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Party policy and cabinet portfolios in the Nether 
lands, 1994: Results from an expert survey

Michael Laver’

1. Introduction

In 1989, Laver and Hunt conducted a survey of experts in the politics of 24 
democracies, including the Netherlands, in order to estabhsh a comprehen­
sive dataset of party positions on a range of different policy dimensions (Lav­
er and Hunt 1992). Given dramatic gains and losses of votes by various par­
ties in the 1994 elections, the arrival of new parties in the Tweede Kamer, 
and the possible emergence of new issues in Dutch pohtics since 1989, the 
expert survey was repeated for the Netherlands after the 1994 election. This 
report discussed the use of expert surveys; describes the 1994 Dutch survey; 
reports basic results; and briefly discusses some of the impheations of these for 
analyses of Dutch party pohtics.

2. The empirical estimation of policy spaces

Three methods have been used to estimate the positions of parties on pohey 
dimensions. The first is based on the content analysis of pohey documents; 
the second on the analysis of mass survey data; the third rehes on expert 
judgements.

One method of estimating party pohey positions is to analyse their ofticial 
pohey documents, and a version of this approach was used by the ECPR 
Manifesto Research Group. The content of the election manifestos was clas­
sified in terms of the proportion of the manifesto devoted to various pohey 
coding categories. The data thereby generated were used to construct multi­
dimensional spatial maps of party pohey in the countries studied (Budge, 
Robertson and Hearl, eds., 1987). This study was extended to include gov­
ernment pohey programmes and reanalysed to generate both a single left­
right dimension and a set of twenty pohey dimensions common to many 
European coahtion systems (Laver and Budge, eds., 1992). The main prob­
lem with this data, however, is their vahdity, since they are exphcitly geared
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to a saliency theory of party competition. Strictly speaking, what is measured 
is the relative importance of pohcy dimensions for each party, not party posi­
tions on these, although inferences about positions have been drawn by 
many authors on the basis of the almost certainly invalid assumption that 
more mentions of a particular pohcy dimension imply a more extreme posi­
tion on it.

A direct way to get information about the overt pohcy preferences of vot­
ers is survey research. Inglehart and Khngemann (1976), for example, report 
their reanalysis of a series of Eurobarometer surveys in which respondents 
were asked to indicate their own position on a left-right scale. The mean 
scores of different groups of party identifiers can be used to locate the ‘party 
in the electorate’ on a left-right dimension. Even making the controversial 
assumption that such estimates can be compared across countries, however, 
systematic results for the most part deal only with electoral preferences on 
the ubiquitous left-right dimension. Surveys in the Eurobarometer series do 
in theory deal, for the countries studied, with a common set of substantive 
issues relating to other pohcy dimensions. However, performance does not 
always hve up to promise; particular questions often get dropped from sur­
veys conducted in particular countries. At present, these data do not allow us 
to build systematic and cross-nationally comparable multidimensional repre­
sentation of party systems in a wide range of countries.

This leaves us with the third way to gather data on the pohcy positions of 
pohtical actors, which is to rely on expert judgements. Systematic analyses of 
expert judgements of positions on a left-right scale can be found in the work 
of Morgan (1976), and of Castles and Mair (1984). Laver and Hunt (1992) 
extended this technique to a estimate positions on a range of different pohcy 
scales.

One great advantage of the expert survey is that it can be comprehensive. 
Identical questions, cahbrated in the same basic terms, can be posed for as 
many countries as experts can be found to give judgements on. Perhaps 
more importantly, party positions on a wide range of pohcy dimensions can 
be estimated, regardless of the availabihty of primary data sources. This 
means that data can be generated by expert surveys on matters for which no 
other source is available. Obviously, these are in a very real sense ‘soft’ data 
that may say as much about the received wisdom of the pohtical science pro­
fession as about the pohtical world being described. For this reason te expert 
survey is best seen as an exploratory technique, used to is to sketch out the 
basic territory in the expectation that this will in the friture be triangulated 
more precisely using harder data sources. For the time being in an imperfect 
world, however, it is often simply the best data we can get on many interest­
ing pohcy dimensions.

M. Laver: Party policy and cabinet portfolios in the Netherlands, 1994

3. The 1994 Dutch expert survey

The 1994 Dutch expert survey rephcated the methodology of the original 
Laver and Hunt study, using a shorter survey form more closely tailored to 
the Dutch case. Expert respondents were asked to place each of the twelve 
Dutch parties winning legislative seats in 1994 on each often pohcy scales^. 
They were also asked to rate the importance of each scale for each party, and 
to rank all Dutch cabinet poitfohos in order of importance.Five of the orig­
inal eight Laver-Hunt scales were used again in 1994: tax cuts versus pubhc 
services; pro- versus anti- pubhc ownership; pohcy on abortion and homo- 
sexuahty; environmental pohcy; pro-versus anti-clericahsm. Two scales 
were dropped entirely; these related to the centrahsation of decision-mak­
ing, and to the urban-mral divide, scales that had the lowest aggregate sahen- 
cy scores for the Netherlands in the original survey (Laver and Hunt, 1992: 
50). The foreign pohcy scale was redefined to reflect attitudes towards the 
USA, in the fight of the disintegration of the former USSR and the end of 
the Cold War.

Four new scales were developed for the resurvey; these were intended to 
reflect the changing reahties of Dutch pohtics since 1989 and to allow the ad­
aptation of what had previously been a cross-national survey to the Nether­
lands. The new scales dealt with pohcy on the following dimensions: the 
European Union; immigration; institutional change; and the welfare state. 
More precise scale definitions can be seen in Table i, which reports basic re­
sults for each scale.(AU tables are gathered together in the appendix to this 
paper.)

The expert survey was sent to a fist of 34 pohtical scientists based in the 
Netherlands who were deemed to be working in one way or another on 
Dutch pohtics.5 There were 17 rephes from the original fist, a response rate 
of exactly 50 percent. This compares with a Dutch response rate of 27 per­
cent from a less-selective fist of 60 targets in the original Laver-Hunt expert 
survey. This response rate is weU above average for a tedious and time-con­
suming postal questionnaire of this type.

The number of responses was boosted by sending additional survey forms 
to the chairs of four Dutch pohtical science departments'^, requesting these to 
ask any bright graduate student who they thought would be suitable to com­
plete the form and return it to the author. An additional eight forms were 
distributed by the author to Dutch graduate students in pohtical science at­
tending the 1994 Polybios Summer school at NIAS. Ten fiirther responses 
were generated in this way, making a total of 27 responses in ah. This com­
pares with 16 responses in the original Laver-Hunt survey, and nine Dutch 
responses Castles-Mair survey (Castles and Mair, 1984).
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4. Results

Detailed estimates of party positions on, and saliency weightings of, each 
pohcy dimension are given in Table i (see the Appendix for the tables)? For 
each dimension for each party, estimates are based on the mean of the scores 
given by all respondents. Table i also gives the number of respondents for 
each party for each scale, and the standard error of the mean score.

