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11. See Belloc and Chesterton, The Party System, 1911, for some unbuttoned rhetoric
on this aspect of the British two-party system in the first decade of the century. Until 1950

it would have seemed inconceivable that the Labour Party could reproduce the Tweedle-
dum/Tweedledee quality of certain stages in the earlier Liberal/Conservative mmperium.
The record of the 1960s however is less convincing.

12. lan Gilmour, The Body Politic, London 1969, puts the point pithily: ‘In a two-party
system the leaders are necessarily government-minded’, p- 34.

13. See Sir Ivor Jennings, Party Politics, 3 Vols, Cambridge 1961: “The mere fact of loy-
alty to the party produces an impulse towards conformity in the member himself, Vol. II,
p. 330.

14. Gilmour, ibid., p. 33, “The two-party system is intensely conservative and the ma-
Jor element of stability in the country’.

1. Jennings, ibid., p. 332, puts the point in an alternative form, in relation to parlia-
mentary activity: ‘Contflicts of principle are, however, the exception. Much of the Parlia-
mentary programme is not contentious. Much of what is contentious is so only because
there is a choice of alternatives, neither perfect, in which the Opposition chooses the one
because the Government chooses the other. Other proposals are contentious because the
Government has one bias and the Opposition another, so that (for instance) a piece of leg-
islation which either party might have introduced has particular variants to suit the
‘ideology’ of the party in power. It follows that much of the Parliamentary battle is shad-
ow-boxing.’

16. See both Lijphart. Op. cit. and Daalder, On Building Consociational Nations — The
Cases of the Netherlands and Switzerland, Paper presented to UNESCO Meeting of Experts
on the problems of State Formation and Nation-Building, Cérisy-la-Salle, France, 1970.

17. In an interview with a former Minister of C.H.U. affiliations, the calvinist view of
government was expressed with clarity and conviction. It was represented as the reposito-
ry of an authority above the political struggle, a role derived from the position of God
within the universe, to be exercised according to the dictates of Scripture and human con-
science. If this seems a reactionary view in the 1970s, it may still have some echo in the for-
mula for even greater separation between Executive and Legislature, propounded by
more radical thinkers.

18. The secretary of a major parliamentary party stated in interview that even in oppo-
sition his party could achieve many of its aims by inducing governing parties to bid for
electoral support in the same areas of policy.

19 . This is borne out by the view of a former leader of a major parliamentary party who
in interview revealed that he had never proposed himself for a Cabinet post, because as a
parliamentary leader his freedom of manoeuvre was unimpaired by ministerial respon-
sibility or the specific boundaries of a portfolio. He observed that 2 Cabinet post removed
a politician from the political arena, often permanently.

20. See C. S. Emden, The People and the Constitution, Preface to Second edition, Lon-
don 1956. ‘For some time now the two-party system has been once more operative, with
consequent improvements in the outlook for our democracy’.

21. The point is made clearly by Alan Beattie, English Party Politics, who notes that after
the franchise reforms of 1867 the notion of party government emerged along with party
discipline in parliament and the organisation of national party machines. “The cohesion of
party voting made governmental defeat in the Commons after the 1880s seem an abnor-
mal occurence’, p. 137.
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Partisan Commitment and Electoral Behavior in
the Netherlands

M. Kent Jennings”

A prominent feature of many electoral studies is the concept of varying de-
grees of party attachment in the electorate. Some peoplf: _have_stmng loyal-
ties, others very weak ones, while still others have no v1-31b1c‘ ties to a party.
Similarly, political systems may be characterized by differing aggregate dlStI‘l—.
butions of party attachments. At the macro level, these HAmg dcgucs of
commitment provide a reliable barometer of the electorate’s predlspo'smon.
to support one party or another, thereby supplymg'a clue as toﬂthe kind of
governmental policies which will be pursued. Varying .lcvclsq of attachment
also seem to contribute to or at least reflect the stability of the party and
electorate systems and hence, at a further remove, the equilibrium of the
larger political system.

Underlying these macro level implications and consequences are two
processes going on at the micro level. First, the greater the degree of party
adherence the more active is the person in the electoral process. Thls n-
cludes voting as well as campaign activity, and applies to a variety of nation-
states.® Second, the more intense the person’s adherence the more sFeadfast is
his actual voting behavior and the more likely he is to embody thg 1deologi-
cal posture of the party or a wing of the party.* When agg'egatcd into over-
all patterns and movements one can see how these two micro-level process-
es imply the two macro-level manifestations notcd above. |

[mplicit — indeed necessary — to the arguments just :advangced is that party
identification is more than just a transitory thing. A variety of studnfs mchca@
that a partisan self image tends to develop among large numbers ot‘pe(_)p‘lc n
a variety of systems. These images do not simply reﬂect hO\j\-/ the mdwldual
cast his ballot in the last election —although the two pieces of mformat_log are
invariably highly related. Rather, as Butler and Stokes remark of the British

situation:
1 indivi S 11 S ng : ally exte 101¢
The values which the individual sees in supporting a party usually thmd-to mc
than one general election. There may be strong continuity in the outputs of govern-

ment, such as the welfare of a class, which provide the individual with the same basis
for his choice over successive contests. Moreover, the values involved in party sup-
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port of the intrinsic [i.e., nonoutput] sort tend by their very nature to be enduring
ones. As a result, most [British] electors think of themselves as supporters of a given
party in a lasting sense, developing what may be called a partisan self-image.*

While it may be true only in the United States do partisan loyalties persist
even in the case of frequent deviation from the expressed identification, this
does nothing to weaken the essential argument that varying degrees of party
attachments emerge in many democratic systems and that these attachments
condition mightily the behavior of the electorate over time.

In what follows we explore the utility and importance of partisan attach-
ment in the Netherlands. During the course of this exploration we make
both conventional and unconventional applications of the concept and take
advantage of some unique properties of the Dutch political system.

Especially when compared with the Anglo-American systems, Holland
provides a rather unusual setting for testing propositions involving party
commitment.’ First, it is a nation with a long tradition of strong, multiple
parties and a generous method of proportional representation. Given this, it
might be supposed that what is important as far as the direction of the vote is
concerned 1s simply some sort of underlying preference, and that the
strength of that preference is a trivial matter. Or, granting that intensity
makes a difference, one could question whether it applies equally to the di-
verse parties in the many-splendored party system.

Second, Holland is a nation with an elaborate ‘pillar’ system (verzuiling)
wherein primary and secondary ties and even mass media behavior have
tended to be congruent with each other, to be tied together under on of the
three or four commonly described pillars. This segmented pluralism® em-
braces to some extent both the religious and the party systems. Granting
such segmentation one might well wonder if the degree of party attachment
will stand out as of any singular importance.

