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Disaffected representation in The Netherlands;
a non-affected reappraisal*

by M. P. C. M. van Schendelen

Introduction

In most Western countries, masses and elites are linked to each other by the
mechanism of elective representation. One aspect of this linkage is the posi-
tive or negative orientations of electors and elected towards each other.

In this article we shall present data concerning the political (dis-)affections
in the Netherlands of electors and elected towards each other. Before doing
this, we shall try to answer two basic questions: how is the linkage of elective
representation supposed to work according to recent, theoretical literature
and what is the actual nature of the mutual (dis-)affection of electors and
elected, according to recent empirical literature?

In most theoretical work, there seems to be a rather implicit, normative
bias against political disaffections in the relationship of representation, how-
ever much reality the phenomenon of disaffected representation may have;
this reality is clearly shown in the case-study of the Netherlands.

For several reasons we do not share this undifferentiated, gloomy view of
disaffected representation. First of all, we do not believe that this view is suf-
ficiently empirically sound; secondly, it is our belief that mutual disaffections
between electors and elites also have several positive functions connected
with the linkage of representation too; and lastly, we see political disaffections
as a normal attribute of elective representation in modern, Western societies.
We propose, in short, a more positive and, through this, a more balanced
view of negative political orientations; a non-affected reappraisal of dis-
affected representation.

* A first version of this article was prepared for presentation as a paper to the
Round-table Conference of the International Political Science Association’s (IPSA)
Research Committee on Political Education, in Katowice, Poland, October 26-31,
1980. For first public and political comments on that paper, see the special issue of
Beleid Beschouwd, 12 november 1980, nummer 4204 (Rijksvoorlichtingsdienst, Den
Haag).
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Elective representation and political affections

Much literature about the relationship between electors and elected is char-
acterized by the assumption that electors and elected are positively orientated
towards each other. Electors are assumed to have interest in and basic know-
ledge of the politics of representation; not to abstain from, but to take
seriously their obligation to vote; to support the institution of elective repre-
sentation; and to be prepared to accept their representatives’ decisions as
binding. The elected, on their part, are assumed to be informed about the
citizens’ opinions and demands; to consider and support these very seriously;
and to accept any new outcome from the ballot-box. The institution of elec-
tive representation is considered to be a value in itself.

This type of evaluation of the relationship between electors and elected,
between represented and representatives, is clearly shown in the theories of
rational democracy (Downs), responsible party government (Janowitz), poly-
archy (Dahl) and representative responsiveness (Eulau).

Anthony Downs holds the opinion that, in a democracy, the function of
elections is to select a government and, because of this, there is mutual de-
pendency between citizens and government, between electors and elected.?
The citizens want to have their political demands and preferences satisfied
and therefore need a benign and responsive government. The government on
its side, wants to keep its political power and, in order to do this, needs the
citizens’ support as registered in the ballot-box. In a rational democracy,
electors and (aspirant-)elected are positively orientated towards each other:
each has ’economic’ value for the other.

Along similar lines, Janowitz and associates have developed their Respon-
sible Party Model.? Their central idea is related to competition between
political groupings, also including parties, too, but not so much as a means to
acquire a low-cost democracy, as is Downs’ proposition, but more as a means
to guarantee the citizens’ influence on the main processes of political deci-
sion-making. A party has the obligation to satisfy, as much as possible, the
elector’s demands or to promote his preferences: in this way, the citizens’ in-
fluence on the main political processes is effected and sanctioned by an ex-
change of support (votes) for satisfied demands (decisions). In this market-
model of politics, there is also a mutual dependency between electors and
elected on the basis of which the one is positively orientated towards the other.

The core of Robert Dahl’s theory of poly-archy is the distribution of politi-
cal power among many different actors (*poly-archy’).* Political competition
is a necessary condition for such a non-tyrannic regime. Although com-
petition operates through the processes of collective decision-making at elite-
level, its main impetus comes from the ballot-box at mass-level. Because the
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relationship between electors and elected is basically defined as a necessary
method to guarantee a democratic (*poly-archic’) system and because such a
d.emocracy is seen as a value in itself, this relationship of elective representa-
tion is also implicitly valued.

The fourth and last modern theory of elective representation we want to
mention here, is the theory of representative responsiveness, as formulated by
.Heinz Eulau and associates.® In this theory, four components of respons-
iveness are distinguished: agreement between representatives and represented
on a particular policy, constituency service-work, allocation of benefits to the
constituency through pork-barrel politics, and symbolic responsiveness in
order to generate and maintain support for the representatives. For all these
cases of representative responsiveness, some connection (or ’concurrence’ or
‘congruence’) is assumed to exist between constituent preferences and the
representative’s official behaviour. A constituency, a political grouping of
elecftors or a particular person, then, gets from the representative a policy-
position as desired, some help as requested, some political privileges as soli-
cited, and the symbols which satisfy.

The four theories assume a basic harmony between electors and elected,
the latter being the choice of the former.® In all four theories there is, more-
or-less explicitly formulated, a *market-model of politics’: the (aspirant-)
elected are suppliers of those political values for which there is a demand
from the elector’s side and the electors are suppliers of political power (votes)
for which there is a demand from the side of the (aspirant-)elected. In the
market-place, demand and supply are assumed to be matched and to reach
some point of equilibrium.

Satisfaction, congruency, responsiveness or whatever term is used for this
point of equilibrium, are, however, not only a possible end-result of elective
representation but also a basic expectation. As well-trained consumers, the
electors are assumed to enter the *market of representation’ with expectations
of satisfaction; and as conscious producers, the (aspirant-)elected are assumed
to gain profit (votes; power) from that satisfaction. The relationship between
electors and elected is assumed to be characterised by positive orientations
towards each other. Elective representation, therefore, seems to be a relation-
ship of political affection.

Disaffection between electors and elected

Nothwithstanding this theoretical literature on the affective side of elective
r'epresentation, many empirical studies exist which reveal disaffections
instead of affections between electors and elected. In fact a large proportion
of the populace appears to be very cynical, dissatisfied, negative or disaffect-
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ed about their representatives.

Before we start a discussion on some of these studies and their
main findings, we ought to insert a short note on terminology. In the field,
there appears to be very little basic agreement about the meaning and the use
of such varied terms as ’cynicism’, ‘criticism’, ’alienation’, dissent’, *distrust’,
‘non-support’, “feelings of illegitimacy’, ’low sense of political efficacy’, ’dis-
content’, dissatisfaction’, ‘negativism’, 'value rejection’, 'unhappiness’, "dis-
like’ - to take just a few terms which are used to describe the phenomenon of
distance (also another term) between two actors or between an actor and
some object. The same variety of terminology applies, however, to the oppo-
site phenomenon, for which are used such varied terms as ’content’, ’consent’,
*trust’, ’satisfaction’, etcetera.” As well as the problem that for one and the
same phenomenon quite different terms are often used, there is also the
problem that for quite different phenomena sometimes one and the same
term is used. About this babel of tongues many an author complains, with
some despair, that such-and-such ’. .. is an extremely fashionable concept,
loosely employed and variously defined’® and he then leaves the matter of
terminology at that, or starts, quite pragmatically, his own vocabulary of
jargon.

Following this last practice, we shall use the term disaffection as an over-all
term for that relationship, in which an actor has negative orientations towards
somebody or something else.? These orientations can be of different types:
judgments about the other’s behaviour, pre-conceived ideas about the other’s
value, feelings or antipathy, cognitive criticism, and so on. Different terms as
alienation, cynism, distrust etcetera refer, in our approach, to varieties of
negative orientations, which are our central concern. The object of the orien-
tation can be a person, a group, an institution, a particular policy, or a parti-
cular value-system. We shall leave out of our definition of disaffection the
matter of whether these orientations are based in the individual’s psychology,
his personal circumstances, his group-life, or in his experiences with the poli-
tical system and related political socialisation: this matter is, for every dif-
ferent population being studied, a question of research and not one of
definition.