For those scales used in the original Laver-Hunt expert survey, estimates 
for the same scale in 1989 are also reported. Comparison of the two sets of 
figures indicates a very high consistency between the two surveys, showing 
that the expert survey methodology satisfies the important criterion of reph- 
cabfiity. This gives us some confidence that the movements over time im- 
phed in the results may be ‘real’ movements, rather than measurement error. 
It also gives us greater confidence in the estimates for new scales and new 
parties.

There do appear to have been some movements in party positions since 
1989. Table i, for example, suggests a move to the right on budgetary pohcy 
by the PvdA. The table suggests a rightwards move by PvdA, D66 and WD 
on pubhc ownership, an issue that has increased in salience for aU parties 
since 1989, and a modest move towards the centre by the small religious par­
ties. We also see a move away from environmentalism by PvdA, D66 and 
WD — quite a striking move in the case of WD. This pohcy dimension has 
also dechned in sahence for PvdA, CDA and WD. The other two dimen­
sions that are comparable between 1989 and 1994 are rehgious pohcy and 
pohcy on abortion and homosexuahty. Party positions on these dimensions 
appear not to have changed. However, the sahence of pohcy on abortion 
and homosexuahty has dechned for the PvdA and increased for the rehgious 
parties.

The location of new parties on each of the original pohcy dimensions 
conforms to what might have been expected, with SP and the Green Left on 
the Left, CD on the right, while AOV and Unie55+ are in the centre.*

Turning to pohcy scales estimated for the first time in 1994, we can see 
first that the welfare state scale — highly sahent for most parties — generates 
party positions that are very close indeed to those for budgetary pohcy, with 
which it of course bears a strong substantive resemblance. Immigration poh­
cy is rated as very sahent indeed for the CD, and sahent for aU of the larger 
patties, plus SP. Party positions on immigration pohcy broadly reproduce 
the left-right ordering found on economic pohcy, with some important ex­
ceptions. The most striking of these relates to the SP, which is much more to 
the right on immigration;® AOV/Unie55+ are also more to the right, while 
D66 is more to the left.

The other new pohcy scales order parties in quite different ways. The Eu­
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ropean pohcy scale is striking in hning up all of the big four ‘establishment’ 
patties on the pro-European side, with aU of the smaUer parties appearing as 
significantly less pro-European. A somewhat similar pattern can be seen in 
the other foreign pohcy scale — defined in terms of attitudes towards the 
United States, though here the PvdA is much closer to the centre and the 
smaU rehgious parties are at the pro-US end of the scale. FinaUy, the institu­
tional change scale also generates a broadly left-right ordering of parties, 
though D66 has a very distinctive position at the pro-change end of the 
scale. This pohcy dimension is however seen as sahent by only a few parties, 
most notably D66.

Table 2 shows the weighted mean importance of each pohcy dimension 
for aU parties.'“ From this we can see that the two most important dimen­
sions were identified as welfare pohcy and tax cuts versus pubhc services, 

I closely foUowed by European pohcy, immigration pohcy, and pohcy on
abortion and homosexuahty. The three least important dimensions of those 
considered were rated as foreign pohcy (interpreted in terms of the relation­
ship with the USA), institutional change and pro- versus anti-clericahsm.

Table 3 reports estimates of the rankings of cabinet portfohos. It gives the 
mean ranking given by each respondent to each portfoho, and the standard 
errors of these estimates. As in the previous survey, the overwhelming ma­
jority of respondents ranked Finance as the most important portfoho. Next 
most important are Social Affairs and Economic Affairs, there is no signifi­
cant difference in ranking between these. After these, in a group, come Jus­
tice, Home Affairs and Foreign Affairs. Respondents were also nearly unan­
imous in ranking the Development Co-operation portfoho as least impor­
tant in the cabinet. These rankings are quite similar to those in 1989, though 
the Justice portfoho appears to have increased noticeably in importance. 
Compared with other European countries, the Netherlands is distinctive in 
the relatively low ranking given to the Foreign Affairs portfoho and the ex­
tremely low ranking given to the Defence portfoho (Laver and Hunt 1992).

5. Dimensional analysis

One of the main reasons to estimate party pohcy positions is to generate a 
spatial representation of the Dutch party system. This is not as straightfor­
ward as it might sound. Just as there is no universaUy-useful map of the phys­
ical world — we use one map for locating oceans and mountain ranges, an­
other for deciding where to plant trees in our garden — there is no universal- 
ly-usefiil map of the pohtical world. Indeed we could use the estimates de­
rived from this expert survey to generate many different maps of Dutch pol­
itics. One possible spatial representation, of course, is to use all of the data we
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have collected to construct a ten-dimensional policy space. This is not, how­
ever, a very usefill analytical or heuristic tool. Simpler, lower-dimensional, 
spatial representations tend to be both more tractable analytically and more 
helpfill in giving structure to intuition. I will concentrate here, therefore, on 
trying to find a low-dimensional spatial representation of Dutch party com­
petition that appears to be useful in structuring discussions of legislative party 
pohtics and government formation.

It should be obvious from the discussion in the previous section that the 
pohcy scales we have estimated do not reflect entirely independent dimen­
sions of party pohcy. Indeed some scales are very closely related to each oth­
er. There are two distinct methodological issues here. The first has to do 
with different operational ways of measuring party positions on the same 
substantive poficy dimension. The second has to do with correlations in 
preferences on substantively different pohcy dimensions.

We can conjecture on a priori grounds, for example, that two of the scales 
estimated in this survey may weU be different ways of measuring what is in 
effect the same underlying variable. These are ‘tax cuts versus pubhc services’ 
and ‘expansion or contraction of welfare state’. The tax cuts versus pubhc 
services scale was one of the original Laver-Hunt scales. The welfare state 
scale was added to the present survey because it reflected the terms of debate 
in the 1994 election campaign in the Netherlands. Substantively, of course, 
expanding the welfare state and increasing pubhc services may weU amount 
to more or less the same thing. For this reason, the two scales were put at op­
posite ends of the questionnaire, so that they could also be used to check the 
consistency of individual expert judgements.