Third, it is well known by now that Holland has recently been undergo-
ing internal strains. The system of accommodation and consociational de-
mocracy so aptly portrayed by Lijphart appears to be floundering somewhat,
as explicated by Lijphart himself.” One of the symptoms of the mild crisis has
been a proliferation of new parties with a parallel diminution of some of the
older, established ones. What, if anything, can the concept of party ntensity
tell us in such a time of flux?

Finally, Holland has just moved from a system in which voting was virtu-
ally obligatory (technically, one had to present oneself at the polls) to a vol-
untary system. The materials with which we shall work deal with the first
nationwide elections under the new system. We have, therefore, a fortuitous
opportunity to see if one of the key propositions regarding party preference
intensity, viz. voting turnout, can be verified under very exceptional cir-
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cumstances. To explore the operation of party intensity in the Dutch mass
public we utilize data from a national survey conducted shortly after the
1970 provincial elections. Probability methods were used to generate an
eventual total sample of 1838 interviewed respondents.® The basic measure
of party adherence to be used throught this paper comes from a sequence of
questions? and has four heavily populated categories:

Strong Adherent 18.0 %
Weak Adherents 26.8
Leaners 32.2
Independents 23.0
N=1838 100 %

Both types of Adherents freely associate themselves with a political party;
they differ only in terms of the strength of the attachment. ‘Leaners’ do not
consider themselves adherents but they do feel ‘closer’ to one party over an-
other. Independents form a residual category, claiming neither adherence
nor closeness to any party. We shall think of this distribution as constituting
at least an ordinal scale, running from a ‘high’ of Strong Adherents to a ‘low’
of Independents.

In passing, it might be noted that the proportion of self-confessed adher-
ents in Holland is considerably lower than in the United States, Britain and
West Germany. Using very similar wording, a 1970 American survey
showed that 68 % of the sample were either Strong or Weak Adherents; sim-
ilar questions in Britain usually show that about 9o % of the sample accept a
party label; and the proportions run from 80-9o % in West Germany.'® Con™
trary to what might be expected, the strong Dutch multi-party system has
not necessarily bred a nation of more dedicated partisans than the essentially
two-party systems of the other three countries. Rather, the Dutch configu-
ration resembles that of such lively multiparty systems as the French and the
[talian. Perhaps the very multiplicity of alternatives represented by the mul-
tiparty states forestalls the widespread feelings of intense loyalties which seem
to emerge when two major parties serve as the focus of attention. In the
Dutch case there 1s also every likelihood that the proportion of self-defined
adherents was substantially higher before the splinterings and new parties. "

1. Age of Elector and Age of Party
Our first task is to plot the relationship between party intensity and electo-

ral experience. Although several studies have demonstrated that pre-adults
often acquire a party attachment well before leaving the family hearth'?,
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the overall strength of that attachment seldom matches that of older co-
horts.

During the first few encounters with elections the voters are in a stage of
learning and conditioning. They are more easily impressed by what are
called short term forces and they are more likely to switch their votes from
one election to another and, correspondingly, to switch their professed party
allegiance, or deny they have any allegiance. Consequently one usually ob-
serves a positive relationship between age and partisan intensity.

Yet it is patent that this relationship is not a function of age, per se, but
rather experience. As Converse as well as Butler and Stokes have demon-
strated, "3 individuals entering the electorate later in life tend to behave in a
fashion similar to that of young people just entering the electorate. If any-
thing, older people just entering the electorate acquire loyalites at a slower
rate than do younger ones. Where the population remains relatively con-
stant in composition and the system does not undergo any prolonged un-
stable periods (such as a dictatorship or occupation), the sheer age-party in-
tensity relationship may be said to stand as a reliable proxy for the experience
intensity association; but it should always be remembered that it is the expe-
rience, not age itself, which is the crucial factor.

Table 1: Age Related to Partisan Intensity

Years of Age

21/24  25/34 35/44  45/54 55/64 65+
Strong Adherents 0.8 11 14 21 28 32
Weak Adherents I 30 20 25 23 32
Subtotal (27) (41) (43) (46) (51) (64)
Leaners 40 36 35 33 30 1
Independents 33 24 23 21 20 19
Subtotal (73) (60) (58) (54) (50) (36)
Total 100 101 101 100 101 100
= 186 436 365 342 261 238
X 94* 1.16 1.20 1.25 1.30 1.44

Overall X = 1.22

These means are calculated from integer scoring applied to the four categories: Strong
Adherents = 3, Weak = 2, Leaners = 1, Independents = o.

For two reasons age may be used as a direct surrogate for experience in the
case of Holland. First, the forrner obligatory voting rules mean that people in
the same age cohort will nearly always have had the same number of voting
experiences, since immigration into Holland has been scant. Second, aside
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from the German occupation during World War II the Dutch have had a
substained period of universal suffrage and free elections for five decades.

According to the hypothesis, the older the person the more intense should
be the partisanship. This is decidedly the case in Holland (Table 1). The con-
trast becomes clearer if the table is dichotomized into the adherents on the
one hand and the leaners and independents on the other (figures in paren-
theses). When this is done the proportion of adherents increases regularly
from age bracket to age bracket; conversely the proportion of non-adherents
decreases without exception. The mean scores shown, the table conveys the
same message.

Having said this, it is also apparent that the relationship is not an over-
whelming one. True, the electorate does become ‘immunized’ to some ex-
tent over time. This immunization stems from having usually rejected the al-
ternative of other parties in favor of the traditional choice. The more often
the voter reaffirms his conviction by supporting the party at the polls, and the
more accustomed his perceptual and coding devices become to handling in-
formation about the parties in a standard fashion, the more entrenched be-
comes his attachment to the party. Still, this hardening sets in quite early for
some people and hardly at all for others. Only in the very oldest Dutch co-
hort do a large majority consider themselves outright adherents.

In addition to age of person 1s it also likely that age of party constitutes a
condition of attachment certainty? If we view the degree of attacbment as a
function of learning behavior, then it would follow that more recent parties
have had less time to develop a ‘taught’ cadre of supporters than the older
parties. Certainly it is possible that an exiciting new party might immediate-
ly mobilize a durable, enthusiastic following. Yet the phenomena of flash
parties, as in the French case, suggest that it takes prolonged visibility of the
party as well as repeated acts of support before partisan loyalties begin to firm
up in the conventional sense. Just as the consumer develops a greater com-
mitment to a product on the basis of more than just one or two experiences,
so too the voter with respect to political parties.

Fortunately for analytic purposes, the turn of events since 1959 has pro-
vided Holland with a number of new parties. As of 1970, no less than five
new arrivals had formed sufficient strength to gain representation in the
dominant Second Chamber of Parliament. These included the Pacifist Soci-
alist Party (PSP), the Farmers’ Party (BP), Reformed Political Alliance
(GPV), Democrats "66 (ID’66), and the Radical Party (PPR). Of these, D’66
was the only major one. In the 1970 survey study there were people who
claimed varying degrees of allegiance to each of these new parties.