We shall limit ourselves here to some important examples of that empirical
research on political disaffection (to use our catch-all-term) which are related
to the ’politics of representation’, the linkage between electors and elected.
Within this limitation, falls a large part of the empirical research concerning
political disaffection, because most of it seems to be related to the elite-mass
relationship in general, as seen in such items as ’citizen’s trust in government’
and ’public support for the President’.1® A much smaller part of the empirical
research concerning political disaffection is devoted to the study of either the
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mass-level or to the elite-level. The research on the former category of ‘mass-
level’ is mainly concerned with social disaffection (’trust in your neighbour’)*?
and that on the latter category of ’elite-level’ concerns, for example, the dis-
affection between politicians and public administrators; this latter research
seems to meet so many barriers to accessibility that it is understandable why
the number of studies is as small as it is.*2
Within our limitation to research being on the linkage between electors
and elected, we shall focus on three elements of representation: the institution
of elections, the role of representatives, and the role of government. The
reason for this focus is that these three elements in particular are crucial to
the process of representation: through elections, representatives are assigned
and mainly through the osmosis of parliamentary and governmental struc-
tures, they supply their values, decisions and other political products to the
society. Representation, then, exists where ’the people of a nation are present
in the actions of its government’.'3
In many countries, elections appear to be considered by a large proportion
of the masses as something different from the positive view which was held
in the ’market-theories of representation’, mentioned above. For Venezuela
Enrique Baloyra recently discovered a level of ’criticism of the institution of
elections’, which for 19% of the respondents was labelled as moderate and
for 6% as high; for 30% the level was low and for 44%, very low. This
(dis-)affection was measured through the use of statements such as ’voting is
a very important factor in politics’ and ’elections force the government to
worry about people’s problems’.14
For Britain and the United States, Vivien Hart recently reported wide-
Pread scepticism among the respondents about ’the effectiveness of elections
in making the government pay attention to the wishes of the people’: 29%
for the U.K. and 26% for the U.S.A.; the contrasting percentages of those
who consider elections as (very) effective are 65% (U.K.) and 62% (U.S.A.).*5
T.h.e very same question, posed by John Ambler in his survey of French
citizens, produced similar results: 24% had (very) low trust in elections and
60% (very) high.1¢
These few examples from recent research indicate that substantial percen-
tages of present-day populations have negative orientations towards the in-
stitution of elections, through which representatives are assigned. This is
however, slightly in contrast to previous research, such as that done by JacI;
D‘ennis who reported less disaffection and concluded that ’the future of in-
stitutional support (for elections) looks bright’.1?
A famous piece of research on the public’s orientations towords the govern-
ment is that done by the Michigan Survey Research Center in 1968 and after
and repeated by others.'® The negative orientations were labelled by the re:

165




AP 81/2

searches as ’political cynicism’ and measured through questions such as
*would you say that quite a few (not very many; hardly any) of the people run-
ning the government are a little crooked?’ and ’would you say that' you can
trust the people in the government to tell the truth almost all the time, only
sometimes or almost never?’ In her research among North-American youth,
Sandra Schwartz found, through such a battery of questions, percentages of
strong negative orientations towards the government, of between 23% and
40% for different sub-groupings.t® y

Using the same Michigan questions on political cynicism, Arthur Miller
found important changes in political cynicism and trust among samples of the
American electorate between the years 1964 and 1970.2° Cynicism sharply
increased and trust in government decreased. In nearly all measurements of
cynicism and distrust the percentages of disaffected respondents roughly
doubled from about 25% in 1964 to about 50% or more in 1970.

According to Miller, this increase of disaffection towards the governme.:nt
is related in particular to the mass public’s dissatisfaction with the policy
alternatives that have been offered as solutions to contemporary problems,
especially the Vietnam-issue; public cynicism is seen as the result c?f nc’m-res-
ponsive governmental policies.* Jack Citrin has commented on Mllle-r‘s con-
clusion that the measured increase of cynicism is much more significantly
related to disapproval and criticism of the incumbent President and rr{uc'h
less to dissatisfaction with policy outcomes.??> In his own research, Citrin
stresses moreover, as does Miller, that political factors of disaffection have
been neglected in political science and that, often, they are more important
than personal characteristics such as race, age and income.? .

These few examples of recent research again indicate how widespread p?lx-
tical disaffection towards the government is within the populations under in-
vestigation. This finding is relevant for our focus on representation because,
in Western democracies, what the government does, is at least supposed to be
partly dependent on what the representatives do and allow it to do. The
'market-theories of representation’ do not stop being applicable after the
legislative vote has been taken, but are also applied in an. assessnfent of tl‘le
impact of that legislative behaviour on governmental policy-making and its
outcomes: to an important degree, representatives function through gove.rn-
mental structures and processes. In this context, the summarized discusston
between Miller and Citrin is also relevant. If, in general, political disaffecflon
is strongly caused by political factors, then disaffection about representatives

should also be related to these factors and not mainly to personal chara.cfer-
istics. Tt remains, however, a point of discussion as to whether these p.ohtlcal
factors are related to policy outcomes or to other political factors in their turn.

The mass public’s orientations towards representatives, our third element
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of representation, come to the heart of our subject: the direct relationship
between electors and elected. For the United States, Glenn Parker and Roger
Davidson recently reported important differences between the orientations
towards the Congress and of those towards the Congressmen, and also recent
changes in these differences.?* In 1968 the Congress was mainly (by 52% of
the respondents) evaluated on its domestic policy-making; 54% held favor-
able judgments and 46%, unfavorable ones. The Congressmen were mainly
(by 50% of the respondents) evaluated on their constituency service; by 74%
of the respondents the Congressmen were evaluated in positive terms and by
26%, in negative ones. For 1977, however, the authors report important
changes. The Congress is now mainly (37% score) evaluated on the basis of
its style, ethics and collective behaviour and the results of the evaluations are
mainly negative: 70% of the respondents are negative about the Congress’
style and a full 100% of those who use these bases of judgment are negative
about the Congress’ ethics and self-seeking behaviour. The Congressmen are
still mainly evaluated on the basis of their constituency work but, given the
38% score, less than in 1968, and ’personal attributes’, scoring 36%, is now a
close second means of judgment. The people’s judgments of the Congressmen
are nearly completely favorable, especially concerning the constituency work.

The conclusion that the Congress as an institution attracts rather low
scores of political affection, is supported by Samuel Paterson and associates,
who investigated in Iowa the public’s orientations of commitment and com-
pliance to the laws produced by the Iowa legislature.25 A low support for the
legislature is hold by 53% of the respondents, a medium support by 32% and
a high support by only 15%.

The American pattern of the mass public’s affection being low for the in-
stitution of representation, but high for the representatives themselves seems
not to be valid for many other countries, although strictly comparable data
are not available. For Japan, Tadao Okamura recently reported very high
scores of mass cynicism towards the members of the Japanese Diet (69% —
7T7% scores of cynicism).26 For the United Kingdom, Louis Moss recently
reported a 36% level of political distrust towards the Members of Parliament
(versus 60% score of political trust).2” Mark Hagger found for France
strongly increasing levels of support for a more important role to be played
by the National parliament in the French political system (from 41% in 1955
t0 63% in 1977).%® For Norway, Stein Kuhnle recently reported, seemingly
contrary to the American findings, a much stronger disaffection for indivi-
dual politicians (49%) than for the Norwegian Storting as such (25%); the
related percentages of affection being 46% and 73 % .2°

These few examples of recent research indicate that there is a widespread
disaffection among Western populations towards either the institution of re-
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presentation or the representatives themselves or both; in most cases, this dis-
affection is found among one third to one half of the sample, but the range
of disaffection is wider than that.