As can be seen from Table 4, which shows Pearson correlations between 
party positions on each of the ten scales, the correlation between party posi­
tions on the scales in question is very high indeed, at 0.97. Party positions on 
the two scales, indeed, are almost identical. The consistency of expert judge­
ments seems to have been comfortingly high! Given the a priori substantive 
similarity in their content and the very high empirical correlation between 
them, it makes sense to use only one of these scales. Both are rated as very sa­
lient but, despite the fret that the welfare state scale was rated as somewhat 
the more salient, the tax cuts versus public services scale is used in subsequent 
discussions to maintain comparability with the earher Dutch expert survey, 
and with expert survey results from other countries, reported in Laver and 
Hunt (1992).

The correlation matrix in Table 4 also shows some very high correlations 
between party positions on scales that are clearly not tapping the same sub­
stantive policy dimension. Consider positions on taxes and on pubhc own­
ership, two pohcy dimensions which have substantively different though 
clearly related meanings. The correlation between patty positions on these 

scales is very high, at 0.96. We also find high correlations between party po­
sitions on scales that have quite independent substantive meanings — for ex­
ample the foreign pohcy and pubhc ownership dimensions, at 0.95. What is 
obviously happening here is that, as an empirical reality, party positions on two 
substantively different pohcy dimensions are highly correlated.

Such correlations are important empirical findings in their own right, not 
mere artefacts of a measurement technology that uses two different ways to 
estimate the same thing. However, there is also a sense in which, when leg­
islative party positions on one scale can be perfecdy predicted from positions 
on some other scale, the second scale adds no new empirical information, for 
practical purposes, to a spatial representation of legislative party competition. 
If party positions on two perfectly correlated scales are plotted, they wUl ap­
pear on a diagonal straight fine in two dimensional space. To all intents and 
purposes, the legislative party pohcy space is unidimensional.“ An empirical 
example of this can be seen in Figure i, which plots party positions on the 
highly-correlated pubhc ownership and foreign pohcy dimensions in the 
Netherlands. The picture of the Dutch legislative party system that is gener­
ated from these two substantively different scales is effectively unidimen­
sional.

Figure 1 : Pubhc ownership and foreign pohcy in the Netherlands, 1994
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The dimensional structure of the Dutch legislative party pohcy space is 
described by the matrix of correlations reported in Table 5?^ A more intui­
tive way of presenting this information, however, is to find a lower-dimen­
sional representation that contains most of the information in the ten scales. 
The data collected offer three different ways of doing this, each briefly de­
scribed here. The first is to identify a small number of ‘underlying’ dimen­
sions that the estimated scales are related to. One way to do this is to conduct 
a principle components analysis of the correlation matrix in Table 4. The re­
sults of this are reported in Table 5.

Table 5 shows that almost all of the information in the 10 scales estimated 
in the survey (97 percent of it, in fact) can be summarised in terms of four 
underlying pohcy dimensions, labelled i - 4 in the table. The first dimension 
is characterised by party positions on the welfare state, pubhc spending and 
pubhc ownership. This is clearly the classical left-right economic pohcy di­
mension. The second dimension is almost exclusively characterised by Eu­
ropean pohcy. The third dimension is characterised by clericahsm versus 
anticlericahsm, and by pohcy on abortion and homosexuahty (as well as to a 
lesser extent by institutional reform). This is clearly the classical clerical-anti- 
clerical dimension. The fourth dimension is characterised by immigration 
and environmental pohcy. This represents a second social and moral pohcy 
dimension that is quite distinct from clericahsm versus anticlericahsm. It 
contrasts more individuahstic responses to current social problems (anti-im­
migrant, anti-environmental) with more coUectivist or other-directed re­
sponses (help immigrants, make sacrifices to protect the environment).

The distinct patterns of party positions on dimensions 3 and 4 are quite 
striking, implying a two-dimensional structure to the social and moral pohcy 
domain. What is interesting in terms of the impheations for Dutch pohtics is 
that the issues associated with the clericahsm-anticlericahsm dimension have 
to a large extent been dealt with pohticaUy. While positions on such issues 
obviously remain deeply divided, they are in practice unhkely to reappear on 
the practical pohtical agenda. In contrast, the issues characterising the indi- 
viduahsm versus collectivism dimension (immigration, the environment) 
are far from settled, and may well present Dutch legislative parties with some 
hard pohtical choices in the medium term future. Party divisions on this di­
mension are therefore hkely to be more corrosive, in terms of the unfolding 
of practical pohtics. I will return below to some of the potential impheations 
of this for government formation in the Netherlands.

Rather than using synthetic pohcy scales calculated from the loadings in 
Table 5 to define a lower dimensional pohcy space, it is better to use the 
principle components analysis as an exploratory tool, to organise the data in a 
way that helps us to identify particular substantive scales in the expert survey 
that capture much of the important information describing the pohcy space 

as a whole. This approach has the very important advantage that lower-di­
mensional spatial representations can be constructed in terms of the pohcy 
scales that were actually completed by the experts. These scales, and the pol­
icy spaces they generate, retain an expheit substantive meaning. They are 
therefore far better aids to intuition and analysis than synthetic second-order 
scales. Therefore, for reasons outhned above, we can use pohcy on tax cuts 
versus pubhc spending to summarise pohcy positions on the economic poh­
cy dimension. In the same way we use European pohcy to summarise pohcy 
on a foreign pohcy dimension, pohcy on abortion and homosexuahty to 
summarise positions on the clericahsm-anticlericahsm dimension and immi­
gration pohcy to summarise positions on the collectivism-individualism di­
mension. This four dimensional representation captures almost ah of the in­
formation that we have coUected about the Dutch legislative party space.

A second way to identify key pohcy dimensions in Dutch pohtics is more 
straightforward — it is to look at the mean dimension weights reported in Ta­
ble 2. (Note that these derive from completely different information from 
that motivating the dimensional analysis we have just completed, which was 
based on party positions.) Bearing in mind that we have argued that the wel­
fare state and tax cuts versus pubhc spending scales measure the same sub­
stantive pohcy dimension, the four most important dimensions identified in 
Table 2 are: tax cuts versus pubic spending; European pohcy; pohcy on 
abortion and homosexuahty; and immigration. These are the same four 
scales identified by our dimensional analysis of party pohcy positions. (This 
dimensional analysis adds the important finding that not much information 
about party positions is thrown away if we only use these four dimensions, a 
conclusion we could not draw merely from inspecting the dimension 
weights in Table 2.)

