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ABSTRACT

Challenging the Status Quo: The Rise and ConsegsasfcAnti-Establishment Parties
in Western Europe. (May 2009)
Jason Matthew Smith, B.A., University of North Texa
M.A., University of North Texas

Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. Robert Harmel

This dissertation examines two interconnectedarebequestions: What
conditions give rise and lead to the electoral ess®f anti-establishment parties and
what are the consequences of this electoral suz¢éssature concerning anti-
establishment parties fails to investigate thisnqgimeenon in its entirety by focusing
disproportionately on the electoral success ofdlpesties neglecting the consequences
of this electoral success. Although the electsualcess of anti-establishment parties and
the subsequent consequences have different thesdnetiderpinnings, the effects that
anti-establishment parties have on individual paréind the party system are dependent
upon the electoral success of these of partiegreftre, this dissertation focuses on
boththe electoral success and the consequences afsaakilishment parties in Western
Europe.

Concerning electoral success, this dissertaticer®th new approach to the
literature by arguing that anti-establishment partregardless of their placement on the
political spectrum, are born out of the dissatistactowards traditional parties within

the electorate. Using quantitative analyses ditegn Western European countries



covering the time period 1970-2005, this dissestatffers a unified analysis of anti-
establishment parties, regardless of their placémethe political spectrum, examining
the political, social, and economic conditions tijiae rise to the anti-establishment
party phenomenon. The findings indicate that wtnkefactors leading to the emergence
of anti-establishment parties may be the same dézgs of the placement of these
parties on the political spectrum, the factors ilegdio their electoral success are
dependent upon their ideological orientation.

Furthermore, the electoral success of these netiepduas consequences for
other individual parties and the broader partyeayst This dissertation argues that the
existence of these parties alone is not enoughdonaplish this aim; these parties must
be seen as threats to existing mainstream partiegtoer the left or the right or in some
cases, both. In order to counter the threat floese anti-establishment parties,
traditional parties may change their ideologicadipons or organizational structures.
Utilizing qualitative (face-to-face interviews witharty elites) and evidence from party
manifestos from 1970-2005 in six countries, thesdyases indicate that the electoral
success of anti-establishment parties affects iddat parties by altering the ideological
placement, particularly on issues relevant to astablishment party electoral success.
To a lesser extent, traditional parties alter tbeganizational structures (i.e., allocating
more power to rank-and-file members, regional, lacdl branches), in order to counter
this new electoral threat.

Moreover, the electoral success of anti-establistirparties causes instability

within the broader party system. Utilizing quaatiie, statistical methods to analyze



eighteen western European countries between 19¥QG0b, this dissertation finds that
the electoral success of anti-establishment part@sases the amount of electoral
volatility and the amount of polarization both witlihe system and between traditional
parties. However, anti-establishment parties domubilize the electorate leading to
increases voter turnout in these eighteen countfesally, anti-establishment parties,
by gaining seats in national legislatures, upsetithditional coalitional dynamics. As
such, the electoral success of anti-establishmeatiep leads to shorter coalitional

governments within the party systems of Westerrogelr
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION: UNDERSTANDING THE EMERGENCE OF ANTI-

ESTABLISHMENT PARTIES AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

There is little doubt that new entrants into thexctoral arena have changed the
political landscape within Western European paysteans over the past four decades.
The 1973 Danish parliamentary elections experiendeat is now referred to as the
“landside election” odordskredsvalget The relatively stable party system experienced
seismic electoral volatility with new parties caqtg over thirty-four per cent of the
votes cast. The most successful of these newrgafthe anti-tax Progress Party
(Fremskridtspartiet, gained 15.9 per cent and twenty-eight seatsrbaapthe second
largest party in the Danish legislatuF@lketing®

In 1983, the German Green Paiye Grinen seized upon the growing support
for the anti-nuclear armaments movement, an issadanked by the traditional parties
at the time, garnering 5.6 percent of the votetamhty-seven seats in tiBindestag
This “breakthrough” electoral success, and impwesshowings in subsequent national
elections, upset the traditional coalitional dynesnwithin the party system of Germany.

The Austrian parliamentary elections in Octoberd@&nessed the meteoric
rise of the Austrian Freedom ParBré¢iheitliche Partei Osterreich$=PO) as the most

successful party of its kind in Western Europee ARO, a far-right, anti-immigrant

This dissertation follows the style of tAenerican Political Science Review
! Although the Progress Party was the second lapgest in theFolketing it was not part of the ruling
coalition due to the refusal of other parties toperate with the party.



party, became the second largest party withirNtgonalratgarnering 26.9 per cent of
the vote and fifty-two seats. After negotiatioagdrm the traditional coalition between
the Social Democratic Party (SPO) and the Austiaaple’s Party (OVP) disintegrated,
the OVP enlisted the assistance of the FPO to foomalition government. This
coalitional arrangement quickly prompted the foent@ther members of the European
Union to impose diplomatic sanctions against Aastgeking to oust the party from the
Austrian governmerit.Although the controversial leader of the FPO, Jaider,
resigned from his leadership position at the en2i000, the party remained in
government until 2002.

Outside of being new entrants into the politicatsyn, these parties appear to
have little in common. The Progress Party in Detkmaad the Freedom Party in Austria
are considered by most experts to be far rightulistpparties, wheredsie Grinen
when the party first emerged, was not easily digsson the traditional left-right
spectrum. Furthermore, these parties differ wethard to ideology, organizational
structure, primary goals, and electoral successwd¥er, the one important
characteristic these parties have in common isthiggt saw themselves as challengers to
the political establishment. The Progress Paryaimark, the Freedom Party of
Austria, and the Green Party in Germany, like mattner parties in Western Europe,

were “anti-establishment” parties.

2 These sanctions were soon seen as counterproglactil/cooperation between the Austrian government
and the leaders of the European Union returnedmmal in summer 2000.

% The collapse of the coalitional government wasight on by internal struggles within the FPO which
forced the resignation of the Vice Federal Chanceusanne Riess-Passer, and the Minister of &man
Karl-Heinz Grasser, prompting early federal elewsicn November 2002.



As these examples briefly illustrate, the risermi-astablishment parties
transformed the party systems of Western Europehd forty years since Lipset and
Rokkan (1967:50) concluded that the “party systefrthe 1960s reflect, with few
significant exceptions, the alignments of the 192 party systems of Western
Europe have undergone a dramatic transformaticew &htrants into these party
systems have capitalized on, and possibly con&tbtd, a “thawing” of the once
“frozen” party system by pushing new issues toftlefront of debate and challenging
existing social cleavages and traditional politigatties.

The rise of anti-establishment parties on bothssafeghe political spectrum is a
consequence of this transformation. New entramtsa party system can destabilize a
“frozen” party system or reinvigorate a decayingteyn (see Harmel 1997). The
success of anti-establishment parties, by garnelegoral support and/or gaining seats
within parliament, changes the dynamics of thetjgali systems within Western Europe.
This dissertation investigates the rise, and mm@rtantly, the consequences of anti-
establishment parties (on both sides of the palispectrum) to the party systems of
Western Europe.

The electoral success of anti-establishment papeasicularly theFront
National (FN) in France led by Jean-Marie Le Pen, sparkedriterest of political
scientists to examine these new entrants into @y gystems of Western Europe. In
2002, the French presidential elections made hsasllkcross the globe as the
controversial Le Pen defeated Lionel Jospin, tlemé&m Prime Minister at the time, in

the first round of elections qualifying for a sedawund runoff election against



President Jacque Chirad/et, even with this much deserved interest, theessg and,
more importantly, the consequences of anti-estatlest parties remain understudied
within this body of research. While the elect@matcess of anti-establishment parties on
both sides of the political spectrum continuesdoeagate a scholarly literaturéhese
studies treat anti-establishment parties as auabkahtegory since they do not easily fit
into any particular theoretical model or typologyoreover, these studies do not offer a
clear operational definition of anti-establishmpatties. This dissertation remedies
these problems by examining anti-establishmentgsantegardless of their placement on
the political spectrum, in a single theoreticahfework; thus, allowing for a single,
unified analysis of the conditions leading to theess of anti-establishment parties.
Along with the established body of literature exaimg success, there is a
developing literature concerning te#ectsof this success, both upon individual parties
within the system and upon the party system ifséif.spite of this, the consequences of
anti-establishment parties remain grossly undeistudwhile it may be widely
accepted today that anti-establishment partiesneiayigorate or destabilize the broader
party system, what remains unexamined is the mamneshich anti-establishment
parties alter the party systems of Western Eurdfm.example, how do anti-
establishment parties affect other political partretheir own party systems? What

effects do anti-establishment parties have on freaity systems more generally? With

* Le Pen garnered 16.86 percent of the vote initherbund of voting narrowly defeated Jospin by
approximately 195,000 votes or 0.7 percent of thte.v Jacques Chirac (82.21 percent) soundly dafeat
Le Pen (17.79 percent) in the second round of gdtirthe 2002 presidential election.

® For example, see Betz (1994), Betz and Immerf&l08), Dalton and Kuechler (1990), Golder (2003a),
Ignazi (1992), Jackman and Volpert (1996), Kitst(#E88), Knigge (1998) and Miller-Rommel (1989).
® For example, see Bale (2003), Mair (2001), andr&dineider (1993).



these questions in mind, this dissertation makg@®rtant contributions to this
burgeoning body of literature.
Research Questions

No single volume systematically studies anti-essabhent party successidthe
consequences of this success; thus we are leftanithcomplete understanding of the
anti-establishment party phenomenon. This dissentattempts to fill this lacuna. The
first section of this dissertation focuses on tistitutional and environmental conditions
that allow anti-establishment parties to succeeddweloping a unified theoretical
framework. Previous studies of anti-establishnpamties often focus on one side of the
political spectrum, neglecting the other. Althowagtti-establishment parties of the left
are distinctly different from those on the right@&mms of organizational structures and
ideological positions, both compete under the sastgutional arrangements.
Moreover, the general argument is that anti-esthbient parties are often a product of
postmaterialisma shift in the value system within the electothtd transformed the
party systems of Western Europe. Because allemtdiblishment parties are thought to
emerge from the same root cause, this analysisiararmanti-establishment parties as a
single phenomenon. What conditions, both insthal and environmental (socio-
economic), lead to the success of anti-establishpeaties? This research question
directs the analyses in the first section of tissekrtation.

The second section of this dissertation investgtite consequences of anti-
establishment party success upon individual pastnesupon the broader party system.

What are the consequences of anti-establishmetyt faccess for the establishment



parties within the system? How have establishrmparties reacted and adapting to the
success of anti-establishment parties? If ansilishment parties are indeed viable
electoral challengers to establishment or tradtigrarties, then establishment parties
should alter their image, identity, and organizagicstructure in order to counter this
new threat (see Harmel and Svasand 1997).

Moreover, does the success of anti-establishmehegpalter the characteristics
and coalitional dynamics of the broader party sy$teThe emergence of these new
entrants may change the characteristics and aaitdynamics of the party system.
Anti-establishment parties help mobilize new voteygpushing new issues to the
forefront of the political debate or by tappingara growing discontent towards the
traditional parties within the electorate. Thisatintent may increase electoral volatility
within the party system, which may alter the coahidl dynamics with the legislatures
of Western Europe. These questions guide the sesin the second part of this
dissertation.

Why Anti-Establishment Parties?

Why study anti-establishment parties? When ansgéhis question, there are
several important interrelated questions that roasinswered before we can fully
appreciate the anti-establishment party phenomefaost, why should we study
political parties at all? Second, why have antalesshment parties emerged in the party
systems of Western Europe? This question leattgetthird interconnected question:
Why study anti-establishment parties within a srgleoretical framework? Finally,

how can anti-establishment parties affect the iildizl parties against which they



compete or the party systems within which they af@& The following sections will
discuss each of these questions in more detail.
The Importance of Political Parties

Political parties are essential to the democraticgss (Bryce 1921;
Schattschneider 1942; Easton 1957; Huntington 198S)E.E. Schattschneider (1942:1)
concluded, “modern democracy is unthinkable saverms of political parties.” In
order to explain the importance of political pasti# is first necessary to define what the
term political party means. A political party ist‘arganization that pursues a goal of
placing their avowed representatives in governmesitions” (Janda 1980: 5). A closer
examination of the elements of this definition destoates that a political party has
“organization-implying recurring interactions among individualgh some division of
labor and role differentiation” (Janda 1980: 5, &anis in original). Any organization
has multiple goals. However, one goal of the olzgion is the placement of its
avowedrepresentatives into government positions, whielams that representatives
must openly identify, and be identified, with therfy name or label (Janda 1980). The
termplacements interpreted broadly. However, for this stutthe term placement
means “through the electoral process (when a gartypetes with one or more others in
pursuing its goal)” (Janda 1980: 5)YOrganizations that label themselves “partiest” ye

are not oriented to providing governmental leaderétince they do not pursue the goal

" For Janda (1980: 5), the term placement may ali to political parties placing their avowed
representatives into governmental offices by “dissministrative action (when a ruling party pegmib
electoral competitiondr by forceful imposition (when a party subverts slygstem and captures the
governmental office).”



of placing their avowed representatives in govemrpesitions), do not qualify as
parties under this definition (Janda 1980).

Even before E.E. Schattschneider expounded thertanp® of political parties
to modern democracy, Bryce (1921: 119) wrote, ‘parare inevitable. No one has
shown how representative government could be workttbut them.” Democracy
necessitates the existence of intermediary strestor groups between the government
and the governed for the articulation, aggregatmal advocacy of disparate views and
policy preferences. Indeed, if a democratic systeta survive, flourish, and remain
stable, then the needs and wants of the peoplebeustard and satisfied. Without
viable institutions to articulate and meet the dedssof the public, democracy and the
democratic system wither and decay (Easton 195#tikiyton 1965).

Thus, political parties are essential institutionthe processes of democracy.
Political parties aggregate and articulate ther@sts of the people to the government.
Political parties embody both conventional politisarticipationandinstitutions. By
mobilizing the electorate and representing varga@al groups, political parties are
essential to negotiating a balance between theewnassl the political elite. In other
words, political parties link the electorate to tftevernment and provide a way for
citizens to hold party officials accountable foeithactions in government. Sartori (1968:
471) echoed the sentiments: “citizens in Westemaigacies are representidough

and byparties. This is inevitable” (emphasis added) thillithe development of

8 Janda’s use of the term “governmental” has atdioteated confusion , with some assuming the
“parliamentary” sense of the word (i.e., cabindt) fact, though, Janda is using the term in itgeno
“American” sense (i.e., positions within governmandre broadly defined and encompassing legislative
and judicial as well as executive offices).



political institutions, the importance of the pmwigl party for providing legitimacy and
stability cannot be overstated (Huntington 1965).

Aside from the functions ahterest aggregatiorinterest articulationmobilizing
the electorateandproviding legitimacypolitical parties perform several other equally
important functions. First, political parties performpolicy agenda setting or issue
structuringfunction. Parties play a critical role in shapthg choices and alternatives
along different issue dimensions (Gunther and Diaai2001a). Arguably, political
parties structures political debate and discussitimn representative government.
Political parties also present the electorate wéthdidates and electoral manifestos (i.e.,
policy agenda setting or issue structuring) fromoltho make their electoral choices
(see Epstein 1980 and Sartori 1976he vast majority of members of parliament,
across Western Europe, belong to political partidsllows that parliamentary politics
are inherently party politics. Thus, the focuglactoral campaigns and debate within
the parliaments of Western Europe are the inteesigreferences of parties.

Second, political parties perfornsacial integratiorrole as they “enable citizens
to participate effectively in the political proceé¢&unther and Diamond 2001b: 8).
Through political parties, citizens come to fedttthey have a vested interest in
perpetuating the democratic system (Gunther anth®ma 2001a). Third, political
parties, if they perform these tasks well, éamm and sustain governmentall

competitive parties are interested in winning gaveental positions; all parties seek

° Gunther and Diamond (2001a) recognize seven foms®f political parties. These include candidate
selection, electoral mobilization, issue structgrisocietal representation, interest aggregatmnmihg
and sustaining governments, and social integrati®anther and Diamond (2001a) observe that thisfis
functions corresponds closely to those identifigdEpstein (1980) and King (1969).
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governmental power (see Sartori 1976). The perdoa of these tasks has important
implications for the coherence and stability of lpzipolicy in the long term (see Dalton
and Wattenberg 2000a). All things being equaltipsithat consistently perform these
tasks will continue to gain representation withie tegislature; thus, they gain the
ability to influence the policy process.

Political parties are undeniably important for demaay to function properly.
Political parties mobilize and represent the irdecé mass public, offer alternatives and
set the policy agenda within the electoral arend,@nnect the electorate with the
governments they help form and maintain. Forfalhese reasons, the importance of
political parties to democratic governance canmob\erstated.

The Changing European Electorate

After the seminal work of Lipset and Rokkan, thetpaystems of Western
Europe were commonly referred to as “frozen” duth®persistence of the cleavages
that underpinned party politics (see Dalton, Flamagnd Beck 1984). However, since
the late 1970s, the party systems of Western Eunogerwent a pervasive
transformation. Scholars attribute this transfdramato declining traditional cleavage
structures that shaped the party systems of thesl@ge Inglehart 1971, 1977). But
why have the party systems of Western Europe “thaweer the last four decades?

The party systems of Western Europe changed f@rakreasons. First, the
value system of Western European electorates dhifds Inglehart (1977: 3) states,
“the values of Western publics have been shiftnogifan overwhelming emphasis on

material well-being and physical security towardajer emphasis on the quality of life.”
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This transformation of value orientations took them of a shift from materialist (i.e.,
material well-being and physical security)postmaterialis{i.e., quality of life) values
(Inglehart 1971, 1977). Flanagan (1982a, 1982imes that values of a better quality of
life and a tolerance for a variety of life styleplaced traditional values.

The emergence of this new set of values gaveaiséat scholars refer to as the
“new politics” (Inglehart 1984; Dalton 1988). Tlskift towardgpostmaterialisnaffects
partisan preferences and alignments. Muller-Ron(@®@89: 7) argues that this “new
politics” emphasizing values of environmental qyalsocial equality, grassroots
participation, and minority rights led to the fortioa of Greens parties in Western
Europe beginning in the late 1970s. Moreover,dfgdt (1988, 206) links this argument
of a “silent revolution” to the success of leftditbarian parties in Western Europe. In
other words, this value shift “produced new potitialignments and new political
movement®on the left sidef the political spectrum” (Ignazi 1992: 5, empkas
original) *°

Second, several studies published in the last @éeganht to rising discontent
within the party systems of Western Europe. Tissahtent takes the form of
disenchantment with established political parti@al{on and Wattenberg 2000a;
Poguntke and Scarrow 1996) or unhappiness witlwtrkings of the broader party
system (Norris 1999; Pharr and Putnam 2000). patty sentiments develop from the

interaction of mass opinion towards politics antkedttempts to channel mass support

19 As a result of this movement to the left by thecedrate and, in numerous instances, establishtigspa
themselves, Ignazi (1992) argues that populisktreme parties on the right emerged to fill thewan
created on the right side of the political specttynhe movement on right-oriented traditional jeext
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(Poguntke and Scarrow 1996). This interactiorbi@usly a two-way street. Elites
may emphasize anti-party arguments to fuel popesgntment towards established
parties within the electorate; in turn, electorahdvior inspired by these arguments may
compel elites to propagate their anti-party stanoee explicitly or forcefully (Poguntke
and Scarrow 1996). The success of anti-establishpaties may force the traditional
parties into unpopular grand coalitions unavoiddbéjling attitudes that all
establishment parties are alike.

Another sign of discontent with political partiesthe decline of partisanship
within many industrialized democracies. As Dal(8600: 36) notes, “what is stunning
about partisan dealignment is the commonalityerids across a wide variety of
advanced industrial democracies.” If partisan éiesweaker, this allows for new parties,
campaigning on new issues, to garner electoral@tupalton, McAllister, and
Wattenberg (2000) argue that more voters are nokngaheir electoral choices based
on campaign issues instead of partisan loyaltiestablished parties may lose electoral
support if they fail to articulate the interestslod electorate on new issues emerging
from the changing value systems within Western gerroT his allows new political
movements and parties that challenge the estalllishiaditional parties to emerge.

Furthermore, more and more citizens are unhapgy té internal working of
the party system. Trends in public opinion witBurope show “the basic picture is one
of spreading disillusionment with established pcdit leaders anthstitutions (Putman,
Pharr, and Dalton 2000: 10, emphasis added). Teserns of cynicism towards

political institutions accelerated during the pastade (Putman, Pharr, and Dalton
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2000). Klingemann and Fuchs (1995: 440-441) atijaeitizens of Europe possess a
“skeptical attitude” toward the reality of demogyadther studies point to “clear
evidence of a general erosion in support for pmditis in most advanced industrial
countries” (Dalton 1999: 63). Norris (1999: 26yadces these claims stating, “in
established democracies, during the last decadide diventieth century, growing
numbers of citizens have become increasingly afin€ the major institutions of
representative government.” Public support foeesal representative institutions
(including parties, parliaments, and governmemstgleclining in many established
democracies (Norris 1999). Whether it is disillusnent with the established parties or
the party system, rising discontent within the &lestte makes it possible for anti-
establishment parties to gain a foothold withinpbétical arena.

Third, in the four decades since Lipset and Rokkasited the “frozen party”
thesis, electoral volatility increased in Westetndpean party systems. Exploring the
electoral support of parties in seventeen westematracies, Rose and Urwin (1970:
295) deduced, “the electoral strength of most eaiith Western nations since the war
had changed very little from election to electistom decade to decade, or within the
lifespan of a generation.” Bartolini and Mair (18919) validated these findings stating
“there has been no substantial and sustained griovelectoral mobility across the
class-cleavage boundary; in these terms at ldestléavage remains frozen.”

However, several scholars noted shifts in the Btybif voter alignments by the
end of the 1970s (Pedersen 1983; Maguire 1983pbdilanagan and Beck 1984;

Crewe and Denver 1985; Franklin et al. 1992). €lseholars illustrated greater
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electoral volatility within the party systems of nyaindustrialized democracies. Thus,
scholars concluded that the frozen party cleavatgtified by Lipset and Rokkan
(1967) were “thawing.” Dalton, Flanagan, and Beokapsulated these findings stating:

Electoral alignments are weakening, and party systare experiencing

increased fragmentation and electoral volatilityorbbver, the evidence

suggests that the changes in all of these nateftect more than short-

term oscillations in party fortunes. This decompoasi of electoral

alignments often can be traced to shifts in thg{tmmm bases of partisan

support—party identification and social cleavag®situally everywhere

among the industrialized democracies, the old oislerumbling. (1984:

451)

Franklin et al. (1992: 404) note that “the electargact of social cleavages may well
have been already in decline before the 1960s.5 Tpalitical cleavages became more
irrelevant to party success. Moreover, Schmitt ldotmberg (1995) found partisan
attachments waning in many Western European nafsaesalso Klingemann and Fuchs
1995).

Recently, however, Mair (1997: 30) found evidenggporting the frozen
cleavages model arguing that, “the electoral badarow is not substantially different
from that of thirty years ago, and, in generalctdeates are not now substantially more
volatile than once they were.” This conclusionroborated the findings of Bartolini
and Mair (1990: 119) who argued that the electooddtility of the 1970s appeared to be
a “gross exaggeration.” Conversely, other schabhmv evidence of weakening
partisan loyalties, growing volatility and incredgmarty fragmentation in many

industrialized democracies since the 1970s (DatwmhWattenberg 2000b). To echo

Drummond (2002:12), “political parties generallg &xperiencing gradual increases in
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electoral volatility, variability and elasticity® Thus, as one can see, the stability of
these party systems is subject to an ongoing debate
Anti-Establishment Parties as a Single Phenomenon

Although a vigorous debate concerning these claomsinues, little debate
exists that the party systems of Western Europe bhanged since the Second World
War. The changing value system, rising disconi@md, increased electoral volatility of
the past four decades within these party systentsrializes in the amount of electoral
support for parties that challenge the traditigraaties within the system (i.e., anti-
establishment parties) (Dalton, McAllister, and Waberg 2000; Poguntke 1996).
Anti-establishment parties, and other new paraéisred the political landscape and
dynamics of party politics. Therefore, the pastgtems of Western Europe today
appear significantly different from those examitgd_ipset and Rokkan in the 1960s.

However, research on anti-establishment partienidges the fact that these
parties are indeed borne out of these changeazilgf992:6) argues that anti-
establishment parties, regardless of their placémeithe political spectrum, are “the
legitimate and unwanted children of the New Pditias “common problems and
common concerns coalesced in partisan organizagiogsferent ends of the political
spectrum” (Ignazi 1997: 318). Thus, the rise df-astablishment parties is a by-
product of the postmaterialist value system. Muwoegpanti-establishment parties take
advantage of, and contribute to, the growing dismanand increased volatility within

the party systems of Western Europe.

" However, Drummond (2002) cautions against takitegé results as definitive proof of instability
within the party systems of western democracies. aFdiscussion of these results, see Drummond2{200
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Although anti-establishment parties of the left distinctly different from anti-
establishment parties of the right in terms of ldgg, organizational structure, and
bases of support, anti-establishment parties dm sides of the political spectrum are
borne out of the shift tpostmaterialismthe growing discontent, and increased electoral
volatility within Western European party systentsach of these parties challenges the
political establishment providing an outlet for thaing public to voice their
disenchantment with “politics as usual” in WestBurope. Anti-establishment parties
provide alternatives to those among the electdhatewish to vote against the
establishment (Abedi 2004). Thus, contrary to jonev studies, it would be somewhat
foolish notto put these parties into the same category.

Even though previous studies fail to examine tlpestes as a single
phenomenon, the notion thelt anti-establishment parties emerge from the samie ro
causes is not lost within the literature. Macki®95) argues that challenger parties (e.g.,
parties that challenge the establishment) of tfieted right are born from the same
phenomenon due to the fact that left-libertariartipa and “new populist” parties share
the same electoral fortunes and the same “enentjfimihe same countriés. “To
some extent the new populist parties are the mimage of the parties of the libertarian

left. They too inveigh against the democraticd¢van” (Mackie 1995: 177). Taggart

121t should be noted that this definition of a “dealer” party differs greatly from the definitiof @
“challenger” party offered by Rochon (1985). Roelt{t985) argues that “challenger” parties locate
themselves at the same ideological position ompttiéical spectrum as an existing or establishetypa
Thus, these parties challenge established pantiesms on vying for the same segment of voteiflsis T
differs from the definition offered by Mackie (199674) that “challenger parties” are those thallehge
“the status quo in terms of major policy issuethernature of political activity.” For Rochon (198
anti-establishment parties are more likely to lassified as “mobilizer” parties as these partig¢srof
mobilize new or apathetic segments of society agdhe established parties by campaigning on new or
neglected issues.
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furthers the “mirror image” argument that “New Pbgm” parties and “New Politics”
parties (i.e., anti-establishment parties) areaddane phenomenon by concluding:

Through examining their ideology, it is clear thia¢ir commonality lies

in the fact that they are reactions to recent dgeknts in West

European politics. They are united in what thepage. They stand in

opposition to what they see as the failed post-g&tlement. In their

actions and organisations there is a self-consceffert to contrast

themselves with ‘old’ established parties. (19%). 4
The “symmetrical pattern in ideological, organieatil and electoral features of parties”
demonstrates that these parties “represent twag sidéhe same coin” (Taggart 1996: 46).

The emergence of anti-establishment parties rekols the “value change and
the related incapacity of traditional parties tpresent new issues” (Ignazi 1997: 318).
This value change first spawned the rise anti-éistabent parties on the left (i.e., left-
libertarian or “New Politics” parties). As a reiact to this shift towards the left side of
the spectrum, anti-establishment parties of thet ffige., “New Populism” parties)
emerged and thrived in many west European partgsys It is clear that anti-
establishment parties should be examined as aegnfiginomenon.

What Are the Consequences?

The effects of anti-establishment parties aredaching. Some scholars
interpret the anti-establishment party phenomesoa ‘@ymptom of a system in crisis”
(Ignazi 1997: 318). Disaffection with democracylanlack of confidence its
institutions have been a growing concern sincestitey 1970s (see Crozier, Huntington,
and Watanuki 1975). However, the democratic systehWestern Europe are not an

endangered species; democracy is in good heatiliticBl parties and party systems are

under threat more so thademocracy But how exactly do new entrants (e.g., anti-



18

establishment parties) change the political systém@ther words, what are the
consequences of anti-establishment parties toiohaaV parties and the broader party
system? When thinking of the different consequeméenti-establishment parties, it is
important to keep in mind the various functionsf@ened by political parties.