To test our hypothesis about age of party as a condition of partisan attach-
ment we have grouped together all those identifying with these new parties.
Similarly all those identifying with the old parties have been combined.
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Now we may simply look at the distribution of party intensity for each
group, as below:

Old parties New parties
Strong adherents 27 % 8 %
Weak adherents 37 25
Leaners 36 67
100 % 100 %
N = 1169 247

There is little doubt that the old, established parties do indeed have the more
committed followers. On a party by party basis this holds quite strongly for
all except the supporters of the Liberal Party (VVD). The latter are the least
committed of the established party followers and have the lowest margin
over the new party identifiers. Similarly, all the new parties, with one excep-
tion, have far less intense followings than do the established parties. The ex-
ception is the Reformed Political Alliance (GPV), a splinter Calvinist party
on the right. Unfortunately, the number of cases involved (N = 7) is too
small to allow firm statements about even this exception.’* Coupled with
some other symptoms, however, the GPV exception suggests that religious
splinter parties — being almost by definition parties of high ideological heat —
stand to command a more intense rank and file than do neophyte parties
seeking a broad base of support. Especially in the case of new mass parties
such as D’66, aiming at a more variegated clientele, it probably takes longer
to establish firm commitments.

The foregoing analysis was carried out without the benefit of data pertain-
ing to the 1971 Second Chamber election. In that balloting Democratic So-
aalists’70 (DS’70) emerged as another new mass party. Focussing its cam-
paign on the tax issue, DS’70 managed to capture 5.3 % of the vote, good
enough for eight seats in the Chamber. Based on panel data presented by
Bynen and Hagenaars, DS’70 cut an especially wide swath among those
people inclined six months before the election to support VVD or D’66, and
among those uncertain about their voting intentions.™ We shall return to a |
consideration of the DS’70 vote in a later section. A second new party also
penetrated the Second Chamber in the wake of the 1971 balloting. The
Netherlands Middle Class Party (NMP) garnered 1.5 % of the vote, giving it
two seats. Subsequently the two MPs went their separate ways. This new
party made direct appeals to small businessmen and small shop owners.

If our previous discussion about the strength of attachments to old versus
new parties has merit, these two new parties should be saturated with fragile
supporters. They should, in fact, have no more solid backing than the older

396

M. Kent Jennings: Partisan Commitment and Electoral Behavior in The Netherlands

‘new’ parties. This hypothesis can be tested in direct fashion by utilizing sur-
vey data gathered after the 1971 election.’® Casting the net widely, we first
consider those people who voted for the two new parties. Among DS’70
voters (N = 50) 78 % were either Independents or Leaners; the comparable
figure among the NMP voters (N = 11) 15 91 %.

These figures are quite similar to those for the other ‘new’ parties but ex-
ceed those of the traditional parties anywhere from 20 % to so %. Thus the
election-day supporters of the two new parties consisted overwhelmingly of
people with little or no sense of psychological identification with the parties.
[t is little wonder that observers regarded the future of each as problematic.

Underscoring this point, the distribution of the rank and file in terms of
declared adherence (rather than voting behavior) also reflects extremely
weak ties. Not surprisingly, the two new parties received more votes than
declarations of attachment. So few respondents declared themselves either
adherents of or leaning toward the NMP that we cannot retain them in the
analysis. Within DS’70 the distribution is very much like that for the preex-
isting ‘new’ parties, with 14 % saying they were Strong Adherents, 21 %
Weak Adherents, and 64 % Leaners. In fact, these percentages are virtually
identical with the 1971 figures for the only other new large party to have
emerged in the last decade — D’66.

The great similarity between D’66 and DS’70 in terms of their supporters’
degree of identification suggests that several elections are necessary before a
party matures at the mass level. Even though D’66 had already experienced
the 1967 parliamentary election, the 1970 provincial elections, and the 1970
municipal elections, it had no greater hold on its supporters (either in terms
of actual voting behavior or identification) than did DS’70 — which made its
first outing in 1971. Based on this admittedly small ‘sample’ one would con-
jecture that a new, broadly-based party can rather quickly achieve a minimal
degree of more or less committed followers. But it takes more than one turn
of the election cycle to move beyond that minimal quantity and reach the
quantities which the traditional parties have achieved.

How many more turns are needed? The answer to such a difficult ques-
tion depends on a host of factors, not the least of which is the nation’s stage of
socio-political development. Restricting ourselves to the Western democra-
cies, however, it would seem that at least a generation is necessary. Only
with the passing of time can a cohort develop which has repeated chances to
be reinforced in its attraction toward the party. This occurs not only through
the act of voting but also through observing, in however casual a fashion, the
behavior of the party and its spokesmen. An older person has less time to
learn in this manner than does a younger one, and in any event the older one
will pass out of the electorate in a relatively short time. Beyond the attach-
ments which must form in a current electorate, there 1s also the all-important
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question of the upcoming cohorts. Young parties have little opportunity to
benefit from the socialization process going on in the family in particular.
The longer the party can stay alive and achieve some stability in its follow-
ing, the more likely that this following will produce least some minimal lev-
el of attachment to the party.'” A party with presocialized adherents obvi-
ously has a big advantage.

Taking into account both the learning time necessary for the existing
clectorate and the time needed for socialization of the young to be set in mo-
tion, it would appear that a full generation might have to pass before a new
popular party could command the level of commitment contained within
existing popular parties. If this is so, it means that new parties have an ex-
ceedingly long period of vulnerability, since their weakly attached support-
ers are prey to the lures of other parties and non-participation. Bearing these
processes in mind, one can understand more easily the relatively static party
systems of the Western nations since 1920. As Lipset and Rokkan say: “To
most of the citizens of the West the currently active parties have been part of
the landscape since their childhood or at least since they were faced with the
choice between alternative “packages” on election day’.’® It remains to be
seen whether this static situation will continue. Certainly there were suffi-
cient tremblings on both sides of the Atlantic by the late 1960’s and early
1970’s to suggest a dissolving of old patterns. In this sense the fate of the new
parties in Holland bears particular watching.

2. Intensity and Participation

A signal finding of the American studies is that the greater the psychological
attachment of people to a political party, the more these people participate in
the affairs of partisan politics. That this is not peculiar to the United States has
been demonstrated most recently in a five nation comparison involving In-
dia, Austria, Japan, Nigeria, as well as the United States.’ This latter study is
especially significant because culturally equivalent, standard measurements
were used in the various countries and the level of statistical analysis placed
severe demands on the staying strength of partisanship.

[t may safely be said, however, that none of the five afore-mentioned
countries has a party system, to say nothing of the larger socio-political
system, approaching that of the Netherlands. In particular the lively multi-
party system, the segmentation or pillarization of the society, and the recent
introduction of voluntary voting provide a matrix setting Holland apart
from these other countries. Considering this matrix, how viable is the party
intensity-participation nexus?