A third way to identify key pohcy dimensions — at least in relation to the 
government formation process — is to look at the relative importance of cab­
inet portfohos, assuming that more important cabinet portfohos deal with 
more important pohcy dimensions. The three top-rated portfohos in Table 
3 are all related to economic pohcy and the welfare state — captured by our 
first pohcy dimension. After this come Justice and Elome Affairs — deahng 
between them with pohcy on abortion, homosexuahty and immigration. 
After these we have Foreign Affairs. After this there is something of a gap 
until we reach the Education and Science portfoho. Estimates of portfoho 
rankings are based on quite independent information from estimates of party 
positions or dimension weights.

Thus ah three techniques suggest that four pohcy scales capture much of 
the structure of legislative party pohtics in the Netherlands. These scales are: 
tax cuts versus pubhc spending; European pohcy; pohcy on abortion and 
homosexuahty; and immigration pohcy.

IO II
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Figure 2 : Economic and European policy in the Netherlands, 1994 Figure 3 : Economic pohcy and pohcy on abortion and homosexuahty in the
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It is difficult to squash a picture of a four dimensional policy space onto a 
two dimensional page. Four different two dimensional slices of this space 
summarise a number of its salient features, however. Figure 2 plots econom­
ic policy against European pohcy and highlights the way in which European 
pohcy separates the big four estabhshment parties from the others. Pro- and 
anti-European parties can be found on both right and left and there are in ef­
fect three left-right scales: a pro-European scale at the top, with the big four 
parties; an anti-European one at the bottom, with SP and CD; and a neutral 
one in the middle, with the other small parties.

When we plot economic policy against pohcy on abortion and homosex- 
uahty, in Figure 3, we see a very pure version of the classic picture that dis­
tinguishes hberahsm from conservatism in western Europe and which is also 
a very famihar portrayal of the ideological structure of the ‘traditional’ Dutch 
party system. The most striking feature of this picture is of course the posi­
tion of the WD, conservative on economic pohcy but hberal on the cleri­
cal-anticlerical dimension. To a lesser extent D66 foUows a similar pattern. 
The expert data do refine this picture somewhat, however, as the two di­
mensional picture they generate can be seen as defining two distinct groups 
of parties. In the lower part there is a left-right economic axis of anticlerical 

parties; in the upper part, there is a cluster of more pro-clerical parties, in 
which there is some relationship between party positions on economic poh­
cy and pohcy on social and moral issues — with the CDA and the parties rep­
resenting the elderly (AOV and Unie 55+) being more moderate on both 
dimensions than the more fondamentahst rehgious parties.

A frr more striking departure from the traditional picture of Dutch party 
pohtics can be seen in Figure 4 however, which, plots pohcy on abortion 
and homosexuahty against immigration pohcy. While there is some correla­
tion between the two — no party that is conservative on abortion and homo­
sexuahty is hberal on immigration — there are some notable ouffiers. The 
most striking of these are the WD and SP, both rated as hberal on abortion 
and homosexuahty and conservative on immigration. The CD is more con­
servative on immigration than might be predicted from its pohcy on abor­
tion and homosexuahty. In contrast, ah rehgious parties are less conservative 
on immigration than might be predicted from their pohcies on abortion and 
homosexuahty.

Figure 4 thus shows the impheations for the structure of the Dutch party 
system of the distinction between the two underlying dimensions in the so­
cial and moral pohcy domain. Most strikingly, the economically conserva­

is



AP 1995/1 M. Laver: Party policy and cabinet portfolios in the Netherlands, 1994

Figure 4'. Immigration policy and policy on abortion and homosexuality in the 
Netherlands, 1994

Figure 5 Economic and immigration pohey in the Netherlands, 1994
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Live WD, whose position to the left of the clericahsm dimension might he 
thought of as one of the defining features of the traditional Dutch party 
system, appears on the right of the ‘new’ individuahst-coUectivist dimension. 
If this latter dimension is rising in importance, relative to the traditional cler­
icahsm dimension, then this has quite radical impheations for the structure of 
Dutch legislative party pohtics, a matter to which I will return below.

Finahy, Figure 5 plots the relationship between economic and immigra­
tion pohey. From this we can see the key feature that distinguishes the cleri- 
cahsm-anticlericahsm and individuahst-coUectivist dimensions — parties with 
right-wing positions on economic pohey also have right-wing positions on 
immigration. The result is that the empirical structure of patty positions 
looks much more unidimensional.

This trend is particularly clear-cut among the estabhshed parties. Looking 
a httle closer at the figure, however, it is also clear that the main trend among 
the outhers is for some of the newer parties to have a much more conserva­
tive pohey on immigration than would be predicted from their economic 
poheies. Indeed, there are almost two distinct axes of competition, a main- 
stream diagonal axis containing the estabhshed parties and an axis above this 

— comprising SP, AOV, Unie55+, and CD — all with more conservative im­
migration poheies than might be predicted from their economic poheies. 
This imphes that the individuahsm versus collectivism dimension may con­
tribute to the definition of the Dutch party space in two quite distinct ways. 
The first, which have already noted, is the identification of a set of unre­
solved pohtical issues in the social and moral pohey domain on which party 
positions are highly correlated to their positions on the economic pohey di­
mension. The second is that this dimension identifies a set of newer parties 
(SP, U, AOV, CD) that occupy an area of the pohey space that distinguishes 
them from the more traditional Dutch parties. This potentiaUy explains the 
entry of the newer parties into the system, and suggests an avenue of research 
into changes in the structure of preferences in the electorate.

6. Discussion

What is the point ofaU this? The most important point, given the prevalence 
of spatial models of patty competition in contemporary pohtical science, is to 
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provide an empirical update of the spatial map of Dutch legislative party pol­
itics. A few words about the implications of these results for government for­
mation in the Netherlands are perhaps in order, however.

One of the key features of legislative voting, whether over government 
formation or anything else, is the pohcy position of the party controlling the 
median legislator on the dimension or dimensions at issue (Kadane 1971; 
Laver and Shepsle 1990, 1995). Equihbrium cabinets, for example, will al­
most certainly involve the participation of parties controlling median legisla­
tors on key pohcy dimensions.'^ Given the fact that there are 150 seats in the 
Tweede Kamer, the median legislative pohcy position actually faUs between 
the 75 th and 76th legislator on any pohcy dimension. If both of these legisla­
tors are in the same party, then this party controls the median pohcy posi­
tion. If these legislators are in two different parties, then the median pohcy 
position falls between these parties. This creates a situation in which there 
are precisely 75 legislators on the right of the dimension in question, and 75 
legislators on the left of it. Such a situation is a recipe for deadlock when de­
cisions are taken by majority voting. In relation to government formation, 
parties to the right can block the participation in government of any party to 
the left of the median. Parties of the left can block the participation of any 
party to the right of the median. AU potential governments can thereby be 
blocked and a stalemate may weU be the result.'“* There is no median party to 
exercise a decisive vote.