Harmel (1997) argues new entrants into the poliacana may serve to
reinvigorate as well as to destabilize a partyesyst New entrants often force traditional
parties to address new or long neglected issuethid manner, anti-establishment
parties reinvigorate a party system. However -estiablishment parties can destabilize
a party system by gaining electoral support. Thifsthe dynamics of the coalition
formation process. These two examples only highhgays in which anti-establishment
parties affect individual parties and the broadetypsystem. There are three
consequences of anti-establishment parties thaifanéerest to this dissertation.

First, new entrants can influence the ability dhbBshed parties tarticulate
andaggregatethe interests of the electoratedset the policy agendaithin the national
legislature. Spatial theory suggests that polifieaties adjust their policy programmes
or manifestos in response to shifts in public amni In order to win elections, parties
tailor their manifestos to the policy preferencégheir core supporters in particular, and
the electorate in general. Moreover, spatial theoggests that political parties adjust
their policy programmes in relation to their oppotse usually their nearest rival. Thus,
parties’ issue profiles are shaped, at least ity pguthe policy positions of the other

parties within the party system.
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If anti-establishment parties force traditionaltpes to adjust their policy
positions towards this new threat, they can chanhgeery identity of the traditional
parties. This adjustment, which may be accompaoyea shift in the placement of the
established party on the political spectrum, inflces the ability of such parties to
articulate and aggregate the interests of theipesugrs to the government. Competition
for votes may require established parties to reatho new groups of voters by
changing their election manifestos or alteringagenda within the national legislature.
Thus, the important functions of interest articellahd aggregation and agenda setting
(issue structuring) are altered by the emergenemtifestablishment parties.

Second, anti-establishment parties, by challentiirgestablishment, provide
alternatives to the electorate, which in turn,uefices the ability of establishment
parties tomobilizethe electorate. Changes in the behavior of teet@late and
increased electoral volatility within Western Eveaiscussed above are but two
examples of how anti-establishment parties afteetftinction of mobilizing the
electorate. The functions of interest articulataom aggregation are obviously closely
linked to the ability of political parties to moizié the electorate. This is not to say that
anti-establishment parties stop traditional partiesn mobilizing the electorate.
However, these new entrants, by representing n&wess may mobilize more new voters
than the established parti€s. By pushing new issues to the forefront of peaitdebate

and articulating different demands from that of éiséablishment, anti-establishment

13 The argument could also be made that new votermabilized against anti-establishment parties.
Thus, new voters may be mobilizing in support aéBkshment parties as a type of “counter-protest”
anti-establishment parties.
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parties alter the range of voters that can be cagtiy the traditional parties. Thus,
anti-establishment parties may affect the amouedexftoral volatility within the party
system.

Finally, anti-establishment parties may disregtblishment parties’ abilities to
form and sustain government$he ability of anti-establishment parties torgai
representation in Western European parliamentsdithe opportunities available to
establishment parties in forming coalitional goveemts. As anti-establishment parties
gain more seats, the probability of forming a migyaroalition decreases. As such, the
more seats occupied by anti-establishment pattiessmaller the governing coalition
formed by the winning parties (based on the remagiparties) is likely to be. Smaller
governing coalitions are obviously more likely &xé a larger opposition group (see
Warwick 1979). Therefore, the ability to maintaistable coalition may be hampered
by the number of seats won by anti-establishmertigga

What Is an Anti-Establishment Party?

In defining anti-establishment parties, a dichotasdistinction should be drawn
between anti-establishment parties and establishardraditional parties. However, a
consensus does not exist in the literature conoghie definition of anti-establishment
parties. Previous definitions are wrought withipemns’* The fact that previous party
taxonomies treat anti-establishment parties agsidual category” creates numerous
problems within previous definitions (Ignazi 199): All of the labels detailed below

convey “important aspects” of the anti-establishtypgEaty phenomenon, yet they all

4 For another detailed discussion of the problenefious definitions, see Abedi (2004).
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suffer from imprecision. Most of these definiticere too general and, therefore, they
conceal the specific target of anti-establishmenisades” (Schedler 1996: 292). The
following sections detail these problems beforewifig a definition that overcomes
many of the deficiencies with previous definitions.

Problems with Previous Definitions

Numerous previous definitions stress differencaw/éen opposition parties to
“distinguish anti-establishment opposition forcesf opposition parties that belong to
the political establishment” (Abedi 2004: 6). Im@arly study of opposition parties,
Kirchheimer (1966: 237) differentiates between dbgpposition” parties, which oppose
the policies of the parties in government but attep democratic system and
“opposition of principle” parties, which pursue ¢gpthat are “incompatible with the
constitutional requirements of a given system.tt@a(1976: 133) utilizes the term
“anti-system” to classify a party that “undermirtbe legitimacy of the regime it
opposes.”

Smith (1987: 63) argues that opposition partieskmdifferentiated by asking
two questions: are the goals of the party “compatiith the existing regime and its
adherent structures?” and do the adherents oféatig fpursue a course of action that is
acceptable to others” namely other political paréiad officials? Refining previous
definitions, Capoccia (2002:10) distinguishes ‘“tielaal anti-systemness” and
“ideological anti-systemness.” The “relationalissytstemness” of a party impacts the
mechanics of a party system “by pushing it towandseased polarization and

centrifugality” (Capoccia 2002: 24). “ldeologicatti-systemness” affects the
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democratic system as a whole, as the party opmosesr more of the fundamental
characteristics of the democratic system (Capd2i®).

Abedi (2004) argues that definitions stressingedé@hces in opposition parties
are both too broad and too restrictive. Thesend&fns are too broad “in that all the
parties that these categories comprise have omyttong in common, namely, their
anti-system stance with regard to their ideology/antheir behavior” (Abedi 2004: 7).
At the same time, these definitions are too restacin that they do not include parties
that are ambiguous with regard to their positiordemocracy (Abedi 2004: 7). With
many anti-establishment parties wrapping their-dathocratic attacks in democratic
rhetoric, this type of definition captures only siegarties that avertly anti-system
and/or anti-democratic (Abedi 2004).

Yet, these definitions also miss the point thai-astablishment parties, by
definition of being political parties, are not asyistem parties. By competing in
democratic elections, anti-establishment partiegaanting legitimacy to the
“constitutional requirements of a given system”r(8a 1976:13). Although their
policies and behavior may not be acceptable tor@stablished parties within the
system, anti-establishment parties are not overtiyovertly anti-system. Thus, the
“anti-system” label should not apply to anti-estsifiinent parties.

Described as a “specter” that is haunting the wadtholars utilize the term
“populism” or the “populist” label to describe tparties with anti-establishment
sentiments. Scholars conceptualize populism todigcnot only traditional agrarian

parties on the right, but also non-agrarian movemen the left side of the political
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spectrum (see lonescu and Gellner 1969). Ménysamel (2002) argue that all populist
movements develop their arguments in three disstegis. First, populists place their
emphasis on “the role of the people and its funddaigosition, not only within society,
but also in the structure and functioning of thétpal system as a whole” (Mény and
Surel 2002: 11-12). Populist movements emphdgmeesupremacy of the will of ‘the
people’ over that of any special interest groupb¢di 2004: 7). Second, populist
rhetoric usually claims that “the people have beeinayed by those in charge” (Mény
and Surel 2002: 12). Third, demands are madéhdordstoration of “the primacy of the
people” (Mény and Surel (2002: 13). In additioritese three common features,
populist movements are often characterized by nagat defining themselves more by
what they are against than what they are for (AB8@4). Populist parties stress the
discontent between establishment parties and ttiegvpublic by campaigning on issues
long neglected by these traditional parties.

Other scholars attempt to further demarcate theeqtrof populism Canovan
(1981) makes the distinction between agrarian atitigal populism. Agrarian
populism “is a kind of rural radicalism” focusedaparticular socioeconomic group
(i.e., farmers), while political populism conceitself with the phenomenon in which
“the tensions between the elite and the grass toots large” (Canovan 1981: 8-9). In
other words, political populism stresses the diladeveen the political establishment
and the people. More recently, Canovan (1999e8bes populism in modern

democratic societies “as an appeal to ‘the pe@gainst both the established structure
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of power and the dominant ideas and values ofdbety.” Populist movements are
“of the people, but not of the system” (Taggart &932).

Taguieff (1995) also distinguishes between twesypf populism: “protest”
populism and “identitarian” populism. The maintiga of “protest” populism is that
“the appeal to the people is meant primarily astacism or denunciation of elites, be
they political, administrative, economic or culttir@aguieff 1995: 32). This distrust in
elites is inextricably linked to a trust in ordigagitizens. Thus, “protest” populism
idealizes direct democracy over any form of repnestere democracy. “ldentitarian”
populism is “an appeal to the whole people” desihieeheterogeneity (i.e., class
divisions) of the populace (Taguieff 1995: 33).isltype of populism stresses
xenophobia (fear of foreigners) over distrust @tesl The emphasis of this appeal is to
defend the unity of the people against immigrant®igners and their cultures as well
as attempts to divide the people by political slite

Taggart (2002) goes as far as to delineate sixackenistics of populism. Itis
not necessary to discuss all of these characteyigiven the amount of overlap with
other aspects detailed above. However, threeesktisharacteristics deserve further
discussion. First, populism is hostile to représeve politics. Taggart (2002: 66) is
quick to point out that this does not mean thatytism “cannot exist where there are no
institutions or the ideas of representative pditidut that it is only through the
conditions created by representative politics ffigdulism can become a political force.
Second, populism lacks “core values” (Taggart 2@&): Populist movements develop

and react against elites and institutions accortbrtge nature of these elites and
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institutions in a given country. Thus, populisnm &g found on the left (i.e., left-
libertarian parties) or on the right (i.e., traglital populist parties) side of the political
spectrum. Third, populism tends to be “highly cleéonic,” in that the nature of a
populist movement depends on the national contewtich it emerges. Indeed, as
Taggart (2002) points out with another of his chtgastics, populist movements
usually emerge and thrive during times of crisopulism is not the politics of the
stable, ordered polity but emerges as an accomggamito change, crises, and
challenge” (Taggart 2002: 69).

Each of these definitions of populism (i.e., agraripolitical, protest, identitarian,
etc.) suffers from the same deficiency in that tasyall difficult to operationalize.
Abedi (2004) argues that these definitions aredestloped specifically to identify
populist parties, but rather they capture the cphogpopulism itself. Furthermore, it is
unclear whether a party must exhibit all, or jué\a, traits in order to be labeled as
populist. As Abedi (2004: 9) states:

Is it enough if a party advocates replacing repriedere democracy with

a democratic order that contains elements of dueatocracy or does a

party have to appeal to the people as a whole halleage the political

establishment in order to quality as a populistyXar
The difficulty of defining populism and “finding cemon features across time and space
when considering its manifold manifestations” lieshe fact that populism “is, by itself,
and empty shell which can be filled and made meguirby whatever is poured into it”
(Mény and Surel 2002: 4).

Still other studies attempt to overcome many o$¢haefinitional deficiencies.

Mudde (1996) refers to the “anti-party party,” diguishing between those parties
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having “extremist anti-party” sentiments and thbaging “populist anti-party”
sentiments. Those parties labeled “extreme” rgyetitical parties as a matter of
principle “often on the grounds of its diverse matar the fact that it forms a barrier
between the rules and the ruled (Mudde 1996: Z2&0pulist” anti-parties criticize
traditional “often because of their bad functionorgoecause of the group they (do not)
represent” (Mudde 1996; 267). These parties afterdemn traditional parties as self-
interested, corrupt, and anti-democratic institugithat lack the vision and motivation to
properly represent the people (Abedi 2004). Aldtothe concept of the anti-party party
aims specifically at defining political partiesjststill unclear whether a party must
fulfill all or some of the criteria in order to b@beled an “anti-party” party (Abedi 2004).
Several scholars utilize such terms as “protesigsd or “discontent parties” in
order to better operationalize these parties (F®@anE997; Lane and Ersson 1999).
“Protest parties” blame the political establishmfentall that ails society and seek to
organize the citizenry who are unhappy with whaytfeel is “something rotten in the
state” (Fennema 1997: 475). Preferring the terrschtent party,” Lane and Ersson
(1999) discount a wide range of parties that walgerwise be considered as
challengers to the establishment (e.qg., GreengepartFor Lane and Ersson (1999: 85),
discontent or populist parties are often “formedloabasis of a concrete issue” or
“channeling people’s discontent.” These partigs populist rhetoric and programmes
and are headed by charismatic leaders. Thus gfir@tcbn offered to distinguish

“discontent” parties neglects the entire left safi¢he political spectrum.



27

In addition, these parties are often labeled ash&ii or “single-issue” parties
(Meguid 2005; Adams et al. 2006). Many anti-esshiohent parties do indeed fill a
niche on the political spectrum left vacant by jgsrbf the establishment. However,
studies that utilize this moniker frequently ex@dumbmmunist parties on the left and
anti-establishment parties that place themselwgartis the center of the political
spectrum™> Therefore, these studies do not capture thévfetidth of the anti-
establishment party phenomenon. In a similar Malmgling these parties as “single-
issue” parties neglects the depth of anti-estatvlestt parties. Anti-establishment parties
politicize asetof issues instead of focusing one key issue.ekample, Green parties
emerged in the 1970s focusing on not only the enwrent, but also nuclear
disarmament and nuclear power. Radical right-vaogulist emerged and thrived in the
1980s and 1990s by emphasizing immigration, trawigi values, and law and order
issues. Thus, anti-establishment parties, on id#s of the political spectrum, altered
the content of political debate by pushingesof new issues to the forefront of the
political agenda.

Schedler (1996: 293) coins the term “anti-politieatablishment” party referring
to parties that stress the existence of a “cledvaigiindamental divide between the
political establishment and the people on one leamtla fundamental divide between
themselves and the political establishment on thero For Schedler (1996), anti-

political establishment parties occupy the spadeden “loyal opposition” and anti-

!> One notable exception includes Adams et al. (2008) include communist parties in eight Western
European countries in their analyses. Howevey, taigto include anti-establishment parties locbaé
the center of the political spectrum.
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democratic opposition. Thus, we see that antiblistanent parties are not against
democracyper se(i.e., anti-system), but are against those pattiasmake up the
political establishment.

However, while the label of “anti-political estadiiment” shows promise, the
definition fails in the same manner as previousmfits. Given that this definition rests
on the premise that anti-political establishmemtips construct a divide between
themselves and the political establishment, ieisassary to define political
establishment. Abedi (2004: 11) argues that afjhdhis definition puts forth the
characteristics attributed to the establishmeaet, (€orrupt and distant from the people as
a whole) by anti-political establishment parti@spffers no independent method of
determining which parties, if any, possess thegatige attributes.” Unfortunately,
Schedler (1996) fails to offer a definition of thelitical establishment.

Defining Anti-Establishment Parties

From this discussion, we can see that there eed for a definition that can be
more readily operationalized. In order to defineaati-establishment party, it is first
necessary to define what constitutes an establishpagty. Using the “governing
potential” criteria developed by Sartori (1976),64b(2004: 11) argues that
establishment parties are those that participag@uernment or those that the governing
parties deemed suitable partners for coalition &rom, as well as those parties willing

to cooperate with the main governing parties bgif@ them in a coalition government.
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With this definition in place, it is now possilite define an anti-establishment
party® The definition adopted by this dissertation wasedoped by Abedi (2004), but
adds certain caveats that his definition overlookaking aspects from various authors,
this definition offers four criteria necessary tstshguish an anti-establishment party
from parties of the establishment. The first &g criteria focuses on the idea that anti-
establishment parties are challengers to the esttatént (Ignazi 1992; Mackie 1995).
Mackie (1995: 174) argues that “challenger partag’'those that challenge “the status
qguo in terms of major policy issues or the natdrpaditical activity.” This definition
for “challenger parties” serves as a starting pfmnthe definition utilized for this
dissertation since it specifically includes “lefftdrtarian” and Greens parties as well as
far right parties (i.e., neo-fascist, populist, @mdi-immigrant parties)’

Three additional criteria are necessary to complasedefinition. First, the party
must see itself as a challenger and present itsdfie voting public as a challenger to
the establishment (Adedi 2004). The next critefmrthis definition concerns how the
party sees its competition. Anti-establishmentipamust make the distinction between
themselves and establishment parties. For a falg classified as an anti-

establishment partgll three of the following criteria fulfilled:

'8 For the purposes of this dissertation, | chogerm these parties “anti-establishment” placingéhe
parties at odds with “establishment” or traditiopatties. This terminology differs from Abedi (200
who provides a discussion of both “political esistimnent parties” and “anti-political establishment
parties.”

" For Mackie (1995: 175), these parties are not éekim have a realistic chance of participating in
government since they “are not serious contenaergdvernment office” or they “are not regarded as
suitable partners by existing government parti¢s¢dwever, despite this definition, there are nuraero
examples of anti-establishment on both sides optiical spectrum entering into governing coalits.
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» A party that challenges the status quo in termsaor policy issues
and/or political system issués.

* A party that perceives itself as a challenger eogharties that make up
the political establishment.

* A party that asserts that there exists a fundarhdiviae between the
political establishment and the people. It theretmplies that all
establishment parties, be they in government oopposition, are
essentially the sam@.

In addition to these criteria outlined by Abedi @2(, an anti-establishment party must

also fulfill one additional criterion:

* A party that agrees, through participation in derabc elections, to
adhere to the constitutional requirements of argsiestem.

By competing in free, fair, and competitive (igemocratic) elections, anti-
establishment parties demonstrate their willingriesgork within the accepted rules of
the game or the “constitutional requirements oivarg system.” Anti-establishment
parties are not anti-democratic or anti-systemiggrtAs detailed above, previous
definitions overlook this point by grouping antissgm parties, whether overtly anti-
system or not, with parties that compete withinabeepted norms of the political
system. The negative connotation associated \aithi-5ystem” or “anti-democratic”
parties does not apply to anti-establishment mart&nti-establishment parties are not
subversive in that they do not attempt to subvertmhole political systemas a means of

taking control of the government. These partiesatyestress the divide between the

'8 This criterion was adapted from Ignazi (1992); Maq1995); and Schedler (1996) as cited in Abedi
(2004).
¥ This criterion is adapted from Mudde (1999) antegtter (1996) as cited in Abedi (2004).
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people and the parties of the political establighing pointing to the deficiencies of
traditional parties.

It must be stressed that these criteria must esasd over time for any given
party. In order to classify an anti-establishm@ntestablishment) party, one must
determine whether a party fulfills all four criterat a particular time or not (Abedi 2004).
More importantly, this definition is not exhausti@kall political parties. There are
parties within the party systems of Western Eurtbyaé are neither anti-establishment
parties nor part of the political establishmenhe3e parties are neither politically
relevant in that they do not have a realistic cleasfgparticipating in government nor are
they perceived as challengers to the politicalldistament (Sartori 1976; Abedi 2004).
The definition offered here should provide a meghihdichotomy between anti-
establishment parties and establishment or traditiparties”

Defining Success

Downs (1957: 127-128) contends that “some partiessded by perfectly
rational men—are meant to be threats to othergsaind not means of getting
immediate power or prestige.” Does merely thraatgthe established, traditional
parties constitutsucces® It is argued thatdll competitive parties are interested in
winning some governmental positions” (Harmel 199%,: emphasis in original). Does
becoming a member of the establishment represertesgor anti-establishment parties?

Harmel (1997: 44) asks the question, “Aside fronatnrew parties can accomplish by

2 This “dichotomy” leaves out a third category oftiasystem” parties which are neither anti-
establishment nor part of the establishment. Tthesdistinction that is being offered here is esw
anti-establishment parties, establishment partidsaati-system parties. A list of anti-establisimtrie
provided in Appendix A.
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being in governmental positions themselves, istleerdence that new parties also
affect policy by getting establishment partiesharge their positions?” Is the ability of
anti-establishment parties to influence the issoélps of traditional parties considered
succes?

Each of these suggests a different manner by wtbiahmeasure the success of
anti-establishment parties. Thus, the questidrovg to measure success of anti-
establishment parties in order to accomplish thesgof this dissertation? Should
success be measured in terms of electoral supporterms of the number of seats anti-
establishment parties gain within the legislaturied/estern Europe? Is success the
ability of anti-establishment parties to gain gowveental positions or to influence
policymaking by getting the traditional partiesaliter their positions?

In their analysis of the effects of anti-immigraatrties on traditional parties in
Norway and Denmark, Harmel and Svasand argue that:

In order for partyA to be perceived as a relevéimteatto party B, at least

two conditions must hold. First, pamy(here, the new party) must win

enough votes and/or seats to be clearly noticechoudh any new

formation may be @otentialthreat, of course, it is unlikely that another
party will change itself—given the innate conseisrat already noted—

until there is evidence (i.e. in votes and/or Setitat the threat is real.

And second, for partl to perceiveA as a threat to its own well-being, B

must have reason to believe tié& success is substantialBis expense.

(1997: 317, emphasis in original)
| argue that the ability of anti-establishment j@srto garner votes and/or gain seats in
the legislature and threaten the traditional pamiethe party system is part of the larger

concept osuccess The ability of anti-establishment parties tduehce government

formation or policymaking by getting traditionalrpas to alter their positions is
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contingent upon anti-establishment parties threaggor ability to threaten, the
establishment. Thu#)ese areconsequences of success not success isalew party
has the greatest probability of accomplishing thggssds (consequences) if the party can
garner enough electoral support (success) and flifhm establishment parties on the
issues (Harmel 1997). In other wordensequences are predicated upon success

The definition of success utilized for this disaéidn refers specifically to
electoral successAs part of the larger concept of succetsctoral successf anti-
establishment parties, as with all political patiean be measured as a percentage of
votes or seats or as the simple number of seatedj& the national parliament. Indeed,
this dissertation utilizes both measures for théous analyses conducted herein. In the
second chapter of this dissertation, success isunea as the percentage of votes
received in national parliamentary elections. hia &nalysis of cabinet duration
presented in chapter V, success is measured asithieer of seats won by anti-
establishment parties.

Structure of the Dissertation

The purpose of this dissertation is to help explae emergence, success, and
consequences of anti-establishment parties. Beethdl, this first chapter explores the
historical context and the conditions leading ® ¢éimergence of anti-establishment
parties as well as to delineate the definitionraf-astablishment parties and success
utilized throughout the dissertation. Anti-estabinent parties emerge due to shifts
within the electorate across Europe. Citizensvavee critical of the political parties that

comprise the establishment and increasingly digedat with the institutional
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mechanisms of the party system. In order to getief needs of, and provide a voice for,
these new “critical” citizens (see Norris 1999)tiastablishment parties emerged to
challenge the establishment.

The remainder of this dissertation is divided itvt0 connected parts. The first
part examines the success of anti-establishmetieparAnti-establishment parties owe
their success to a number of institutional (i.eljtigal and electoral system), social, and
economic conditions. These conditions are exploretetail through the analyses
presented in the second chapter of this dissentafldie second part of the dissertation
investigates the consequences brought about sutteess of anti-establishment parties.
As discussed above, the success of anti-establighaeties may lead the more
established parties within the party systems ofté&fasEurope to alter their
organizational structures or ideological profil@$e changes made by established
parties are analyzed in chapters Il and IV. MeBrothese new entrants into the
political arena may reinvigorate or destabilizarthespective party systems. Anti-
establishment parties may increase polarizationegaxtoral volatility as well as shift
the traditional coalitional dynamics within the gesystems of Western Europe. The
fifth chapter examines the consequences of ardbéshment party success to the larger
party system. The final chapter summarizes thairigps and discusses the implications

of this dissertation and concludes by providing s@uggestions for future avenues of
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research concerning the anti-establishment pagpg@menon. Figure 1.1 illustrates the

outline of the dissertatioft.

Figure 1.1: Outline of the dissertation

Emergence of anti-
establishment partie

(Chapter 1) Success of anti- Changes within
4 »| establishment partie » establishment partie
(Chapter II) (Chapter 111)

Changes within the
European electorat
(Chapter 1)

Changes within the party systen
(Chapter IV)

=)

% The arrows in this figure only point in the diriect of causality investigated by this dissertation.
Investigating the effects of party system changestablishment party change on the electoral saatfes
anti-establishment parties is outside the scoghistissertation.
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CHAPTER Il

EXPLAINING THE ELECTORAL SUCCESS OF ANTI-ESTABLISHM ENT

PARTIES

The previous chapter discussed changes withieldatorate of Western Europe
that help explain the emergence of anti-establistirparties. However, emergence is
but the first step in understanding the anti-estabient party phenomenon. This
second chapter explores why anti-establishmenigggrersist and even flourish within
many countries of Western Europe. What leadsecetectoral success of anti-
establishment parties? What conditions allow timese entrants into the political arena
to garner electoral support, particularly at theameal level? What role do the
characteristics of the electoral system play indleetoral success of anti-establishment
parties? Do social and economic conditions helpimder these parties in the electoral
market? These questions help guide the analyselicted in this chapter.

The growing electoral support of anti-establishtrganties allows these parties
to exert significant influence over numerous aspetthe policy making process.
These developments lead to a growing literaturaded on the electoral success of anti-
establishment parties in Western Europe. Themagrity of the studies neglect the
fact that anti-establishment parties, regardlesbaf placement on the political
spectrum, are a product of the changing Europesotaghte. Ignazi (1992: 6) argues
that anti-establishment parties are “the legitinaatd unwanted children of the New

Politics” as “common problems and common conceaadesced in partisan
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organizations at different ends of the politicaésjpum” (Ignazi 1997: 318). Likewise,
Taggart (1996: 49) asserts that parties of “the Reyulism and the New Politics have
their bases in common factors.”

Despite these claims, previous research fails &mnaxe these parties as a single
phenomenon. To this end, this chapter developsgesheoretical framework
explaining the electoral success of anti-establestitrparties from an institutional
perspective. Most often, previous studies focusmg one side of the political
spectrum, neglecting the other. This leads tanaomplete picture and, more
importantly, inaccurate representation of the astablishment party phenomenon. Like
all political parties, anti-establishment partiesnpete within the same institutional
environment created by the political and electeyatem.

However, previous studies point out different ecaimand social conditions
favoring the electoral success of different antabkshment parties. That is, anti-
establishment parties on the left thrive underedéht economic and social conditions
from their counterparts on the right. To compléie anti-establishment portrait, the
analyses in this chapter are disaggregated tdralieswhich conditions promote the
electoral success of anti-establishment parti¢seofeft and those conditions that favor
anti-establishment parties on the right. Thisgligagated analysis tests the assertion
that anti-establishment parties “succeed” for @émme reasons, regardless of their
ideological orientation. Moreover, the analysesdiated in this chapter seek to remedy,

at least in part, the omissions of previous stubiescorporating variables, which
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hitherto have not been fully examined. Thereftiiese analyses develop a more
complete picture of the anti-establishment phenamen

The remainder of this chapter is divided intofibllowing sections. The first
section summarizes previous research concerningléictoral success of anti-
establishment parties. Previous studies provigtinional, sociological, and economic
explanations for the electoral success of antibfistanent parties. The second section
outlines the contributions of this chapter to gniewing literature. The third section
delineates the theoretical orientation and expectaif these analyses and offers
several testable hypotheses. The theoretical éqp@ts of this chapter are that
institutional arrangements, political environmeartgd socioeconomic conditions present
the opportunity for anti-establishment parties @aongr electoral success. These
hypotheses concern the effects of the party ardogbd system as well as social and
economic conditions, which establish the environthm@mvhich anti-establishment
parties compete. Next, the data and methodsedilia examine these hypotheses are
outlined.