Putting all these findings together, we may draw as a preliminary conclu-
sion that among large parts of Western populations, there are strong negative
orientations towards the main elements of representation-in-action: the prac-
tice of elections, the elected and their institution, and the representatives’ role
in the governmental process. This conclusion is preliminary in the sense that
the pieces of research, reported here, focus on different aspects and dimen-
sions of representation in different countries and in different times and cir-
cumstances. We need comparative and cross-national data before we may
make the preliminary conclusion more definite.

A second caveat, in this respect, comes from the fact that all the reported
pieces of research have been made at mass-level. They report on only one side
of the relationship of representation which, in modern theory, appears to
have to be considered as a mutual relationship: no matter how important the
electors’ view may be, there also remains the question of what the orienta-
tions of the elected towards ’the politics of representation’ are. This type of
research is, however, much more scarce than that at mass level, although
there are a few exceptions.

Most research among the elected representatives is related to their role in
the governmental process: their feelings of efficacy, their role conceptions,
and their decision-making.3® Much less common is research concerning the
representatives’ orientations towards the institution of representation and
their own performances therein. Samuel Paterson and associates have done
this type of research and found for the Iowa legislators a very high level
of support for their legislature and the work being done, as one might well

have expected.®! In fact, the legislators themselves were, among the five dif-
ferent samples of respondents (mass public, party leaders, attentive con-
stituants, lobbyists and they themselves), by far the most committed and com
pliant to the legislature’s binding decisions.

Almost entirely absent, according to our information, is systematic research

on the orientations of the elected towards electors and elections, as elements
in the relationship of representation. The topic which is given some attention,
is the presumed role-conflict for the representative, when his own political
preference is different from the elector’s; unless the issue at stake is salient,
most representatives are usually inclined not to behave as delegates of the
electors, but to follow the lead of their own preference or that of more power-
ful cue-givers.32

Completely missing, however, is research among the elected elites about
their (dis-)affection towards electors.?® This lack is in sharp contrast with the
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many pieces of research into the other side of the relationship of representa-
tion. If the amount and forms of research are valid indications of what are
considered to be problems for a society, we are led to conclude that
apparently, the mass public’s disaffection towards the representatives is con-
sidered to be much more of a potential problem for a society, than is the
reverse disaffection.

The case of The Netherlands

A lot of empirical research has been published about the Dutch ’politics of
representation’, both at mass- and elite-level.>* Two main sources of empirical
informations are the periodic Electors Questionnaires and the periodic Elect-
ed Questionnaires, presently all organised by inter-universitary groups of poli-
tical scientists and others.3®

Much of this information is like the type of findings mentioned above; that
is, it is related to the significance of voting, the role of the Parliament and its
Members in the governmental process, and the evaluation of both the institu-
tion and the MP’s themselves. Before we enter into a presentation and dis-
cussion of our own specific data on (dis-)affection and representation in the
Netherlands, we shall give a short summary of these earlier general findings,
which in many respects are comparable with the data mentioned above for
other countries.

One main finding is that more than one third of a mass public sample holds
the opinion that "MP’s and ministers don’t care much what people like me
think’®¢; 34% of those who have an opinion about *what the most important
tasks of MP’s are’ (56% had an opinion) consider the MP’s performance of
these tasks as being (very) poor®”; large majorities of electors (50% to 76%
for different items) have, however, much affection for the Second Chamber
as an institution and hold the opinion (86% score) that its influence on the
main political decision-making in the country ought to be strong.®8

The MP’s themselves strongly agree with this normative view of the elect-
ors and also consider the actual influence of their expert members as being
very high (second position after Cabinet ministers).2® About the main tasks of
the Second Chamber, however, they disagree so strongly with each other that
no task is supported by a majority of representatives as being very important
while, for almost all of the tasks, the representatives consider the quality of
the Chamber’s performance to be unequal to the importance of the tasks; this
dissatisfaction applies in particular to the task of having contacts with the
electors.® Although in the case of conflict between the voters’ preference and
the representative’s preference, most voters (65%) hold the opinion that the
representative has to comply with the voters’ preference and has to be have
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as a delegate, most representatives (74 %) hold the contrary opinion that their
own preference ought to have priority*!; from issue-related research into the
MP’s opinion-representativeness it appeared that, for several issues, major-
ities of the electors and the elected have, in fact, opposite preferences.*?

The Dutch electors and their political (dis-)affections

In the 1977-Electors-Questionnaire, we incorporated several questions and
items, labelled as political efficacy, distrust and cynicism, but covered by our
present concept of (dis-)affection. "Political trust’ was defined as the feeling
of having individual power to influence the political institutions and pro-
cesses; ’distrust’, as the feeling that undesirable political events (or non-
events) take place; and ’cynicism’, as disbelief in the ’goodness’ of the inten-
tions and behaviour of the political actors.*?

Table 1: Political (dis-)affection of the Dutch Electorate

agree disagree don’t know Totals

I Political Efficacy
(a) MP’s don’t care much about the 41 45 14 100%
opinion of people like me. (N=1.854)
(b) Political parties are only interested 48 43 10 101%
in my vote, not in my opinion. (N=1.853)
(c) People like me don’t have any 46 45 100%
influence over what the government (N=1.851)
does.
(d) There are so many voters that my 11 100%
vote doesn’t count. (N=1.851)
(e) Political parties make many prom- 60 100%
ises, but they do not come to much. (N=1.849)

II Political Distrust
(a) Many people in the administration 25 100%
are corrupt. (N=1.847)
(b) Political Decisions in the country are 36 100%
taken too often in secrecy. (N=1.850)
(c) MP’s care too much about the 45 100%
interests of the powerful instead of (N=1.850)
the general interest.
(d) A lot of tax-money is mis-spent by 100%
the government. (N=1.851)

III Political Cynicism

(a) In spite of their better knowledge 7/ 101%
politicians promise more than they (N=1.314)
can fulfil.
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(b) Cabinet members mainly take care 27 65 101%
of their private interest. (IN=1.310)
(c) One becomes a Cabinet member 36 S 101%
more through political friends than (N=1.314)
through merits.
(d) In the Second Chamber, there is 43 100%
more jawing than results. (N=1.310)
(e) One becomes a MP more through 38 99%
political friends than through merits. (N=1.312)

Source: The Dutch Elector 1977 (Voorschoten 1977)

In Table 1 we present the responses of a representative sample of Dutch
electors in 1977 on batteries of statements which were developed for the three
variables of (dis-)affection. The presentation has been simplified by recording
into a dichotomy of agreement and disagreement. The statements about effi-
cacy and distrust were posed in a pre-election survey and those about cynic-
ism, in a post-election survey; this difference of timing explains the different
scores of the related samples. For the sake of clarity all statements were
systematically formulated in a negative form: ’agreement’ indicates disaffec-
tion, ’disagreement’ indicates affection.

From the table it is clear that, on many statements, large groups of respon-
dents have negative views of disaffection, sometimes even absolute majorities.
Strongest affection exists for the institution of voting, for people in the Ad-
ministration and for Cabinet members. The political parties, as intermediates
between electors and elected, have rather low scores of affection; the scores
for the Cabinet-members and the people in the administration show much
more political affection. The Members of Parliament have an intermediate
position: they are more affected than the parties and less than the executives;
their scores of disaffection are between 38% and 45% of the samples.