Tables i uses the number of seats won by each party in the 1994 election 
to identify the party controlling the median pohcy position on each pohcy 
dimension - highhghted in bold itahc type. It might be thought that situa­
tions in which sets of parties on both the right and the left of a key pohcy di­
mension each have exacdy fifty percent of the seats, so that no single party 
controls the median pohcy position, would be pathological and rare. As Ta­
bles I shows, however, this situation was produced by the 1994 Dutch election for 
no fewer than four of the ten policy scales that were estimated — tax cuts versus servic­
es; pubhc ownership; welfare state pohcy; and environmental pohcy. (In 
these tables, both parties straddhng the median are identified in bold type.) As 
we have seen, the first three of these scales characterise what is clearly the 
most important pohcy dimension in Dutch pohtics. This situation is the 
product of an interaction between the pohcy positions of each of the parties 
and an election result which meant that a number of combinations of parties 
controUed exactly 75 seats between them.'^

If only economic pohcy was important to government formation in the 
Netherlands, then this imphes that the government must contain both D66 
and CDA, the parties straddhng the median position on economic pohcy. 
When more than one dimension of pohcy is important, as is clearly imphed 
by the dimensional analyses in the previous section, then the situation gets 
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far more comphcated. While the general spatial model of legislative party 
competition suggests that there wiU be no equihbrium pohcy outcome 
when this is the case’^, a model of legislative party competition specifically 
tied to government formation does aUow for the quite frequent possibility of 
equihbrium governments (Laver and Shepsle, 1995). This model lays heavy 
stress on the participation in equihbrium governments of the party or parties 
controUing the median position on key pohcy dimensions. Table i shows 
for the Netherlands in 1994 that, over and above the economic pohcy di­
mension, a different party is at the median position on each of those addi­
tional dimensions identified as being particularly important: European poh­
cy (PvdA); pohcy on abortion and homosexuahty (WD); immigration pol­
icy (CDA). Which coahtion cabinet is in equihbrium is thus very hkely to be 
depend upon the relative importance of these pohcy dimensions to govern­
ment formation.

If we confine our attention to the estabhshed parties, then differences over 
European pohcy are so smaU that they are unhkely to be contentious in gov­
ernment formation, providing no clue as to which of the potential combina­
tions of parties is more hkely to take office (Figure 2). This leaves the tradi­
tional clerical-anticlerical dimension (Figure 3) and the individuahsm-col- 
lectivism dimension (Figure 5). Figure 3, implying that the economic and 
anticlericahsm dimensions are the most important, suggests a clear pohcy ba­
sis for the purple coahtion of PvdA, D66 and WD that actually took office, 
excluding the Christian Democrats from government for the first time since 
World War I. While PvdA is more or less indifferent to (equidistant from) 
WD and CDA as potential coahtion partners, D66 is clearly closer to WD. 
Given the traditional ideological structure of the Dutch party system, the 
possibihty of a coahtion uniting WD and PvdA to exclude CDA has clearly 
been lurking on the agenda for some time. The deadlocked election result of 
1994 might be seen as a stimulus for the reahsation of this possibihty.

As we have already noted, however, the anticlericahsm dimension com­
prises for the most part issues that had already been resolved pohticaUy by 
1994, and which were unhkely to present the government forming at that 
time with any serious pohtical decisions. Thus, while this dimension might 
superficially have appeared to be an attractive basis for pohcy agreement 
between the coahtion partners, such agreement could weU be of hmited 
practical relevance for the pohtical life of the government.

This possibihty highhghts a very important and hitherto neglected point 
about the relative importance of different pohcy dimensions. The effective 
pohtical sahence of any pohcy dimension for a particular time and context 
depends upon the de facto decision making agenda. Agreement between 
pohtical actors on a dimension characterising issues which are not on the 
agenda may have httle practical pohtical relevance. Disagreement between 
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actors on issues on which decisions just cannot be avoided obviously has 
much greater salience. The de facto political agenda is obviously to a great 
extent an endogenous product of pohtical interaction itself — government 
parties, for example, can agree to sideline issues on which they disagree. The 
big bad world cannot be entirely bargained away by pohtical actors, howev­
er. External forces (most obviously deriving from the international pohtical 
and economic system) may simply force the need to make decisions on cer­
tain issues onto the agenda. Pohcy disagreements on such issues will bear 
gready on the birth, hfe and death of governments.

Arguing along these hues in the Dutch context, it might weU be felt that 
the individuahsm-coUectivism dimension, characterised by issues such as 
immigration and the environment, was hkely to present any government 
forming in 1994 with some tough pohtical choices. Figure 5, shows the pic­
ture of the Dutch party system showing this dimension, together with eco­
nomic pohcy, as the most important to government formation.

The striking feature of this picmre is the pivotal position of the CDA, at 
the median position on immigration and one of two parties beside the me­
dian position on economic pohcy. It is this very diffrcult to see how the 
CDA can be excluded from any equüibrium government, assuming the de 
facto sahence of these dimensions. This imphes that if Figure 5 is the most 
appropriate portrayal of the Dutch party space, then any government ex­
cluding the CDA is hkely to be out of equhibrium.'^ This further imphes 
that the purple coahtion that formed in 1994 should be relatively short-hved.

In short, any analysis of government formation in the Netherlands after 
the 1994 election is bound to be very sensitive to the precise empirical char­
acterisation of the Dutch legislative pohcy space that is adopted. This is not 
merely a methodological issue. In the Netherlands in 1994, giving different 
sahency weights to different pohcy dimensions often imphes different equi- 
hbrium cabinets. In such a situation, as pohtical events unfold, changing the 
relative importance of different dimensions, this seems very hkely to under­
mine the equihbrium position of any incumbent cabinet. In short, the inter­
action of the pohcy positions reported in Table i and the election results of 
1994 imply a period during which it will prove difficult both to build and 
particularly to maintain a coahtion cabinet in the Netherlands.

Notes

1. The author is gratefill to Monique Leijenaar and Peter Mair for comments and sug­
gestions on the draft survey form and an earher version of this paper.

2. Scale positions ranged from i to 20
3. A copy of the survey form is available from the author.
4. These tables are arranged in the order in which the scales that they deal with ap­
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peared in the questionnaire.
5. The survey was mailed on 18 May 1994, with a covering letter and a pre-addressed 

return envelope. Those who has not rephed were sent a reminder on 6 July 1994, with 
another copy of the survey form.