The fifth section details the findings of theselgs@s. The results paint an
interesting portrait of the electoral success ofastablishment parties. On the one
hand, the institutional constraints of the partgl afectoral systems affect anti-
establishment parties, regardless of their placémethe political spectrum, in the
same manner. On the other, the social and econmnatitions favoring the electoral
success of anti-establishment parties on the leftldferent from those conditions

favoring their counterparts on the right. Thuthalgh the spark (i.e., value shifts
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within the electorate) leading to the emergencanbifestablishment parties on both
sides of the political spectrum, the fuel leadioglkectoral success is different
depending on their placement on the spectrum. iMpecations of these analyses are
discussed as the chapter concludes with an eyadeviigture avenues of research.
Previous Research Concerning the Electoral SuccesSAnti-Establishment Parties

Institutional, sociological and economic explaoas dominate the considerable
literature concerning the electoral success ofestblishment parties. Institutional
explanations focus on electoral and party systemnaderistics. Sociological
explanations concentrate on value change withirekbetorate, the emergence of new
political cleavages, particular social conditioasd numerous others. Finally, economic
explanations focus on unemployment, inflation, dmbr issues. This section explores
these institutional, sociological, and economiclargtions offered to account for the
electoral success, or lack thereof, of anti-establient parties in Western Europe.
Institutional Explanations

Scholars demonstrate that electoral system cleaistots (i.e., electoral or
“effective” thresholds and the proportionality betsystem) affect electoral support for
anti-establishment parties. Undoubtedly, electsyatem characteristics affect the
electoral fortunes of all political parties; howevBuverger (1963) argues that plurality
electoral systems have a “mechanical” and a “pdggical” effect that may be
particularly harmful to new or small parties. Thechanical effect of the electoral
system relates to how the electoral system tragsstat converts votes into seats. For

new parties, the task of gaining representationade less difficult if the electoral
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system promotes a one-to-one (i.e., more prop@teriranslation of votes into seats.
The psychological effect relates to how the meatadraffect of the electoral system
shapes voter preferences and party responsesstshdts. For Duverger (1963: 226),
voting for non-mainstream parties becomes a figstlgct; “the electors soon realize that
their votes are wasted if they continue to giverthe the third party.” Thus, voters tend
to vote for the lesser evil of the two major patidn the context of new party success,
Rochon (1985: 421-422) argues that high thresH@lliut eliminate the possibility of

a successful party challenge.” Similarly, Jackmiagh ¥olpert (1996: 516) conclude,
“electoral disproportionality (through the mechanisf electoral thresholds)
increasingly dampens support for the extreme aghthe number of parliamentary
parties expands.”

Related to electoral system characteristics, mayem attributes influence the
electoral fortunes of anti-establishment parti8&mming from the arguments of
Duverger (1963) and Lijphart (1994) concerningehextoral system, the “effective”
number of parties competing within the party systiemically, affects the amount of
electoral support any anti-establishment partyataain, since parties fight over a finite
number of seats. Particularly within the literateoncerning far-right, anti-immigrant
parties, there are two competing hypotheses abeuetationship between the
“effective” number of parties and anti-establishingarty support. As the number of
parties decreases, the likelihood that a partygeam seats increases since each party can
gain a greater share of the legislative seats. é¥ew other scholars hypothesize the

opposite, arguing that as the number of partieeases, the more likely an anti-
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establishment party (far-right party in their arsady will emerge in order to gain
representation (see Jackman and Volpert 1996¢xdmining the electoral success of
far right parties, Jackman and Volpert (1996: Sir8) that “multi-partism increasingly
fosters parties of the extreme right with risingatbral proportionality.” Thus, the
likelihood of anti-establishment party support gmses as the number of parties
increases.

The amount of polarization within the party systemnother aspect that factors
into anti-establishment party electoral succesasonle of the few studies examining anti-
establishment parties on both sides of the polispactrum, Abedi (2002) demonstrates
that anti-establishment parties benefit from aelpgsitioning of establishment parties.
Thus, as establishment parties converge in théicyppositions, anti-establishment
parties gain electoral support. Moreover, ovaratty system polarization does not have
a strong or consistent independent effect on thet@lal fortunes of anti-establishment
parties (Abedi 2002). Party system polarizatianfaeces the effect of converging
establishment parties as more ideological spaleftianoccupied at the edges of the
political spectrum (Abedi 2002). Anti-establishrhearties therefore have more room
to maneuver and capture voters within the electmeha.

However, the findings concerning polarization ematradictory. For example,
Mair (1995) argues that the lack of distance betwbe traditional parties serves to
alienate part of the electorate. Given changesinvihe electorate, traditional parties

find it increasingly difficult to “maintain a se@e identity” as they continue to lose
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their “natural” constituencies (Mair 1995: £8) Establishment parties fail to offer the
electorate distinctly different policies from thestablishment competitors. Thus, voters
are more receptive to the anti-establishment assdttatall establishment parties are
the same and, more importantly, to the differericps put forward by anti-
establishment partieKitschelt (1995: 48) supports these claims argtivag conditions
are more favorable for extreme right party eledtsuacess when “moderate left and
right parties have converged toward centrist passtiand may have cooperated in
government coalitions.”

Ignazi (1992) challenges the conclusions reaclyaddar (1995) and Kitschelt
(1995). Extreme right parties benefit from incehpolarization on both sides of the
political spectrum as traditional parties of thie teact to the emergence of left-
libertarian parties and established parties onigid adopt more neo-conservative
tendencies (Ignazi 1992). However, traditionalsgymative parties risk alienating their
base supporters if they move further to the righd.Ignazi (1992: 20) argues, “As it
moves more and more to the right, leaving its tradal ‘hunting territory’, a potentially
successful competitor might emerge on its lefte Thnservative party risks losing its
ties to its traditional electorate by moving tooahuo the right.” Therefore, even as
conservative parties move to the right, new padrasrge positioning themselves to the
right of the conservative parties and engage inbidding” the established parties for

the votes of disaffected segments of the elect¢lgitazi 1992: 20).

#«Natural” constituencies can be defined in terrhslass, religion, occupation, or region. The cofe
these “natural” constituencies identify with anddmg to a particular party and “would rarely, ifegy
consider voting for an alternative” (Mair 1995: 49)
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Sociological Explanations

As detailed in the first chapter, changes withim wialue orientations of the
electorate allow anti-establishment parties to gaioothold and thrive in the electoral
arena. Most often, these shifts are a result aferrazation or the emergence of post-
industrial society. On the right side of the spatt, Betz (1998: 7) argues that the
electoral success of far right populist partiethm past two decades is a “result of the
transition from the postwar system of ‘organizefitzism’ to a system of individual
capitalism.” This transition leads to “a dramaticrease in anxieties, insecurity, and
pessimism about the future” which, in turn, leamla tpronounced decline in public
faith in the established parties, politicians, #melpolitical process in general’ (Betz
1998: 7). Kitschelt (1995) reinforces these claarguing that extremist parties,
particularly on the right, often flourish duringrpsls of transition (i.e., from industrial
to post-industrial society).

Alber (1989) contends that this same phenomenoars@n the left side of the
spectrum with the emergence and success of Greetissp Educational mobilization
and state penetration are two central processe®adérnization, which serve to
restructure the traditional cleavages identified_lpset and Rokkan (Alber 1989).
Changes within these traditional cleavage strusttaeilitate shifts in the value
orientation and a decline in partisan loyaltieshmtthe electorate. Ignazi (1996) argues
that “New Politics” parties emerge from the struatichanges associated with post-
industrial society. Moreover, Taggart argues tha@nges within the party systems of

Western Europe assist anti-establishment partidtnsides of the political spectrum:
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[1]t is possible to see a very clear trend: ‘Newbtest parties of both left

and right have flourished on the fertile sourcdlox in West European

politics. On the left the New Politics parties ofreen and alternative hue

have colonised the margins of parliamentary prp@st on the right a

new breed of ‘New Populist’ parties have colonidesl opposite margins.

By examining the New Politics parties and the Newspuists, we can

trace the contours of protest in contemporary VEesope. (1996: 12)
As the modernization process alters the traditicledvage structures and value
orientations of the electorate, anti-establishnpamties thrive in the electoral arena.

Another factor, interrelated to the processes ad@nnization, utilized to explain
the electoral success of anti-establishment partéke development of new cleavages.
Inglehart (1977, 1990) and Abramson and InglelH#89%) argue that the emergence of
the “New-Politics” cleavage is a result of fundart@ichange of the value orientations
of the electorate within advanced industrial deraoi&s. Due to the affluence and
prosperity of the Western world in the post-WorldM era, shifts occurred in the
value priorities from one generation to the nergléhart 1977, 1990). Thus, the
generations that grew up before and during the i8e@dorld War concerned
themselves with securing their basic material neled&ever, the generation that
followed granted a higher priority to postmatesairalues emphasizing quality-of-life
issues (Abramson and Inglehart 1995; Inglehart 12990). As detailed in the first
chapter, numerous scholars employ this argumestpitain theemergence and
electoral successf anti-establishment parties on both sides ofpthigical spectrum (for
example, see Ignazi 1992; Kitschelt 1995; Tagga®6).

Previous studies identify specific social condifdhat influence anti-

establishment party support, particularly on tightside of the spectrum. Betz (1994)
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argues that the main planks of the far right ppl&gform concern immigration and
crime and these two major issues separate far payties from the mainstream,
traditional parties on the right. Immigration isexry salient issue for anti-establishment
parties on the right. Far right parties usuallg@tdcenophobic platforms playing to the
fears of alienated voters within the electoratétsdfelt (1995: 1) states, “[T]he
contemporary extreme right is a single-issue ramistxenophobic backlash against the
multi-culturalization of Western European societasised by the influx of immigrants.”
Numerous scholars hypothesize that rising immigratates facilitate growing support
for far right parties among Western European etatés (for examples of cross-national
studies, see Golder 2003b, Jackman and Volpert,3086ge 1998 and Lubbers,
Gijsberts, and Scheepers 2062).

High crime rates are yet another factor numerobslacs link to the electoral
success of anti-establishment parties on the riBletz (1993a, 1993b), Lubbers and
Scheepers (2000), and Swyngedouw (1998) demonstiate to be an important issue
to the far right. Gibson (2002) argues high lewlsrime, often in conjunction with
higher levels of immigration, lead to a feelingsotial insecurity within the electorate.
Gibson (2002: 104) contends, “concerns about imamitgrand crime could be a practical

matter relating to one’s physical and material sécti Although all parties, to some

% |In numerous case studies including studies of daugiKnight 1992, Riedlsperger 1998), Belgium
(Fitzmaurice 1992), France (Bréchon and Mitra 199&h and Wolfreys 1992, Mayer 1998), Italy
(Furlong 1992, Sidoti 1992), the Netherlands (Vommmand Lucardie 1992) and Scandinavian countries
(Arter 1992), immigration was found to be a taitnade issue for the far right. In their studies of
Germany, Betz (1990, 1993a), Chapin (1997), LubbadsScheepers (2000), Minkenburg (1992), and
Westle and Niedermayer (1992), each found higlsratémmigration to be favorable to parties of the
right. It should also be noted that immigrationl amemployment have often been linked togethenése
case studies as well as cross-national studidsedat right.
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extent, campaign on law and order issues, rightemtablishment parties seize upon the
sense of social insecurity created by higher crates and immigration. Thus, as both
levels of crime and immigration continue to inceaser the past two decades, anti-
establishment parties of the right continue torilsiu
Economic Explanations

The condition of the economy affects the amourgugiport garnered by anti-
establishment parties. However, on the right sidde political spectrum, the literature
produces contradictory findings. Numerous stude®monstrate that far right parties
benefit from poor economic conditions (i.e., highidls of unemployment) (for example,
see Golder 2003b, Jackman and Volpert 1996, arstiett 1995). These studies often
conclude, as Jackman and Volpert (1996: 519) da,‘thgher rates of unemployment
provide a favorable environment for these politiv@lvements.” For Kitschelt (1995:
1), the far right “represents a revival of faseistl national socialist ideology in the
midst of an economic crisis with high unemploymiént.

Despite these findings, Knigge (1998) finds tha¢@snomic conditions worsen,
levels of electoral support for anti-establishmeartties actually decrease. Givens (2005)
finds that higher levels of unemployment lead whlerr levels of support for far right
parties in Austria and France, but this relatiopstoes not hold in Germany. These
contradictory findings are possibly due to the thett many studies of extreme right
parties suffer from methodological problems relgtio selection bias. According to

Golder (2003a: 435), these studies “suffer fronepbél selection bias because they
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ignore countries where extreme right parties areristent or where their electoral
support is extremely limited™

On the left side of the spectrum, economic condgiare linked to individuals’
capabilities to pursue left-libertarian or postmiaiést goals (see Inglehart 1977, 1990;
Kitschelt 1988). As individuals become more seaga@nomically, they are able to shift
their attention from materialist to postmateria@isls. Thus, more affluent countries, as
measured by income levels per capita or levelsagsgydomestic product (GDP) per
capita, see significant levels of left-libertarjgarty support (Kitschelt 1988; Redding
and Viterna 1999). Kitschelt (1988: 206) arguex tthere is a strong and significant
correlation between income levels and electorapstpfor anti-establishment parties
of the left. Similarly, Redding and Viterna (1998 monstrate that left-libertarian
parties are more successful in countries with higgeels of GDP per capifa.

These are but a few of the various explanationgh#®electoral success of anti-
establishment parties in Western Europe. Howewest of these studies focus on only
one side of the political spectrum, neglectingdtieer, or examine only a subset of the
full distribution of anti-establishment partieshus, although these studies contribute

greatly to our understanding of the anti-establishtyparty phenomenon, we are still left

2 Knigge (1998) examines far right parties in sixdféen European countries (i.e., Belgium, Denmark,
France, Italy, the Netherlands, and West Germarilkewise, Givens (2005) covers a range of electoral
success for far right parties; however, she onlyec® Austria, Denmark, Germany, and France. Thus,
these studies exclude the full distribution ofright parties by ignoring countries where thesdipsmare
nonexistent or where they fail to win seats atrthgonal level.

% |n relation to electorally successful left anttadishment parties, GDP per capita is less infiakthan
other variables (i.e., high social security expands). Redding and Viterna (1999) argue thatltuk of
a strong influence of GDP per capita may be explhiny their case selection. In advanced natiobs? G
per capita may have reached a threshold by wisdhfiuence is not longer significant. Thus, thalre
impact of GDP per capita, as it relates to elet®uweacess of left anti-establishment parties, shbel seen
in developing nations (i.e., Eastern European deaies).
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with an incomplete picture. Furthermore, even giothere are many cross-national

examinations of anti-establishment parties, thésdiure still lacks broad theoretical

expectations or conclusions to help explain thétian in the amount of electoral

success garnered by anti-establishment acrossatims countries of Western Europe.
Contributions to the Literature

This chapter makes two important contributionghts literature. First, this
chapter offers a unified theoretical framework xamine the electoral success of anti-
establishment parties. As outlined in the previeetion, the majority of previous
research paints an incomplete and inaccurate tavfranti-establishment party
electoral success by focusing on only a subsdtesfe parties. However, as quoted
earlier, Ignazi (1992:6) argues that anti-estabtisht parties are “the legitimate and
unwanted children of the New Politics” while Tagg@dr996: 49-50) asserts that these
parties “have their bases in common factors.” Degpese assertions, the literature
fails to adequately investigate the electoral sss@# anti-establishment on both sides of
the political spectrum within a single, unified ¢inetical framework. This constitutes
the first contribution of this chapter.

The second contribution made by this chapter rel@¢he more extensive and
more detailed analyses of the electoral succeastekstablishment parties. As
discussed in the first chapter, anti-establishmpeanties, regardless of their placement on
the political, emerged due to the same catalystsiaty a shift within the value
orientation of the electorate and disillusionmeithyhe party system and parties of the

establishment. Yet, whether anti-establishmerttypectoral success (both left and
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right parties) is fueled by the same factors (irestitutional environment, economic and
social conditions), remains to be examined. Givenfact that many of the factors
detailed above not only explain the electoral foesiof a particular subset (i.e., left-
libertarian or far-right, populist) of anti-estaiiment parties but also contribute to the
electoral success of anti-establishment partigemeral, a unified analysis of the
electoral success of these parties would seem mtadta To further examine the
assertions of Ignazi (1992) and Taggart (1996)atiedyses in this chapter disaggregate
the electoral support for anti-establishment parti€hus, this chapter can determine if
support for anti-establishment parties of theiefhdeed rooted in the same factors as
support for anti-establishment parties of the rigiioreover, these analyses examine a
wider range of factors, including new factors, tipaevious studies of anti-establishment
party electoral success.

Political Opportunity Structures: Theoretical Orientation and Hypotheses

Political opportunity theory provides the coredtetical orientation for

explaining variations in the electoral successntif@stablishment parties (see Meyer
and Minkoff 2004 and Arzheimer and Carter 2006he Basic premise underpinning
political opportunity theory is that exogenous tast“enhance or inhibit prospects for
mobilization, for particular sorts of claims to &dvanced rather than others, for
particular strategies of influence to be exercised for movements to affect
mainstream institutional politics and policies” (& and Minkoff 2004: 1457-1458).
Thus, political opportunity theories emphasiz®genousonditions for party success in

contrast to actor-centered theories of successdweat998: 18). For the purposes of
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this chapter, the exogenous factors of the ingtital environment, macro-level
socioeconomic conditions, the reaction (or lackeb® of the political actors with the
party system to a changing political environmeng the ability (or inability) of
establishment parties to satisfy the needs of tiieg public all create the opportunity
for anti-establishment parties to be successfthénpolitical arena. These factors either
enhance or inhibit the opportunities for anti-ebsdiment parties to disseminate their
message and mobilize voters in their favor.

First, the institutional arrangements of the sysfee, electoral system and party
system characteristics) influence the opportunfbesnti-establishment parties to
garner electoral support. Lijphart (1994) argues tegal and “effective” electoral
thresholds (due to the lack of a one-to-one traéioslaf votes to seats) impede smaller
parties from garnering electoral support and gaimepresentation. Under more
proportional electoral systems, political entretans have greater incentives to enter
the electoral arena and voters have more incetdigapport anti-establishment parties
(see, for example, Arzheimer and Carter 2006, Blag Carty 1991, and Duverger
1963). By contrast, less proportional electoratems deter leaders of anti-
establishment parties from fielding candidatesttanapting to mobilize voters
(Arzheimer and Carter 2006; Jackman and Volper6L9¢urthermore, in
disproportional systems, voting for minor partiesdmes a fruitless act as “electors
soon realize that their votes are wasted if theytinae to give them to the third party,
whence their natural tendency to transfer theieotthe less evil of its two adversaries”

(Duverger 1963: 226). Thus, voters are discourdiged voting for these parties given
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their chances for gaining representation (Arzheiaret Carter 2006). From these
arguments, | hypothesize that more proportionaitetal systems provide a greater
opportunity for anti-establishment to garner eleatsupport.

H2.1: The more the electoral system promotes a@age translation of

votes to seats, the more likely anti-establishrpanties are to gain
electoral support

The second party system characteristic of intesebte “effective” number of
parties within the system. Disproportionality discages multiple parties from
emerging within the party system (Duverger 196%)hart 1994; Sartori 1976). As
Lijphart (1994: 76) notes, “disproportionality atte the degree of multipartism, but
multipartism can in turn affect the degree of digqmrtionality.” Thus,
disproportionality and multipartism are interdepemnid® Duverger (1963) and Sartori
(1976) emphasize that the degree of multipartisnesaonsiderably given the variety
of proportional representation systems (i.e., d#ffieé formulas). Therefore, the
relationship between the number of political partsthin the system and support for
anti-establishment parties needs further explamatibhis examination will provide a
direct test of the competing hypotheses, menti@eye, concerning this relationship.
Despite these competing hypotheses, the analylsig/ bests the proposition that
multipartism provides a greater opportunity fordees of smaller parties (i.e., anti-
establishment parties) to mobilize electoral supfian would be afforded them in

disproportional systems. Given the arguments ofdbger (1963), Sartori (1976), and

% Lijphart (1994) notes that the correlation betwdiproportionality and the “effective” number of
parliamentary parties is -0.45 for the seventytelat systems in his analysislthough the correlation
has the expected sign, the relationship shouldhe@atharacterized as strong (Jackman and Volpe)199
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Lijphart (1994), | argue that as the number of gedi parties increases, it is more likely
that anti-establishment parties will emerge andhejaelectoral support.
H2.2: As the “effective” number of parties increagéthin the party

system, the more likely anti-establishment pawiesto garner
electoral support

Another factor creating the opportunity for argtablishment parties to garner
electoral support is the inability, or perceivedhiiity, of establishment parties to solve
the economic and social problems plaguing the natod Western Europe. Mair (1995:
46) argues that “changing international circumstaiceduce the ability of
establishment parties to pursue policy goals teestiie main economic and social
problems within their respective countries. “Theelom of manouevre of national
states and national governments is therefore sgwarastricted, and the scope of
partisan discretion is correspondingly curtailelfa{r 1995; 46)’ Betz (1994: 41)
furthers these claims asserting that a numberrokygs “tracking support for the
political system” demonstrate that:

a growing number of citizens appear not only toidvel that the

established political class is no longer able ttvesahe most basic

problems, but that politicians generally are tosabed with themselves

to be able to adapt to a rapidly changing worldecéht opinion polls

abound in accusations that political parties anditip@ns are self-

centered and completely oblivious to the problehey tare supposed to

solve. A growing number of voters charge politicganith lacking the
competence, integrity, and vision necessary toamseffectively to the

27 Mair (1995: 46-47) further asserts that these gharo the international environment have “two
immediate effects on the capacity of parties inegomnent to act as representative agencies. Ifirgte
place, the responses of national governments itigabland economic problems increasingly tendeo b
influenced by international as well as local presspyand hence they cannot always respond to diemest
demands in a way, which fully satisfies the locdiests on which they depend for their legitimaoy
authority. Second, and perhaps more importaribyjicreasing complexity of the global economy $ead
to severe problems for the monitoring and contfahe policy-making process, and hence undermines t
capacity for effective and authoritative action.”
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most urgent problems, be they environmental degiada soaring
unemployment, rising crime, or mass immigration.

Eatwell (2003: 69) contends that trust, definetfeslings about the ability of the
economic and political system to deliver desireddsy” is declining within the
electorate of Western Europe since World War Ik (sleapter | for further discussion).
The inability of establishment parties to cure éisenomic and social ills of society in
conjunction with a general decline in the truspolfitical parties and the mechanics of
the political system provide anti-establishmentiparwith the opportunity to mobilize
the electorate in their favor (see Eatwell 2003).

For the purposes of this analysis, the politicadaunity structures created by
the inability of the establishment parties to sqgiveblems are examined utilizing the
economic and social conditions of a particular ¢ounAs the economic and social
problems persist within Western Europe, voters idreasingly look to other
alternatives to solve these problems. Gibson (R@fflies that these conditions foster a
feeling of insecurity, whether it is economic ocsd insecurity, and therefore, anti-
establishment parties garner electoral supportis;Tthese arguments of Betz (1994),
Eatwell (2003), Gibson (2002), and Mair (1995) ppariine following hypotheses:

H2.3: As economic conditions worsen, the more likaiti-establishment
parties are to gain electoral support

H2.4: As social conditions deteriorate, the madkelif anti-establishment
parties are to gain electoral support

Related to the effects of economic conditions wieealth or, more importantly,
affluence of a country influences the amount oftal support anti-establishment

parties can garner. From the arguments of Ingt€hai71, 1977, 1990; see also Chapter
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), it is argued that as the affluence within amoy increases, the more likely voters are
to embrace postmaterialist values and, therefate for anti-establishment parties,
particularly on the left side of the political speen. Taking the arguments outlined in
the first chapter, the shift from materialist taspuaterialist values within the electorate
prompted a movement of the established partidsetdeft. In turn, anti-establishment
parties emerged on the right side of the politsgsctrum to fill the vacuum that resulted
from this shift (Ignazi 1992). Anti-establishmeguarties are able to capitalize on the
postmaterialist movement garnering electoral supjpom an alienated voter base (see
Ignazi 1992). Therefore, | hypothesize that adekel of affluence increases, anti-
establishment parties on both sides of the polispactrum will gain electoral support.

H2.5: As affluence within a country increases, rti@e likely anti-
establishment parties are to gain electoral support

Political opportunity structures also emerge frém ¢ooperation or collusion of
establishment parties within the system at the es@ef anti-establishment parties.
This line of argument stresses that collusion umitegs the legitimacy of establishment
parties and their leaders and facilitates the eererg of challengers in the form of anti-
establishment parties (Abedi 2004; Mair 1995). eXplained in the first chapter, anti-
establishment parties campaign that there is riindigon between parties of the
establishment; essentially, establishment partieslhthe same. Katz and Mair (1995:
24) argue that anti-establishment parties “appeaetgaining great mileage from their
assumed capacity to break up what they often tefas ‘cosy’ arrangements that exist
between established political alternatives.” Thastablished parties are “often

unwittingly providing precisely the ammunition” \witvhich anti-establishment parties
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can make inroads into the political arena (Katz kadgk 1995: 24). The actions of
established parties help to legitimate the praiastappeals of anti-establishment parties
(see Abedi 2004).

Established political parties, in order to enstedrtown survival, alter ballot
access requirements (i.e., recognition of candsdael monetary deposits to place
candidates on the ballot) hindering the abilityn@w or smaller parties to gain electoral
support (Katz 1997). Mair (1995) and Katz and M&aB95) argue that ballot access
restrictions are incorporated into electoral lawsider to shield establishment parties
for new competitors. As Katz and Mair (1995: 1&)wee in their description of a
“cartel” party:

The state, which is invaded by the parties, andrtives of which are

determined by the parties, becomes a fount of ressuthrough which

these parties not only help to ensure their owrvigalk, but through

which they can also enhance their capacity to tregisllenges from

newly mobilized alternatives. The state, in thense, becomes an

institutionalized structure of support, sustainingiders while excluding

outsiders.

Furthermore, Mair and Katz (1997) argue that cagrpéinance regulations
function to protect established political cartedsparties in office utilize their control
over the allocation of campaign resources to ddtallengers. Due to the fact that state
subventions (i.e., campaign resources) are tigdito electoral performance, defined in
terms of electoral success or parliamentary reptaien, “they help to ensure the

maintenance of existing parties while at the same posing barriers to the emergence

of new groups” (Mair and Katz 1997:106).
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These appeals concerning collusion among estabdishparties gain leverage as
anti-establishment parties campaign that all esfatolent parties, be they in government
or in opposition, are the essentially the sameordler to distinguish themselves from
one another, establishment parties must providendisalternatives to the electorate.
However, Mair (1995: 51) argues that in contempopalitics, the “capacity of
individual parties to maintain a distinct, and heatso a distinct purpose” diminishes
greatly. Moreover, differences between establisttparties “are less easily identified,
especially by voters, and ostensible protagonistg often be lumped together as
constituent elements of a more or less undiffea¢sdi political class” (Mair 1995:51).
Thus, mainstream parties are vulnerable, as areléicéorate, to so-called “anti-party”
appeals of anti-establishment parties (see MaibL9Bitschelt (1995: 48) supports
these claims arguing that the environment is maverable for anti-establishment
parties on the right if “moderate left and righttpess have converged toward centrist
positions and may have cooperated in governmeiitioog.” Hainsworth (1992: 11)
contends that anti-establishment parties beneim ffsituations where the ideological
distance between the major parties was reducethereating a vacuum” at the
extremes of the political spectrum. The amountleblogical distance (i.e., polarization)
between establishment parties decreases as thegumto cooperate with each other to
stave off the challenge of anti-establishment partiAs this occurs, voters tend to see

all establishment parties as part of the sameigallinachine. In turn, this creates the
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opportunity for anti-establishment parties to sect€ From this discussion, |
hypothesize:

H2.6: The more establishment parties collude, tbeertikely anti-
establishment parties are to gain electoral support

H2.7: As the amount of polarization between thaldi&hment parties
decreases, the more likely anti-establishmentgzadie to gain
electoral support
Finally, partisan dealignment and the failure abishment parties to meet the
representational needs of the electorate creathempolitical opportunity for anti-
establishment parties to gain electoral suppoertdini and Mair (1990) argue that the
“electoral availability” of voters increases givélte changes within the electorate over
the past four decades (see Chapter I). The syngptdnhis dealignment are increased
electoral volatility, increased levels of electambistention, decreased vote share for
established parties, and a decline in party merhigefer more established parties (see
Abedi 2004, Bartolini and Mair 1990, and Daltomadgan, and Beck 1984). Each of
these “symptoms” benefits anti-establishment psiras voters become less attached to
established parties (i.e., disillusioned votets}, électorate is more likely to look for
viable alternatives in order to meet their représtgonal needs. Anti-establishment
parties take advantage of this political opportusttucture by mobilizing new voters as

well as attracting disillusioned voters. Therefdrargue that:

H2.8: As voter turnout increases, the more likelti-astablishment
parties are to gain electoral support

2 |gnazi (1992) challenges this claim arguing thatéasegarty systenpolarization creates an enlarged
space at the poles of the political spectrum fare@stablishment parties to succeed.