For each variable of (dis-)affection, there appears to exist a satisfying
factor-correlation between the statements.** As a matter of fact, different
degrees of efficacy, distrust and cynicism could be composed and, next, be
correlated with other variables as ideological orientation, education, class,
sex, age and residence. Table 2 gives the distribution of these scores.4®
As the main finding from this table, we consider the fact that political dis-
satisfaction is found among all categories of independent variables, although
slightly more often among some categories than among others. The overall-
pattern of correlation is, however, weak, as can be seen from the table. Some
pattern is found where the respondent himself is involved in the formulated
statement, e.g. in the political efficacy variable; here the factors of political
orientation, education and classe have some discriminating power. When,
however, the respondent himself is not asked to give his judgement on the
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relationship between the political system and himself, but only his judgement
about the politicians, there does not appear to be any systematic pattern.
Judgements on the politicians, in terms of distrust and cynicism, seem to
be independent from such personal characteristics as ideological orientation,
education, class etcetera.

The Dutch elected and their political (dis-)affection

Political (dis-)affection at mass-level has quite widely been researched, both
in The Netherlands and elsewhere. This can not be said, however, of political
(dis-)affection at elite-level; the elites seem to be supposed to have only poli-
tical affections.

In order to check this supposition, we extended the 1979-Elected-Question-
naire to include items of political (dis-)affection. Through the use of state-
ments, we asked the Members of Parliament about their affections towards
the electors, their party-electors and their colleagues. Nearly all Members of
both Chambers participated in the questionnaire and, somewhat contrary to
our expectations, nearly all responded to our questions on political (dis-)
affection.*®

Table 3 presents the results. Among the representatives there appears to
exist towards the electors an overwhelming political disaffection: citizens
have a low level of political knowledge and interest, and care mainly about

their private affairs.

Table 3: Political (dis-)affection of the Dutch M.P.’s (in %)

agree disagree n.a./d.k.

1 Towards general public

(a) Most citizens have good knowledge 94
of political affairs. 87

(b) Citizens care more about their private 7
interest than about the public interest. 12

(c) Most citizens have low interest in 1)
politics. 25

11 Towards party-voters

(a) Many voters for my party have no
clear political preferences.

(b) Many voters for my party are in-
sufficiently informed about our
party’s political ideals.

(c) Many voters for my party have
political opinions contrary to our
election-programme.
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III Towards other MP’s

(a) There are quite of few MP’s using
Parliament as a springboard for a
nice job elsewhere.

(b) Many MP’s wouldn’t stick with
their job for very long if it weren’t
for its status and prestige.

FC = First Chamber (Total N=75; respons N =66)
SC = Second Chamber (Total N=150; respons N =139)

This elite-opinion on the citizen-in-general strongly differs from the opinion
on the party-voters: the latter are seen as much more affected. While the
large majority of citizens is seen as an apolitical stratum, the minority - in the
Dutch system, nearly always small - of adherents of the own party is con-
sidered by most representatives as having clear preferences, sufficient infor-
mation, and socialized opinions. The elected have affection for those who
affect them.

As mentioned previously, during the last decade in particular, the Second
Chamber was strongly characterized by a high turn-over of Members. Because
of this we wanted to know the MP’s’ opinion on the reasons which their
colleagues may have had for their entrance into the Parliament, their period
as an MP or their exit from the parliamentary scene.

According to most representatives, there are a lot of MP’s who use their
membership as a springboard to a nice job elsewhere: this particular state-
ment was formulated after an earlier allegation of the MP Schakel (Protes-
tant) in 1974 which, then, received a lot of sharp and emotional criticism;
from leading Members and others*’; in 1979, however, the statement appears
to be widely supported. Egocentric satisfaction cannot only be an incentive
to leave Parliament, but also a motive to stay: in fact, nearly one half of the
respondents say that many MP’s would not stand out without their present
status and prestige. The status incentive seems to be at least as important as
the program-incentive.*8

The Members of the First Chamber who are not directly elected, but are,
instead, appointed by provincial councils, appear to have, on nearly all items,
more political disaffections than the Members of the Second Chamber.

The opinions of the MP’s accord with basic facts of political science: most
people have indeed low levels of political knowledge, interest and involve-
ment in public affairs; the group of party-adherents gets a higher evaluation
than the groups which adhere to other parties; and the particular incentive
of status and prestige, inside or outside the Parliament, is part of the politics
of representation. As such, the responses of the Dutch elected are not very
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surprising. Their main importance, however, is that so many of the respon-
dents, quite frankly and straight-forwardly, showed their political disaffec-
tion. One may assume that these disaffective orientations are not only caused
by the Members’ experiences with the politics of representation, but also have
effects on their own behaviour towards electors, adherents and colleagues.
Disaffection appears to be part of the parliamentary culture.

In Table 4 we give a profile of the disaffected representatives designed on
a basis of four structural features: ideological orientation, power of govern-
ment, size of the parliamentary party and length of membership.

Table 4: Disaffected members of the Second Chamber

Variable Number Disaffected responses (%) on items table 3
of
respondents Ia Ib Ic Ila IIb IIc IlIa IIIb

1 Political orientation

Socialist (PVDA) 53 83851 61/ S A4RES =48
Liberals (VVD) 25 92 96 92 377 B4R 6TA RS
Christians (CDA) 45 93] he8ayailil 28 22 73 42
Democrats (D’66) 8 TS a 8T okt 29 37 0 50 29

II Political power
Government parties
(CDA + VVD)
Opposition (PVDA)
Others

III Political size
Large parties

(CDA, PVDA, VVD)
Small parties (others)

IV Political experience
Senior members (before 1977) 74 9282 770 8 41" 29 66 48
Junior members (after 1977) 65 84 92 80 Sid5 8 7o A

Example: On item Ia (table 3) 83% of the socialist members of the Second Chamber
give the disaffected answer, compared to 92% liberals, 939% christians and 75%
democrats.

Towards the citizen-in-general, the more rightist parties (Liberals and Christ-
ians) appear to have more disaffection than the more leftist parties (Socialists
and Democrats). The Socialists appear to be the most disaffected respondents
with regard to the party-adherents; their opinion may be related to the
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highly decentralised and fragmented nature of their party, because of which,
more so than is the case with other parties, many conflicts and disagreements
arise from the level of the rank-and-file and can endure for a long time within
the party. The Socialist Party has, besides, always been characterised by
strong ’pastoral’ or ’paternalistic’ relationships between an intellectual party-
leadership and a deferent mass of adherents. Towards their ’colleagues’ in
Parliament, the respondents of the three older parties (PvdA, CDA, VVD)
are close to each other in their opinions.

The respondents from the Government-parties are the most disaffected to-
wards the citizen, but, because of the effect of the peculiar nature of the
Socialist opposition party, less towards the party-adherents.

The size of the parliament party is hardly an element in the judgement of
citizens, but in the judgement of the adherents is, again, felt the particular
effect of the large Socialist Party. Political size appears to be highly important
in the judgement of the colleagues in Parliament. In particular the members of
the large parties where, in fact, by the very size itself, the turn-over is always
larger than in small parties, express disaffection about the spring-board in-
centive of a lot of MP’s; and they valute the parliamentary membership itself
less than others as a compelling source of status and prestige by which the
members are maintained in their position.

Between senior members and junior members there are, on the whole,
hardly any significant differences of disaffection; the main exception is the
slightly less negative judgement of the juniors on the political interest and
the involvement of the citizens in public affairs. The relative unimportance of
seniority in the Dutch Second Chamber might be caused by the weakness of
its operationalization: because the factual turn-over was so high, January 1,
1977, had to be chosen as its breaking-point, but it is doubtful whether
members, who were recruited in 1976, can be really considered to be seniors
in 1979.