6. University of Amsterdam, Free University of Amsterdam, University of Leiden and 
University of Nijmegen.

7. The original Laver-Hunt survey conducted an extensive series ofbias checks to as­
sess whether individual expert estimates of party positions were correlated with the ideo­
logical position of the respondent. This found very htde evidence ofbias among experts 
(Laver and Hunt, 1992: 123-132). Accordingly, and since the bias check involved includ­
ing a controversial question about respondents’ personal pohtical orientations on the sur­
vey form, this part of the analysis was not repeated in 1994, and the 1989 bias finding are 
taken still to apply.

8. As the Ns in the tables show, response rates were rather lower for Unie 55+ and 
AOV.

9. However, note that, as the standard errors in Table 6 show, respondents were much 
less in agreement on the SP’s position on immigration than they were for other parties.

to. For each dimension this is calculated as Si^w , where i is the estimated importance 
attached to the dimension by party p, and w^ is t^e proportion of legislative seats con­

trolled by party p.
11. In other contexts, of course, if legislative parties are on this straight fine and voters 

are located somewhere else, then the fact that there are attractive places for new parties to 
enter the system is vital information. In that context, the possibüity that the one dimen­
sional configuration of legislative parties is set in a two dimensional electoral pohcy space 
may well be critical. This example provides a good pohtical illustration of why no one 
spatial map of a party system is suitable for ah purposes.

12. Note that Tables 13 and 14 based on an analysis that treats each party as an un­
weighted case. In other words, ah parties are considered equal, regardless of their legisla­
tive weight. The logic of this is that, if a party promotes a pohcy position and wins at least 
some legislative representation, then this pohcy position is on the agenda oflegislative pol­
itics, even though some pohcy positions command greater support than others. Precisely 
tp/iy some positions command greater support than others may well be one of the things 
we wish to use the pohcy space to investigate. For this reason, the unweighted analysis is 
considered, on a priori grounds, to be superior.

Once more, the methodological issue of whether cases should be weighted or un­
weighted in exploratory dimensional analyses used to derive pohcy spaces shows quite 
clearly that no single spatial map summarises ah of the information we might be interested 
in and highhghts the fact that every spatial representation is a substantive interpretation of the 
data rather than an objective summary of them.

13. If only one dimension is important, and if the cabinet does not contain the median 
legislator’s party, then the opportunity exists for a majority coahtion of parties on one side 
or the other of the median, and including the median party, to defeat it. A generahsation 
of this type of argument in the government formation context to multidimensional pohcy 
spaces can be found in Laver and Shepsle (1990, 1995).

14. Of course there wih always be a government formally in office. In the event of a 
stalemate over government formation, however, this is hkely to be a caretaker administra­
tion with no powers ofpohcy innvovation (Laver and Shepsle, 1995).

15. Intriguingly, it is a situation that the original Downsian model of unidimensional 

19



AP 1995/1 M. Laver: Party policy and cabinet portfolios in the Netherlands, 1994

party competition would predict to arise in party systems with an even number of legisla­
tive parties.

16. See Laver and Schofield (1990) for a review of the literature that developed this ar­
gument.

17. According to the model developed by Laver and Shepsle (1995), the CDA is a 
‘strong party’, that belongs to every equilibrium government; according to Schofield, the 
CDA is a ‘core party’ (at least considering only the established parties), whose ideal point 
should determine government pohcy, and which there is therefore no point in excluding 
from government (see Laver and Schofield (1990) for a non-technical elaboration of the 
notion of a core party). On either interpretation, if Figure 5 is right, the CDA should be in 
any equilibrium government.
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Appendix

Table t : Party positions and saliency weightings: the Netherlands, 1994

Dimension i: Promote raising taxes to in- Dimension 2: Oppose close relationship 
crease public services (low) versus Promote with United States (low) versus Promote 
cutting public services to cut taxes (high) close relationship with United States (high)

Party 1994 1994 1989 Party 2994 2994 2989
position N Mean SE Mea« position N Mean SE Mean
SP 27 3.81 0-57 SP 25 4-40 0.62
GL 27 515 0-51 GL 27 6.30 0-55
PvdA 27 8.48 0-53 5-79 CD 23 10.83 I.OI
Unie55+ 23 9-43 0.86 PvdA 27 11.96 0-47
AOV 25 10.08 0.85 AOV 24 12.67 0-77
D66 27 10.56 0.43 10.56 Unie55+ 23 12.83 0.61
CDA 27 12.70 0.51 13-57 D66 26 1519 0.48
GPV 25 13-44 0.46 14-83 RPF 26 13.65 0.81
RPF 25 13-92 0-45 16.17 SGP 26 13-73 0-83
SGP 24 14-42 0-54 16.00 CDA 27 14-04 0.58
CD 25 14.88 0-57 GPV 25 14.12 0.70
WD 26 17-31 0-37 17.36 WD 27 17-41 0-43

Dimension 1994 1994 2989 Dimension 2994 2994 ’9^9
weight N Mean SE Mean weight N Mean SE Mean
CD 26 9-19 1.13 Unie55+ 23 4.22 0.62
SGP 25 9-52 0-75 7.82 CD 24 4-79 0.64
GPV 25 9.88 0.82 6.91 AOV 24 5.00 0.80
RPF 25 10.00 0.89 7-91 SP 26 9.81 0.93
Unie55+ 22 10.73 1.24 RPF 26 9.85 0.84
AOV 24 II.13 1.16 SGP 26 9.96 0.85
D66 26 12.35 0.67 12.00 GPV 26 10.00 0.83
GL 26 13-27 0.90 D66 24 11.46 0-79
CDA 27 14-37 0.62 13-77 PvdA 27 11.67 0-79
PvdA 27 14-93 0.67 15.08 GL 26 11-77 0.92
SP 24 15.21 0-99 CDA 27 12.04 0-95
WD 27 18.II 0-33 16.92 WD 27 15-04 0-73
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Dimension 3 ; Promote pubhc ownership of 
business and industry (low) fersus Oppose 
pubhc ownership of business and industry 
(high)

Dimension 4: Oppose close relationship 
with European Union (low) versus Pro­
mote close relationship with European 
Union (high)

Dimension 5: Promote permissive pohcies 
on abortion and homosexuahty (low) versus 
Oppose permissive pohcies on abortion and 
homosexuahty (high)

Dimension 6: Accept immigration and 
promote pohcies helping immigrants 
(low) versus Oppose immigration and 
oppose any pohcies helping immigrants (- 
high)