58

H2.9: As electoral volatility increases, the maokely anti-establishment
parties are to gain electoral support

Altogether, these nine hypotheses are designeté&siigate the conditions that
create the political opportunity structures thédwalall anti-establishment parties to find
electoral success. However, as will be shown beitoiw necessary to disaggregate the
total electoral success of anti-establishment @aitito support for left and support for
right anti-establishment parties. It is necessamyo this in order to further examine the
assertion made by Taggart (1996:49) that partiéhefNew Populism and the New
Politics have their bases in common factors.” Wimldeed this may be true concerning
their emergence, anti-establishment parties ofatiend right may owe their electoral
successes to different factors.

Data and Methods

These hypotheses are tested utilizing data framme parliamentary elections
between 1970 and 2005 in eighteen Western Europmartries. The dependent
variable for this analysis is the vote sharalbfinti-establishment parties (i.e., left-
libertarian, ecology, populist, anti-immigrant pest etc.) regardless of their placement
on the political spectrum. To measure the effetthe electoral system, this analysis
employs three variables: the “effective” threshdle least squares index, and the
“effective” number of parties. Taken from Lijph&1i994), “effective” thresholds are
the minimum percentage of votes, given district nitagle, needed for a party to gain

seats in the legislature (Lijphart 1993)The intent of this measure is to take the

29 «Effective” thresholds are calculated using thkofing formula: Tes = (50% /M + 1) + (50% / ®),
whereM denotes the average district magnitude. In tkes@ which the legal electoral threshold
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characteristics of the electoral system, captuttieg‘'upper” and “lower” thresholds a
party or candidate could receive under the mosts#vand favorable conditions, and
translate them into an equivalent threshold thaild/bave the same effect as if this
“effective” threshold were a legal electoral threlsh(Powell and Vanberg 2000). The
least squares index measures the level of disptiopality of any electoral outcome (i.e.,
election), or the difference between the percentdg®etes received and the percentage
of seats any party gets within the legislatiirélo measure the extent of multipartism,
this research makes use of the “effective” numlbgranties index developed by Laakso
and Taagepera (1979), which takes into accounttagve size of the competing parties
in a given electoral system.

The levels of inflation and unemployment as wsltlae gross domestic product
(GDP) per capita, respectively, measure the ecomoonditions and affluence of a
particular country? Given the hypotheses above, each of these vesiablould have a

positive coefficient. To assess the social coadgiwithin a particular country, the

exceeds the effective threshold as in the casesafriark, the legal threshold is considered the t&ffec
threshold. The data necessary to calculate “éfiecthresholds were taken from Lijphart (1994), |Gy
(2003a), and the Inter-Parliamentary Union (Www.dpg).

% This measure involves taking the square root tiftha sum of the squares of the difference between
vote percentage and seat percentage for eactcpbptirty with a given system. The formula fosthi

index is the square of one-half tim% vV, -S)? where V is the percentage of the vote received by the
i=1
i" party and Sis the percentage of seats garnered by'tipartyin a given election.

31 The “effective” number of parliamentary parties#culated as follows: ENPP =214, where vis the
fractional share of votes of thif8 party (Laakso and Taagepera 1979). The datatosgaiculate this

index were taken from Mackie and Rose (1991, 199d)the “Parties and Elections in Europe” website
maintained by Wolfram Nordsieck (www.parties-andesions.de/).

%2 The data used to calculate these measurementsculézeted from théVorld Development Indicators
2006 statistical database maintained by the World Bartke unemployment rate is the percentage of the
total labor force that is unemployed in an electjear. The inflation rate is the average changhén
consumer price index for the year of the election.
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analysis uses the levels of immigration and crith@he coefficients for these indicators
should be positive.

To examine the political opportunity structuresateel by collusion between
traditional parties within the political systemetanalysis incorporates two separate
variables: ballot access requirements and statgosufp candidates and partis.

The second variable measuring collusion incorgsrato provisions of state
support: free broadcasting time and the state fundampaigns® Katz (1997)
interprets the allocation of free broadcasting tand state funding based on prior
electoral performance as an indication of estabiett parties colluding to ensure their
own survival while obstructing any potential eleedlachallenge for smaller parties.

To measure the ideological distance or polarizabietween establishment
parties, this analysis utilizes the polarizatioraswee developed by Maoz (2006).
Polarization is a complex measure that must taleedocount the number, structure,
cohesion, size, and amount of overlap between wsugooups within a given population.

According to Maoz (2006), previous measures of qa#ion fail to account for the fact

33 Data for these two variables were collected frarious issues ofrends in International Migration
published by the Organization for Economic Coopernsand Development (1992-2005) and the
International Crime Statisticgolumes published by Interpol (1970-2005).

3 Data concerning ballot access requirements amel stgport of parties and candidates were collected
from Katz (1997). Ballot access requirements agasured on a 1 to 5 scale with lindicating no
requirements and 5 indicating numerous or a highel of requirements (i.e., a high level to oveneoin
order to place candidates on the ballot). Baltaeas requirements may include a petition of member
parliament or signatures of voters for the recagniof a candidacy and/or an electoral deposit with
conditions for the return of that deposit (Katz 7p9

% State support for candidates is measured on & ktale with 1 indicating no restrictions placed o
state support for parties and 5 indicating numensusgher restrictions on state support. These
restrictions may include reserving broadcast tinlelg for parties already represented in parlianzent
basing financial support on performance in the jogvelection. Data concerning state support digs
and candidates were collected from the Internatibmsitute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance
(IDEA).
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that these attributes may interact; therefore, ghamn polarization are not linear in
nature. The measure of polarization utilized sthanalyses integrates all of these
properties into a single measure of polarizatibor this reason, Maoz (2006) argues,
and demonstrates, that this index offers the besisore for polarization for these
particular analyse$.

Voter turnout and electoral volatility are usecei@amine how the “electoral
availability” of voters affects the electoral suss®f anti-establishment parties (see
Bartolini and Mair 1990). As a measure of wanimagtigsan ties, and therefore the
“electoral availability” of voters, this analysimeloys the electoral volatility indicator
developed by Pedersen (1979). Electoral volatiigasures the net electoral change
within the party system resulting from individuaite transferd! Thus, this measure
captures the amount of “vote switching” within #lectorate as partisan loyalties
weaken. The descriptive statistics for each oféheariables are summarized in Table

2.1.

% This measure takes into account the thirteen petitegories with both positive and negative posii
from the Comparative Manifesto Project. For a naetiled discussion of this index, see Maoz (2006)
It must be noted that scholars question the useeo€omparative Manifesto Project (CMP) data fer th
purposes of determining party positions. Harmehdh and Tan (1995: 10) argue that using CMP desta “
a gauge of issue position would be a highly riskgiture.” However, given data constraints and the
number of countries included in these analyses,rittdasure provides a rough indicator for polairati
necessary for these analyses.

%" This measure of electoral volatility is derivedtfie following manner: If we gt stands for the
percentage of the vote, which was obtained by patyelectiort, then the change in the strength of
since the previous election will b&p;; = pi;- pi. and if we do not consider sign differences, the

n
following relation exists for the party system: @loNet Change (TNE= _Zl|Apit| , 0<TNG < 200 where
1=

n stands for the total number of parties competmtipé two elections. Logically, the net gains fonming
parties are numerically equal to the net lossebeparties that were defeated in the electionsTbone
may use another indicator which is slightly eatietalculate and to interpret, namely: Volatilityg. = Y2

X TNG;, 0< TNG < 100 wherev,is simply the cumulated gains for all winning pastin the party system
or, if you prefer, the numerical value of the cuatatl losses for all losing parties. Its range has a
straightforward explanation and it can be expresséerms of percentage (Pedersen 1979).
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Table 2.1:Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Anti-Establishment Party
Support 12.19 10.14 0 77.4
Anti-Establishment Party
Support (Left) 7.33 7.02 0 35.9
Anti-Establishment Party
Support (Right) 4.86 6.29 0 44.8
“Effective” Threshold 8.64 10.09 0.7 35
Disproportionality 4.54 4.17 0.4 22.2
“Effective” Number of Parties 4.49 1.59 2.3 10.3
Inflation 7.59 8.74 0.1 76.2
Unemployment 5.11 3.02 0.1 16.6
GDP per capita 18042.5 7596.9 5507.5 48419.3
Immigration 5.28 6.46 0.2 37.2
Crime 5.05 3.10 0.2 13.9
Ballot Restrictions 2.89 1.46 1 5
State Support 3.08 1.16 1 5
Polarization 0.24 0.14 0 0.6
Voter Turnout 79.83 11.23 42.2 96.3
Electoral Volatility 11.10 7.36 0.9 46.7

Note: N =179

Given that standard regression models assume ifitextepts across states and
uncorrelated error terms, these models are inadedoraanalyzing cross-sectional data.
Rather than attempting to specify a laundry lishadditional country-specific factors, or
incorporating dichotomous variables for each coymthich may affect the estimates,
the analyses below employ a panel-estimated apprd@pecifically, the models within
these analyses utilize a random effects model grd iy country), which accounts for

country-specific effects that are likely to be mmtsin the error term (Wooldridge 2001).
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In other words, the random effects model accouwntsatent factors that are likely to
persist within countries, but not between countrasoss time. The disaggregated
analyses employ two separate random effects moumgoorating the same
independent variables as the unified anal}si$he Hausman specification test, testing
the appropriateness of this specification or madelicates that the random effects
model is indeed appropriate for these analyses.e&ach of these analyses, the unit of
analysis is the election year for national parliataey elections.
Party Stability and Party Support

Arguably, the greatest single predictor of elegitguccess foanyparty is the
electoral success of the party in previous elestid@iven this, one might argue it is
necessary (both methodologically and theoreticatlyhclude a lagged dependent
variable in order to control for previous suppartiavercome the methodological
problem of omitted variable bias (see Clarke 20B®searchers often put forth “bloated
specifications” justified by the “fear that omitteelevant variables will bias the results”
(Clarke 2005: 341). However, Clarke (2005: 35@uas, “by including additional
control variables in our specifications, we coudlyveasily be making the bias on the

coefficient of interest worse.” Instead, we carelanate this problem, at least in part,

3 Although anti-establishment parties compete fiinitee number of voters againall political parties,
the argument that anti-establishment parties coenggainst other anti-establishment parties, detipie
placement of the political spectrum, for the samuaug of alienated voters has a logical basis. hat
support for anti-establishment parties on theiseftependent upon, or at least not independesupport
for anti-establishment parties on the right. Gitlais fact, simultaneous equations, or seeminghglated
regression, would be warranted, and indeed neggsttre error terms for these two equations were
correlated. The correlation between these two tsd@guations) is 0.1989. The Breusch-Pagan fest o
independence between these equations was sigtifigdma chi-square statistic of 7.082. This réesul
suggests that anti-establishment parties on thedéér to a different base of voters than anti-
establishment parties on the right (i.e., the tepoations are independent). Furthermore, this pges/an
initial test of the assumption that the anti-estdishent parties on the left and right have thegelsan
common factors.
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by utilizing “narrow, focused, controlled testslobad theories,” which are “far more
convincing than a regression equation weighed doyvnalf a dozen control variables”
(Clarke 2005: 350).

This methodological reasoning aside, there areast two empirical reasons for
not including a lag for previous party supportrsEithe stability of traditional
mainstream parties over the last sixty years inttéesstern European countries allows
the electorate, or at least segments of electa@tievelop and maintain partisan
attachments. Given the fact that this process tales/decades or even generations, it is
dependent upon the stability of the party. Ydg tbgic may not apply to anti-
establishment parties given their relatively newaarce into the political arena. Thus,
these parties may not develop a loyal partisan Wébén the electorate. Second, if
these parties fail to mobilize voters and develgaisan base, then their stability and
longevity is severely affected.

Anti-establishment parties emerge and contest finsirelections in the early
1970s; therefore, it can be argued that nearly fggars is sufficient time for these
relatively new entrants to build a loyal partisas®. Nonetheless, Van der Brug and
Fennema (2003) argue trstmeanti-establishment parties garner their supporeiye
as protest votes against the establishment. dfithndeed the case, then the voter base
for these new challengers is not stable in natadeprevious support for anti-

establishment parties would not predict currenpsupfor these parties.

%It is important to note that the inclusion of aasere for previous support for anti-establishmenmtigs
does not significantly alter the results of thelgses reported below.
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More to the point, the perceived nature of antaleshment parties, particularly
on the right, as single-issue protest movemenaslsi¢o instability. For example, the
controversial and charismatic Pim Fortuyn organizgst Pim Fortuyn(LPF) just three
months before the May 15, 2002 Dutch electionsradtaufar-right, anti-immigrant
platform. The party gained support in public opmpolls quickly through Fortuyn’s
forceful debating abilities and criticism of thevgonment under Prime Minister Wim
Kok. However, on May 6, a militant animal rightgigist, who claimed Fortuyn
exploited Muslims as “scapegoats” in order to gaofitical power, assassinated Fortuyn.
Despite this, the party gained twenty-six seatspb®ng the second largest party in the
Tweede Kameentering into the first Balkenende cabinet.

The fortunes of the party quickly changed as putgbimion in favor of the party
vanished within the year. In the January 2003tigles, the party lost eighteen seats for
a total of only eight in the Dutch parliament. 2006, following years of internal strife
and a lack of leadership, the party failed to gaem®ugh support to qualify for the
parliament. Following a vote of the general asdgntbe party ceased national party
operations on January 1, 2008. In the span ofdadra half yeard,ijst Pim Fortuyn
went from the second largest party in the Dutchigraent to extinction. This is but one
illustration of the unstable nature of anti-estsitonent parties. The instability of these
parties is both exacerbated by, and a produchefirtstability of its base of support

within the electoraté’

0By way of comparison, the electoral base for astablishment parties on the left appears to be mor
stable possibly due to the ideological diversitytwfse parties since their emergence in the latésl9
Although associated with the environmental movenoétihe 1970s and 1980s, left libertarian parties
have not been labeled as “single-issue” partiestlieir counterparts on the right. Left libertarzarties
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More importantly, a lagged dependent variable isnegessary given the
theoretical basis on these analyses. The hypdlueseloped above are borne out of
the theory that the opportunity structures creétedurrentinstitutional arrangements,
economic and social conditions, and the actiorestdblishment parties and the
electorate allow for the electoral success of astablishment parties in tlearrent
election. Previous support for anti-establishnpeanties may control for the opportunity
structures during previous elections, but do ndit b&plain the opportunity structures
present for anti-establishment parties to garrestetal support in the current election.
Thus, the exclusion of this variable should notlleabiased coefficients.

Unified Analysis

The findings from the unified analysis confirm selef the hypotheses
delineated above. The results from the static tyetiewn in the first column (Model 1)
of Table 2.2, indicate that anti-establishmentipartio take advantage of the political
opportunity structures created by the electordlesygseconomic and social conditions,
the party system, and the actions of establishpenies, and “voter availability” within
the electorate. The three variables utilized b tige opportunities created by the
electoral system are all statistically significahtonventionally accepted levels and in

the expected direction confirming the first two btipeses delineated above. The

advocate postmaterialist issues policies concenfiegnvironment, equality, and quality of lifen turn,
this ideological diversity has increased the diigrsf their electoral base contributing to thdmksility.
Analyses including a lagged dependent variable esstgipat the electoral base for left-oriented anti-
establishment parties is more stable from eledtioglection than for their counterparts on the trighn
examination of the overall R-squared for the aredyindicates that the amount of variance explaned
previous electoral support is 0.77 for left-oriehsnti-establishment parties and 0.18 for anti-
establishment parties on the right. The differénddese two measures indicates that the stabilignti-
establishment parties significantly influencesstability of their electoral base. That is, asdtability of
the party increases, the more variance is expldiydtieir previous electoral support.
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electoral success of anti-establishment partiegdered by disproportional electoral
systems with higher “effective” thresholds. Thilese new, or less established, parties
must overcome high electoral barriers in orderaim gepresentation within the
legislature. These findings confirm the earlierkgoof Duverger (1963), Rochon
(1985), and Jackman and Volpert (1996).

The number of “effective” parties within the syst@ositively influences the
amount of support for anti-establishment partids.the number of parties within the
system increases, the likelihood of anti-establistinparties receiving support increases.
Corroborating the conclusion of Jackman and Vol(996: 519) that “multipartism
increasingly fosters parties of the extreme righhwising electoral proportionality,”
multipartism provides the opportunity for leadefslb anti-establishment parties,
regardless of their placement on the political sp@c to mobilize a base of electoral
support. From these three indicators, it shouldygarent that anti-establishment
parties are clearly affected by the characteristidhe electoral and party system.

The measures concerning economic conditions aredl ¢ affluence within the
countries under analysis paint a similar portrad aonfirm, at least in part, the related
third and fifth hypotheses. However, the findimge somewhat mixed. Although the
coefficient for inflation is in the expected direet, it does not reach statistical
significance. Whereas this does not conform taettpectations of this analysis, the fact
that levels of inflation do not influence the vaibhehavior of the electorate is not
surprising. Palmer and Whitten (1999) argue thiéktion does not affect voting

behavior in the same manner as other economic twomsli If economic actors have
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rational expectations, inflation should not hava effects on personal economy due to
the fact that it takes more time for the individuater to feel the economic effects of
inflation than other economic conditions such asmiployment (see Palmer and
Whitten 1999). Thus, we should not expect thetetate to punish or rewaahy
political parties for increases or decreases indhel of inflation.

In contrast, the level of unemployment significgntifluences the level of
support for anti-establishment parties in the etgobpositive direction. As
establishment parties struggle to solve the econpnablems, including high levels of
unemployment, within many Western European natithreselectorate becomes
increasingly disillusioned. In turn, this disillasment translates into electoral support
for anti-establishment parties as worsening ecoo@onditions fuel a sense of
insecurity within the electorate. These findings eonsistent with previous research
that concludes, “higher rates of unemployment mte\a favorable environment for
these political movements” (Jackman and Volpert61%4.9; see also Golder 2003b and
Kitschelt 1995).

The social conditions within a country contribtaethe electoral success of anti-
establishment parties. Immigration significantigneases support for anti-establishment
parties; however, higher levels of crime do nohsigantly influence electoral success
of these new entrants into the political arenaonglwith unemployment, these results
indicate that increased levels of immigration unadee feelings of security within the
electorate (see Gibson 2002). At least in patt;establishment parties benefit from the

insecurity of voters created by the inability ofaddished parties to solve the most basic
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of social problems (see Betz 1994). This resulfaans to previous findings
concerning the decline in trust, defined as “fegdiabout the ability of the economic and
political system to deliver desired goods” (Eatva£lD3: 69), across Western Europe.
The inability of establishment parties to cure ¢éisenomic and social ills of society
creates the structure, which provides anti-estaivlent parties the opportunity to
succeed in the electoral arena.

For the most part, collusion between parties efdstablishment does not lead to
increased support for anti-establishment partAdghough the coefficients are in the
expected direction, the indicators for ballot nestvns and requirements for state
support do not reach statistical significance. atiempts of the political establishment
to thwart the challenges of anti-establishmenti@sulty restricting access to the ballot
and state support during campaigns does not hefie thew parties to any significant
degree as is argued by the sixth hypothesis abbkis. suggests that voters are not
supporting these new parties due to collusion betvestablishment parties. The
measure for the amount of polarization betweengmadf the establishment reaches
significance and is in the expected direction. tihesamount of polarization between
establishment parties decreases, anti-establishpaetiés are able to gain more electoral
support. This suggests that as the ideologicdil@soof the major established parties
continue to mirror one another, voters are increggiturning to the viable electoral
alternatives embodied by anti-establishment parties

The “electoral availability” of voters significiy influences anti-establishment

party support in positive manner. Increased legkigter turnout and electoral
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volatility lead to increased levels of electorgbpart suggesting that anti-establishment
parties are indeed mobilizing new segments of kbet@ate and stealing votes from the
establishment. As anti-establishment parties nastto offer viable electoral
alternatives to a disillusioned as well as seengidgdenfranchised electorate,
establishment parties continue to lose their vb&geswithin the electorate. This has
obvious implications for the establishment as \aslthe larger party system itself.
Disaggregating the Electoral Success of Anti-EstaBhment Parties

Although the above analysis demonstrates that vagxogenous factors create
the political opportunity structures anti-estabisnt parties need to succeed, it does not
test the proposition that anti-establishment psudie a single phenomenon as asserted
by Ignazi (1992), Taggart (1996), and others. riteoto test this assertion, the
dependent variable for these analyses disaggretpge®te share for anti-establishment
parties into support for these parties on thededt right, respectively. The model for
this analysis incorporates the same variables fr@analyses above.

Investigating the sources of electoral succeskefoanti-establishment, the
analysis shown as Model 2 in Table 2.2 indicates tie level of disproportionality
within the electoral system hampers support fose¢hgarties. That is, in more
disproportionate electoral systems, left anti-dghinent parties find it harder to gain
support. Consistent with the arguments of Ingle{t871; 1977; 1990) and Kitschelt
(1988), higher levels of affluence increase the @amof support for anti-establishment
parties on the left. Higher levels of crime alsaoriper support for left anti-establishment

parties. This may be due to the fact that voteraadelieve these parties can
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effectively solve the social ills plaguing sociefynally, the amount of polarization
significantly influences the amount of support kfiti-establishment parties. As
establishment parties converge towards the ceh&se new entrants gain electoral
support. This also suggests that establishmetiepaan counter the threat from anti-
establishment parties by shifting their positiontloa political spectrum. As
establishment parties move toward the positiortfdnti-establishment parties, these
newer parties lose electoral support.

Examining the support for anti-establishment partie the right, one can clearly
see that the opportunity structures that favoredattti-establishment left are not the
same that favor their counterparts on the righd.efpected, higher “effective”
thresholds dampen support for anti-establishmenitgszon the right. Related to this, as
the “effective” number of parties increases, theelef support for these parties also
increases. Thus, electoral system characteristiceence electoral support in the
expected manner. Economic and social conditisswsiaFluence, at least in part,
electoral support in the expected direction. Higheels of unemployment and crime
positively influence support for right-oriented iaestablishment parties. The remaining
variables do not reach statistical significancecatventional accepted levéfs. Finally,
anti-establishment parties on the right benefitfigtealing votes from their competitors.
This is indicated by the significant positive coant for the measure of electoral

volatility. The results of this analysis are shoamModel 3 in Table 2.2.

*1 Unlike previous analyses of anti-establishmentigson the right (i.e., anti-immigrant partiesjist
analysis does not show that immigration is sigaificat the .05 level. The coefficient for thisicator of
immigration is significant at the .10 level. Th&atences in these findings are probably due to
differences in time periods under analysis as a®lhe inclusion of different variables.
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Table 2.2:Determinants of Anti-Establishment Support — Randgfacts Model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Independent
Variables Unified Left Right
Electoral System p — -0.47 0.05 -0.21
Characteristics Effective” Threshold 026)  (0.18)  (0.11)
. . . -0.46 -0.67 0.18
Disproportionality (0.22) (0.15) (0.16)
“ H ” H 1.29 '0-27 1.35
Effective” Number of Parties (0.60) (0.41) (0.41)
. " : 0.05 0.05 0.01
Economic Conditions Inflation (0.06) (0.04) (0.05)
0.54 0.24 0.36
Unemployment 026)  (0.18)  (0.18)
. 0.0002 0.0003 0.0001
GDP per capita (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)
. " o 0.51 0.02 0.18
Social Conditions Immigration (0.30) (0.21) (0.15)
. 0.14 -0.40 0.45
Crime (0.35)  (024)  (0.24)
. - 0.20 0.30 0.25
Collusion Ballot Restrictions (2.41) (1.73) (0.89)
0.80 0.54 0.28
State Support 2.99)  (2.14)  (1.05)
o -10.23 -8.27 -2.37
Polarization (3.78) (2.59) (2.92)
o 0.18 0.07 0.08
Electoral Availability =~ Turnout (0.10) (0.07) (0.07)
o 0.23 0.07 0.16
Electoral Volatility (0.07) (0.05) (0.05)
Constant -15.82 -0.48 -16.89
(13.07) (9.18) (6.83)
Obs. 179 179 179
R2 (overall) 0.23 0.02 0.41
R2 (within) 0.45 0.30 0.40
R2 (between) 0.18 0.0005 0.48
Rho 0.84 0.85 0.48

Note: Coefficients in bold are significant at the .05 level (onexthikst).
Standard Errors are listed in parentheses.



73

The opportunity structures are indeed differentii@se two sets of parties. For
each set, disproportional electoral systems sex\aedetriment to their electoral support
(although this is indicated by different measu@ssiach). However, only anti-
establishment parties on the right benefit fromitga higher “effective” number of
parties in the political system. Left-orientediggtablishments profit from more
affluent societies and from less polarization bemvparties of the establishment. At the
same time right-oriented anti-establishment patigsefit from increased electoral
volatility. Higher levels of unemployment and carhelp foster support for anti-
establishment parties on the right, but higher errates significantly dampen support
for their counterparts on the left. Given the feelof establishment parties to solve the
economic and social problems within society, votgesturning to electoral alternatives
on the right. This indicator offers the clearestyie that the support for these two sets
of parties does not have their bases in commowrf&ciCrime rates significantly
influence each set of parties by in clearly opmoditections.

Implications

There are numerous implications stemming fromehesults. First, parties of
the establishment can, for the most part, cont®lapportunity structures leading to the
electoral success of anti-establishment partieestablished parties wish to counter the
threat from anti-establishment parties, they must khe opportunities for anti-
establishment parties to garner support. Estahksh parties may alter the electoral
system to stem the challenges from, or increaselibtacles for, new parties. More

disproportional electoral systems favor establigbadies with established reputations
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within the electorate. Duverger (1963) argued, thatticularly in disproportional
electoral systems, voting for non-mainstream pauttiecomes a fruitless act. Electoral
reform, instigated by more established parties, haaygper smaller or new parties from
entering the electoral arena and gaining accedgetpolitical system.

Establishment parties may limit further opportigstfor new parties by solving,
or at least attempting to solve, the problems plaggunumerous countries within
Western Europe. Although changing internationadwsnstances reduce the ability of
political parties to pursue policy goals to solkie thain economic and social problems
(see Mair 1995), politicians within establishmeattes must demonstrate their
willingness to solve societal problems. As Bet294) argues, a growing number of
citizens believe party politicians are too selfeabgd to adapt to a rapidly changing
world. “A growing number of voters charge polidos with lacking the competence,
integrity, and vision necessary to respond effetyivo the most urgent problems, be
they environmental degradation, soaring unemploynresing crime, or mass
immigration” (Betz 1994: 41). The future electosakccess of anti-establishment parties
looks extremely bright as the inability of the dédishment to cure the economic and
social ills of society, in combination with the geal decline in the trust of political
parties, provides the opportunity to mobilize thectorate in favor of new electoral
alternatives.

The actions of establishment parties also coneibmthe “electoral availability”
of voters, which, in turn, allows anti-establishrmparties to make major inroads into

the political marketplace. As the ideological diste between establishment parties
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decreases, voters are left without a clear chaaterden these parties. Thus, the
electorate may indeed switch their vote preferemcgarties with distinct ideological
profiles. Established parties find it more difficto maintain a distinct identity (see
Caul and Gray 2000), increasing the availabilityoters and fueling support for anti-
establishment parties, as indicated by the stedifisignificant, positive coefficient for
the electoral volatility measure.

In turn, these developments have implicationsterlarger party system itself.
Although the effects of this electoral succesxen@ned and discussed in greater detalil
in the next two chapters, several points need timbehed upon here. Establishment
parties must shift their placement on the ideolalgspectrum in order to counter the
threat from anti-establishment parties providingacér alternatives to the electorate.
This also leads to increased polarization withmlarty system. Moreover, there is the
possibility that countering the threat from antiaddishment parties on the extremes of
the political spectrum may lead to the emergenaeewf challengers as the established
parties vacate the middle of the ideological spadaus, the electorate withesses more
electoral alternatives and increased volatilityjeltsignificantly alter the once “frozen”
party systems of Western Europe. In turn, thisdase in the “effective” number of
parties and the increased seat share of anti-esdtat#@nt parties may decrease the
stability of cabinet government within the legisiia.