Political disaffection appears, in short, to be only weakly related to our
four structural features: orientation, power, size and seniority. About the
citizens and about the ex-members, the respondents express strong disaffec-
tion, almost irrespective of their structural features; the main exception is
political size as a factor of judgment about the ex-colleagues. About the
adherents, the judgements of the respondents are also very close to each
other, but at a lower level of disaffection; the main exception here is the rela-
tively disaffected Socialist Party.

The gloomy view of disaffected representation

About 40% of the sample of Dutch electors express disaffection about their
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representatives in the national Parliament; this figure appears to be com-
parable with many other countries. About 80% of the Dutch representatives
express some kind of disaffection about the citizens: this figure cannot be
compared with other countries because of the absence of research elsewhere.

Both findings are contrary to the view that representation is a linkage,
characterized by mutual affection between electors and elected. This view
is explicitly held as applicable to the mass-public and has resulted in a wide-
spread advocacy of organized political socialization, better political com-
munication and citizenship-training. The same view is also implicitly held as
applicable to the elites, who are considered to have, as representatives, an
almost self-evident affection for the represented.

This normative view of mutual political affection between electors and
elected prevails in both Western and Marxist literature, at least as far as the
authors refer to their own political system; if they refer to ’the opposite
system’, then, rather comically, political disaffection between electors and
elected is quite often considered to be a healthy state of affairs, because it
could indicate the class struggle within the Capitalistic societies and the near-
ness of their collapse (so the Marxist view goes*?) or the beginnings of liberal-
isation of the totalitarian Communist systems (so the Western view goes®).

The Western view that political affection between electors and elected is
to be seen as an indicator of the health of the democratic political system,
seems to be based on a mixture of Hobbesian and Platonic thinking. Man’s
initial state is seen as being characterised by egocentrism, natural disaffection
to others, and a surplus of agression. However, the primary mechanism that
transforms this initial state of conflict into a state of peaceful harmony, is not
seen to be the State-as-Leviathan, but is any agent of political socialization,
such as the school, the family, the party or some other structure. Man is a
crude animal, but he can learn to become a zodn politikon’, in particular
through the educational system.’* In her content-analysis of German curri-
cula of civic education at high-school level, A. Oppenheim clearly shows what
emphasis is put on items of political affection: tolerance, respect for other
opinions, love of people and native land, love of peace, international concilia-
tion, christian charity, and so on, are the main topics of education.5?

As a second mechanism, which transforms disaffection of the election into
affection, is seen the behaviour of the elected themselves. They have to act as
living examples of political affection. They have to be decent and honest,
tolerant and democratic; and in the end, they have to be responsive to the
electors (or to make legitimate the reasons why they could not be respon-
sive).%3

Disaffection of the electors, in short, is seen as an indicative dependent
variable of a malfunctioning political socialization and/or a failure of elite-
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r?sponsiveness; and political affection as the dependent variable of the oppo-
site processes.
‘ In addition, there is voluminous literature in which political (dis-)affection
is seen as an independent variable to the political systeem as well, with, in
particular, political stability and democracy as the dependent variables. For
William Gamson, trust in authorities is a necessary condition for the effect-
iveness of leadership: ‘the loss of trust is the loss of system power, the loss of
a generalized capacity for authorities to commit resources to attain collective
goals’.?* Political trust in leaders - especially when in combination with a
low level of participation - then improves the stability of the political system.
Robert Lane is one of the many who have listed the traits of the non-
d.emocratic personality which first our catch-all terms of disaffection.> Espe-
cially when combined with a high level of political participation, these traits
are considered to be a great danger to political democracy. Taking up, again,
the concept of political trust, Arthur Miller extends the Gamson proposition
mentioned above: ’democracy rests upon the trust that citizens extend to their
government’.56
Most notable are, finally, those authors who do not approach the problem
of affection and democracy as a possible relationship, but as a means of
identification by definition. Almond and Verba explicitly define the individ-
uals of ’the civic culture’ as ’positively oriented to the input structures and the
input process’.>” Along the same line of thinking, Sidney Verba and Norman
IYie exclude from the operationalization of their concept of democratic par-
ticipation the activities which are generally recognized as illegal and illegiti-
mate.”® For these authors, the relationship between political affection and
democracy is not an empirical one which exists or does not exist and can be

refuted or verified, but a normative relationship by declaration or by defini-
tion.

In defense of disaffected representation

Posing the *non-affected’ question of ’disaffection, so what?’ we shall set out
here three different lines of defense for the case of disaffected representation
Firstly, an empirical line from which we combat the allegedly strong correla-
tion between affection and representative democracy. Secondly, a functional
line from which we pinpoint some positive functions of disaffection for the
politics of representation. Finally, a theoretical line from which we consider,
as a quite normal characteristic of elective representation in Western so-
cieties, some degree of political disaffection, at both mass- and elite-level.
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An empirical defense

The search for statistically valid correlations that may explain the pheno-
menon of political disaffection, has produced voluminous literature contain-
ing statements of the following nature: blacks are more distrustful of politics
than whites; upper socio-economic status persons, especially those with higher
eduction, are more likely to develop a sense of civic duty; negative evalua-
tions about the political system are associated with low levels of political
action; and highly authoritarian personalities are not likely to participate in
politics.?® Orientations of political alienation, distrust, cynicism, or, taking all
together, political disaffection, seem to be strongly correlated to psychological
and social shortages (being independent variables) and to low levels of politi-
cal involvement, participation and democratic behaviour (being dependent
variables).

These types of conclusions, based on statistical correlations, require at least
two comments. First of all, more recent research, whether it be of the type of
secondary or primary analysis, quite often produces results which do not
show the strong correlations previously alleged; this more recent research is,
frequently, based on better definitions and operationalisations, on more lon-
gitudinal and comparative analysis and on refined techniques and methods
of measurement.®® Sometimes these newer results are even contradictory to
the old ones: an excellent example is provided by the on-going research into
the authoritarian versus democratic personality.®* Although, of course, we do
not wish to deny what we cannot refute by better research and analysis, we do
wish to stress here that the developments in the academic field, which so
often expose weaker or even contradictory findings instead of providing
stronger and confirmatory ones, should stimulate our reluctance to take any
statistical correlation for granted. To give just two stimulating examples of
newer insights: the alienated are as likely to come from higher SES groups
as from the lower ones®2; and social background variables are neither strongly
nor consistently correlated with political trust.®® From a traditional point of
view our previously reported findings are at the least paradoxical too, be-
cause political disaffection appeared to be much stronger among the Dutch
MP’s who normally have superior political knowledge, information, interest
and involvement, than among the electors who normally do not have these
attributes.

This brings us to our second comment. If we do not chiefly search for cor-
relations, but also look at the absolute figures and their distribution over
cross-variables, then we are compelled to draw the conclusion that political
disaffection is nearly always distributed among all categories, however un-
even the distribution may be: among the lower and upper SES groups, the
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young and the old, the poorly-educated and the well-educated, those who are
interested in politics and those who are not, and those with high so-called
democratic values and those without.®* Even if there is some strenght of cor-
relation, the other categories of the matrix still show some disaffection which
has to be explained.