Party 1994 3994 39«9 Party >994 1994 3989
position N Mean SIS Mean position N Mea« SE Mean
SP 25 3-20 0.44 CD 24 5-29 0.89
GL 25 5.92 0.54 SP 27 5-52 0.87
PvdA 25 10.40 0.57 8.31 SGP 27 8.81 0.81
AOV 21 13.29 0.79 RPF 9.56 0.88
Unie55+ 20 13-30 0.84 GPV 9.(>7 0.87
D66 25 15-52 0.61 11.69 GL 10.56 I.OI
CDA 24 i4-5‘’ 0.60 13 Ss AOV 25 10.64 0.64
CD 23 14.96 o.gi Unie55+ 24 10.67 0.67
GPV 24 15-58 0.56 WD 15-04 0.56
RPF 24 15-71 0.61 PvdA 27 15-41 0.45
SGP 24 16.04 0.67 D66 2,(t >5-71, 0.41
WD 25 18.80 0.31 16.92 CDA 27 16.48 0-45

Dimension 1994 3994 i9S9 Dimension 1994 1994 1989
weight N Mean SE Mean weight N Mean SE Mean
Unie55+ 21 4-76 0.98 AOV 25 5.28 0.76
AOV 22 4.91 0.92 Unie55+ 24 5-38 0.78
CD 23 5-57 0.92 CD 24 9.00 I.OI
RPF 24 9-17 0.73 SGP 25 10.36 0.79
GPV 24 9.21 0.72 6.22 RPF 25 10.52 0.78
SGP 24 9-33 0.74 6.22 GPV 25 10.56 0.80
D66 25 10.40 0.75 8.73 SP 26 11.50 0.88
PvdA 25 11.96 0.66 II.18 GL 25 12.64 0.78
CDA 25 12.36 0.75 9-90 WD 26 13-88 0.85
GL 25 14-04 0.77 D66 26 14.19 0.84
SP 24 15-63 0.80 PvdA 27 14-30 0.77
WD 25 16.08 0.91 12.91 CDA 25 15-24 0.79

Party 3994 3994 3989

position N Mean SE Mean
GL 27 2.26 0.31
D66 27 3-37 0.32 3-93
PvdA 27 4.26 0.39 4.00
WD 27 5-63 <’•47 6.15
SP 23 6.04 0.89
AOV 7,2. 12.27 0.62
Unie55+ 21 12.43 0.61
CDA 27 14.19 0.40 14.80
CD 24 15-63 0.73
GPV 27 18.78 0.28 19-15
RPF 27 18.85 0.28 19.31
SGP 27 19-07 0.30 19-39

Dimension '994 3994 ’9'59
weight N Mean SE Mean
AOV 24 6.67 1.04
Unie55+ 23 6.70 i.ii
CD 23 8-43 1.30
SP 23 8.87 0.97
WD 27 11-93 0.70 >3-00
PvdA 27 12.67 0.72 16.07
D66 27 13-63 0.92 15-14
CDA 27 14-89 0.67 14-69
GL 27 15-37 0.69
GPV 27 18.19 0.47 14.00
RPF 27 18.33 0.43 14.82
SGP 27 18.41 0.43 14.00

Party 1994 ’994 ’989
position N Mean SE Mean
GL 27 2.48 0-33
D66 27 7-04 0.51
PvdA 27 7-07 0-55
CDA 26 10.46 <’•45
SP 24 12.38 1.18
AOV 23 13-13 0.63
GPV 26 13-15 0.58
RPF 26 13-35 0.68
Unie55+ 22 13-36 0.69
SGP 26 13-69 0-57
WD 26 15.00 0.46
CD 27 19-70 0.12

Dimension ’994 ’994 1989
weight N Mean SE Mean
AOV 25 7.6^ 1.05
Unie55+ 24 8-33 1.04
SGP 25 9-7(’ 0-77
GPV 25 10.00 0.83
RPF 25 10.28 0.84
CDA 25 12.76 0-57
PvdA 27 12.85 0-74
D66 26 13-04 0.58
SP 25 13-84 0-79
WD 26 15-96 0-54
GL 26 16.23 0.66
CD 27 19-74 O.I I
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Dimension 7: Promote environmental pro­
tection, even if this slows economic growth 
(low) versus Promote economic growth, 
even if this damages environment (high)

Dimension 8: Strongly anti-clerical (low) 
versus Strongly pro-clerical (high)

Dimension 9: Promote institutional change 
as a solution to problems (low) versus 
problems can be solved using existing insti­
tutions (high)

Dimension 10: Promote expansion of ex­
isting welfare benefits (low) versus Pro-
mote cutting 
benefits (high)

back of existing welfare

Party 1994 J 994 J989 Party >994 >994 >9«9 Party ‘994 ‘994 >9«9 Party >994 >994 >9«9
position N Mean SE Mean position N Mean SE Mean position N Mean SE Mean position N Mean SE Mean
GL 27 2.Qy Qi.Z’l SP 24 3-04 0.41 D66 27 3.II 0-S3 SP 27 3.26 0-43
SP 24 6-79 l.Qq GL 27 5-56 0.58 GL 26 5-92 0.73 GL 27 4-74 0.45
D66 27 7-44 0-54 4-54 D66 27 6.07 0.55 6.31 SP 25 6.52 1.02 AOV 26 7.88 0.83
PvdA 27 9-07 0.46 ó-oy WD 26 7-31 0.63 7.31 PvdA 27 8.15 0.64 LJnie55+ 25 7.96 0.86
RPF 25 11-32 0.82 10.67 PvdA 27 7-44 O« 7-51 CD 23 10.87 1.15 PvdA 27 10.11 0-57
GPV 25 11.40 0-79 10.00 CD 24 8.4.2 0.63 Unie55+ 24 12.75 0.62 D66 27 11.63 0-34
SGP 25 12.40 0.70 10.62 AOV 24 12.25 0.35 AOV 25 12. 0.64 GPV 26 13-38 0.48
Unie5S+ 25 12.52 0-55 Unie55 + 23 12.35 0.37 WD 27 14-15 0.72 CDA 27 13-67 0.40
AOV 24 12.6^ 0-52 CDA 2.7 15.52 0.43 >5-39 CDA 27 14.22 0.64 RPF 26 13.69 0.45
CDA 26 12.81 0.61 10.00 GPV 27 19.11 0.22 20.00 RPF 27 14.81 0.78 SGP 26 14.35 0.49
CD 24 14-63 0.71 RPF 27 19.15 0.19 19-73 SGP 27 14-85 0.78 CD 24 15.17 0.81
WD 27 15-96 0-57 >0.93 SGP 27 19-52 0.15 20.00 GPV 27 14-89 0.61 WD 27 17.41 0.42