Second, and more importantly, all anti-establishnae@ not created equally; that
is, anti-establishment parties on the left do rasehtheir bases in common factors with

their counterparts on the right. Both left-oriehtand right-oriented anti-establishment
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parties are affected by disproportional electoyateams (albeit by different indicators of
disproportionality), but the number of “effectivparties only significantly influences
right-oriented anti-establishment parties. Thhe,dharacteristics of the electoral
system affect different sets of anti-establishnpamties in a distinctively dissimilar
fashion.

Social and economic conditions offer a similar dosion. High levels of
unemployment significantly affect right anti-esiahiment parties, but not their
counterparts on the left. Similarly, higher levetsaffluence, as measured by the level
of GDP per capita, significantly affect the levékapport for left-oriented in a positive
manner; however, this benefit is not shared by tmunterparts on the right. High
levels of crime arguably offer the greatest contib@tween these two groups of anti-
establishment parties, and therefore, provide #s¢ &évidence that the support base for
different sets of anti-establishment parties deéfdepending upon ideological
orientation. Higher crime rates significantly afféhese new entrants, but in opposite
directions; higher crimes rates reduce electonapett for left-oriented anti-
establishment parties and foster support for theirvalent on the right.

Collusion between parties of the establishmentthadelectoral availability”
also paint a mixed portrait of anti-establishmemtyelectoral success. The amount of
polarization between establishment parties sigaifily influences these non-mainstream
parties on the left, but not the right. The lesVolatility within the electorate
significantly affects these parties on the righi ot the parties on the left. Once again,

the opportunity structures created by the actidrestablishment parties and the
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electorate affect the different sets of anti-essaibhent parties in a distinct manner
depending upon ideological orientation.

Whereas these results do not dispute that antiledienent parties emerge due
to the same factors (see Chapter 1), the factatsftiel their electoral success depend
upon which side of the political spectrum the pastgituated. Thus, the assertions that
anti-establishment parties are “the legitimate amaianted children of the New Politics”
(Ignazi 1992: 6) or that these parties of “haverthases in common factors” (Taggart
1996: 49) must be made in reference to their emnersgenot their electoral success.
Given the political opportunity structure diffexs fparties on the left from parties on the
right, one might argue that anti-establishmentipa¢merge due to the same catalyst or
spark, but owe their electoral success to diffetgms of fuel.

Conclusion

Kitschelt (1986: 58) defines political opportungiructures as “specific
configurations of resources, institutional arrangata and historical precedents for
social mobilization, which facilitate the developmef protest movements in some
instances and constrain them in others.” The aealin this chapter demonstrate that
anti-establishment parties do indeed take advarahtiee opportunity structures created
by the configuration of resources (i.e., voter klality) and institutional arrangements
(i.e., electoral system) within the countries of3téen Europe. These new entrants into
the political arena benefit from poor economic andial conditions that encourage a
disaffected electorate to search for electoraléitves to the more established parties.

Moreover, as these problems mount, parties of stebshment fail to offer voters a
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clear choice, as witnessed by anti-establishmetiegagaining support as establishment
parties move closer together on the ideologicattspm. Thus, anti-establishment
parties garner support through opportunities tetdt#ishment parties can control to
some extent.

The political opportunity structures for anti-dgtshment parties differ
depending upon their placement of the ideologipattum. Left-oriented anti-
establishment parties garner more support withinenpooportionate electoral systems,
more affluent societies, and when there is lessladgcal distance between the
establishment parties. Right-oriented anti-essabtient parties gain more support
within electoral systems with lower “effective” #gholds and more “effective” parties,
in societies with higher levels of unemployment ande, and when there is more
electoral volatility. Clearly, the conditions thetow anti-establishment parties to
succeed are not common to both sides of the pallggectrum. Therefore, if the
assertions that anti-establishment parties havefthendation in common factors
pertain to their emergence, then they may indeetbhect. However, if these previous
assertions concern the electoral success of treg@ntrants to the political arena, then
they are clearly wrong. The political opporturstyuctures differ greatly depending
upon which side of the political spectrum the asiablishment party positions itself.

Given the factors for electoral success of artad@shment parties, traditional,
mainstream parties may attempt to counter thig@ialcsuccess by limiting the
opportunity structures available to these smalbms-established parties. The actions

taken by establishment parties are only one passirhsequence of the electoral success
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of anti-establishment parties. This electoral sssanay not only alter the
organizational structures and policy positionssiablishment parties, but the larger
party system itself as establishment parties esaittis growing, and now recognized,
threat. The following chapters examine the coneaqges of this electoral success for
both individual parties within the same party sgstes well as the larger party system

itself in greater detail.
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CHAPTER IlI

THE CONSEQUENCES OF ANTI-ESTABLISHMENT PARTIES ON

INDIVIDUAL PARTIES

The previous chapters explored the emergence aedtigated the factors
leading to the electoral success of anti-estabkstirparties. Despite the vast literature
concerning the electoral success of anti-estabkstiparties, the consequences
stemming from this electoral success remain grasstierstudied. Thus, this chapter
shifts focus to theonsequencesf anti-establishment party electoral success. In
particular, this chapter examines the effects tifestablishment parties on other
political parties competing within their respectparty systems. The emergence of
these new parties coincides with shifting valuemtations of the electorate across
Western Europe (see Chapter I). With this changalues, anti-establishment parties
push new issues and demands to the forefront gidhiécal agenda changing the
political debate within society. The electoral g of anti-establishment parties allows
these parties to gain a foothold within the payistam.

This chapter argues that the electoral successteéstablishment parties forces
establishment parties to react or face furthertetatconsequences or worse. Anti-
establishment parties pose organizational and grogratic challenges that traditional
mainstream parties must address in order to rewialile electoral alternatives in the
political arena. Parties — like all large orgatimas — are reluctant, and sometimes

unable, to change. Organizational inertia oftekesaadaptation difficult, if not
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impossible. However, by adapting concepts fronanizational theory within the
discipline of sociology, this chapter asserts gstblishment party adaptation is a
product of external stimuli (i.e., the electoratsess of anti-establishment parties in
combination with poor electoral performance) tthaeatens the very existence of these
traditional parties. Utilizing elite interviews aedidence from party manifestos, | argue
that parties of the establishment (i.e., traditionainstream parties) alter their
ideological profiles and organizational structu@sounter the growing electoral threat
from anti-establishment parties. On relevant pasues, traditional mainstream
parties shift their policy position towards theipglpositions of anti-establishment
parties. However, these analyses find that estailient parties are more reluctant to
change their organizational structures and straseigi order to counter the anti-
establishment threat.

The remainder of this chapter is divided into feeetions. The first section
discusses previous research concerning the efféersti-establishment parties on other
competitors within the party system. The seconti@ediscusses the contribution this
chapter makes to this burgeoning literature. Timel section details the theoretical
orientation of this chapter. | argue that the telesd success of anti-establishment parties,
in combination with poor electoral performance cs traditional parties, albeit
reluctantly, to adapt or face further consequenddse data and methods used to
examine this theoretical orientation are describatie fourth section. The fifth section

outlines the results from the analyses conductédisnchapter. The chapter concludes
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with a discussion of the implications of this resbawith an eye toward future research
concerning the effects of anti-establishment psudie more established parties.
Previous Research: The Mainstream Reaction to Newaties

Previous research concerning the effects of atéibdishment parties on
individual parties focuses on organizational arebldgical adaptation of traditional
mainstream parties. This burgeoning literaturei@sghat traditional parties react to the
programmatic, electoral, and organizational chgisnposed by these new parties.
However, Rohrschneider (1993) argues that alth@stgiblished parties react to the
programmatic and electoral challenges posed byestdiblishment parties, traditional
parties are less successful in reacting to thenizgtional challenges of these parties.
Historically, the emergence of hierarchical anddrigature of organizational structures
within Western European political parties is clgsellated to the evolution of mass
parties (see Epstein 1980). New social movemeirtsluding anti-establishment
parties — question the hierarchical, and oftenaotigic, leadership structure
undermining the distribution of power within esiahkd parties. Rohrschneider (1993)
contends that established parties fail to meebtbanizational challenges of these new
parties because doing so would require traditipasgiies to devolve power from their
leadership to rank and file members. AccordinRotirschneider (1993: 169), it is
considerably easier to integrate new issues intty patforms than to “fundamentally
reorganize the internal distribution of power” witlestablished political parties. Thus, it
is easier for traditional mainstream parties to tintlee programmatic demands then the

organizational demand of new social movements.
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The majority of previous research focuses on ffexis of new parties on the
policy preferences of established parties. Haamdl Svasand (1997) provide evidence
of more established parties in Denmark and Norwiayiag their ideological identity to
counter the electoral threat of anti-immigrant jgart Focusing on several issues (i.e.,
individual freedoms, taxes, and scope of governjnetarmel and Svasand (1997) use
evidence from party manifestos to demonstrate tbgress Party in Denmark
influenced the Social Democrats and Conservativehange their ideological positions
on these issues. Likewise, the Progress Partypmvlly affected the Labour Party and
Conservatives in the same manner. This evidengeosts the conclusion that anti-
establishment parties prompt change by provingetarbelectoral threat to these
traditional mainstream patrties.

Downs (2001) argues that mainstream parties Gt g/ ignoring these new
“pariah” parties. Established parties may alscsehto contain these new parties by
isolating then through legal and political meahsgal means include outlawing the
party completely, changing electoral laws (i.eisirey the threshold for representation),
or controlling the voice of the party by restriggimedia or ballot access (Downs 2001).
Political means of containing anti-establishmentipa include “blocking” or “grand”
coalitions “among most or all of the establishedipa to exclude the pariah from any
share of executive authority is a frequent tadfi®dwns 2001: 27). Thus, establishment
parties form a “circle of isolation” around the ia@stablishment party.

Downs (2001) further argues there are multipleamst established parties may

choose to engage anti-establishment parties., Es&dblished parties may co-opt anti-
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establishment policies expanding the programmagnda of the party to directly
address the issues that allowed the anti-estabéishparties to gain electoral success
(e.g., immigration, taxes, environment, and crim@&gcond, and more dramatically,
established parties can overtly collaborate witlr@stablishment parties. This most
often happens in the legislative arena with tradai and anti-establishment parties
voting in support for or against particular pieoé¢egislation (Downs 2001). The
collaboration in the legislative arena may spilepinto the executive arena if traditional
mainstream parties agree to govern in coalitioi aitti-establishment parties.

Established parties deploy these strategies difitgr depending upon their own
goals and ambitions. Politicians seeking reeledtiostable electoral markets will often
ignore or isolate “pariah” parties in an attemptltgengage themselves from these
parties (Downs 2001). In more unstable electamalrenments, traditional parties “face
greater pressures to trade principle for expediancepragmatism and thus seek more
innovative, engaging tactics for dealing with ttagigh party” (Downs 2001: 40). Thus,
the electoral fortunes of establishment partiggenceived electoral environment
influence the reaction particular traditional m&ieam parties have to the emergence of
anti-establishment parties and their subsequeatosbd success.

Adams and Somer-Topcu (2009) argue that polipeglies shift their policy
positions in the same direction that their opposishifted in previous elections.
Furthermore, parties are particularly responsivedicy shifts by members of their
“ideological families” (i.e., left-oriented partiessponded to other left-oriented parties

whereas right-oriented parties reacted to othdt+ogiented parties). Adams and
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Somer-Topcu (2009) argue that partiesracge responsivid ideological family
member policy shifts then they are to the policytsiof other parties within the system.
Thus, established partishould reacto the policy shifts of newer parties (i.e., anti-
establishment parties) on the same side of théiqallspectrum and vice versa.
Contributions to the Literature

This chapter aims to broaden the examination afipal party adaptation by
making several contributions to this growing litera. First, these analyses utilize an
interdisciplinary approach intertwining politicatience and sociology. Using
organizational theory from the discipline of sooy, this chapter argues that
organizations must overcome structural inertiarsieoto adapt to their environment.
By incorporating organizational theory, this chaatens to broaden the study of
political parties, providing a wider theoreticakim| Organizational theories explain
how organizations respond to their environmentlaod these organizations may alter
that environment to improve their chances for stalvi Further, organizational theories
help explain how internal and external stimuli afferganizational change. Thus, by
combining theories from political science and stogy, these analyses offer a broader
insight into political party ideological and orgaational adaptation in the face of
external threats to their survival.

Second, these analyses broaden previous researcérning the effects of new
parties on more established parties within Wediemope. Previous quantitative
research focuses on cross-national analysis digadlparty change in Western Europe.

However, qualitative research of the same natutbese analyses rarely reaches beyond
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two countries. This chapter focuses on six coestin Western Europe using elite
interviews and coding of election platforms of ffeeties. Moreover, previous studies
often utilize data originally meant to examissueemphasigo examingssueposition
(i.e., Comparative Manifestos Project). Theseys®s use original data collected for
the sole propose of examining issue positions.sTthe data examined in this chapter
measure issue positions not issue empHasis.

In a similar vein, these analyses broaden theysttigolitical change by
including organizational change as well as prograticrchange. The majority of
research focused on political party change addsgasgrammatic change in the face of
internal and external stimuli (i.e., changes tol&aslership or dominant faction, poor
electoral performance, or the emergence of new etitops). However, few studies
focus on adaptation of the organizational strugtwfepolitical parties in light of these
stimuli** These analyses go beyond previous research lngowating on both
ideologicaland organizational change by political parties in asge to the emergence
and electoral success of anti-establishment parties

Theoretical Orientation

For a democracy to thrive, the interests and deisahits peoplenustbe

satisfied. The interests of the electorate areesgged and articulated to the

government through the vehicle of political parti§dus, if a democratic system is to

“2 This distinction is important given the followirgample: PartA mentions education in 15 percent of
their platform. However, we do not know from tteding of the Comparative Manifestos Project whether
this 15 percent called for a larger governmentk pooviding education or less of a governmenttd no
education. We simply do not know if the partyas ér against a particular issue or stance from the
coding of the Comparative Manifestos Project. Thuestruly do not know thpositionof the party,

merely the emphasis of the party for this particidaue.

3 One notable exception addressing organizatiorsmgé is Rohrschneider (1993).
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survive and remain stable, gslitical partiesmust remain vibrant and its party system
stable?* Without viable institutions meeting the demantithe public, democracy
withers and decays (Easton 1957; Huntington 198%ithin the development of
political institutions, the importance of the pmwigl party for providing legitimacy and
stability cannot be overstated (Huntington 196Berefore, political parties are
undeniably important for a democracy to functioogarly. However, the environment
in which democracy operates constantly changes piiognits institutions to adapt or
face extinction. Thus, it is thedaptation and reactionary nature of political padthat
drives the stability of democracy.

However, like all large organizations, politicakfies are reluctant to change.
Taking from the discipline of sociology, structunaértia theory asserts that existing
organizations frequently have difficulty changinategy and structure quickly enough
to keep pace with the demands of uncertain, chgngiwironments (see Hannan and
Freeman 1977 and Aldrich 1979). Inertial pressqres age and accountability) may
make organizations (i.e., political parties) risierse in times when adaptation is
necessary to avoid consequences (e.g., electdestjle

Furthermore, population ecology theory arguesdihgdnizational forms with the
best fit to environmental characteristics will l¢ested and proliferate. Although this
theory assumesnvironment deterministo some extent, this does not mean that the

actions of particular individuals do not matter éwganizational survivdf Individuals

*4 The next chapter examines the effects of antististanent parties on the stability of the broadznty
system.

> Scholars often argue that population ecology themintains that individual actors cannot affect or
manipulate the environment for their advantageweier, there are two reasons for this misconception
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(i.e., party leaders) can clearly influence thegamization’s future; however, under
conditions of uncertainty, there are severe comgran the ability of party elites to
formulate and implement changes that improve omgdiainal success in the face of
increased competition. Therefore, in an environmaéth “high uncertainty, adaptive
efforts by individuals may turn out to be essehtisdndom with respect to future value”
(Hannan and Freeman 1984: 150). In addition, straktinertia theory holds that
organizations that are accountable and reliabléaan@ed by the environment and thus,
can survive. However, one negative consequentt@soheed for accountability and
reliability is the high degree of inertia and aiseance to, or impossibility of, change.
The process of change itself can be so unsettinig gesult in organizational failure or
demise; thus, political parties do not undertaleegiocess of change haphazardly or
without good reason.

Yet, we do know that political parties change dmat this change is oftentimes
substantial. However, political parties face &wlima. Political parties must adapt in
pursuit of electoral support while remaining acdabie and reliable to their base
supporters and the electorate as a whole. Any mexeaway from the current
organizational structures or policy preferencethefparty increases the risks and

uncertainty about the outcomes of change becautiepkack information about how

First, determinism is mistakenly contrasted vgthbability. Whether their actions are intelligent and
thought out or foolish and poorly planned, indivatlactors can clearly influence the future of their
organization. Yet, the uncertainty of the environtrgeverely constrains the ability of individual to
implement changes that improve organizational ssgc&econd, the confusion may concern the level of
analysis (Baum 1996). The actions of individuatgter more to their own organization than theyalo t
the population of organizations as a whole. Thias of particular individuals may not explain rhuaf

the diversity in organizational populations givee tonstraints on the influence of individual actidor
variation in organizational properties (Baum 1996).
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party members (or activists) will react to changevbether the party will lose

credibility within the electorate. Therefore, ievobserve change in political parties, the
catalyst for change must be significant. In otdesvercome this dilemma, parties seek
information about public opinion through past el@ctresults — both their own
performance and the performance of their compstéod rivals (see Janda 1990). |
argue that traditional mainstream parties take actmunt the performance of anti-
establishment parties as well as their own perfagean part elections when deciding to
adapt their ideological profiles or organizatiostalictures.

Building upon previous research, anti-establishnpanty electoral success acts
as an external stimulus, in combination with presgielectoral performance, prompting
ideological and organizational adaptation withinrenestablished parties in the political
system. New political parties and social movemehtdlenge the traditional role of
established parties as mediators between the gedamd the government
(Rohrschneider 1993). These new parties demarahiational changes and
programmatic changes from the more establishedeparhd are often adept at
mobilizing the mass electorate to challenge traddl parties. The emergence, and
subsequent electoral success, of new parties amal ssovements despite the
opposition of most established parties indicat&slare of traditional mainstream
parties to “perceive citizen’s interests and chatimam into the political system”
(Rohrschneider 1993: 158). Thus, anti-establishimparties force traditional
mainstream parties to adapt to the changing enwieon or face electoral repercussions.

Although there are many forms in which adaptati@mf establishment parties manifests
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itself, organizational and ideological change s particular focus of this chapter. In
particular, establishment parties alter their idgadal profiles by shifting their positions
on issues advocated by anti-establishment pantigsheeir organizational structures by
modifying the power distribution structure withimet party, giving rank and file
members more of a voice.
Programmatic Change
Downs (1957: 127-128) contends, “some parties—fedray perfectly rational
men—are meant to be threats to other parties anch@ans of getting immediate power
or prestige.” Arguably, the greatest influence rgasties have on more established
parties is to influence the very identity of otlparties causing them to alter their
ideological positions on key issues (Harmel andsg@méd 1997). New parties have the
greatest probability of accomplishing these gdailse party can garner enough electoral
support and differ from establishment parties anisisues (Harmel 1997). However,
Downs maintains that getting a traditional partyker its identity is no easy task:
Ideological immobility is characteristic of every responsible party,
because it cannot repudiate its past actions ust@se radical change in
conditions justifies this. Therefore its doctrigapolicies alter slowly to
meet the needs of the moment. Once more uncertantiye decisive
factor, because it may prevent the party from kmgwivhat policies are
most appropriate. In the absence of this knowledegponsibility makes
it ideologically immobile, i.e., tends to encouraglew rather than rapid
changes in doctrine. (1957: 110, emphasis in alyin
Therefore, as | argue above, establishment partieorder to remain accountable and
reliable to the electorate — do not undertake ceam@ haphazard or random manner.

To do so may spark uncertainty within the partystalg alienating party members and

provoking a credibility crisis within the electoeat



91

However, for new parties, whose own primary purgede influence the
positions of more established parties, simply cstinig elections is not likely to be
sufficient cause to prompt to an established pgarghange. Yet, new parties can reduce
the uncertainty for established parties by garmevimtes — especially if the established
party is losing supporters to a new party —indigasghifts within the voting behavior of
the electorate (Harmel and Svasand 1997). In #meilysis of the effects of anti-
immigrant parties on traditional parties in Norwaryd Denmark, Harmel and Svasand
(1997) argue:

A nearby, established party is likely to changeptsitions in a new

party’s direction only (or at least, most dramdtgawhen (a) the new

party is winning a significant number of votes amdéeats and (b) the

established party itself is concurrently experiagcivhat it considers to

be bad elections. (317)

Furthermore, Harmel and Svasand (1997) contend:

In order for partyA to be perceived as a relevéimteatto party B, at least

two conditions must hold. First, pary(here, the new party) must win

enough votes and/or seats to be clearly noticechoudh any new

formation may be @otentialthreat, of course, it is unlikely that another
party will change itself—given the innate conseisrat already noted—

until there is evidence (i.e., in votes and/or Se#tat the threat is real.

And second, for partl to perceiveA as a threat to its own well-being, B

must have reason to believe t#éd success is substantiaBs expense

(1997: 317, emphasis in original).

This theoretical orientation is consistent with therformance theory of party change,”
which posits parties are conservative organizationanging only in response to poor

electoral performance (see Janda 1990 and Harrdebaéisand 1997, It must be

noted that a new party need not necessarily wits $ede perceived as a worthy threat.

% For critiques of this “performance” theory, seesErgouwer (1992) and Harmel and Janda (1994)
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However, if the established party perceives thatlibsing support due to the emergence
of a new party, then it is not particularly impartdéor the new party to win seats in the
legislature. From this brief discussion, | hypdailze the following:

H3.1: The electoral success of anti-establishmarttgs will influence changes
to the issue positions of establishment parties.

| argue that in order to offset the possible thfe@n anti-establishment parties,
traditional parties will change their identity biyeging their issue positions (ideological
adaptation hypothesis). In particular, these charsipould concern the issues on which
anti-establishment parties of the left and righhpaign. For example, with the
definition presented above, anti-establishmentgmdn the left campaign on
environmental issues while anti-establishment pamin the right campaign on
immigration issues.
Organizational Change

As mentioned above, Rohrschneider (1993) argue®ttablishment parties fall
to meet the organizational demands of new socialements in Western Europe. More
specifically, Rohrschneider (1993) asks how theigipatory demands of social
movement activists affect the internal organizatbestablished political parties. These
movements, particularly on the left side of thetpm! spectrum, are decentralized
organizations and attempt to maintain the leastuasrinof centralized authority possible.
However, Rohrschneider (1993) contends that thesedds pose the biggest challenge
for the establishment parties given their hierarolnganizational structure.

The traditional mass parties within Western Eurdgeeloped hierarchical

structures due to what Michels ([1915] 1962) terrtted“iron law of oligarchy.” Large
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organizations (i.e., mass parties) experience stggeee of oligarchy because these
organizations need experts who are able to marmage skillfully, creating a division
between leadership and rank and file party memdichels [1915] 1962). However,
anti-establishment parties attempt to maximizdrlielvement the rank-and-file
members within the party. These parties attemptitomize the dominance of party
leadership and place more decision-making oppdrésnnto the hands of ordinary
members (Rohrschneider 1993). In order to meedtf@nizational challenges
presented by anti-establishment parties, traditioreanstream parties must alter their
own organizational structures (organizational aal@m hypothesis). Thus, itis
hypothesized that:

H3.2: The electoral success of anti-establishmarttgs will influence changes
to the organizational structures of establishmeantigs.

For Rohrschneider (1993), this is the most diftiahlallenge establishment
parties face from anti-establishment parties sai@@ging the organizational structures
risks alienating either the leadership or rank-aledparty members. Rohrschneider
(1993: 168-169) argues:

For instance, the organizational challenge questite leadership of
established oligarchies, thereby undermining tis¢éohical distribution of
power among party functions. Meeting the organireti challenge
would require devolvement of party power from theadership to
activists or even the local rank and file... Furtherey meeting the
organizational challenge would create its own eledtrepercussion for
parties. For example, if the programmatic appealaoparty to the
electorate at large is placed second to activisterests, traditional
constituencies may no longer feel integrated byr tharty, which may
affect a party’s overall vote share.
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It is easier for traditional parties to shift thpolicy positions or integrate new issues
into their platforms than to fundamentally changeit organizational power structures
(Rohrschneider 1993). Due to the difficulty in riieg the organizational challenge,
traditional parties should be more resistant tangireg their organizational structures in
order to adapt to the electoral success of arsbéishment parties. Furthermore, any
change, whether a shift in policy or adaptatiothef organizational structure, may
alienate the traditional support base of the party.

In summary, | argue that establishment partiesad#pt their ideological
profiles and organizational structures to courtterthreat from anti-establishment
parties if their own electoral fortunes declindedlogical change should be more
prevalent than changes to the organizational strestof these parties given the risk of
alienating the leadership or support base of tiy pdhus, as anti-establishment parties
steal votes from traditional mainstream partiesgl#ished parties must adapt in order to
remain viable electoral alternatives.

Data and Methods

I employ multiple methods to examine these hypsgkeFirst, | conducted 21
interviews with party officials from 18 parties oth establishment and anti-
establishment parties — and two academics in sirteies?’ | conducted these
interviews with officials in various positions withthese parties including party

chairman, deputy party leader, general secretarggaretary general), organizational

“"| conducted these interviews in Austria, Belgiibenmark, Germany, the Netherlands and Norway.
Two officials were interviewed from the Socialistft. Party Sosialistisk Venstrepajtin Norway. In
addition, | conducted two interviews with leadir@pdemics in Denmark and Norway.
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secretary, international secretary, members oh#t®nal board for the party, members
of parliament, and directors of the research depamt or institute for the party. These
interviews asked open-ended questions relatedg@anarational and ideological changes,
and the stimulus for this change, within both d&himent and anti-establishment
parties?® Moreover, interviews conducted with anti-estabtigmt party officials asked
guestions pertaining to the impacts of the partpthrer competitors within the system
and on the larger party system. Thus, these ile@s/concentrated on party adaptation
within both types of parties along with its cauaed the effects of anti-establishment
parties in particular.

Second, | utilize coding schemes developed foPidmty Change Project to
determine issue positions from the text of pargtfpkms. Specifically, | measure,
among a series of publishetctionplatforms for both anti-establishment parties and
their closest (ideologically) establishment rivathted policy positions for nineteen
issues. It must be noted that there is a legigrdadtinction between parties’ stated
positions and the actual behavior of these panttgke in government (Harmel and
Svéasand 1997). For the purposes of these analys@sonly interested in the formé&t.
For each of these issues, there are 11 possibigopssoperationalized with each

position assigned a value ranging from -5 (foreax left) to +5 (for extreme right)

8 These questions and confidentiality statemenpeseided in Appendix B.

9| recognize, as other scholars have, that pari#@schoose to state more extreme positions wittir t
platforms in order to placate or please some segofahe electorate or their base supporters. Hewe
the nature of coalitional politics often necessitah moderation of stated policy positions in ayr
platform. Regardless, election platforms are ediye€onstructed statements of party identity hgvin
strategic value and changes from one platformémtxt reflectieliberate decisionsf the party to alter
their identity (Harmel and Svasand 1997: 321, ersishia original).



96

(see also Harmel and Svésand 1997)sing these coding schemes, | assigned an
appropriate value based upon reading the relevantent in the electoral platform of the
party. This process is repeated for all platfodusng the time period under
examination (1970-2005%.

In order to identify changes within the platfornfestablishment parties, it is
first necessary to identity its position along to&tinuum of possible positions in the
platforms covering the relevant time period. Ferthore, it is necessary to determine
the position of the anti-establishment party inesrt ascertain which changes,
undertaken by establishment parties, might bebated to the effect of anti-
establishment party electoral success. Finaltiipalgh it is possible to produce data on
all nineteen issues, | analyze only issues thatrexrgt applicable (i.e., those issues most
closely related to anti-establishment party supmpvien the theoretical orientation of
this study. These include, but are not limitedgsues that fit the left-right dimension of
politics (i.e., taxes, social services, and thgoeaaf government) as well as “narrower”
issues such as the environment and immigration.