The way to answer this question is, of course, to look at the data. Voting
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Table 2: Partisan Intensity and Provincial Election Turnout

Strong Weak Leaners Inde-
Adherents Adherents pendents
1970 Vote?

BYiEss 92 % 83 % 70 % 54 %
NoP 8 [7 30 46
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
INy= 331 493 592 422

Gamma correlation = .51
a Includes six people reporting that they cast invalid ballots.
b Includes five respondents not replying to the question.

turnout is one of the commonly used indicators of political participation,
even though elections offer a relatively infrequent opportunity to partici-
pate, especially in Holland.*® Not surprisingly, Holland’s voting turnout de-
clined precipitously once obligatory voting was cancelled. Compared with
the 68.9 % turnout in the voluntary 1970 provincial elections stands the
94.9% record in the 1967 parliamentary balloting, and the 94.6 % in the 1966
provincial balloting.*" The 1970 turnout rate as reported by respondents in
the survey was 74.3%, predictably but not greatly higher than the official fig-
ure. A first approach to the data is to look at the direct relationship between
party intensity and reported voting (Table 2). The pattern is unequivocal in
direction and magnitude: the stronger the attachment, the greater the turn-
out or, conversely, the weaker the attachment the greater the non-turnout.
At the extremes nearly six times as many Independents as Strong Adherents
failed to vote. Nor does this relationship suffer by cross-national compari-
sons. Taking the functionally-equivalent, low stimulus American case — the
1970 congressional elections — the corresponding gamma correlation is .30.2

What is all the more remarkable about this Dutch pattern is that it occurs
in the first election after five decades of universal and compulsory voting,
Aside from the new voters, the Dutch electorate need not have learned the
habit of voting in order to go to the polls in 1970. Quite the contrary — they
had to unlearn the habit of voting. These data lead to the almost inevitable
conclusion that the weaker the attachment to a party the faster this
‘unlearning’ occurred. Without the motivation of party loyalty and the ac-
companying receptivity to party stimuli, the incentive for voting tailed off
dramatically.

These processes are partly implicit in Table 2 but are resoundingly con-
firmed by comparing turnout rates for the 1967 and 1970 elections across the
four categories of intensity. Setting aside those who were ineligible to vote

399




AP 1996/4

in 1967 because of age, the proportions voting in 1967 but not in 1970 were
as follows: Strong Adherents 6 %; Weak Adherents 16 %; Leaners 27 %; and
Independents 40 %.

Can a relationship of the magnitude shown in Table 2 be disguising the
play of other forces? From previous analyses with the same study materials
we know that age, education, social class, and religiosity were related to
turnout.”? It is also known that a general interest in and attention to public
affairs increases the likelihood of a specific act such as voting. Perhaps, then,
the party adherence measure simply masks the operation of other, more de-
terminating variables. This might be especially likely if, as in the case of age,
the other variable is positively related to both turnout and intensity. We will
take a number of other such variables and ascertain if party intensity main-
tains its positive relationship to turnout within separate categories of these
other variables. If'so, the case for the independent power of party attachment
will be much enhaced.

The results of controlling in this fashion leave little doubt about the
unique contribution of intensity to turnout. An overview of Table 3 reveals
no instance in which the relationship is neglible; in fact, virtually all the cor-
relations are quite substantial. Despite an interesting curvilinear pattern by
age, the most important message of the age figures is the staying power of in-
tensity. Similarly with education, which has a slightly positive (though
ragged) relationship with turnout. Within each education category intensity
articulates strongly with turnout. Subjective social class has a stronger initial
relationship to voting than does education, but within class categories the ef-
fect of intensity continues unabated.

These control variables are descriptive rather than behavioral. More spe-
cifically, they say nothing about one’s psychological involvement in politics.
While degree of party attachment represents a psychological linkage with
the party, this does not necessarily mean greater psychological involvement
with politics and the electoral process in general. Indeed, there is a counter-
argument that the ‘independent’ — the person without blind, habitual ties to
a party — is the more involved because he predicates his behavior on greater
information, seeking ‘objective’ study of the parties, and careful evaluation
of their candidates. In the aggregate, however, that image is no truer of the
Dutch actuality than the American. The greater the attachment to party the
greater the attention paid to politics in general (.27), the greater the interest
in the provincial elections (.42), and the more frequent are political discus-
sions with others (.27). Faced with these connections, we must consider
whether partisan attachment operates over and above psychological in-
volvement in pushing people to the polls.
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Table 3: Correlations between Party Intensity and Provincial Election Turnout, by

Various Controls

Overall gamma correlation = .51

Age
21-25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

41 .50 .56 -59 SHT 25
Years Education

0-6 7-8 9-10 TSt

49 S .53 -55
Subjective Social Class

Working ~ Middle Class
.50 ST
Follow Government and Politics
Most of time Fairly often ~ Occasionally ~ Hardly never
25 38 49 47

Religiosity Non-members

Active members non-active members

43 .58

Let us take the general salience of politics as the indicator of psychological in-
volvement. Not unexpectedly, salience is related to turnout (.41). It would
not be surprising if this relationship acted to undercut somewhat the impor-
tance of party intensity in determining turnout. While there is some evi-
dence of this at all levels, intensity continues to have a unique impact (Table
3). Even among the most psychologically involved the connection is by no
means obliterated. The answer to our question is clear: strength of adherence
operates over and above a general sensitivity to matters of the body politic.

There is one additional characteristic which might dampen the intensity-
turnout nexus. As indicated already, Dutch politics cannot properly be
understood without appreciating the linkage between religion and party.
This linkage results not only in a religious vs. secular dimension, butalsoina
division of party loyalties between Catholics and Protestants and in a division
within the secular parties more or less along class lines. Since religious per-
sons are likely to have more moral fervour and spiritually-inspired impera-
tives guiding their political behavior than are non-religious persons, partisan
intensity may be less decisive in pushing the religious to the polls. That is,. as—
suming that the presence of a religious motive supplies an extra incentive,
the incentive generated by strength of party adherence may be correspond-
ingly vitiated.

Like most countries, Holland has a large proportion of people more relig-
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10us 1n name than in practice. Preliminary work with the data, however, re-
vealed scarcely any difference in turnout between the nonbelievers and the
nonpracticing believers; therefore they have been combined for most analy-
ses.

Altogether 42 % of the sample is classified as practicing members, and 58 %
as non-members or non-practitioners.

Religious intensity varies modestly with partisan intensity (.23). The Cal-
vinists are especially strong in their partisanship. Religiosity has an even
greater tie with voting turnout (.36). In percentage terms, 82 % of the relig-
10us versus 69 % of the non-religious cast ballots. It is conceivable, then, that
the underlying relationship between religious intensity and turnout will re-
shape the strong associations observed between turnout and intensity. The
difference in the correlations between each type of intensity and turnout
suggests that party intensity will not completely disappear as an explanatory
variable, since it is larger to begin with. Nevertheless, its power may be
much eroded by the presence of religious intensity.

