
electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment seem to have had on party agreement.

The fact that party agreement has decreased, whereas cue-taking and party loyalty
have increased, indicate that parliament is not insulated from changes in the electorate,
but that parƟes have not stood idle either and relied solely on the roles of the legisla-
Ɵve arena in order to maintain party group unity. Instead, parƟes have responded to
the changes in the electorate through the extension of their procedural advantages into
the electoral arena through candidate selecƟon. Although parƟes have been unable to
counteract the effects of electoral volaƟlity and parƟsan dealignment on party agree-
ment, they have been able to do so for cue-taking and party loyalty.

Finally, our data do not allow us to study the actual applicaƟon party discipline, nor
are we able to trace the changes in MPs’ saƟsfacƟon with party discipline over an ex-
tended period of Ɵme. We therefore do not know if party (group) leaders have re-
sponded to the changes in the electorate by increasing their use of (the threat of) party
discipline. The fact that in the last three surveys MPs are not very concerned with party
discipline in general, when it comes to voƟng or seeking authorizaƟon from the party
before taking parliamentary iniƟaƟves, means that party group unity in these areas is
not really an issue; the great majority of MPs probably sƟck the party line and abide by
the party (group) rules voluntarily or otherwise readily accept the consequences of not
doing so. That those who are unsaƟsfied with party discipline when it comes to keeping
internal party discussions confidenƟal aremore likely towant party discipline to bemore
strict, indicates that MPs are concerned with maintaining (the appearance of) a united
front not only when voƟng, but also during other stages of the policy making process.
This concern with maintaining the appearance of a united front again indicates that it is
unlikely that parliament is insulated from the electoral arena.

49 It may be that policy specializaƟon has become a more important selecƟon criteria in the process of candi-
date selecƟon, but we do not have the data to corroborate this argument.

50 The different formulaƟon of quesƟons used in the 2010 ParƟRep Surveymake an analysis over all six surveys
problemaƟc, but the trend is already present in the first five surveys.
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