Dimension 1994 ‘994 Dimension >994 >994 J9«9 Dimension ‘994 >994 ‘9^9 Dimension >994 >994 ‘989
weight N Mean SE Mean weight N Mean SE Mean weight N Mean SE Mean weight N Mean SE Mean
AOV 26 0-74 CD 24 4-54 0.70 AOV 25 5-44 0.61 CD 22 10-73 1.08
CD 25 5-44 0.84 SP 25 6.28 0.76 LJnie55+ 24 5.50 0.64 RPF 25 11.72 0.57
Unie55+ 25 5-48 0-77 WD 26 6.92 0.62 5.62 CD 26 7.00 0.85 GPV 25 11.76 0.54
SGP 25 8.92 0.82 10.08 PvdA 27 7.00 0.55 6.00 GPV 27 8.15 0.74 D66 26 14-04 0.53
GPV 25 10.32 0.88 10.08 D66 27 7-70 0.72 5.82 SGP 27 8.70 0.82 CDA 26 15.81 0.42
RPF 25 10.32 0.85 10.38 AOV 25 7-‘9(> 1.03 RPF 27 8.74 0.82 SGP 25 15-96 4-41
CDA 26 11-77 0-55 >3-43 Unie55+ 24 8.25 1.09 CDA 27 8.85 0.71 GL 26 16.65 0.57
WD 27 12.19 O-82 14.21 GL 26 8.46 1.95 WD 27 9.07 0.68 WD 26 16.69 0.61
SP 24 13-04 1.02 CDA 27 15-67 0.47 12.69 SP 27 11.30 1.00 PvdA 26 16.73 0.46
PvdA 27 13-44 0-54 tó.oo GPV 27 >9-37 0.19 17.82 PvdA 27 11.30 0.72 LInie55+ 24 17.04 0.62
D66 27 15-44 0-43 16.21 RPF 27 19.44 0.15 18.64 GL 26 13-54 0.84 AOV 25 17.08 0.59
GL 27 19-15 0.19 SGP 27 19-52 0.15 18.91 D66 27 17.56 0.72 SP 26 17.88 0.52
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Table 2: Weighted mean importance of dimensions (all parties)

Wel&re state 15.81
Taxes vs services 14.46
European pohcy 13.61
Immigration 13.40
Abortion & homosexuahty 13.II
Environment 12.61
Public ownership 12.19
Relations with USA 11.86
Institutional change 10.87
Religious pohcy 9.68

Table 4: Pearson correlations between party positions on different scales: Neth­
erlands 1994

I. TAXATION 1.000

2. FOREIGN
POLICY 0.855 1.000

3. PUBLIC
OWNERSHIP 0.961 0.946 1.000

4. EUROPEAN
POLICY 0.160 0.537 0.287 I.OOO

Table Mean ranking of cabinet portfolios
(in terms of‘importance in the process of forming a govenment’)

5. HOMOSEX.
& ABORTION 0.569 0.384 0.558-0.392 I.OOO

6.
1994 1994 1989 TION 0.625 0.343 0.540 -0.487 0.645 I.OOO

Portfoho N Mean SE Mean
7. ENVIRON-

Finance 26 1.38 0.22 1.36 MENT 0.827 0.747 0.823 0.038 0.576 0.836 I.OOO
Employment and Social Affairs 26 3.00 0.34 2.55
Economic Afiairs 26 3.58 0.30 3.15 8. RELIGIOUS
Justice 25 4.56 0.29 7.00 POLICY 0.551 0.548 0.611 -0.044 0.892 0.320 0.445 I.OOO
Home Affairs 26 5.65 0.65 4.67
Foreign Affairs 26 5.85 0.45 4.38 9. INSTTUTION
Education and Science 26 7.31 0.39 6.45 AL REFORM 0.691 0.631 0.700 -0.072 0.803 0.614 0.764 0.810 I.OOO
Planning and Environment 26 9.00 0.38 6.75
Transport and Pubhc Works 26 9.08 0.45 9.75 10. WELFARE
Welfare, Health and Cultural Afiairs 26 9.12 0.41 8.17 STATE 0.971 0.832 0.913 0.266 0.473 0.514 0.744 0.480 0.575 I.OOO
Defence 26 9.58 0.45 8.00
Agriculture 26 10.46 0.48 9.13 I. TAX 2. FOR 3. PUB 4.EUR5.HOM. 6.IM.M 7.ENV8.REL 9.INST lo.WEL

Development Cooperation 26 12.38 0.18 n.a. —
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Economisch kiesgedrag in België

Bart Maddens

I. Inleiding: modellen van economisch kiesgedrag

Dat er een verband bestaat tussen de economische conjunctuur en de poli­
tieke voorkeur van de burger kan worden afgeleid uit de analyse van geag­
gregeerde data. Om te weten op welke manier de individuele kiezer de eco­
nomische factoren betrekt bij zijn partijkeuze moeten we ons echter op sur­
vey-data baseren. In dit artikel maken we gebruik van de data van het Belgi­
sche kiesonderzoek van 1991 om een aantal alternatieve modellen van eco­
nomisch kiesgedrag tegen elkaar af te wegen'.

I. I De persoonlijke versus de algemene welvaart

Intuïtief zou men geneigd zijn te denken dat de kiezer een aantal tastbare 
elementen uit het dagelijks leven als basis neemt om de economische com­
petentie van de regering te beoordelen. Is zijn koopkracht stabiel gebleven 
tijdens de voorbije legislatuur? Is hij al dan niet werkloos geworden? Heeft 
hij meer of minder belastingen moeten betalen? Dit is harde en eenvoudige 
informatie die de kiezer kosteloos ter beschikking heeft en die dus alhcht 
meer invloed zal hebben op de partijvoorkeur dan droge cijfers en statistie­
ken over de algemene economische conjunctuur. Eigenaardig genoeg wij­
zen alle onderzoeksresultaten in de tegenovergestelde richting. Weliswaar 
maakt de persoonlijke situatie enig verschil uit, maar de dominante factor is 
de perceptie van de algemene economische toestand. De kiezer blijkt niet 
‘egocentric’, maar ‘sociotropic’ georiënteerd, in de terminologie van Kinder 
en Kiewiet (1981).

In de Verenigde Staten wordt er als verklaring voor dit fenomeen meestal 
naar de zogenaamde ‘ethic of self-rehance’ verwezen. De meeste burgers 
leggen de verantwoordelijkheid voor hun materiële welstand of armoede in 
eerste instantie bij zichzelf. De minderheid die toch vindt dat de overheid 
daar een hand in heeft stemt zijn partijkeuze inderdaad meer af op schom-
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