Partisan intensity does work in a less powerful fashion on the religiously
committed compared with those not so committed (Table 3). Much as we
expected, the degree of partisan commitment supplies a greater boost to the
non-religious people. Statistically speaking, we have some interaction effects,
with party intensity affecting the non-religious more than the religious.

These interaction effects as well as the twin functions of the variables may

be more directly observed by calculating the combinations involved, as is
done below:

Strong Weak Leaners Inde-

adherents adherents pendents
Religious 94 % 85 % 78 % 69 %
Non-religious 90 82 66 48

Here it becomes manifest that there is an incremental effect of religiosity at
each level of partisanship, but it is sizeable only arnong the Leaners and Inde-
pendents. By the same token, greater party intensity raises the turnout for
both religious and non-religious people, but the effect is patently greater
among the non-religious. Put another way, the strong and weak partisans re-
ceive only a slight extra push if they are religious versus non-religious,
whereas the Leaners and Independents benefit immensely from the incen-
tive of religious conviction and practice. While each factor affects turnout,
the net effects of party intensity are obviously greater.+

To round out our picture of how party intensity affects voting turnout let
us consider whether the relationship holds across parties. Holland provides a
superb laboratory for such a test because of its complex party system. The na-
tion has religious parties and secular parties; old parties and new parties; left
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parties and right parties; major parties and minor ones; parties Wlth rcglml{]a'l
concentrations and those with broader bases; and parties l%‘an.mg towalr{() a
newer, more participative style of politics versus partics Prcfrcmﬂng FhL our
more restricticted style. If party intensity functions n a similar fashion ulglss
such a broad spectrum of parties, then its utility as an explanatory variable
ill be even more substantiated. »

ng(k))rttlt;is portion of the analysis we must discard the l}ldepelldgrlts, s’lnceﬁi
definition they neither adhere to nor feel closer to any party. This _mecms‘t a
we now have a three-fold measure of intensity. EVCH a_ftc‘r dropping thc -In-
dependents, however, the relationship betwsen mtc‘l_mry and tu'lﬁ.out ’15‘11111{
pressive, .45. Now the question is, does this connection hold w1t .11? lel(uj (n
the diverse parties. Since their numbers are so small we must.c‘hnll)lflaft Cr{cl)lll ;
the analysis those people affiliated with the very sInallc‘st‘parE{c‘s‘. ‘1 Ogug ,mi
by size of party, as measured by respondents, preterences, here (mlt} ¢ g E
ma coefficients between degree of attachment and vote turnout within eac

party:

> i i e = ie /  Christ.
abour™ Catholic Liberal Democr. Anti Commun. :
R RS 66 Revol. Pacifists Hist.

(PvdA) (KVP) (VVD) (D’66) (ARP) (CPN/PSP) (CHU)
.46 kg .68 I8 .40 .54 A7

The positive and generally robust relationships are 1m_pq:tant ‘111‘tt‘wt({u1]"i:
spects. First, they demonstrate that the oycraﬂ rel;-mons_lnp is not i1]us ‘ L e
tion of some parties having extremely high rclatlonshlp? and ot ers (wj g
low or negative ones. Second, they show that no type (?T party 1‘5 1n‘1mlm?tcl t\c;
the consequences of differential attachment. %trlctly in ten}n.s }?TW .u);;_
their supporters go to the polls, each party profits by 1_1'(1V'111g ig ({ p?.o} %
tions of the more attached in its ranks. Hence, the principle of mtensity has
ide applicability across the parties. i
WldNLe:fi};ilf;elless tl?/wo parties ?ag considerably behind the others 1n d\emonlm
strating the operation of the principle. Why this should be‘ tArue‘oiS,‘HEJ:i
not at all transparent, and we do not even have any SpCCLllc‘%tll()-Ilb.h ‘css 1; y.ig
tery surrounds the lag of D’66. Even though the pattern w1t nn_t‘ c.Op; tyfo‘r
perfectly monotonic it is weak: turnout for Strong Adh(;r(..ntf. 115, 7‘ '(), :
Weak Adherents 67 %, and Leaners 59 %. Wclobscrvcd earliet tmt\ asa mw
party 1’66 had a much lower level of commitment Flmn tth (?l'd.lcr pa}t‘;s,
furthermore, its composition of support has lt}c‘cn turning over fa\n )quglgtl y
during its first few years of c‘xistcnc:;. These factors are Supplcnluntu y tm:
fact that even intense supporters of D66 have still not had many opp\(fr u
nities to become habituated to turning out in support of the party. 11‘1 S ;(?lt)
D’66 has not yet been in existence long enough to develop a rank l(n; : le
with characteristic properties. There is too much flux and not enough learn-
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ing represented in its supporters as of 1970. With the passing of time, ceferus
paribus, we would expect the D’66 profile to resemble more closely that of
the older parties.

Voting is a relatively painless task, but even so partisan commitment
makes a decided difference in whether one casts a ballot. Since other forms
of participation usually involve more ‘pain’, and the opportunity costs are
higher, we should expect party attachment to make a sizeable difference
there also. And that is very much the case. For instance, the more attached
the individual the more likely that he has tried to persuade someone to vote
like him (.37), to have attended a campaign meeting (.43), to have worked
for a party or candidate (.51), and to be a paying member of a political party
or other political organization (.68). Combining these four activities into a
cumulative index yields these results: 73 % of the sample has done none of
these activities; 14 % one; 6 % two: 3 % three; and only 1 % all four. Al-
though the absolute rates of participation campaign are rather low, it is fully
consistent with our expectations that they vary dramatically by level of party
adherence. Considering those who have performed one or more activities
the following breakdown emerges: Strong Adherents 53 %; Weak Adher-
ents 30 %; Leaners 23 %; and Independents 9 %. To know a person’s com-
mitment to party is to know a good deal about his campaign efforts.

Again, these patterns hold in the face of a variety of controls, although
their strength is occasionally diminished. The most crucial controls are indi-
cators of psychological involvement in politics, because these signify a separ-
ate source of motivation to participate. It is also true (as noted previously) that
party attachment is related to these indicators. Perhaps, then, the relationship
between intensity and campaigning is spurious, due to the common effects of
psychological involvement on both intensity and campaigning. Appealing as
such an explanation might be, it must be rejected. Controlling for general at-
tention to politics, for interest in the provincial elections, or for rates of dis-
cussion with other people the initial relationship continues to hold: the more
intense the attachment the more campaign activites one performs.