Analysis and Findings

The analyses below demonstrate mixed supporhé&set hypotheses. In several
of the countries, anti-establishment party elet¢temacess, in combination with poor
electoral performance, leads to programmatic abejtao a lesser extent,

organizational adaptation within establishmentiparvithin the party system. However,

* The judgmental coding schemes were developedéParty Change Project funded by the National
Science Foundation (SES-91112491 and SES-911238vRabert Harmel and Kenneth Janda as
principal investigators. These coding schemesnataded in Appendix C.

*1 For non-English platforms, | used both SYSTRANslation software as well internet-based
translation applications to translate these plaifor
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in other countries the effects of anti-establishipamties are not quite as strong as
would be expected given the strength of electarppsrt for these new countries. In
particular, organizational adaptation is not av@lent as expected. However, this may
be due, in part, to the fact that it is easierefggablishment parties to shift their
ideological positions or integrate new issues th@r platforms than to fundamentally
change their organizational power structures ag$bneider (1993) points out. Each
category of change (i.e., programmatic and orgéaioizal) is discussed separately below.
Analysis: Programmatic Change

In order to effectively present the findings camireg programmatic change, |
report on each country in these analyses sepatagéy. These analyses provide strong
support for the hypothesis that anti-establishnpanties are indeed a stimulus to change
in the policy positions of traditional mainstreaarfees. In countries where anti-
establishment parties on both sides of the polispactrum garner significant electoral
support, parties of the establishment are inde#étinghtheir policy positions
particularly on issues central to anti-establishihpamty electoral success. Thus, for the
most part, the ideological adaptation hypothesigp@thesis 3.1) is supported by the

evidence from six Western European nations.

Austria Table 3.1 shows results for 11 Austrian parliatagnelections between 1970
and 2002. From these results, we can see therdésticcess of anti-establishment
parties on both sides of the political spectrurustria. Given the theoretical
orientation of this chapter, we should expect ®tbe Social Democratic Party of

Austria Sozialdemokratische Partei Osterreicli0O) and the Austrian People's Party
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(Osterreichische VolksparteDVP) alter their ideological profiles especialdlyring the
1990s as both the Austrian Greebse(Griinen GRUNE) and the Austrian Freedom
Party Ereiheitliche Partei Osterreich$-PO) gained in electoral strength and these two
establishment parties lose electoral support aptiis. However, we should only
expect ideological change if the SPO and the OMe\®Die Griinen and the FPO are

challenging and stealing votes from these patrties.

Table 3.1:Austrian Election Results, Selected Parties, 190022
(Percentage of Votes and Number of Seats)
Party 1970 1971 1975 1979 1983 1986 1990 1994 1995 1999 2002

OVP 4477 431 43.0 419 432 413 321 27.7 283 26.9 423
/9 80 80 77 8 77 60 52 53 52 79

SPO 48.4 50.0 50.4 51.0 47.7 43.1 428 349 38.1 332 365
81 93 93 9 90 80 80 65 71 65 69

FPO 55 55 54 6.6 50 97 166 225 219 269 10.0
5 10 10 11 12 18 33 42 40 52 18

GRUNE - - - - 19 48 48 73 48 74 95
- - - - - 8 10 13 9 14 17
Key. OVP: Austrian People's Party; SPO: Social DentacRarty of Austria;

FPO: Freedom Party of Austria; GRUNE: The Greens

The interviews confirm that anti-establishmentigarare seen as challenging
traditional parties in Austria. When asked how plaety challenges establishment parties
with the system, an official with Die Griinen argued

Well, I think there is, of course, that the Gre@aiee the voters from them,
SO we are in competition, so there’'s a new plapey thave to be in
competition with them.... And they also, what hapgkemnes that the
bigger parties take some topics from the Greenisam identity.... So ten
years ago nobody would talk about ecology. And raiso the other
parties are taking some topics and think that tiealty may be important,
so they changed in parts of their programmes.
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Despite this influence from both sides of the paaitspectrum, establishment parties
within the Austrian system (i.e., SPO and OVP) teddifferently to this challenge. A
party official in SPO stated:

The Greens attacked us from the left, and the Hadety [FPO] from

the right. The Greens were attractive for the ypueducated people,

more left. And the Haider party, yes, they all avexttracted for the

workers, for the older people and for the lowercaded people. We had a

very difficult situation. And that's the backgralof why we had many

discussions about our future and our possibiltiiesandle this situation.

The influence has gone down, but we have to sdettigfinished.... |

think we, we lost to the left and to the right. eT@Green voters who were

especially young people, first voters.

However, the OVP, who faced a significant challeagehe right from the FPO, did not
react to this challenge in the same manner. An OffiBial argued:

The values, on which the party is considered tbuik, didn’'t change at

all. There may be, because of demographic changesaybe because of

changes in society, like the standing of womenherimportance of the

Cold War ending, or because of the European Urionhthere always has

been ... the Christian social value system.

Thus, the core values of the OVP did not changmtmter the growing electoral threat
of anti-establishment parties in Austria.

Evidence from the election manifestos suggeststiieatlectoral success of anti-
establishment parties in Austria forced establightrparties to alter their ideological
profiles. As we can see from Table 3.2, the SP@auido the left on “key” issues,
championed by the anti-establishment left, durimgperiod of increased support for Die

Griinen. Given recent election results of SPOatleagenetchange of 1.375 (with a

maximumchange of 1.5) to the left across these eighessonforms to the theoretical
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expectations posited above.Combining this observation with support for DigiiGen,

we see evidence confirming the “hybrid” performahgpothesis.

Table 3.2 Selected Issue Positions of the Social DemocRaity of Austria (SPO),

1970-2005
Issue Change from Max. Change Net Change

Individual freedoms -1to -3 -2 -2
Income taxes -1 (to-3) to -2 -2 -1
Total taxes -210-2 0 0
Scope of government -21t0-3 -1 -1
Social Services -210-3 -1 -1
Environment -1to -3 -2 -2
Women'’s Rights -1to -3 -2 -2
Minority Rights -21t0 -4 -2 -2

Despite this tabular evidence of ideological ad@mbathe best manner in which
to demonstrate this change is graphically. Figuteshows the movement of the SPO
during this period on the issue of the environmeks.we can see, the SPO dramatically
shift their position (-1 to -3) towards the positiof Die Griinen on this issue. Moreover,
other establishment parties shifted their positicoscerning the environment. The
effects of the electoral success of Die Grinenhreacoss the center to the right side of
the political spectrum as the OVP shifts its positirom a right-oriented +1 to a left-

oriented -1.

2 Netchange refers to the entire position change fraerbiginning to the end of the period under
investigation for a particular issue for a partaaybarty.Maximumchange refers to the distance between a
party’s two most extreme positions on a particidaue during the period under investigation. Tlifues,

party moves from a +1 to a +4 during this period #ren back to a +3 before the end of this petioeh
thenetchange would be a +2 whereas thaximunchange would be +3.
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Figure 3.1 Austrian party positions on environmental pratecfor Greens (G), Social
Democrats (SPO), People’s Party (OVP), and Freddarty (FPOY

1970 | | |
1971 @ ‘ . SpO OVP |, FRO
(3 \ \ SRO ovpP \ FRO
T \ \ . . \ .
1975 ¢ ‘ . SPRO OVP | FRO
T \ \ \
T \ \ . . | )
1979 ¢ ‘ . SRO OyP | FRO
T \ \ \
1 o ) ) | )
1983 ¢ ‘ . SRO Oyp + FRO
T \ \ \
1986 | — |
& SPO OVP ' FRO
+ \ \
1990 + \ \
i SPO OVP ' FRO
+ \ \
1994 1 ‘ / ‘
1995 ¢ SRO ' OYyP '~ FRO
G spd | oyp | FRO
+ \ \
1999 } ! !
G spO | oyp | FRO
2002 + \ \
i SRO ‘ ovP ‘ FRO
2005 | | | | | | |
5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Issue Position

%3 As with all of the figures presented in this clepthe years on the left side represent electiamsyfor
the particular country.
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Despite information gathered during the intervieithwhe OVP, evidence from
the elections manifestos of the OVP does indeedigecsupport, although weaker than
expected, for the ideological adaptation hypothe&s/en the recent swings in electoral
results for the OVP and the meteoric rise of thetAan Freedom Party (FP&)the
averagenetchange of 0.875 and an averagaximunchange of 1.00 to the right is less
than expected given the theoretical orientatiothisf chapter. Table 3.3 displays the
movement of the OVP on seven issues. On two ofké’ issues (scope of government
and immigration), the OVP dramatically shiftedptslicy position in the direction of the
FPO. However, on the issue of taxes, the partydtdsignificantly shift its position.
Figure 3.2 demonstrates the change of the OVPeissiue of immigration towards the
position of the FPO. As we can see, the OVP shftgosition to the right.

Interestingly, the SPO also shifted its policy tiosi on immigration slightly to the right
during this period. This suggests that the infaeeaf the FPO reaches across the center

of the political spectrum.

Table 3.3 Selected Issue Positions of the Austrian Peopla'sy (OVP), 1970-2005

Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms +1to +3 +2 +2
Income taxes +2 10 +3 +1 +1
Total taxes +3 to +3 0 0
Scope of government +2 (to +4) to +3 +2 +1
Social Services +2to +2 0 0
State Ownership +1to +2 +1 +1
Immigration +1to +3 +2 +2

** The OVP experienced a sharp decline in electoigpsrt in the 1990s at the same time the FPO
experienced its greatest electoral success. 10,188 OVP garnered 32.1 per cent of the vote d@@&n
per cent from 1986. In the same election, the GRiBed 6.9 per cent (9.7 to 16.6) from the previous
election. In 1999, the OVP reach its electoral fwint garnering the same amount of support ag#@
(26.9 per cent).
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Figure 3.2 Austrian party positions on immigration for Gre€), Social Democrats
(SPO), People’s Party (OVP), and Freedom Party JFPO
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The SPO changed more in the direction of Die Grithan the OVP changed in

the direction of the FPO. Despite the fact thatAlustrian Freedom Party (FPO) gained
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more electoral support than the Greens and thdrawdional parties both lost support
in numerous elections, SPO undertook more idecdbgitange than the OVP. Thus, the
changes of the SPO strongly support the ideologidaptation hypothesis whereas the

ideological change of the OVP lends support to ltlyjsothesis to a lesser extent.

Belgium Like Austria, anti-establishment parties are ssstul on both sides of the
political spectrum in Belgium. On the left sidetbé spectrum, the Flemish Greens

(GROEN), along with their Walloon sister parBcolo, gained steadily in the electoral

Table 3.4:Belgian Election Results, Selected Parties, 1971320
(Percentage of Votes and Number of Seats)

Party 1971 1974 1977 1978 1981 1985 1987 1991 1995 1999 2003

VLD 16.7 15.2 155 155 129 10.7 115 120 13.1 143 154
34 30 33 37 28 22 25 26 21 23 25

CD&V 30.0 32.3 36.0 36.3 19.3 21.3 195 16.8 17.2 14.1 133
67 72 80 82 43 49 43 39 29 22 21

PS 27.2 26.7 27.0 254 12.7 13.8 15.6 13.5 11.9 10.2 13.0
61 59 62 58 35 35 40 35 21 19 25

VB - . . . 1.1 14 19 6.6 78 99 117/
. . . . 1 1 2 12 11 15 18

ECOL
O - - - - 22 25 26 51 40 74 31

. - - - 2 5 3 10 6 11 4
CRDE .- - 23 37 45 49 44 70 25

- - - - 2 4 6 7 5 9 -
Key. VLD: Flemish Liberals and Democrats; CD&V: Chidgst Democratic and
Flemish; PS: Socialist Party; VB: Flemish Bloc; EIGD Ecologists; GROEN!
(1982-2003: Agalev, Live in Another Way); N-VA: Nelemish Alliance (1954-
1999: People's Union, VU); FN: National Front.
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arena peaking with seven per cent of the voteanl®99 parliamentary elections. On
the right of side of the spectrum, Flemish Inte(¢éaams BelangformerlyVlaams
Blok, VB) continues to increase its vote share dedyteg isolated by the establishment
parties in the political system.

Table 3.4 displays the results from 11 parliamgngdections in Belgium
between 1971 and 2003. As we can see from thestagl results, establishment parties
on both sides of the spectrum have seen declinglgatoral support since the late
1980s. This is due, in no small part, to the em@rgend electoral success of anti-
establishment parties that challenge the estabéshmaccording to an official with the
Flemish Greens who contends:

The entrance of Green parties in parliament hasquogé an impressive
effect on the party system and mainly the topieg there discussed in
parliament and politics in general. | think thate@&n parties had an
impact on the political agenda by putting thingkeli ecology,

environment on the agenda.... The effect was actupllie big; all the

parties have changed their party programme. They toaintroduce

chapters on environment, on ecology, on energy| &mdk this has to do
with the presence of Greens in parliament and l@oaincils and in

several governments as well.... | think that the mafluence we had
maybe it was not so much on the organization ofropfarties, but mainly
on agenda setting, introduction of new, relativedyv themes, in political
debates in parliament and in local councils.

When asked specifically if the Flemish Greens emgjed the establishment in Belgium,

the official stated:

We are a challenger. And I think, let's say ugdme years ago, we were
more than we are now an anti-establishment partp. that can play a
role as well, but we have been an anti-establishipary and | think we
are still perceived more or less this by the issuepromote, by the other
parties, because | think in a way they know thattwlie are saying is
correct, but they are not willing to know it becausthreatens what they
are standing for. If you really want to changeoaiaty in an ecological
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way, it's a serious change, of course, and youitsas well when you
look at the history of concepts like sustainableveltlgpment or
sustainability. Again and again the concepts haenphow shall | say,
taken over and pacified, in a sense, so made lasgedous for the
system... And that, of course, is the strategy ofdsiablished party, of
the established order... to try to minimize the mgesae have been
carrying along all these years. 1 think if you $ke political agenda in
Europe let's say the past ten, 20 years on ther@mwiental and
ecological issues, we have had quite an impactanstream politics.

On the right side of the spectrum, Vlaams Belargain isolated within the
political system in what has been labeled ascadion sanitairé or “quarantine line” put

in place by an agreement among establishment paigarty official within the

Vlaams Belang stated:

In the beginning of the nineties all Belgian pahti parties signed sort of
treaty that they will never do business with VlaaBisk. It's very
undemocratic. It would be unthinkable. In fattisialways unbearable
to democracy... now it would be unthinkable but iiséed and it still
exists. And it damages us as a political party.

Despite the quarantine, Vlaams Belang challengeshkablishment in terms of ideology

and specific ideologically stances.

We forced the established parties to take posittomsards some thorny
social issues and moreover, succeeded in making thdline a more
right-wing policy. We pay a lot of attention to tlaetual realization of
this policy and we will not hesitate to judge them their pledges...
Flemish political parties are moving over to thghti This evolution is
more in accordance with the average political pezfee in Flanders,
which is moderate right-wing... We challenge theoidgical consensus
of a political practice and... the ideological merggethe center.

From these two interviews, it would appear that-astablishment parties on both sides

of the spectrum challenge the establishment pradepiogical adaptation from

establishment parties.
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Indeed, establishment parties in Belgium reaatdtié emergence of successful
anti-establishment parties. In discussing the effiéthe Flemish Greens, a prominent
party official from the Christian Democratic aneflish(Christen-Democratisch en

Vlaams CD&V) stated:

If we go to environmental policy, and show thasiain issue now for our
party, it was hardly one in 1999. Is that becanfsstandpoints that the
Greens took? Probably yes. But at least, becdgsevtere first, they are
first, and at a certain point of time, not only aese they take this point
of view, but we can see that in a way that theyeweuicker] than us
seeing that we have to do something about enviratahpolicies. So all
these things helped to a certain point in time ealize that this is
something where we have to make standpoints andewlve have to
come up with solutions for problems that actuallse gresenting
themselves. And I think the Greens were first.itSdifficult to say it is
because of what the Greens told us, but we haaglnat that they were
first, and that in a way on some point of view veerd been followers.

However, the Vlaams Belang also concernsGhasten-Democratisch en Vlaarparty:
But of course Vlaams Belang taking twenty-five gartcof it, or about
twenty percent now of the voters, is not good, #&ndas taken away
voters from us... So we know that if Vlaams Belangvrie on twenty
percent, twenty-five almost, | think who lost votes Vlaams Belang,
Socialist Liberals and us, all traditional partiest voters to Vlaams
Belang... not just VLD, because you could say thai/ thre closer, but
certainly we lost a lot of voters to Vlaams Belang.

In addition, changes within Belgian society conitéa to the adaptation of election

manifestos. This party official argued, “of coutkere is an influence from the change

in society on programmes. Some parties on somed@pe quicker and faster to respond

to some problem and other parties will follow amé different standpoints.” Thus, as

anti-establishment parties respond to the discontehin the electorate (see Chapter 1),

these parties continue to threaten parties of stebéshment.
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Table 3.5 Selected Issue Positions of the Socialist PdrBetgium (PS), 1970-2005

Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms -1 (to-3) to -2 -2 -1
Income taxes -1to -2 -1 -1
Total taxes -2t0-3 -1 -1
Scope of government -2 (to-4)to -3 -2 -1
Social Services -21t0-3 -1 -1
Environment -2to -3 -1 -1
Women'’s Rights -1to -3 -2 -2
Minority Rights -210-4 -2 -2

Table 3.5 shows the movement of the Socialist R®dyti Socialiste PS) in
Belgium. Given the decline in electoral supporttfoe party since the 1980s and the
steady electoral support of the Flemish Greensgliaages within their party manifestos
confirm the ideological adaptation hypothesis. alerageetchange of 1.25, with an
averagemaximunchange of 1.5, to the left across these eight ssdaemonstrates the
movement of the Socialist Party towards the pasitibthe Flemish Greens. However,
on the key issues of taxes, social services andritaieonment, the movement of the
Socialist Party was not as pronounced. This maguee in part, to the fact that the
Flemish Greens fail to garner more than seven @eraf the vote. Thus, while the
Flemish Greens push left-oriented anti-establistinssnies onto the agenda challenging
the mainstream traditional parties, they fail tonga significant electoral support or
representation in parliament. Figure 3.3 dispthgsmovement of the establishment
parties in Belgium on the issue of the environnpntection. Interestingly, the right-
center Christian Democrats experienced the mostaira shift on this issue. Thus, the

influence of the Flemish Greens reaches acrossethier of the political spectrum.
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Figure 3.3 Belgian party positions on environmental protactior Greens (G),
Socialist Party (PS), Christian Democrats (CD), Rleanish Interest (VB)
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Table 3.6 Selected Issue Positions of the Christian Dents@ad Flemish in Belgium
(CD&V), 1970-2005

Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms +1to +2 +1 +1
Income taxes +2 to +3 +1 +1
Total taxes +2to +3 +1 +1
Scope of government +1to +3 +2 +2
Social Services +2to +3 +1 +1
State Ownership +1to +2 +1 +1
Immigration +1 (to +3) to +2 +2 +1

The CD&YV shifted their policy positions in resportseanti-establishment parties.
On average, the party shifted its positions 1lriet¢hange) to the right (1.285 average
maximumchange). Thus, as the CD&V slipped at the patisesthe mid-1980s and
Vlaams Belang made electoral gains during the gaaried, the party shifted its
positions to the right on these seven issues.hEurtore, on the “key” issues of scope of
government and immigration, the party dramaticsHifted its position towards Vlaams
Belang® Table 3.6 shows the results of this analysiguié 3.4 demonstrates the
movement of traditional mainstream parties on sisee of immigration. The figure
shows that establishment parties shift their pgliogitions to the right on this issue.
Interestingly, Vlaams Belang shifts its policy $lily to the left in the mid-1990s.

This shift in their ideological position, taken finatheir election programme,
confirms the interview conducted with an officialVlaams Belang:

Since the mid-nineties the repatriation policy fon-European Union
foreigners has been replaced by the watchword rfalsgion or

%5 On the issue of immigration, the CD&V moderatedgibsition in the late 1990s. Thus, this shift tosa
the position of Vlaams Belang does not appear analic in Table 3.6. Figure 3.4 offers a better
graphically display of the party’s shift in thisise.
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repatriation”. It's not that we adapted our progrémnreality; on the
contrary, we think a political programme needs te practically
attainable. That explains why we replaced the gotit unexceptional
repatriation with a firm discourse pleading foriategration policy.

Figure 3.4 Belgian party positions on immigration for Gred€@g, Socialist Party (PS),
Christian Democrats (CD), and Flemish Interest (VB)
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Denmark Table 3.7 displays the results from 14 Danisligraentary elections from
1971-2005. These results show that anti-estabésiiparties are very successful in
Denmark. On the left, the Socialist People's P@uogcialistisk FolkepartiSF) carries
the anti-establishment flag pressing an environaisttagenda. On the right, the
Progress PartyFfemskridtspartietFRP) exploded onto the political scene in 1973
garnering 15.9 per cent of the vote. HoweverRR® split in 1995 after a long internal
fight for power. As a result, many members, mosably Pia Kjeersgaard, the leader of
the Progress Party at that time, left and formeddhnish People's Partpgnsk
Folkeparti DF). Since the split, the Danish People’s Psidadily increased their
electoral share whereas the FRP failed to garnee than one per cent of the vote in
2001 parliamentary elections and did not run ceaeteslin the 2005 parliamentary
elections. Thus, much like the establishment esifi Austria and Belgium, the
traditional mainstream parties in Denmark mustgubthemselves from electoral threats
on both sides of the political spectrum.
The Socialist People's Party challenges establishpsaeties particularly on the issue

of the environment. A high-ranking party officidhted:

The way we have run the issues of climate changgd am the

environmental question have been undoubtedly adopte the other

parties... Quite often, if other parties shift to @tandpoint, or hear our

point of view, then we take it as a victory.
On the right side of the spectrum, the Danish Reglarty challenges the traditional

mainstream parties particularly, as most extrewiat parties in Western Europe do, on

the issue on immigration and the issue of Denmagdtationship with the European
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Union (EU). A Member of Parliament (MP) represegtthe Danish People’s Party
argued:

In the beginning, we had two goals; that was a ghkato the policy
concerning immigration in Denmark and also to prbtaurselves from
transferring power from the Danish Parliament ta€3els. The two goals
have in some way both been reached, but | thinkgtkatest success is
the immigration laws... [the] new immigration law ..r@®@rning
asylum — the amount [of immigrants] getting asylunbDenmark but also
the amount of family reunifications which was a prgblem in 2001 and
the years before that. So, | think if you ask s is the biggest success.
Because now we have a number of immigrants thatamecontrol and
where we can start integrating many people who conienmark.

Table 3.7:Danish Election Results, Selected Parties, 1975200
(Percentage of Votes and Number of Seats)

Party197119731975 1977197€1981198419871988199C 1994 199¢€ 2001 2005

SD 37.3 25.6 29.9 37 38.332.931.629.329.837.4 34.6 36.0 29.1 25.8
70 46 53 65 68 59 56 54 55 69 62 63 52 47

V 156 123 23.3 12 12.511.312.110.511.815.8 23.3 24 31.3 29.0
30 22 42 21 22 20 22 19 22 29 42 42 56 52

KF 16.7 9.2 55 85 12514.523.420.819.316.0 15.0 89 9.1 10.3
31 16 10 15 22 26 42 38 35 30 27 16 16 19

DFE . . - - - - - - - - - 7.4 12.0 13.3
. - - - - - - - - - - 13 22 24

SF 91 6 5 39 59113115146 13 83 73 7.5 64 6.0
17 11 9 7 11 21 21 27 24 15 13 13 12 11

RV 144112 71 36 54 51 55 6.2 56 35 46 39 52 92
2r 20 13 6 10 9 10 11 10 7 8 7 9 16

FRP - 159136146 11 89 36 48 9 64 64 24 06 -
- 28 24 26 20 16 6 9 16 12 11 4
Key. SD: Social Democrats; V: Left - Denmarks LibePalrty; KF: Conservative
People's Party; DF: Danish People's Party; SF.afistcPeople's Party; RV: Radical
Left; FRP: Progress Party.
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The electoral success of the Danish People’s Raright the eye of academia as
well. A leading scholar on political parties inrieark argued:

The party turned Danish politics upside down beeatis always been
the center parties and more of this moderate foread.now you have on
your right side a party with a very explicit agenalad a very narrow
defined issue. [The government] majority had topmrate with the
Danish People’s Party and it was very clever ang geod at saying, it
okay, we support you on this part, but we haveaweehthis and this and
this conversation. Danish parties have changdeerairamatically since
2001.

The consequences of this electoral success reasbsabe center of the political
spectrum as the party steals voters from the ldted Social Democratic Party
(SocialdemokratietSD).

The voters, many of the Social Democratic votetsialy vote for the

Danish People’s Party. And that's the part of $loeial Democratic Party,

which always has been there, intolerance in therisgective, very narrow

in their perspective... So that section of the Sddocratic Party, they

left the party and voted for the Danish People’syPand they are still

there. No doubt about it. Because the Danish IB&soparty is clever on

that... many people say that they are the Social Reatioc Party of the
fifties.
Thus, the influence of the Danish People’s Partyige ranging within the political
system in Denmark.

Despite this influence, officials in the ConsevatPeople's PartyKnservative
Folkeparti KF), the closest rival to the Danish People’syPan the right side of the
spectrum, argue that this new competitor exerternrdgluence on the Social Democrats.
Officials in the party argued:

We can defend the discussion about our values. &/e Bwitched them

from more traditional right/left discussions to iaalission about values.

And, if you said, is that our change to a more triging party, | don’t
think so because we take the more traditional iikadaxation... instead
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of talking left and right on an economical scalertainly you have this
value scale... that adds a different dimension tadéteate. [T]he Danish
People’s Party have been able to sort of like ¢nedeft voters who tend
to have a critical view about immigrants or someulsicsay xenophobic

and the Liberal Party has been very good or takitoge swing voters
back to the Liberal Party.

A prominent member of the Social Democrats echbedd sentiments:

We have adopted some political issues from thet sgte. To actually
use some of the foreign issues and it is mostlgeheo issues [taxation
and immigration] that we have adopted — adoptedesafnthe right

political party issues. The immigration issueshihk that is because of
the Danish Peoples Party. It seems like that.

As can be seen in Table 3.5, the Social Democxkasreenced two consecutive elections
in which the party lost significant support. Whresked whether this support was lost to
anti-establishment parties, the party official etiat

We lost to the Socialist People’s Party mostly. Aine years ago, it was

to the Danish People’s Party. But | think we hawst what we should

lose to those parties. And it was on the immigratissue that we lost

there. The members and voters who were afraid ltdtvis going to

happen with the organization and mostly elderlypbeovho didn’t think

that we could deal with that properly — with imnagon and whether it

would be safe to go out in the evenings, and aké¢hthings like that.

And | think five years ago we lost, you know, thedy. Now, we are

losing to the Socialist People’s Party. And tirgtlithink, because we

have turned a little to the right or towards theldhe.

Anti-establishment parties on both sides of thétipal spectrum attacked the
Social Democrats. The Danish People’s Party stolking class and elderly voters
from the party whereas the Socialist People’s Psidle support as the Social
Democrats attempted to move right to counter theattfrom the Danish People’s Party.
Table 3.8 displays the movement of the Social Deate®n eight issues. The evidence

presented confirms the information gather fromitherviews. The Social Democrats
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moved to the right on several issues and to thefebthers. When we consider the
decline in electoral support for the party sinoe 1890s, this suggests that the party was
indeed under attack from anti-establishment padreboth sides of thgolitical

spectrum. The averagetandmaximunmchange for the party was 0.5 to the left. Thus,
the party shifted slightly more to the left overa®n the “key” issue of the environment,
the Social Democrats moved considerably towardpdisgion of the Socialist People’s
Party. In addition, Figure 3.5 shows that the @ovative People’s Party (KF)

dramatically shifted its position to the left crivgsthe centrist position.

Table 3.8 Selected Issue Positions of the Social Demoanddenmark (SD), 1970-

2005
Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms -3 (to-4) to -3 +2 0
Income taxes -3to -2 +1 +1
Total taxes -5to-5 0 0
Scope of government -5 (to -4) to -3 +1 +2
Social Services -5(to-4)to-5 -1 0
Environment -1 (to-3)to -4 -3 -3
Women'’s Rights -3t0-5 -2 -2

Minority Rights -1 (to-2)to -3 -2 -2
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Figure 3.5 Danish party positions on environmental protecfir Socialist People’s
Party (SF), Social Democrats (S), and Conserv&ea@ple’s Party (KF)
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Table 3.9 displays the ideological adaptation ef@onservative People’s Party
(KF). The averagaetand averagmaximunchange was 2.00. Given the rise of the
Danish People’s Party and the decline of party stpp the 1990s, one might expect
the KF to adapt or shift their policy position mdhan they did during this period.
However, the Danish Conservatives moved considgtalthe right on several of the
“key” issues championed by the anti-establishmighitr On the issue of the scope of
the government, the KF shifted its position draoaly to the right towards the position

of the Danish People’s Party.