Perhaps, as Jack Citrin suggests, the normally used independent cross-
variables are not well-chosen and political disaffection has less to be explain-
ed by personal or social deficiences than by more political attitudes, such as,
for example, criticism, opposite preferences, political experience, or just a
sidered to be a deficient trait, but also to be related to the individual in his
surplus of political information.®® In fact, the common choice for psycholo-
gical and social background variables to correlate with political disaffection,
is based on an usually implicit premise in which disaffection is not only con-
sidered to be a deficient trait, but also to be related to the individual in hisf
own social context. The present empirical insights clearly suggest the need
for an other theory of disaffection which is both more political and unbiased.
Where political affection is seen as a political response to political events at
mass- or elite-level (these events being attitudes, behaviour, policies or what-
ever other focus of affection there may be), political disaffection should be
viewed in the same way.%¢ That disaffection has negative implications for the
stability and democratic contents of the political system, ought not to be auto-
matically assumed, but ought to be provided by further empirical research.
Perhaps then, not disaffective orientations, but affective orientations will
appear to be most harmful to the system or, just another possibility, perhaps
both orientations are not all obviously harmful.8”

Although the discussion so far has mainly concerned the disaffection of the
masses, this can also be applied to the elite-level. The high levels of disaffec-
tion of the Dutch representatives towards the citizens and their parliamentary
colleagues cannot be interpreted as simply a psychological or social defi-
ciency ~ then the lower levels of disaffection at mass-level become, in this
traditional view, a paradox as mentioned - nor as an orientation caused by
specific, structural characteristics (ideology, power, size, seniority). We may
have to conceive of it as a response to events at mass- or elite-level. For exam-
ple, the MP’s distrust of the citizen might be based on his experience that the
citizen is, indeed, highly uninformed, disinterested and egocentric, just as
most political science research asserts. The representative’s disaffection to-
wards the represented is, then, explained by the very nature of the factual
relationship of representation and not by something outside it. Perhaps there

is every reason for both represented and representatives to have disaffection
for each other.
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Some positive functions of political disaffection

It is our philosophical belief that nothing is good or bad in isolation and that,
in our case, the question whether political disaffection is good or bad can
only be answered by evaluating its effects or functions. Our criterion of judge-
ment here shall be whether the relationship of representation is strengthened
or not. The concept of strengthening can be made operational along the lines
of any theory of representation. Limiting ourselves to the four modern ’mar-
ket-theories of representation’ mentioned before, any positive function of
political disaffection should mean, then, that demand and supply are better
matched and brought into equilibrium. This criterion can be applied to
Downs’ theory of rational democracy in which mass-preferences are matched
with elite-programmes; Janowitz’ theory, which focusses on the voter’s in-
fluence on political decision-making through the medium of responsible par-
ties in exchange for votes; Dahl’s theory of non-tyrannic rule, made possible
by the ultimate check of a pluralistic electorate; or Eulau’s theory of respons-
iveness, where ultimately the elected do what the electors want.

As a primary positive function of political disaffection of the mass-public,
we consider the stimulus which it might create for the representatives to for-
mulate new programmes, to improve the voter’s chances for political influen-
ce, to diminish elitism, or to change policies. The rationale behind this as-
sumed stimulus is that the disaffected citizen could be made affective to the
respective representative(s) and, through this, become a supporter who gives
his vote. Disaffection of electors towards some (or perhaps all) of the elected
attracts, then, new (aspirant-)politicians to the market of representation who
provide a better adapted supply of values. Because entrance to the market is
open, political disaffection at mass-level therefore stimulates political compe-
tition at elite-level. The same applies to political disaffection at elite-level to-
ward the electors: the gap of representation which it creates, can attract new
(aspirant-)elected to the market and stimulate their political competition.

As a second positive function of political disaffection at mass-level, we see
the critical power it can have against the elected; in fact this refers to the so-
called ’political criticism’ variable. Of course, we have to distinguish here
between the active and the inactive disaffected people: the former being those
who demonstrate their disaffection through their *voice’ within the political
system and the latter being the people who adopt exit-behaviour, tm:n.ing
away from the political system, and abstain, by definition, from any critical
activity. The active-disaffected people produce dissensus with the represen-
tatives and, through this, initiate political debate between masses and elites;
such debate can be considered as one of the pillars of democratic representa-
tion.®® The polemics can be directed against the institution of representation,
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the outputs of representation, or the representatives themselves and may in-
fluence those who have power over that institution within the political order,
over its outputs or over the elected themselves and who, by these means, are
able to meet these critical polemics. This scenario is not a necessary or in<
evitable chain of events, but is partly dependent on a basic preference of all
related actors for a better and stronger relationship of representation; alter-
native scenarios, in which an opposite preference is valid, are here left out of
consideration, because in these cases political disaffection has no positive
function for representation at all.®? Our basic argument, in short, is that active
disaffection at mass-level, from its critical nature, can have a strengthening
effect on the relationship of representation.

This not only applies to the masses’ disaffection for the elites, but also to
the reverse relationship. Elites which are strongly disaffected towards the
citizens, as the Dutch representatives appear to be, and who reveal that dis-
affection can have, through their critical voice, a stimulating effect on the
citizen’s role-conception, his behaviour as a citizen, and his socialization. Dis-
affection, in short, can be seen as some kind of therapeutic means to better
representation.

A third function is closely related to the second, but is on a more aggregate
mass-level: political disaffection can become a form of political opposition,
and a countervailing power within the political system. It is a check
on (and sometimes, perhaps, a balance to) the behaviour of the representa-
tives, precisely because mass-disaffection indicates a low appreciation of and
genuine concern with their functioning as representatives.”> What the elected
are doing (or fail to do), is not taken for granted or made legitimate, but is
questioned and disapproved of: such attitudes can be transformed into coun-
tervailing activities. The difference with the second function is that the mani-
festations of disaffection now go beyond the limits of debate and polemics
into organised action. These who are dissatisfied, distrustful, cynical or have
whatever other form of disaffection, can make their personal resources avail-
able to countervailing groups.”

Our three main positive functions of political disaffection are closely re-
lated to modern conceptions of representation. One can, of course, also look
at earlier conceptions, such as the classical theory of aristocratic representa-
tion, well-formulated by Aristotle and made popular by Edmund Burke in his
plea for trusteeship™, which is particularly appropriate in stressing the posi-
tive side of mass-disaffection and especially inactive disaffection: it creates
room for leadership, in our case, elective leadership.™ In this type of theories
of so-called democratic elitism the elected leaders have, as their first and
main obligation, the production of so-called general welfare, public interest
or such like. In these theories, in fact, a correlation is assumed to exist be-
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tween disaffection and civic incompetence: participation by the disaffected
should hamper that public welfare.

Finally, when one adopts a still broader perspective and conceives of repre-
sentation as a second-best form of democracy, necessitated by the scale of the
political system?, then political disaffection at both mass- and elite-level can
function as a stimulus to develop new structures and processes of more direct
democracy such as, for example, smaller political communities (within a
larger one or not), through which the mutual relationship between electors
and elected can be strengthened.™

So far we have distinguished five positive functions of political disaffec-
tion: more political competition, polemics, countervailing power, room for
leadership and more direct relationships. Whether these functions are opera-
tive or not and if so, to what degree, depends, of course, on many political
factors and actors of whom many may have no interest at all in facilitating
these positive functions. But the core of our discussion is that there are at
least five reasons to see political disaffection as a functional means to
strengthen the relationship of representation and, through this, to evaluate it
in positive instead of negative terms.

The normality of disaffected representation

The general appearance in most Western countries of political disaffection of
the mass public towards the elected elites and perhaps, should there be more
comparative research, also of these elites towards the mass public, could be
an indication that there are definite structural causes behind the phenomenon
of disaffection; causes which are based on the politics of representation itself.
If this assumption proves to be valid, then there is still less reason to see dis-
affection as a deficiency and more to reconsider the usually negative views
of disaffection.