While the independent strength of attachment is not to be denied, it is
clear that the indicators of psychological involvement also contribute to cam-
paign participation. Thus it would be too much to say that it is exclusively
the degree of partisan intensity which prompts varying degrees of participa-
tion. Nor would increasing the number of more strongly committed and in-
volved partisans automatically elevate participation levels. There are too
many other aspects of Dutch politics to allow for such facile interpretations.
Nevertheless, the evidence points toward more than a coincidental configu-
ration. When people identify with and become attached to particular parties,
they come to care about what happens to the party and its candidates. Having
an emotional commitment, they experience ‘suffering’, and ‘pleasure’ ac-
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cording to the fortunes of the party. To decrease the suﬁenllg a'n-d increase
the pleasure efforts are made to help the party, as in campaign activity.

3. Intensity and Political Preferences

Thus far we have established the temporal aspects ofi party attachment apd
the pronounced effects of attachment on pohtlcal.pamqpauon. But nodt_k{;n‘g
has yet been said about political affect, whther intensity mgkc‘s any difter-
ence in terms of political values and the consistency with which thos.c‘value;
are expressed. Ifit turned out that people make abogt the same choices an
have about the same regularity of choices over time regardless of how
strongly committed they are to a party, then the‘ utlhty of th.t‘ concept l’csse}llls
considerably. Conversely, if there are corollaries pf intensity sgch that.t e
more intense people are more constrained (L"OHSlStCHt) in their behaon
and express preferences in accord with theoretical expectations then the util-
ity of the concept is enhanced. . | A
We begin with three simple, yet telling pieces of ev1depce. pr_al tisan in-
tensity means anything at all, it should mean that at any given point in tn’ne
the certainty of electoral choice will vary directly with strength of party at-
tachment. The more committed individuals should, for example., have ex-
perienced less trouble making up their minds about how to vote in an c{)lec—A
tion. Such was emphatically the case with our respondents. Whe‘reas 94 %0 o\t
the Strong Adherents and 79 % of the Weak Adherents had c{l)ec1c}ed at lfast
six months prior to the election, the same was true of only 63 % Qf the Lean-
ers and 54 % of the Independents. By the same token, the c‘ertamty of 1’10\7\/
one would vote in a hypothetical Second Chamber election “tomorrow de-.
clines by degree of attachment: Strong Adherents 98 %, Weak Adl}érents 91
%, Leaners 81 %, and Independents 41 %. Finally, the est1mated hkehhood olf
supporting for the next ten years the same party favored in this hypothemg;
election ranges from 76 % among the Strong AdhqenFs to less Fhan)apl 0
among the Leaners and Independents. Based on subj@gtlve exp(_:rlenczls, t he
element of party attachment reduces the labors of dccml-on—makmg an plf)—.
vides a sizeable pool of supporters upon which the parties can rely w1§h)11£(111‘
certainty. In contrast to this contribution to ‘stability’, _stands the 51?3 ;1
body of the less committed who not only must be convinced to vote at a
but who are also much more malleable. | | fa
Strength of commitment should also be reflected in the ﬁdehty of Tc.itua
voting behavior. Regularity in the direction of thg vote over time shotl1 re-
spond to varying degrees of attachment. To test this hypothe§1s we flCC ] v?t—
ing data for at least two elections and some device for measuring inconsisten-

Cy.
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Although a simple measure like the proportion who voted for a different
party in each election could be used to show inconsistency, the data can be
exploited more fully to take account of how far any such defections went,
which is to say, we need to arrangs the parties along some sort of dimension.
Two prominent dimensions in the Dutch party system are the left-right and
the confessional-non-confessional. (On some occasions a government vs.
opposition dimension might emerge also.) To do full justice to the data we
could employ a multi-dimensional analysis, but for present purposes it seems
sufficient to rely upon a traditional left-right dimension, much as other stud-
ies of multiparty systems do. Having said that, we still have to arrange the
parties on a left-right dimension; furthermore since some of the parties are
exceptionally small, we shall need to employ a few combinations. The or-
dering arrived at stems from two sources: 1) rankings supplied by a number
of knowledgeable Dutch social scientists;2° 2) the Daalder and Rusk dimen-
sional analysis of party preference orderings expressed by members of the
second Chamber in 1968.%7 Eight position exist on our left-right continu-
um: 1) PSP and CPN; 2) PvdA and PPR; 3) D’66; 4) ARP; 5) KVP; 6)
CHU; 7) VVD; 8) SGP, GPV, BP and BR.

Toassess the consistency of voting behavior we first correlate the reported
vote in the 1967 Second Chamber election with the expected vote in a Sec-
ond Chamber election ‘tomorrow’. This means including in the analysis on-
ly those respondents who voted in 1967 and knew how they would vote
‘tomorrow’ (N = 1271). Overall, the correlation between the two ballotings
is high (top row, first column of Table 4). Inspection of the contingency ta-
bles associated with this correlation shows that it is built up in large part from
people who voted for exactly the same party.

More to our interest, of course. is how this overall correlation fluctuates
when.we separate the respondents by their expressed degree of party attach-
ment. The results are just short of spectacular. Among the Strong Adherents
the consistency of voting is virtually perfect. From this zenith the correla-
tions descend 1in monotonic fashion down to the Independents. Moreover,
the decline is particularly steep from Strong to Weak Adherents, and from
the latter to the Leaners. While it is true that even for the Independents the
consistency of preferences between the two elections is strong by most stan-
dards of microlevel data, there is simply no question that the degree of at-
tachment makes for a rather staggering difference in the uniformity of voting
preferences over time.®

Much the same picture emerges if we consider the directionality of voting
in the 1967 and 1970 elections among those balloting each time (N = 1128).
While the grand correlation is high (top row, second column of Table 4),
the variation by levels of adherence is striking. Unlike the previous set of
correlations, this one involves two‘real” elections. The advantage of reality is
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Table 4: Intercorrelations between Pairs of Votes, Controlling for Party Intensity

1967 and Tomorrow 1967 Second Chamber
Second Chamber Vote  and 1970 Provincial Vote

All Voters .83 .80
Strong Adherents .08 .08
Weak Adherents .86 .84
Leaners .78 S |
Independents 7R .65

offset somewhat by the fact that changes in adherence could have occurred
along with changes in voting behavior during the pengd covered byathe two
clections. In contrast to the American situation, this is probably a fl‘CL]ngllt
occurence in Holland, much as it is also in Britain.? Simultaneous changing
is especially likely to have occured among pcopﬂle .classifyil_lg thmnscrlves as
Weak Adherents and Leaners. Full unravelling of this complication will have
to await longitudinal analysis. . i