Table 3.9 Selected Issue Positions of the Conservative IBsoparty of Denmark (KF),

1970-2005
Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms -1to-1 0 0
Income taxes +1to+1 0 0
Total taxes Oto+1 +1 +1
Scope of government -3to +2 +5 +5
Social Services -5to-1 +4 +4
State Ownership Oto +2 +2 +2
Immigration +1to +3 +2 +2

Figure 3.6 demonstrates the movement of Danishiqadlparties on the issue of
immigration. From this, we can see that the infleeeof the Progress Party and the
Danish People’s Party reaches across the centke @olitical spectrum. The
Conservative People’s Party shifted their positmmards the position on the Progress/
Danish People’s Party in the late 1980s. The $@aocrats move to counter this

electoral threat by shifting their position on thsue of immigration in the early 1990s.
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Furthermore, the Social Democrats dramaticallytetiitheir position from the left to the
right side of the political spectrum. This confgrnhe information gathered from the

interview with the Social Democrats. The party imakeed adopted “some political

Figure 3.6 Danish party positions on immigration for SogalPeople’s Party (SF),
Social Democrats (S), Conservative People’s P&y, (and Progress/ Danish People’s

Party (P/DF)
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issues from the right side.” The influence of Bregress/ Danish People’s Party reaches
anti-establishment parties on the left side ofgpectrum as well. The Socialist People’s
Party shifted their position slightly to the rightthe late 1990s. Thus, on the issue of
immigration, the Progress Party and now the DaRestple’s Party reach across the
political spectrum forcing establishment partieadapt and change their policy

positions.

Germany Table 3.10 shows the results of ten parliamergbegtions in Germany from
1972-2005. Within the German party system, theestablishment movement has
arguably the most successful Greens pddtg Griinen GRUNE) in Western Europe;
however, the anti-establishment movement on the higs never organized effectively
to challenge the traditional mainstream partiethefestablishment. More recently, a
new left-oriented anti-establishment paite Linke(LINKE) emerged creating another
challenge to the establishment. Given the themaketirientation of this chapter and
these election results left-oriented establishrpanties are more likely to alter their

ideological profiles than establishment partieshanright.
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Table 3.10:German Election Results, Selected Parties, 1978-200
(Percentage of Votes and Number of Seats)
Party 1972 1976 1980 1983 1987 1990 1994 1998 2002 2005

SPD 45.8 426 429 38.2 37.0 335 364 409 385 34.2
242 224 228 202 193 239 252 298 251 222

CDU 35.2 38.0 34.2 38.2 345 36.7 34.2 284 295 27.8
186 201 185 202 185 268 244 198 190 180

csu 9.7 106 103 106 98 71 73 6.7 90 7.4
48 53 52 53 49 51 50 47 58 46

FDP 84 79 106 70 91 110 69 6.2 74 98
42 40 54 35 48 79 47 43 47 61

GRUNE - - 15 56 83 50 73 67 86 81
- - - 28 44 8 49 47 55 51

LINKE 03 03 0.2 0.2 - 24 44 51 40 87
- . . - - 17 30 36 2 54

REP - - - - - 21 19 18 06 06

Key. SPD: Social Democratic Party of Germany, CDU: i§tfan
Democratic Union of Germany; CSU: Christian-Sotiaion in Bavaria;
FDP: Free Democratic Party; GRUNE: Federation 96/T&reens;
LINKE: The Left; REP: Republicans

The interviews with two establishment parties gr@any confirm this
expectation. An official with the Social DemoccaBarty of Germany
(Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlan8®D) confirmed that the party focused more
on environmental issues after the emergend®fGrinenin the 1980s.

As the Greens came up, the SPD focused much mosnvronmental

issues. One could say that [we changed] in a progratic way but in a

very practical way as well when we were in powetil U82.

The SPD does not s&e Grinenas an anti-establishment party, but does view the

party as a&ompetitorandally within the system.
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[T]he Greens have been our closest ally since Ildva@ay the mid-
eighties or since the beginning of the ninetiesthad’s the reason why
we were in government with them for seven and & yedrs.... So, of
course they are our main competitors within thetigal system, but in a
way they are part of a left alliance within the an political system.

However, the SPD reacted to the emergence andedésticcess of Greens by adopting
their issues and attempting to forge alliances #ith new challenger.

We mainly reacted by adopting Green issues. Waet @ida credible way
for some voters, not for all the voters, but if yook at the polls, most of
the people, or most of the electorate, says tleaS#D is more competent
than, for example, the Conservatives in questidriceoenvironment and
all the other Green issues... So the first reactias,vas | said, that we
adopted a couple of Green issues in a pretty ssitdesay. And the
second point is that we tried to forge alliancethvhem...

Like the anti-establishment right in Denmark, thiuence ofDie Griinen
reaches across the center of the political spectidrdepartment head within the center-
right Christian Democratic Union of Germar@ristlich Demokratische Union
DeutschlandsCDU) argued thaDie Griinenpresented a problem for the party:

From my perspective, we have a problem with thee@sein that the

values people supporting the Greens [have]... theckse to the values

of supporters of [the] CDU. So we are thinking atbmature and

environmental protection in a very close way... Ara] and we are

looking at the same pool of people from where we geat support. And

then we are in competition with the Greens.

Thus, the Greens may influence the CDU, but the @bek not have an effective anti-

establishment challenger on the right t side ofptbigical spectrum.
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Table 3.11 Selected Issue Positions of the Social DemocRaity of Germany (SPD),

1970-2005
Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms +4 10 +1 -3 -3
Income taxes -3to -2 +1 +1
Total taxes -21t0-3 -1 -1
Scope of government -3to -4 -1 -1
Social Services -5(to-3)to -5 -2 0
Environment -2t0-4 -2 -2
Women'’s Rights -1to -3 -2 -2
Minority Rights Oto-2 -2 -2

Table 3.11 displays the policy positions of the SRDeight issues from 1970 to
2005. On these eight issues, the party had angaeeachange of 1.25 to the left and
an averagenaximunchange of 1.5 to the left. On the “key” issueshaf scope of
government and environment, the party moved towdrelposition of the Greens.
This magnitude of change is expected given thartkeat party support in the 1990s and
the steady support for the Greens during this tiffiee influence of the Greens can be
seen in Figure 3.7. On the issue of environmentatection, the SPD gradual shifted its
position to the left during this time. This shdigmonstrates the reaction of the SPD to
the anti-establishment threat by “adopting Gresnas.” The gradual nature of this shift
also points to the party adopting this issue ioradible way” instead of drastically
shifting their positions from one election to thexh On the right side of the party

system, the CDU dramatically shifts its positiorlBB0 towards the position of the

%% On the issue of social services, the SPD movéletoight only to return to the position of the &ne
later during the period under examination.
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Greens. Thus, the traditional mainstream pantigsarmany shifted their positions on

this issue in the direction of an anti-establishtnpenty.

Figure 3.7: German party positions on environmental protectayr Greens (G), Social
Democrats (SPD), and Christian Democrats (CDU)
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Table 3.12 shows the ideological movement of tbé&J@long the political
spectrum. As expected, the CDU has not signiflgaaitered their ideological positions.
The averageetchange, as well as averageximunchange, was 0.86 on these seven
issues. With no credible anti-establishment thosathe right, the CDU shifts to the
right on only two of these issues. The partytshito the left on three of the issues
while not changing its positions on two of thesaies. Thus, the CDU shifted more
towards the position of the Greens during the gethan towards any anti-establishment
threat on the right. To some extent, this findiegresponds to the hypothesis posited
above. Although the CDU lost electoral supportia 1990s, the lack of a significant
anti-establishment threat to the party has not ptechthe party to shift its positions in
that direction. Instead, as the interview suggkdtee party faced a challenge from the
anti-establishment left. Therefore, the partytskifmore to the left to counter this anti-

establishment threat.

Table 3.12 Selected Issue Positions of the Christian Dentimcunion of Germany
(CDU), 1970-2005

Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms Oto (to-1)to +1 +2 +1
Income taxes -2 10 -3 -1 -1
Total taxes -3to -3 0 0
Scope of government +3 (to +2) to +3 -1 0
Social Services -4 (to -3) to -5 -2 -2
State Ownership +3t0-3 -6 -6

Immigration -1to +1 +2 +2
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The NetherlandsThe electoral success of anti-establishmentgsaiti the Netherlands

fluctuates during this period. Table 3.13 shovsuilts from 11 Dutch parliamentary
elections from 1971 to 2003. On the left side @f $pectrum, the GreenLeft
(GroenLinks GL) campaign on an environmental agenda and geesal per cent of the
electoral vote. On the other side of the spectthm anti-establishment right enjoyed
recent electoral success with List Pim Fortuyist Pim Fortuyn LPF). During its brief
existence, the party pushed for tougher actionnsganmigrants who did not assimilate
into Dutch culture, tougher measures to fight criared for a smaller role (or scope) of
government. Days before the 2002 election, th@deaf the party, Pim Fortuyn was
assassinated following a radio interview. Desttite, the LPF gained 17 per cent of the
vote. However, following this electoral breakthgbuthe party only gained 5.7 per cent
of the vote in the 2003 parliamentary electionsthe 2006 general elections, the party
failed to receive enough votes to secure a sqadrirmment. Despite the steady electoral
success of the anti-establishment left and thaHfian-the-pan” meteoric rise of the anti-
establishment right, traditional mainstream partiage not lost significant electoral
support (one exception being the 2002 electionfer.abour Party, PvdA). Thus,
given the theoretical underpinnings of the ideatafjadaptation hypothesis, we should

not expect the parties of the establishment to Hitar ideological profiles.
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Table 3.13:Dutch Election Results, Selected Parties, 1971-2003
(Percentage of Votes and Number of Seats)
Party 1971 1972 1977 1981 1982 1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003

CDA - - 319 308 29.3 346 353 222 184 279 28.6
- - 49 48 45 54 54 34 29 43 44

PvdA 246 274 338 283 304 333 319 240 29.0 151 273
39 43 53 44 47 52 49 37 45 23 42

GL - - - - - - 41 35 73 7.0 51
- - - - - - 6 5 11 10 8

D6 68 42 54 111 43 61 79 155 90 51 41
11 6 8 17 6 9 12 24 14 7 6

sP - - 02 03 05 03 04 13 35 59 6.3
- - - - - - - 2 5 9 9

LPF - - - - - - - - - 170 57
- - - - - - - - 2% 8

Key. CDA: Christian Democratic Appeal; PvdA: Labour RaGL: GreenLeft;
D66: Democrats 66; SP: Socialist Party; LPF: List Fortuyn;

According to the interviews, the influence of tAeeenLeft reaches across the
center of the political spectrum. An official withthe GreenLeft argued that the Dutch
green movement affects the Labour PaRsr(ij van de ArbeidPvdA) on the left and
the Christian Democrat€hristen Democratisch AppdLDA) on the right. In his

opinion, these establishment parties have a choice:

And now they have to choose between those two grflapor unions

and intellectuals], and it's very difficult becaudeir traditional focus is

more conservative and the new voters are more ggeiye. And that’s

why we came with our new ideas; we can influencgbwa. the Social

Democratic Party, then we have the most impactd An some issues,
for instance, the environment, we influence theiglian Democrats, too,
because they want to keep the Earth as a gift femd, and because we
stress that you're only here in the world and yoe enly one person.
That’s an issue that attracts many Christian Deatedpo.
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Thus, the GreenlLeft believes its influence, palady on the environment, extents
across the center of the political spectrum pogdédalding to the attraction of Christian
Democratic voters.

However, the CDA did not echo the sentiments ofGheenLeft. The CDA
reacted to anti-establishment parties on either sidhe political spectrum in a
calculated and calm manner. When asked how thg patted to the LPF, an official
with the CDA stated:

[Prime Minister] Jan Peter Balkenende in the etectampaign, he did

not try to isolate Fortuyn, the others did... He sdibu are right with

your problems, but we have better solutions.” $odid not demonize

Fortuyn as the others did.

Moreover, this CDA official argued that any chamgethe issue of the environment had
“nothing to do with the Greens; it was more to dthwocietal changes.” Thus, the
CDA reacted to societal changes more than the eameegof anti-establishment
parties>’

Table 3.14 shows the ideological movement of thich Labour Party between
1970 and 2005. On these eight issues, the avesighange was 0.5 to the left with an
averagemaximunchange 0.875 in the same direction. On the “kssties of the
environment, scope of government, and social sesyitie party only moved slightly to
the left. At the same time, the party did not eigrese a loss of electoral support, with

the exception of the 2002 election, during thisquer Thus, despite the consistent

showing for the GreenLetft at the polls, the Gredhtlees not threaten the PvdA.

" This may lead to the question of whether estatvlisit parties react to the societal changes addrésse
the first chapter regardless of the success ofemtéiblishment parties or do traditional mainstrgamies
react to these problems only after the succedseafiiese new parties.
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Therefore, the lack of ideological adaptation fog PvdA is consistent with the

theoretical underpinnings of this chapter.

Table 3.14 Selected Issue Positions of the Labour ParthefNetherlands (PvdA),

1970-2005
Max.
Change from Change Net Change

Individual freedoms -1to-2 -1 -1
Income taxes -210-2 0 0
Total taxes -21t0-3 -1 -1
Scope of government -3to -4 -1 -1
Social Services -2 (to-4)to -3 -2 -1
Environment -21t0 -3 -1 -1
Women'’s Rights -2t0 -2 0 0
Minority Rights -1 (to-2)to -1 -1 0

Figure 3.8 displays the policy positions for Dupiitical parties on the issue of
environmental protection. The influence of the &eeft does indeed reach across the
center of the political spectrum. However, theuefice of the party is not as prevalent
as the interviews would indicate. The Labour Parbved slightly more to the left.
Likewise, the CDA moves slightly to the left but im@ains its right-oriented position on
the issue of the environment. This movement magugeto the influence of the
Greenleft or, as was indicated in the interviewhvaih official from the CDA, this
movement may be due to societal changes withielgwtorate. Given the emergence of
the environmental movement in the 1970s and tlaively recent shift in the policy of
the CDA, this indicates that the CDA reacted morthe electoral success of the
GreenlLeft than to the emergence of the environmmaviement. This finding offers

limited support for the ideological adaptation hiypsis posited above.
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Figure 3.8 Dutch party positions on environmental protecfionthe Democrats 66/
GreenLeft (GL), Labour Party (PvdA), and Christ@@mocrats (CDA)
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Table 3.15 shows the ideological movement of thé\@BD seven issues. The

averagenetchange for the party was 1.00 and the avenagemunchange 1.285.
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Given the lack of a credible threat to the paronirthe anti-establishment right as well
as consistent support (with the exception of tr@8lélection) for the party, these
changes do not correspond with the hypothesessothiapter. On the “key” issue of
immigration, the party shifted its position sigoéntly to the right. This finding
contradicts the ideological adaptation hypothds@vever, on other “key” issues (i.e.,
taxes and scope of government), the party haslteoed its ideological positions,
offering some support for the hypothesis. Thustdlare contradictory findings

concerning the effects of anti-establishment psudie the Dutch CDA.

Table 3.15 Selected Issue Positions of the Christian DentimcAppeal in the
Netherlands (CDA), 1970-2005

Max.
Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms -1to +2 +3 +3
Income taxes +2 to +3 +1 +1
Total taxes +3to +3 0 0
Scope of government +2 10 +2 0 0
Social Services +2 (to +4) to +2 +2 0
State Ownership +2to +3 +1 +1
Immigration +2 10 +4 +2 +2

Figure 3.9 graphically demonstrates the movemgeDbutch political parties on
the issue of the immigration. As the figure indésa the Dutch political parties have not
significantly altered their positions on immigraticeven after the meteoric rise of the
LPF in 2002, the traditional mainstream partiesrebtishift their position on
immigration. Instead, the establishment partie=redl their positions in the mid-1990s

before the emergence and sudden electoral suct#ssId®’F. Thus, we can assume
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Figure 3.9 Dutch party positions on immigration for the Desrats 66/ GreenLeft
(GL), Labour Party (PvdA), Christian Democrats (CPAnd List Pim Fortuyn (LPF)
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that anti-establishment parties did not influertee ghift in policy of the traditional

mainstream parties. Therefore, on each side gbahigcal spectrum, the influence of
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anti-establishment parties is not as widespreaddasated by the interviews. The effect
of anti-establishment parties in the Netherlandwigles limited support for the

ideological adaptation hypothesis.

Norway. Table 3.16 displays the results of nine Norwegiarliamentary elections from
1971-2005. On the left side of the political spewt, the Socialist Leftosialistisk
Venstreparti SV) pushes a socialist environmentalism agend#esiging the
establishment on issues of equality, social welfanel the environment. On the right,
the Progress Part¥¥{emskrittspartiet FrP) challenges the establishment championing
an anti-immigration, anti-tax platform. Each oé#le anti-establishment parties garners
significant support in the electoral arena creasirgedible threat to establishment
parties on both sides of the political spectrunhisThreat most often manifests itself to
the Conservative Partyd@yre H). The Conservative Party experiences a stdadlne

in electoral support since the early 1980s, withdéRception of the 2001 elections. At
the same time, the FRP continues to rise in this.pdlhe Norwegian Labour Partipét
norske arbeiderpartiA) remains steady at the polls, with exceptiothef 2001 general
election, despite the electoral success of theaisicLeft. From these election results
and given the hypothesis above, we should expedttnservatives to react more to the

anti-establishment threat than the Labour Party.
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Table 3.16:Norwegian Election Results, Selected Parties, Z4XI5
(Percentage of Votes and Number of Seats)
Party 1973 1977 1981 1985 1989 1993 1997 2001 2005

A 354 422 371 40.7 344 369 351 243 327
62 76 66 71 63 67 65 43 61

H 174 248 31.7 304 221 170 143 212 141
29 41 53 50 37 28 23 38 23

Sv 112 42 49 55 100 79 6.0 125 8.8
16 2 4 6 17 13 9 23 15

FRP 50 19 45 37 130 6.3 153 146 221
4 - 4 2 22 10 25 25 38
Key: A: Norwegian Labour Party; H: Right (Conservajivé:
Left; SV: Socialist Left Party; FRP: Progress Party

However, the interviews point to the influenceboth of these anti-establishment
parties. In two interviews with officials from ti8ocialist Left, each official pointed to
the influence of the party within the party systgrarsticularly on the issue of the
environment. An official with the party argued:

By being the first party taking it, we influencdtetother parties. And of
course we had an influence in addition to theseairaemts and these
debates by [being an] electoral threat. So eveaheay didn't have it in
their programmes, they saw this as an opportunitgdme out with a
better profile... But it's because [of] our strengthand our strength
could lead to leftist policies.

A member of the party leadership suggested thaSdusalist Left plays a larger role
within the Norwegian party system in addition t@kénging the Labour Party.

Traditionally our role has been, of course, to bforae of opposition
from the left, bringing in new ideas, giving voite various grass root
movements, and putting pressure on the Labor Pespecially to
implement more radial reforms. Historically, thefarms and the
proposals of the Labor Party have been suggestemibparty first and
then later adopted by the Labor Party.
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Furthermore, this official argued that the partgd the characteristics of the larger
party system by providing an electoral challength#otraditional mainstream parties.
In answering a specific question pertaining to lemaing the establishment, the official
responded:

We definitely do. The Norwegian party system fog tast 20 or 30 years
has been a lot of parties crammed in the middletb@docialist Left and
the Progress Party on two different sides. Theneoi doubt that we've
been able to — in that position you have a lot adgibilities to set the
agenda for the parliament — so we have been abidltence policy. So

there’s no doubt that the Labor Party, for instarvedl always have to

watch their back in a way if they know that if thgy to far to the right, if

they slip up on policies important for core lategabups, then there’s
actually an alternative there that might grow thanel that would cost
them dearly. So we, | think we influence the otparties both directly
and indirectly in those ways.

Speaking about their impact of the specific issui® environment, the party official
argued:

| think we’ve had a lot of impact on that issue.rNay is one of the very
few countries in Europe that doesn’'t have a GreamtyPof any

considerable size, which is because we, along W#hmark, adopted
those positions correctly... The Socialist Party addghat position quite
early in the mid-80s, when the Green Party statedyrow. The

Socialists became the Green Party of Norway in nveays... So there’s
no doubt that we're influencing the other partie&long with quite a

strong environmentalist we [influenced] putting Bammental issues on
the political agenda in Norway

Thus, the Socialist Left, through its electoralcass, place pressure upon the traditional,
mainstream parties.

On the right side of the political spectrum, thedPess Party also affects
establishment parties within the Norwegian parstey. The Progress party steals

votes from both sides of the political spectrumheft asked whether the party is
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stealing votes from the Labour Party or the Coreseres Party, a high-ranking official

within the leadership of the Progress Party respdnd

Both. But I think mostly, and | don’t have thets&acs to prove it, but
when | see where our voters come from, ... we taks af voters from

the Labor Party, we take a lot of voters from thenservative Party, but
we also take a lot of voters from the couch, peoyte won't vote, but

they come and vote for us. And | think that idlse fact when it comes
to membership. We have a lot of members and Iqtabticians who

have been active members of other parties, andadtsioof members who
have never been active before.

The influence of the Progress Party continues davgrs they push an anti-immigration

stance in Norway. This stance leads to a shithénpolicy positions of traditional

mainstream parties. Furthermore, their policy stargpecifically affect the Conservative

party.

[1t's slowly dragged the other parties in the tigfirection on several
political issues.... and, of course, immigration pod. | have to say that
as well, because when we started to criticize tag wmigration politics
in Norway was felt, we were laughed at, of coufsad their big problem
is that they are conservative... | think you know whaean when | say
they are still conservative. They are stuck somewtend they have
never come down from there. And they are struggliand... their
biggest problem is our existence. They have naueepted or, and they
don’t like it of course, but | don’'t think they hawealized that the
Progress Party is twice as big them, nearly. Amat tmakes us the
greatest party of opposition in Norway, [the] leagparty of opposition;
they still behave like they are the big star onside of politics.

According to the interviews, the specific effeoctghe anti-establishment

movement in Norway impact the establishment padiferently. Despite recognition

of the challenge from the Progress Party, the Guatiee Party did not dramatically

react to the increased electoral support of thig tieeat.

We have had discussions in the leadership of thes€wative Party
about the rising, of course, of the ProgressivayPamd how we should
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adapt to the challenge. And from the grassroote@fConservative Party
of course... you've got messages about somethingtdhée done and
therefore this is much discussed. But have thésmuskions force the
Conservative Party into some dramatic shift of gmdj no. It's very
much discussed, it is on both the leadership aedythssroots, but when
it comes to ...should we tighten up the immigrationliqy just to
compete with the Progressive Party when it comesntaigration and
integration? When we are finished discussing, pmople say, well, we
think immigration is good.... We have moved, but da@matically when
it comes to some fields of the integration and ignation politics... We
have tightened a bit, but not dramatically.

Thus, the Conservative Party altered its positiothe issue of immigration, but not
dramatically in the direction of the Progress Party

The Labour Party, on the left side of the spectrargues that the influence of
the Progress Party has diminished, but the thesaains. A member of the Labour
Party leadership hierarchy, speaking about thesis§ummigration, stated:

| think they [the Progress Party] have had an &ffearced the other

parties to discuss it. But now | think the Labarty and also other

parties are, we are more mature to discuss itmaybe we would frame

the debate differently. Because it is also, tleratceptance for

discussing problems related to immigration, bute¢hs also acceptance

related to possibilities and opportunities that yawve due to integration.

We're finally able to discuss immigration and imatgpn as two different

issues, really. We think of the Progress Partguasmost important, one

of the most important rivals along with the Conséime Party, but we

think of those as two conservative parties... andiake them seriously

and we take their politics seriously.
An interview with two scholars on Norwegian partfipcs confirmed the responses
regarding the Progress party from party elitese Phogress Party does indeed challenge
establishment parties, both the Conservativestaddbour Party, in terms of votes and
policy issues, particularly immigration.

It's been the most important mobilization issue [ive] Progress Party
and there has sort of been a consensus among ke mdrties about
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immigration. The Progress Party has been an aliemand, to some
extent, all the other parties have had to adjust immigration policy to
meet the pressures. And of course voters, mo&rvdtave traveled
between the Progress Party and the Conservativg, Rad the Progress
Party always takes more votes from the Conserv&lamty. They take
votes from everybody, but mostly from the Consevest They
[Conservatives] were challenged by the Progresty Barthese issues, ...
and the Labor party, the Progress Party reallylehgéd them on these
issues. In the 2001 election, the Labor Party éopercentage of votes
and they had to adjust their course.

Thus, similar to other party systems in Westerrogar the anti-establishment right

challenges establishment parties on both sideeoptiitical spectrum.

Table 3.17 Selected Issue Positions of the Labour Partyaindy (A), 1970-2005

Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms -210-3 -1 -1
Income taxes -3t0 -3 -0 0
Total taxes -5t0-5 0 0
Scope of government -4 10 -3 +1 +1
Social Services -5t0-5 0 0
Environment -210 -4 -2 -2
Women'’s Rights -3t0-5 -2 -2
Minority Rights -2t0-4 -2 -2
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The evidence from the party manifestos confirmsmuafdhe information
gathered during these interviews. Table 3.17 digpthe ideological movement on
eight issues. The averagetandmaximunmchange for the party was 0.75. Given the
steady nature of the Labour Party, the lack of tategm, despite the steady electoral
showing for the Socialist Left, is expected. Oa tkey” issues of taxes and social
services, the party did not shift their policy gmsis. Surprisingly, the party shifted its
position on the issue of the scope of governmesmatds the right calling for a slightly
smaller role for the government.

However, on the issue of environment protectioa,ltAbour Party significantly
shifted its policy position towards the positiontleé Socialist Left. This is shown in
Figure 3.10. The Labour Party shifts its positimri993 following a breakthrough
election for the Socialist Left in 1989. Interegfly, the influence of the Socialist Left
stretches across the center of the political specpulling the right-oriented anti-
establishment FRP from a decidedly right positma teft-of-center position by the end
of the period under examination. Furthermore,calgh the Conservative Party started
the period already on the left side of the spectrin@ party shifted its position slightly
more to the left. Thus, the influence of the Shstid eft on the issue of environmental

protection spreads to all parties with the Norwegiarty system.
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Figure 3.1Q Norwegian party positions on environment protatfior Socialist Left
(SV), Labour Party (A), Conservative Party (C), &rdgress Party (FRP)
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Table 3.18 displays the ideological movement ef@onservative Party from

1970-2005. The Conservative Party dramaticallftesthiits position on almost every
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one of these seven issues. On average, the paety}¢change was 2.86 and the
maximunchange was 3.14 to the right. On the “key” isafdaxes, scope of
government, and immigration, the party shiftegisitions at least two positions to the
right towards the position of the Progress Pa@yen the decline in electoral support
for the party and the rise of the Progress Pangsé significant changes are expected

and warranted in order for the party to countes growing electoral threat.

Table 3.18 Selected Issue Positions of the Conservativey@amlorway (H), 1970-

2005
Max.

Issue Change from Change Net Change
Individual freedoms +2to +3 +1 +1
Income taxes -310 +2 +5 +5
Total taxes -2 (to +3) to +2 +5 +4
Scope of government -3to+1 +4 +4
Social services -51t0-3 +2 +2
State ownership +1 (to +4) to +3 +3 +2
Immigration +1to +3 +2 +2

Figure 3.11 graphically displays the movement ofigian political parties on
the issue of immigration. As the figure shows, pleties moved, in some cases
significantly, to the right. The Conservative Ragtadually shifts their position from +1
to a +3 moving closer to the position of the PrggrBarty. The Labour Party undertakes
the most significant shift in position on the issdi@mmigration. Following the
breakthrough election for the Progress Party irBli8vhich the party garnered 13
percent of the vote and 22 seats in parliamerg)Ldbour Party shifted dramatically to

the right from a left-oriented -2 to a +1 positioght-of-center. If the Progress Party is
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indeed stealing votes from the Labour Party, thi& 1 a “key” electoral issue for the

Progress is expected by the ideological adaptéypothesis. The Labour Party, in an

Figure 3.11 Norwegian party positions on immigration for St Left (SV), Labour
Party (A), Conservative Party (C), and ProgressyR&RP)
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effort to stem the tide of the Progress Party, @ahift their position on the issue of
immigration. However, the party has not experiengelecline in the polls that would
warrant such a shift in policy. Thus, the partgipted to counter the threat based on

the mere perception that the Progress Party wabrgjevotes.