As a primary structural cause of disaffection we see the market-structure
of the politics of representation. Its basic characteristic is the matching of
preferences of electors and elected. Any preference or choice implies, how-
ever, by definition, a non-preference for the alternative. Affection for the one
candidate or party or policy or whatever else, implies less affection, or dis-
affection, for the alternative. In a ’'multi-multi-party system’, as in the Nether-
lands, it becomes, therefore, quite logical that most representatives have
disaffection for the citizen-in-general, because most citizens have no pre-
ference for them but always for some minority-party. Quite indicative in this
respect, is our finding that the representative’s affection for his adherents is
relatively strong. Affection is, then, first of all a relationship of identification
with somebody else; and disaffection, a relationship of non-identification.
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If this is true, then the size of political disaffection in the electoral market
should in some way correlate with the degree of fragmentation of that market:
the more fragmentation, the higher the scores of political disaffection. Where
party-fragmentation is low or cross-cut by other structures such as consti-
tuencies, or countered by electoral rules, one might expect a rather high
level of mutual political affection between electors and elected. For the
United States, where all these factors apply, Parker and Davidson, as men-
tioned above, have indeed reported an exceptionally high level of mass-affec-
tion for the representatives™; of course, further comparative research is
needed here.

A second structural cause which is related to the market-structure of repre-
sentation, is the element of political competition between the elites themselves.
In the end, all (aspirant-)elected need as much voting support (affection)
from the masses as possible, and an effective means to meet that need is the
stimulation of public disaffection for competitors; in any case, that disaffec-
tion is a great facility and resource.” In a competitive process where the
stakes are high, any competitor will appreciate himself and depreciate the
other competitors. Because of this, in the politics of representation, the com-
peting elites themselves are an important source of disaffective rumours: they
unveil each other’s mis-behaviour, they stress scandals, they try to stimulate
the public’s distrust of their competitors, and so on. These rumours, exagger-
ated or not, can make a lasting impression on both the electors and the elected
and, through this, be an important cause of political disaffection for the elites.

For The Netherlands, this tentative reason for disaffection seems to ring
true. It may be, as Lijphart maintains™, that during the period between
elections the Dutch political leaders have usually shown a remarkable pre-
paredness to ’pacification’, that is, to conciliate and to compromise with each
other, but, at election and at other times, when there is a good chance of gain-
ing or challenging governmental power, they have also always shown a re-
markable preparedness for confrontation; this applies, in particular, to the
last decade, when the political stability at elite-level and the stability of the
electoral votes were both low and it is to this decade which our reported data
of strong disaffections apply. In fact, pacification and political control
through confrontation can be seen as two sides of the same Dutch coin.8°

As a third structural cause of disaffection we see what Robert Dahl and
Edward Tufte have called ’the size of democracy’.8* When the size of societies
grows, the possibilities for structures and processes of direct democracy de-
crease and the need for representatives of the people increases. The linkages
between masses and elites, between ruled and rulers, then, inevitably, change
from primary-group-characteristics into secondary-or-even-aggregate char-
acteristics. The interactions and communications between ruled and rulers
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become less frequent, less personal, less intense, and less convergent and the
changes for mutual misunderstanding, disagreement and disaffection increase
in proportion. Some degree of mutual disaffection is, then, quite normal for

any mass society.

Only historical research can reveal whether the nature of the interactions
and communications between electors and elected has changed in this way
during the growth of the mass society. It is a fact that for The Netherlands,
however, only 4% of the citizens have ever had any contact with an MP and
that less than 10% of the MP’s consider individual citizens to be an important
source of information for their own legislative activities.®? The direct linkage
between Dutch electors and elected is, indeed, quite weak.

We consider the growth of ’the size of government’ to be a fourth cause of
disaffections. In many Western countries (and not only there) the public
sector has been greatly expanded in the last century and, in particular, the last
decades.®3 There is more public expenditure, more income-transfers, more
legislation to the society, more employed people within the public administra-
tion, etcetera. There is, in short, ‘more government’ in the society. This fact
increases the frequency and the intensity of interactions and communications
between masses and elites. These increased and manifold contacts between
the two main levels of politics generate more orientations and evaluations
towards each other, with more chances of dissensus, criticism, conflict and, in
short, mutual disaffections. Where the institutions of representation (Con-
gress; Parliament) are seen as a main source and motor of the ’growth of‘
government’, they also become a focus of disaffection.

In particular for the Netherlands all this might be valid. The public sector
has been greatly expanded into a so-called Welfare State, where public ex-
penditure has now risen to 67% of the National Income and the income-
transfers (as part of this expenditure) to 25% of the National Income; in addi-
tion, there is much more legislation, much more complexity and differentia-
tion of governmental structures, many more employed people within the
public administration, and so on.%* Through these developments, the chances
of mutual disaffections between ruled and rulers have also increased. Most
important for our theme is, that The Netherlands can be reckoned as belong-
ing to the category of countries in which nowadays the institution of repre-
sentation is seen as a main cornerstone of a democratic society; whether this

view is true or false is much less relevant than its mere existence. The Dutch
Parliament is seen by the mass-public as the institution primarily responsible
for the governing of society, as the main director and controller of the exec-
utive.8> When the outputs and the outcomes of government are disliked by
citizens, then they evoke disaffections at mass-level towards the representa-
tives who apparently have failed to meet the high standards of ’parliamen-
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tary rule’.

Related to this ‘myth of parliament’®®, there is the ‘myth of rationality’,
which can produce political disaffections and, through this, be considered as
a fifth cause of these. In many Western countries the politicians themselves
hold high the normative model of rational government, which is in contrast
with the incremental model of pork-barrel politics, compromises, political
deals, under-informed decision-making, non-decision-making, and whatever
else that forms a part of both the factual and the disapproved ways of politics.
Any gap between the ideal and the real workings of politics can produce dis-
affective orientations - and, in particular, dissatisfactions -, firstly at mass-
level, where there is a belief in the ideal, and secondly, at elite-level, once
these disadvantageous effects of ’the myth of rationality’ are experienced.

The ideal of rationality is very much alive in The Netherlands. Most political

recruitment is officially based on criteria of merit, qualifications, specialized
know-how and trained experience. This not only applies to the recruitment
of public servants, but also to that of ministers and many of the representa-
tives who are supposed to be specialists in their area of public policy-making.
The decision-making of the Second Chamber, for example, is mainly deter-
mined by the cue-giving of the party-specialists to their colleagues.?” But be-
hind all this exterior of rationality, there is the reality of bargaining, compro-
mise, pork-barrel politics, and power-politics, which is inevitable in a highly
fragmented and unstable system of competing minorities at elite-level. Pro-
mises to the citizens, as laid down in, for example, party-programmes and
Speeches of the Queen, often have to be forgotten or brought up to date
(actualized’ is the Dutch euphemism®®) and compromises in policy-making,
agreed upon after laborious negotiations, often have to be imposed on the
organizations, groups and citizens who stand outside the Dutch political cir-
cuit. The continuous contrast between the lofty ideal of politics and its nor-
mal reality can be expected to be an important source of political disaffection
of the Dutch public and, through the previously mentioned feedback-process,
also of the Dutch representatives.

Less strictly related to the political system, but also a possible cause of dis-
affections, is the development of a more ’open society’ in many Western
countries. Its basic and very liberal idea is that group-control is replaced by
individual responsibilities (which, of course, are not unrelated to socialization
by groups). An interesting yard-stick for the testing of the openness of a socie-
ty is the degree to which the electors can freely change their vote-preference
for a party and also the degree to which they excercise this option. In a closed
society, the outcomes of the ballot-box can be forecasted in a quite accurate
way: one only needs information on the main group-determinants; for
example: religion, class, language or ethnic affiliation. The related groups
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keep the individual behaviour under effective social control. In a more open
society, however, these group-determinants are weaker and the probability of
fixed preferences, loyalities and affections of the masses to the elites, and the
reverse, diminishes. Disaffection and change of affection become possibilities
to consider and, quite simply because of this, their chance of occurrence in-
creases.