Even if alteration of identification often does accompany irregularity in
voting, two important facts remain unchanged. First, at l?ast among those
voting in pairs of elections — both real or real plus hypothized — the 0vcraﬂ
consistency is remarkably high. There are simply not the_\t many people ‘ra_dl—
cally or even marginally changing their votes. Thus s1mu1tanegus shlftmg
cannot be all that common. Second, regardless of the processes involved, it
till remains true that instability of voting varies inversely with degree of at-
tachment. At any point in time the greater the attachm‘cnt thcwmore stable the
past voting record and the more stable the projection for the future. Thgs tl}e
parties with proportionately more intense supporters vwoulnd seem to be in far
better shape for the future than those with weakly ‘1Ei'ent1.ﬁ/1ng ranks, other
things being equal. At the larger level, the internal shifting in gnd among par-
ties would seem to vary directly with the gross national distribution of party
identification intensity, again with other things being equal. '

Other implications flow from these findings. First 1s the cross-polity per-
spective. For all of the dissimilarities between m>u'lt1party and two party
systems and for all of the contrasts between the pollmc?l cultgres of Holland
versus the United States, the patterning of relationships found is fundan‘mntal—
ly the same in the two countries. Taking the American functlo'nal c.quwalcnt
of the 1967 and 1970 Dutch elections, and more or less holdm'g time con-
stant, means comparing voting choices in the 1968 presidgﬁgl and 1970
congressional contests. When this is done the overall gorrclauon n the Unit-
od States is about the same: gamma = .85. Pary intensity makes shg'htly. more
of a difference in the United States than in Holland but the patterning 1s very
similar; gamma for Strong Adherents = 0.98; for Weak Adherents = 0.78;
for Leaners = .56; and for Independents = .44. As noted above, party inten-
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sity may operate somewhat differently in Holland than in the United States
when it comes to regularity of voting choices. Bearing that condition in
mind, it is nevertheless patent that the vagaries of multi vs. two party systems
and of cultural contrasts are not sufficient to erase the strong correspondence
in the centrality of intensity.

A further implication has to do with changes in the party system, especial-
ly party fortunes and the emergence of new parties. As in other countries,
the Dutch data suggest very strongly that it is the less intensely committed
partisans — whom we know also to be less participative and involved — who
provide the grist for the mill of changing party fortunes. Not that some of the
uncommitted who vary their voting behavior are necessarily less knowl-
edgeable or less rational than their more committed brethren. Indeed, evi-
dence from the Amsterdam municipal elections of 1966 and 1970 suggests
that in special situations they are highly issue-oriented and know exactly
why they are switching their votes.3° Rather, it is to argue that the less in-
tense individuals forrn a natural pool of potential gains for existing parties
and initial recruits for new parties. Thus they provide a flexibility, a form of
slack in the system, which can be mobilized to meet new conditions. Some-
times this seems to work to the detriment of the centrist parties, and to the
advantage of extremist parties on both the right and the left.

While the findings reported so far suggest that the plasticity of the Inde-
pendents and Leaners 1s no less true of Holland than of other countries, can
we marshall more specific evidence? The rise of D’66 and DS’70 provides an
opportunity to say something about the sources of and stability of new party
support. We have established that in 1970 the D’66 supporters had by far the
lowest level of commitment of any major party, and that in 1971 the DS’70
supporters were also lukewarm. From this a number of things should follow.

First, the makeup of the D’66 vote in 1967 and 1970 should fluctuate
more than that for the other major parties. This is patently the case: whereas
only a third of the D’66 voters in the 1970 elections were also 1’66 voters in
1967, the same was true for over four-fifths of each of the other major par-
ties. Approaching the matrix from a different angle, whereas slightly less than
60 % of the D66 voters of 1967 were als 1’66 voters in 1970, the comparable
figures for the other major parties ran from about 70 to 9o %.3'

[nferentially, the reason for these pronounced differences is the lack of
rootedness to 1’66. Indeed, an examination of the contingency tables by
level of intensity shows that intensity has precisely the same effect on D’66
consistency as on the other parties; i.e., the more intense the person the
more faithful he was to D’66. The problem for ID’66 was that such a great
bulk of their supporters were not strongly committed; hence the overall low-
er rates of inter-election consistency. Compounding the problem was the
generally lower turnout of D’66 supporters at all levels of adherence.
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Evidence from the data presented by Bijnen and Hagenaars buttresses the
notion of instability in the D’66 voting bloc. Of people who expressed an in-
tention of voting for D’66 in November, 1970 only 42 % eventually did so in
the April, 1971 elections.3* This is by far the lowest rate of following through
on intentions among the major party voters. Again, this would follow from
the low level of intensity shown by D’66 sympathizers.

Turning to the case of DS’70 the evidence is of a different sort, but fully
compatible with our thinking. Since it was a new party, DS’70 should, ac-
cording to the theory, draw disproportionately from the parties with the
lowest levels of party commitment — as long as the ideological distance is not
monumental. In addition to ID’66, it turns out that the party with the lowest
level of commitment from its followers is the VVD, only 14 % of whom put
themselves in the Strong Adherents category.

Employing the Bijnen and Hagenaars data once more, we may compare
desertions from intended vote six months before the 1971 elections. Those
intending to vote for VVD and D’66 should show the highest rates of deser-
tion to the new party, DS’70. This is precisely what happens: 13 % of the in-
tended VVD vote and 9 % of the intended D’66 vote wound up in the
DS’70 column. Comparable figures for the other parties are all well below
these upper limits. Significantly, the two large parties with the highest rates
of party attachment — KVP and ARP —had the least defection to DS’70, 1%
and 0 %, respectively.33 Although we would need individual level data to
verify that it was the weakest identifiers among the D’66 and VVD intended
voters who defected the most, the 1967/1970 comparisons point very much
in that direction.

What is especially telling about the movement to DS’70 is that it follows
predictions based on profiles of party attachments as of 1970, sequentially
prior to the rise of DS'70 and the 1971 balloting. The predictions do not
hinge upon any adjustments of party preferences or intensity of preferences in
the wake of the parliamentary election. Although we cannot undertake to do
it here, it seems probable that analysis of the 1971 survey data would show the
great indebtedness of DS’70 to the less intense people throughout the Dutch
populace.

The fact that the less attached voters are more indecisive and votatile in
their voting suggests that their political self~images may be less well integrat-
ed with the prominent characteristics associated with the various parties.
Conversely, the fact that the more attached voters are decisive and steady
suggests that their self-portraits ordinarily find a matching picture in the par-
ty system. Although it is well-known that voters may continue to subscribe
to a party simply out of socialization and habit, there should be some visible
elements which link the person’s own political self-image with the party’s
image. That is, there should be more than simply blind, undirected attach-

409




AP 1996/4

ment, especially in a vigorous multi-party system whose leaders talk at least
occasionally in strong emotional terms to the party faithful. The closer one
feels to a party the more likely he should be to see himself as fitting the image
which the party projects on a popular basis.

Table 5: How PvdA and KVP Voters Characterized Themselves, by Intensity of
Attachment

PvdA Voters Self-Characterization

Socialistic Left
Strong Adherents 95 % (;5 %
Weak Adherents 86 55
Leaners 76 57
Independents 62 30
Gamma correlation = 52 38
KV/'P Voters Christian Right
Strong Adherents 94 % 68 %
Weak Adherents 37 59
Leaners 74 48
Independents i 59

Il

Gamma correlation A2 42

Given the sample size and the multiplicity of Dutch parties, it is not possible
to match up self-image with voting preferences for all of the parties, especial-
ly if we wish to preserve the fourfold categorization of intensity. Two of the
parties, however, are large enough to allow detailed examination. In order
to maximize the number of cases available, let us take the PvdA and KVP
voters in the 1967 elections. During the course of the interviews the respon-
dents were asked to classify themselves according to a variety of political
characteristics. Some of these characteristics are identified with either the
PvdA or KVP parties by the mass media, by students of the Dutch party
system, or by the respondents in our sample. Among the latter PvdA was
most often characterized as Socialistic and Left, whereas KVP was most often
viewed as Christian and Right.

Table s shows how the voters for the two parties distributed themselves
according to their level of party adherence. Taking the PvdA voters first, it is
quite apparent that the stronger the adherence to the party the more likely
they called themselves Socialistic in nature. Similarly, they were more likely
to refer to themselves as being Left. What these results show is that the cor-
rectness of the fit between a person’s self~image and his voting PvdA varies
directly with his level of attachment to that party.

Turning to the bottom portion of the table, we observe a similar process at
work among KVP voters. While voters for the Catholic Party see them-
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selves overwhelmingly as Christian, that self-characterization is more pro-
nounced arnong the Strong and Weak Adherents. Opinion is roughly split
among the KVP voters as to whether they are ‘Right’, but the likelihood of
that self-image varies directly with degree of party attachment. As with the
PvdA voters, so too with the KVP voters: the more attached they are to the
the more likely will they classify themselves in the proper fashion; the better
is the correctness of fit between self-image and ballot behavior.

These results indicate that the intensity of adherence has an ideological
strain over and above any habitual loyalties or blind allegiance. Indeed, one is
inclined to use the word rationality. The more attached voters have, impli-
citly, more information about the nature of the parties and they match their
own self-images with the parties more closely approximating that self-image.

Instead of viewing these data from the bottom up (i.e. from the mass
level), we might want to view them from the top down — from the view of
the party leaders. From this perspective the question of electoral strength
composition becomes paramount. We know already that the more partisan
people are more likely to vote and that they are more likely to be faithful in
their voting. Thus a PvdA party leader — looking down on the make-up of
his party’s electoral strength — sees that the most regular and faithful voters
are more likely to see themselves as Socialistic and Leftist than the more nu-
merous but less predictable Leaners and Independents. Similarly, the KVP chief
would see his consistent, dependable vote as more Christian and Rightist.
The dilemmas posed for party leaders in this situation are of the classic kind.
How far away from the political self~images predominant at the core of the
mass party can the party range in seeking support? Alternatively, how can the
party compete succesfully in a fiercely competitive multiparty system unless
it moves out to attract the less ‘ideological’ and ‘rational’ voters?

4. Concluding R emarks

We began this essay by noting that Holland provided an interesting labora-
tory for exploring the operation of party attachments. The vigorous multi-
party system, the segmatation of society, the apparent weakening in the tra-
ditional politics of accommodation, and the abolition of mandatory voting
combine to form a far different matrix than that found in the Anglo-Ameri-
can or in the developing countries. At the same time the dynamics of the
party system — with the rise of minor and major new parties encroaching
upon the hegemony of the traditional ‘big five’ — ofterred a fine opportunity
to catch the play of partisan commitment in a milieu far different than, for
example, the United States of the 1950’ and 1960’.

Despite what might seem to be impediments, the principle of partisan in-
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tensity functions admirably in Holland when applied to the conventional
subject areas. Thus voting turnout and other forms of electoral participation
varied directly with the degree of adherence to party. By the same token,
consistency of voting, decisiveness of making electoral choices, and correct-
ness of fit between self-image and party profile also reflected in very faithful
fashion the varying levels of party attachment. And the customary affinity
between advancing age and rising partisanship also appeared. Other evi-
dence, not presented here, reveals that the greater the intensity the greater is
one’s confidence in the Dutch electoral and party system.

What is especially remarkable about virtually all of these findings is that
they match or exceed in magnitude those found in the country wherein par-
ty identification has been most frequently used as an explanatory variable,
viz., the United States.’* Although only a few specific comparisons were re-
ported in this paper, point for point comparisons with materials from the
1970 congressional election study almost invariably show that party intensity
is as lively or livelier in Holland as in the United States. Not that Dutchmen
feel more attached to their parties than do Americans. On the contrary, the
sense of identification is considerably higher in the United States. Rather,
given varying levels of attachment, they apparently make as much or more
impact on behavior in Holland as in America.

The rather surprising strength of party adherence in the Dutch context
can perhaps best be explained in terms of the lack of other powerful incen-
tives governing participation and choices. The general passivity and defer-
ence of the mass electorate manifests itself in what, by the standards of many
countries, would be considered dull, low-key, and almost issue-less partisan
politics. Although verzuiling works to establish some broad parameters of
choice and behavior, various motivational forces help determine the fine
grains of preferences and action. In the political arena, partisan intensity is a
prime motivational force partly because such common factors as ethnicity,
class, ‘ideology’, and even religiosity are relatively impotent at this more re-
fined level of behavior.,

The Dutch setting also provided an opportunity to extend the more con-
ventional applications of partisan intensity into more unorthodox situations.
Since the 1970 elections were the first of the voluntary type, we had a chance
to see whether the oft-observed direct relationship between intensity and
turnout would manifest itself immediately. That it did so, and in a resound-
ing manner, must surely be taken as signifying the intrinsic, motivational
character of differential attachment, because there was no ‘history’ upon
which individuals could draw save that of universal balloting.

Another unconventional application came about due to the fragmenta-
tion taking place within the Dutch party system. Here we presented at least
circumstantial evidence that the parties with the least committed rank and
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file were suffering perhaps the most attrition. More significantly, we were
able to suggest and partially demonstrate the extreme vulnerability of new
parties as a consequence of their heavy complement of tepid enthusiasts. Vir-
tually none of the new parties have managed to engender anything like the
ranks of devoted followers characterizing the older, established parties.

From this perspective, one is moved to tread cautiously in predicting the
fate of Holland’s new parties — and the old ones too for that matter. If we are
to understand more fully how new parties ‘take hold” versus falling by the
wayside, and how older parties maintain themselves versus atrophying, we
must continually assess the psychological linkages between the mass publics
and the parties. The argument of this paper has been that intensity of adher-
ence forms a key element of such linkages.
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