Until the mid-sixties, The Netherlands could be seen as a rather closed
society, ruled by four so-called pillars which had strong internal social con-
trols. Information about somebody’s religion and class-position was almost
always enough to forecast his behaviour at the elections and also on many
other occasions. The political culture was strongly in favour of fixed party-
identification, loyalities and deference to the elites. Many intermediate groups
of social control (churches, schools, associations) watched over and formed
this political culture.®® Although, because of changes in the Dutch Election
Laws, it is difficult to make reliable comparisons between then and now, it is
interesting to note that the percentage of voting now has decreased by 10-15
percent of those who have the right to vote, while the floating vote, as meas-
ured by opinion-polls and by shifts of seats between parliamentary parties,
has increased up to 30% of the electorate.?? These changes are strongest in
the southern provinces of the country, which, in former days, were character-
ized by an extremely closed (Roman Catholic bound) political culture, but
nowadays have a much more outwardly-orientated (open’) political culture.
Orientations towards the political system have become less a group (pillar’)
concern, because the old pillars have crumbled, and much more an individual
concern, through which the chance of a variety of orientations strongly in-
creases. Given the earlier Dutch rule of political affections, any increase in
variety implies an increase in mass-disaffections towards the elites, among
whom the representatives occupy an outstanding place.

As a seventh and final cause of political disaffection, we wish to consider
the pluralistic nature of most Western societies: this has both cultural and
structural aspects.

In a cultural sense there is, in most of these countries, a large variety of
needs and demands. Even when people have similar preferences, there are
still quite often differences of intensity and ranking of these preferences.
This does not only apply to the mass-level, but also to the elite-level, although,
at the same time, in many countries, the power-structure is such that many of
the elites have to forget about their own various and individual preferences
and have to comply with the wishes of a few decision-making leaders. A nor-
mal effect of a heterogeneous society, however, is that not all the people can
be satisfied at the same time. Political responsiveness differentiates between
groups in the society, at mass and elite-level. In countries where the political
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culture is strongly fragmented and heterogeneous and, in fact, consisting of a
collection of subcultural minorities, bound together by some fundamental
cultural features, there the choice is always between the production of dif-
ferentiated political outputs for different groups at one time or that of general
political outputs which satisfy different groups in turn. The first solution is
very costly and can, because of this, satisfy nobody in the end; the second)
solution always fails to satisfy most groups, but can, if the distribution is
shown to be equal in the long run, eventually provide general satisfaction. But
whatever the choice, there is always a high chance of dissatisfaction about
unfunfilled preferences, distrust about the reasons for not-fulfilment, cynic-
ism about the politicians’ capabilities, or the occurrence of any other type of
political disaffection at mass-level.

The structural aspect of a pluralistic society refers to the variety of groups,
organizations, associations and so on. These groups often have an interme-
diate function between the masses and the elites of a society. Mass-media,
opinion-leaders, pressure-groups, party-organizations and so on, however, not
only transfer preferences of the masses to the elites and vice versa, but they
also have their own impact on these communicative processes. 'Impact’ can
mean the formation of preferences and ideas, selective support, distortion of
communication, the propagation of their own interest and anything else
which goes beyond the mere linkage between elites and masses. Particularly
relevant here, is John May’s theory about the role of middle-elites in the
opinion-structure of political parties: they take extremist positions between
top-elites and masses.®*

All these intermediate structures and middle-elites are typical of a plural-
istic society and play their own role in the formation of political (dis-)affect-
ion at mass- and elite-level. They can stimulate political affection as well as
disaffection. Under some circumstances, they even strive for the growth of
one or the other type of orientation. This depends, in particular, on their posi-
tion in the society’s power-structure: a labour-union may be inclined to pro-
pagate mass disaffection towards a rightist parliamentary majority and
government, while the employers’ union may do the opposite; mass-media
and opinion-leaders often have their own preferences for one particular kind
of society and therefore publicize their related affections and disaffections
towards one or the other group of elected or electors.

The Netherlands can be considered to be a pluralistic society, not only be-
cause of its traditional heterogeneity of pillars, but even more so because of
its recent de-pillarization through which the many intermediate structures
gained freedom from the pillars’ political control, to express their own pre-
ferences and interests. Nowadays, there is more rather than less cultural and
structural variety, although this variety is less segmented and more cross-cut
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than before. ' . ‘
For the government and its osmosis with the leaders in parliament, it has,

for this reason, become more difficult to satisfy many social groups at the
same time or to distribute equally its products among the different groups in
the long run. Because of the recent, relative decline of economic growth and
governmental income, this difficulty has now even increased.??

We have considered so far the possibility of seven structural and normal
causes of political disaffections between electors and elected: choice, compe-
tition, more secondary relationships, the growing public sector, myth of. ré-
tionality, the open society, and the discriminating responsiveness of pluralistic
systems.

These ’causes’ deserve two additional comments. Firstly, they are not un-
related to each other. There can be strong correlations between one and
another cause of political disaffection, because all are part of the usual .pol'i—
tics of representation in Western societies. Our sevenfold distinction is, in
short, an analytical scheme and not more than that. Secondly, these cal‘lses
have to be conceived as propositions, based on current macro-political think-
ing, and not as tested relationships between two or more eYents.. In spite of
(or indeed because of) their plausibility, these assumed relationships bet\.eren
the normal politics of representation and the general appearance of pol1t1f:al
disaffections need to be tested by empirical research of both a comparative

and a historical nature.

Preliminary conclusions

There is a widespread and popular belief, also evident in political scier.lcel
literature, that political affection is a value in itself and political disaffection
is a vice to be cured.

Limiting ourselves to the mutual relationships between electors and elected
in Western political systems, we started with an short outline of four 'recent
'market-theories’ of elective representation, all of which assume a basic har-
mony between electors and elected in the end. A short survey of recent e.rr%-
pirical data revealed, however, that the Western masses do not have the politi-
cal affection towards the politics of representation, assumed in modern thf:c?—
ries; about the reverse orientations of the elected towards the electors, empiri-
cal data were unavailable.

Research into the Dutch politics of representation reveals, however, that
there is strong mutual disaffection between electors and elected in the COUI.I-
try. These findings are in contrast to the normative conceptions of harmonic
representation and shall, most probably, receive a gloomy response from that
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side.

Instead of sharing that gloomy view of political disaffections, we took a
more non-affected position and posed the question: ’disaffections, so what?’

We brought up empirical criticism and doubts about the view that disaffec-
tion is mainly a deficiency or disease, correlated with specific personal and
social circumstances; a more empirically based view seems to be that disaffec-
tions are related to the very politics of representation, placed in its wider poli-
tical context. In addition, we distinguished five different positive functions of
political disaffections: they stimulate competition between elites, they have a
critical function, give countervailing power, and, applying wider theoretical
perspectives, they give room for leadership or a stimulus for more direct de-
mocracy. Finally, we discussed seven reasons why political disaffections can
be seen as a normal phenomenon of Western societies in which there is elect-
ive representation. Given the present state of research, there appears to exist
about a one-third disaffected population of electors and, perhaps, about a
three-quarter disaffected stratum of representatives. When a phenomenon has
such a general appearance, then we consider the nearly world-wide condem-
nation of it — as is the case in the prevailing literature - to be rather senseless,
as any criterion of evaluation must possess discrimination.

Our ’non-affected reappraisal’ of the phenomenon of political disaffection
should, however, not be understood as being a reversed normative view, in
which disaffections are conceived as a virtue and affections as a vice to be
cured. Precisely because of the present, rather primitive state of empirical
research into the relationship between representation and (dis-)affection,
there is every reason to avoid also such a reversed normative position and to
prefer a more open-minded and balanced view. Whether political disaffect-
ions are good or bad for elective representation should remain a question
which perhaps may be answered after, but certainly not before further em-
pirical research.
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