In summary, establishment parties in Austria -SR®© and, to a lesser extent,
the OVP — altered their ideological profiles toseff the threat from anti-establishment
parties. The Belgian establishment altered thieioliogical position on numerous issues
championed by anti-establishment parties. In Dehkpthae electoral success of anti-
establishment parties led to dramatic shifts inpibiécy positions of the traditional
mainstream parties. In Germany, without a credipli:-establishment threat on the
right, the influence obDie Griinenon the anti-establishment left pulled the estabntient
towards its position on numerous issues. Antilgisiament parties in the Netherlands
are not as successful as their counterparts irr Wtestern European countries. The
Dutch establishment did not shift its policy pasiis despite slipping at the polls during
this period. Finally, the traditional mainstreaartpes in Norway shifted their
ideological positions on many of these “key” issaes reaction to the electoral success
of anti-establishment parties. Therefore, the idgickhl adaptation hypothesis finds

abundant support in these six countries.
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Analysis: Organizational Change
The analysis of the organizational adaptation bypsis (Hypothesis 3.2) finds
little, if any, support in these six countr@sIn Austria, an official with the SPO
acknowledged that the party discussed alteringrganization due to the electoral
success and structure of the Greens; however, thesges have not taken place.
Yes, we know from several discussions, about aurctire and how to
change our structure, but our members like to mawgee possibilities to
have more influence on the course of the partiheatederal level as well
as on the state level... We had very, many discnossabout opening the

party... about changes in the party, in the 1990stherate 90s.

When asked specifically if the Greens were a catdty these discussions, the official
offered:

The Greens, oh my, yes, of course. We had a nety wéh the Greens

and we have a special situation in Austria wherehaiee great problems,

and the 80s and 90s with the SPO and the highgr paganization.
However, despite the electoral success of the FPtheright, the OVP did not alter its
organizational structures or even hold discussiorikis effect. Establishment parties
did not alter their organizational structures targrmore power to rank-and-file
members. Although, the SPO held discussions commpthe impact of the Greens on

the party’s organization, the party has not impletee any changes to date. Meanwhile,

the OVP has not adapted its organizational in aiceable fashion. Therefore, unlike

8 There is no reason to suggest that these paityaéfwould be less than truthful as it relates to
organizational changes within the party. Givert thase officials admitted to no adaptation witthia
organizational structures of the party, but citederous occurrences of ideological change pro\ddese
validity to the indicator for organizational adagda. One reason for the lack of evidence of
organizational adaptation may be that organizationanges are harder to recognize unless thesgeban
are dramatic and occur over a short period of tifrthese changes are gradual over a long peridiinef,
they may be less noticeable to party officials.
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the ideological adaptation hypothesis, the orgainizal adaptation hypothesis does not
hold in Austria.

In Belgium, establishment parties on both sidethefpolitical spectrum adapted
their structures due to a reorganization of thefaldelection structure. An official with
the CD&V argued, “it's not a coincidence that theety structure went together with the
structure for elections.” Thus, as the federatted@ structure changed, the parties were
forced to adapt their structures accordingly. Remnore, according to the official with
the CD&V, the grassroots structure of the party tnedability of rank-and-file members
to vote on party decisions have been in place éarly fifty years. Thus, there was no
need for the party to alter or adapt its organizeti structures devolving power to the
rank-and-file members to counter the electoralahfi®mm anti-establishment parties.
Therefore, like in Austria, anti-establishment ferido not influence establishment
parties in terms of organizational adaptation ay tfo in terms of ideological adaptation.
As such, the organizational adaptation hypotheses chot find support.

The organizational adaptation hypothesis doesauative support from the
interviews conducted in Denmark. A leading scholaDanish political parties argued,
“I think that the smaller parties do not have tinfiuence on organizations, not at all.
Actually it's been the other way around.... they [aadtablishment parties] had an
organization like all the established parties” @fcial with the Social Democrats
confirmed these sentiments when asked about thé/sator several organizational
changes stating, “we made these changes befosrtbgence of the Green movement

or the Socialist People’s Party.” This officialtieer noted, “elections may have been a
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catalyst for these changes, but the Socialist R&oplarty did not influence this.” A
prominent member of the Socialist's People Pargéeship maintained, “I think the
other parties respect our organization, but | datimok that we have influenced their
organization.” Thus, although the establishmentiggmin Denmark altered their
organizational structures during this period, thes@nges were not due to the
emergence or electoral success of anti-establishpagties.

The establishment parties in Germany altered trganizational structures due
to reunification in 1990. An SPD official statétthink the most significant change in
the organizational structure of the SPD was afterréunification in 1990.... But the
changes that took place were due to the reunificatiot due to the membership
wanting change or the party leadership wanting gbaait was due to the society
change.” Moreover, the official declared:

There has been a discussion about reorganizingatg, but it's been a

reform regarding our party statutes, but these miavbeen very

significant changes in the organization of the yatelf. It has been
much more like a technical approach, to technical Egal questions,
party organizations, but it hadn’t anything to dahwnew emerging
parties.
When asked specifically about the influence of@meens’ party organization, this
official noted similarities between the role of meens inDie Grinenand the SPD, but
the party does not have the same grassroots moveaetel toDie Grinen

There are possibilities for all members to initie@golutions at the party

congress. There is a possibility for them, sodlae similarities with the

Greens; however, we never had the grassroots maveamsl I'm not
sure if we had any discussion about this.
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The power distribution of the party has not chantgedards the decentralization Dfe
Grinen Instead, the party moved towards more centrazatue to new media
technology. “l would say there was trend towardententralization. The executive
board became more powerful, which has somethinlp tewith media and new media
trends.”

Without a significant anti-establishment threatloa right, the CDU discussed
adapting their organization, but these changes hewto take place. A CDU official
acknowledged, “it was the idea to get the normahiver more possibilities to
participate in the party life. It's a thing we damplement from the top, so the decision
has to be made from the bottom up.” However, wdsked if these discussions
followed the emergence and electoral success dbthens, the party official stated, “I
would say not directly. We have nothing to do diewith new parties or--but | think
the idea to strengthen the membership in the watytkiey can participate more often is
an idea that the Greens came up with in the 1980kdis, the organization &fie
Griuneninfluences establishment parties; however, tHls@mce is not direct or
significant enough to confirm the organizationahpi@tion hypothesis.

In the Netherlands, the GreenLeft argues thabéshment parties learn from the
organizational structures of the party. A promin@mber of the party leadership
contends:

| think some parties may have learned from the wayhave our roots in

those movements. Some parties, they are learningy Try to find the

same way to modernize. For instance, the SociBlsty is using their
members in all sorts of social movements to esthliheir power there.
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However, the CDA disagreed with this assessmentiggghat all organizational
changes undertaken by the party reflect socieigbs within the Netherlands. A
CDA official contends, “Our changes had nothingltowith the Greens. These changes
came from within to adapt to changes within sociefyherefore, anti-establishment
parties in the Netherlands do not affect orgarzeti change within the parties of the
establishment.

Arguably the greatest influence of anti-establishtrparties on the
organizational structures of establishment padaesirs in Norway. A member of the
Labour Party leadership confirmed the party adoptedw strategy since 2001 to bring
members closer to the party. This new strategy eysphew technologies to better
connect members to the leaders of the party aneléolucate members about the party.

| would say the party has been brought closer hmyetiue to new

technological developments. The internet is plgyancentral part of the
every day running of politics and also in the mati process. We have
made changes to involve the most people in it ... gao be on the

websites, and there are certain websites for thgop process. And it
means also that it's easier to get in contact Wiehparty leadership or the
central board, it's easier to give your opinion @mertain issue.... The
most important thing is that it's easier to get éontact with the

Norwegian Labor Party and say what you mean. Alboge lines, in the
last five years, we have had a lot of effort onadion of the members
and also of politicians, so all kinds of educatamd study groups, certain
programs for different people, for women’s program leadership

program or minority programs, as well as ordinatya®ling for both the

elected and also the party officials.

Furthermore, the party continues to discuss theabmembership and how to get the
ordinary member more involved in the decision-mgkinocess within the party.
And when it comes to the rules [statutes], it'srb@econtinuous debate

on how each member could be more involved in thigypa there is a
value to the membership in itself. It's been atowous debate and it's
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not just about the elected officials being ablesay what they mean, but

ordinary members that hold no positions, not in plagty, not in any

official government arenas, that they can decideeqrize more involved.
When asked specifically what caused these chatigesfficial acknowledged that poor
electoral performance was a catalyst for thesegdsmwithin the party’s organization.
The 2001 parliamentary elections were the worsttieles for the Labour Party since
1926.

| think one, a clear cause is the election of 200Wvas a wakeup call to

the Norwegian Social Democrats, and it was a aleessage both from

members, from the unions, and the union memberghwh part of the

party in itself, which is an important force in N@y. The members of

the unions decided not to vote for the Labor Paaty] we had great

motivational problems with our own members as wélhd this--well, it

affected the electorate, of course. And | think garty has realized that

we got away from the people. We were governing raa#ting decisions

and running Norway but we didn’t do it with the M@gians. So | think

that is one of the clearest reasons why we havddekange, an obvious

reason.
Given the rise of anti-establishment parties tleeiaig the Labour Party from both sides
contributing to this poor electoral performancest changes can be, at the very least,
indirectly attributed to the electoral successmif-astablishment parties. In other words,
this is the evidence one would expect to see ifestablishment parties are indeed
influencing organizational changes within estalshent parties. Thus, of the six
countries analyzed, Norway presents the best esgjeaibeit limited, of the effects of

anti-establishment parties on the organizatiomatcires of establishment parties.

In summary, the organizational adaptation hypashdses not receive support
from these six countries. For the most part, theteral success of anti-establishment

parties led to discussions concerning changesetoranizational structures; however,



150

these changes have yet to be implemented by wadltparties. At the most, anti-
establishment parties have an indirect effect gammezational structure changes
undertaken by establishment parties. Perhapsasteclidence supporting the
organizational adaptation hypothesis comes fronL#mur Party in Norway, which
undertook changes to better educate and conndaitanembers following their worst
election in 75 years. Thus, there is simply natugyh evidence to support the second
hypothesis concerning organizational change.
Limitations

It must be noted that there are limitations ts thiethod of data collection and
that these limitations may contribute to the latkwidence of organizational change.
As with any survey instrument, the questions tloat gsk may dictate the answers you
receive’® The adaptation hypothesis focused on the orgtoizd power structures of
the more established parties as result of theacuccess of anti-establishment
parties. In order to obtain data concerning théiqdar organizational changes, both
broad and specific organizational questions wekedsf the various party officials. In
particular, one question asked of establishmeny dficials concerned the
implementation of primary elections for the selectof party candidates. This question
concerns the distribution of power within the paatd whether party members were
given more organizational power as a consequenaatoéstablishment party electoral

Success.

¥ This is akin to the selection bias argument madé&ddes (1990) in which the cases you select may
dictate your findings.
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However, questions concerning other forms of orztional change may not
have been asked. If the proper follow-up questiwaie not asked, it is entirely possible
that the proper information regarding other typkesrganizational change was not
gained from these interviews. This may accountHterlack of evidence of
organizational adaptation from the establishedtipaliparties in these six countries. It
is possible that the electoral success of antbéstanent parties prompts different
organizational changes not under investigationiwithis dissertation.

Another concern of this method of data collectionaerns whether the party
officials were able to recognize organizationalrgfes. Organizational change can
occur in a slow, incremental process or at a rdpathzied pace. Changes that occur at a
faster pace may be easier to recognize by partgiaf. Slow, incremental change may
not catch the attention of party leaders. Haviogracognized organizational change,
party officials may not offer this information dog the interviews regardless of the
guestions asked. Furthermore, given the tenutieeodfficial with the party, the party
officials may not be able to offer information cenaing changes that occurred before
their time with the party. As such, changes thataareaction to the electoral success of
anti-establishment parties early in the period umaleestigation may be missed by these
interviews.

Implications and Conclusion

There are numerous implications of the analyselsisnchapter. First, although

parties are conservative organizations, partiesdeed adapt to the environment

created by the emergence and electoral succesgi-astablishment parties.
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Establishment parties adapt their ideological peefon numerous issues in order to
counter the growing electoral threat from anti-essaament parties. In particular,
establishment parties shift their ideological positon the issues of the environment and
immigration (as shown in Figures 3.1 — 3.11), tegues championed by anti-
establishment parties on different sides of thetspm. This movement confirms earlier
research from Downs (2001). Traditional partiegage anti-establishment parties by
co-opting anti-establishment policies expandingglregrammatic agenda of the party
by directly addressing these issues. Thus, inracdeemain in power in the unstable
environment created by the emergence of anti-astabént parties, traditional parties
trade principle for pragmatism and seek more intiegaengaging tactics to counter the
threat from anti-establishment parties (see Dovatsl p

However, traditional mainstream parties do notraheir organizational
structures to adapt to this new electoral enviramm®espite the lack of support for the
organizational adaptation hypothesis, the analiystgs chapter confirm earlier work
by Rohrschneider (1993). For Rohrschneider (1998)most difficult challenge for
establishment parties in countering the threat famti-establishment parties is changing
their organizational structures. As mentioned &yavs easier for traditional parties to
shift their policy positions and integrate new ssinto their platforms than to
fundamentally change their organizational powardtres (Rohrschneider 1993).
Therefore, as the analysis demonstrates, estal#ighparties are more resistant to
changing their organizational structures than thiological profiles in order to adapt

to the electoral success of anti-establishmentgzart
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Second, by instigating movement among partieh®@gestablishment, anti-
establishment parties may hinder their own eletfortunes. By moving away from
the center of the spectrum, as is indicated byethesalyses, traditional mainstream
parties are creating more distinct ideological pesfand more polarization within the
system. In turn, this may help stem the tide d¢if@stablishment party electoral success
in these countries. Anti-establishment partiesgaign on the notion that all
establishment parties are the safhdf establishment parties are more ideologically
distant and distinct, this argument made by artldishment parties may fall on deaf
ears. Moreover, from the analyses in the secoagteh the electoral support for anti-
establishment parties decreases as the amountasization between establishment
parties increases. Thus, as anti-establishmetiep@ontinue to gain electoral support,
they sow the seeds of their own destruction. Gfetre circular relationship between
polarization and anti-establishment parties was &ntther research.

Third, the movement of establishment parties silee dynamics of the party
system, particularly the process of coalition fotiora As establishment parties distant
themselves from each other, the likelihood of “gfacpalitions between establishment
parties decreases. Establishment parties mustfdoalew coalition partners as
traditional coalition alliances no longer remaiahle options. The movement of
traditional mainstream parties forces these partiésok for alliances with parties closer

to their ideological placement including anti-esitbment parties. Therefore, the

%0 See the definition of anti-establishment partyadet! in the second chapter.
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electoral success of anti-establishment partieslewy/to the inclusion of these parties
in coalitional governments across Western Eufope.

Finally, the movement of establishment parties feag to governing coalitions
introducing new legislation or implementing newip@s favored by anti-establishment
parties. The analyses in this chapter examinéstee positionsf establishment parties;
however, these issue positions may become implexdqrdlicies if these parties enter
into government. In order to remain in power, essdment parties must deliver on
their campaign promises or face the electoral apnsgces. In Denmark, the electoral
success of the Danish People’s Party (and theseatkctoral success of the Progress
Party) led to arguably the most stringent immignatiaws in the European Union. Thus,
the influence of anti-establishment parties cad leachanges to governmental policies
creating greater electoral success for these &tableshed parties.

These implications guide several avenues of rekedfirst, does the adaptation
of traditional mainstream parties help or hinder ¢hectoral fortunes of these parties?
Does the decision to alter their ideological pefibr organizational structures help the
party counter the threat from anti-establishmentigmor further fuel the decline of the
party? Do voters punish parties for moving tooffam their core ideology or base
supporters? Although it is possible, to some extergee if establishment parties
increase their vote share in elections followingseihchanges from these analyses,
further research could shed light on the consegsgatthese changes for establishment

parties. In a similar vein, future research may oestrate the effects of these

®1 The next chapter examines the effects of antiséistament parties on the duration of cabinet
governments.
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adaptations on the electoral fortunes of anti-dstainent parties. Do these changes
allow establishment parties to limit or reverse ¢hextoral successes of anti-
establishment parties?

Second, how does the movement of establishmenepanfluence other
traditional mainstream parties within the systefraditional mainstream parties
compete against each other for the ability to foahinet governments. Thus,
establishment parties’ main rivals in pursuing gaweental offices are other
establishment parties. In order to be in positeform governments, establishment
parties must balance between reacting to threans &émti-establishment parties as well
as their closest establishment rivals. In turaréhare consequences for the larger party
system. If establishment parties move too far ftbencenter in the process of adapting
to the electoral success of anti-establishmentgzathen new parties may emergence in
the center of the spectrum filling the void creabgdhe movement of the traditional
parties. This may further the instability creabgdthe emergence of anti-establishment
parties. The next chapter examines, in greatld#tai effects of anti-establishment
party electoral success on the larger party systdowever, future research must
consider the effects the movement of traditionaihstaeam parties has on similar
parties within the system. Does the electoral ssgof anti-establishment parties
initiate a chain reaction creating ripples througiithe entire party system?

Third, does the movement of establishment partiad to changes in
governmental policies favored by anti-establishnpamties? As mentioned above, the

electoral success of anti-establishment parti€&eimmark led to tougher immigration
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laws. Anti-establishment parties on the left oftampaign on an environmentalist
agenda. Does the electoral success of thesestablishment parties lead to changes to
the environmental policies of different governmestsoss Western Europe? Have other
anti-establishment parties on the right seen simikectoral success in other countries
and other issues (i.e., welfare policies)? Themstpns deserve greater attention
through future research to fully appreciate theseguences of anti-establishment parties.

Finally, how has the electoral success of antibdistament parties affected these
parties themselves? In some instances, the eléstareess of anti-establishment parties
leads to the inclusion of these parties in goverminalitions throughout Western Europe.
In these instances, the party ceases to be aestatiishment party. However, after the
collapse of the coalition or new elections, theyaftentimes will continue its anti-
establishment rhetoric or campaigning. Do votensigh anti-establishment parties for
being part of the establishment or continue to supem in subsequent elections? Do
the electoral fortunes of anti-establishment pantvane after being in a governing
coalition? Given the electoral success of thesegsado anti-establishment parties
attempt to become part of the establishment by natidg their extreme positions? Do
anti-establishment parties become victims of tbein electoral success?

The next chapter explores the effects of anti-distainent parties on the broader
party system. Does the movement of establishnmestiep lead to increased volatility
and polarization within the party system? Do wthandon establishment parties to
vote from anti-establishment parties leading toeased volatility within the system?

Does the movement of establishment parties incrib@samount of polarization within
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the system? Does the electoral success of aaflestment parties further destabilize
the party system by decreasing the length of célgioeernments? Does the amount of
seats garnered by anti-establishment parties fimibpportunities establishment parties
have to form viable governing coalitions in parlem? These research questions
stemming, in part, from the analyses in this chapte addressed in greater detail in the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CONSEQUENCES OF ANTI-ESTABLISHMENT PARTIES ON T HE

BROADER PARTY SYSTEM

The last chapter examined the effects of anti-dstabent parties on the
organizational structures and ideological profdéshe more established parties within
the party systems of Western Europe. This chaptestigates the consequences of
anti-establishment party electoral success ontbader party system. New parties may
serve to reinvigorate or destabilize an institugiored party system (Harmel 1997).
Dalton, Flanagan, and Beck (1984) argue new paates result and contributor to the
realignment that has occurred within the once ‘#rozparty systems of Western Europe.
Furthermore, Harmel (1985: 414) contends “new pantnay be seen as part of a
solution to what has generally been viewed as dedh the importance of parties.” The
environment in which representative democracy dpsrfia ever changing prompting its
institutions to adapt or face extinction. As thedretical expectations of the second
chapter indicate, if the electorate does not fea establishment parties meet their needs
and interests, the voting public can, and indeezsdimok elsewhere. Thus, in the forty
years since Lipset and Rokkan (1967:50) concludatithe “party systems of the 1960s
reflect, with few significant exceptions, the aligants of the 1920s,” the party systems
of Western Europe have undergone numerous changes.

Despite the possible effects of anti-establishnpanties, the literature
concerning their consequences on the larger pgstgs has merely scratched the

surface (for example, see Powell 1986). Previaaigtive research demonstrates that



159

anti-establishment parties on both sides of theigall spectrum increase the amount of
polarization with the party system (Bale 2003; M2001). Yet, other important aspects
of the party system remain unexamined. By pushaw issues and gaining electoral
support, anti-establishment parties activate net@rgpforce parties to alter their
ideological positions (see Chapter 3), and stealotgs from traditional mainstream
parties, anti-establishment parties alter the btyaloif their respective party systems.
Utilizing quantitative analyses, this chapter agyasti-establishment party electoral
success increases voter turnout and electoralibyléty activating new voters and
offering viable electoral alternatives to tradi@bparties. Furthermore, | argue that the
electoral success of anti-establishment increaskesipation between establishment
parties, as these parties shift their positionthendeological spectrum, and within the
party system. Moreover, | contend that anti-esdhbient parties alter the coalitional
dynamics within the party systems of Western Eutepding to increased instability.

The remainder of the chapter is divided into sistis@s. The first section
discusses previous research concerning the efféeisti-establishment parties on the
broader party system. The second explains theibahons to the literature made by
the analyses in this chapter. The theoreticahtaiteon of this chapter is outlined in the
third section. The next section details the dathraethods utilized for the different
analysis contained in this chapter. The resultsipdications of these analyses are
discussed in the fifth and sixth sections, respebti Finally, the chapter concludes
with a discussion of future avenues of researcltearing the effects of anti-

establishment parties.
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Previous Literature: Anti-Establishment Parties and Party System Stability

Despite the extensive literature concerning tifeces of new parties on the
broader party systems (see, for example, Downs,1S&Tori 1976, Harmel and
Robertson 1985, and Hug 2001), a specific focuthereffects of anti-establishment
parties is lacking. Anti-establishment partiegjamelless of their placement on the
political spectrum, may destabilize or reinvigortéte party systems in which they
compete. Despite the possible consequences stgnfimin the electoral success of
anti-establishment parties, literature concernimg topic merely scratches the surface.
The majority of research investigating the effexftanti-establishment parties focuses
on the relationship between electoral successtandrhount of polarization within the
party system (see Mair 2001 and Bale 2003). Intiaaig studies examining cabinet
stability in Western Europe use support for antalesshment parties as a proxy measure
for system or parliamentary polarization (see Seded Herman 1977 and King et al.
1990).

Recent scholarly work on the effects of anti-esshiphent parties argues that the
electoral success of these parties leads to iredgadarization within the party systems
of Western Europe. Mair (2001) contends that thergence of the Greens parties
serves to polarize the left side of the politiggdstrum in many party systems. Mair
(2001: 111) states, “Green parties have not singiied governments, but they have
also provided the necessary extra weight to thededllow for the possible emergence

of a sustained bipolar pattern of competition.”u$hpolitical competition, which is
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largely center based, shifts to a more polarizeasrenment. Mair (2001: 112) further

maintains that across Western Europe, coalitiomgart from Greens parties may:
prove necessary to maintain what has been a wadltipattern of
bipolarism and to prevent a new drift towards dsntroalition-forming.

In other words, although the Greens may end up diging an

establishment against which they were mobilisedir thresence may be

sufficient to permit a shift away from a consensuegntre-based,

coalitional style of politics and towards the softcompetitive bipolar

pattern.
Moreover, Greens parties help to change the palitbaracter of the mainstream patrties,
and hence breathe new life into an otherwise madiqolitical world (Mair 2001).
Mair (2001) argues that these anti-establishmertigseon the left do not necessarily
need to achieve major electoral breakthroughsaw thiis role. However, “they may
prove substantial enough to make the crucial diffee between the continuation of
centrist coalitional politics, on the one handi{l@ emergence of a more bipolar pattern
of competition, on the other” (Mair 2001: 112).

Bale (2003) argues that the emergence and mainstrgaf the anti-
establishment parties on the right affects thetrsgle of the political spectrum in the
same manner. By adopting many of the policy pasgiof the far right, the mainstream
parties legitimize the far right (Bale 2003; semdbowns 2001). With the expansion of
the right bloc, traditional mainstream parties helprime far-right issues and, in some

cases, deliver upon far-right campaign promisegigogarly on the issue of immigration.

Thus, the right side of the political spectrum iarmy of the party systems of Western
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Europe expanded to include the anti-establishmght¥ Combined with the findings
of Mair (2001), these findings suggest that thetelal success (or even emergence) of
anti-establishment parties, on both sides of thiiged spectrum leads to a more
polarized party system.

The literature also examines, albeit in a cursoayner, the effects of anti-
establishment parties on the stability of coaliilbgovernment in Western Europe.
Utilizing the proportion of seats occupied by asystem parties as a proxy measure for
polarization, Sanders and Herman (1977) found sygiem parties shorten the lifespan
of coalitional governments. In a similar vein, tbeir examination of cabinet duration,
King et al. (1990) uses electoral support for exegarties to measure the amount of
polarization in the party system. These authord fhis measure to have a negative
significant influence of the duration of cabinevgmnments. Furthermore, Warwick
(1979) argued that the ideological cleavagghin the cabinettself significantly affects
the tenure of the governmétit.

Contributions to the Literature

Despite these studies examining the effects ofestéblishment parties on the
broader party system, | contend that there areast three omissions from this literature.
First, this literature fails to address how thectleate reacts to the emergence, and

subsequent electoral success, of anti-establishpagtieés. Has the electoral success of

%2 Bale (2003: 85) argues that this increased patidz does not help far-right parties as this dioali
“leads not to mutually sustaining relationships father to unceremonious cannibalisation of a junio
partner swiftly seen to have outlived its usefuines

%3 This finding suggests that the inclusion of exteefire., anti-establishment) parties shortens thatibn
of coalitional governments. However, the effectanfi-establishment parties as coalitional membegs
beyond the scope of this dissertation.
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the anti-establishment activated new voters leattiran increase in voter turnout? Do
anti-establishment parties steal votes from padigke establishment or increase the
amount of volatility within the party system? littvely, if these parties serve as voice
of discontent, then it is reasonable to assumesathiaiestablishment will influence the
electorate in some manner. Yet, the literaturdantgto asks and examine these
guestions.

Second, this literature fails to quantitatively exae the effect of anti-
establishment party electoral success on the tfvablarization between parties of the
establishment and within the party system itsélie studies conducted by Mair (2001)
and Bale (2003) suggest that anti-establishmeiiegancrease the amount of
polarization both between traditional mainstreami@s and, in turn, within the party
system. However, these studies utilize qualitatinethods. Using quantitative methods,
this study asks the question, do anti-establishiparites increase the amount of
polarization between parties of the establishmadtwithin the party system? In other
words, do the qualitative findings of Mair (200T)daBale (2003) hold using
quantitative measures for polarizati8hhird, and finally, previous research fails to
directly investigate the effect of anti-establisimnparties on the duration of coalitional
governments while controlling for the level of patation. As mentioned above,

previous studies use support for, or seats occupiednti-establishment parties as a

6 By asking this question, | do not mean to sugtestqualitative research leads to invalid or
insignificant findings. Single case or small-N sagdcan be beneficial to the development of geizatale
theories if executed properly (see Lijphart 197d Erayer 1989). Indeed, many of the generalizable
theories concerning the electoral success of atdbéishment parties were first tested using singke or
small-N studies. Lijphart (1971, 692) argues thaste “theory building” case studies are necedsahe
understanding of political phenomena. In analyzhig question, | am examining these claims usieg n
guantitative measures of polarization.
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proxy for polarization. Does support for anti-esitiment parties affect the duration of
coalitional governments while controlling for pakation in a different manner.
Theoretical Orientation

As discussed in the first two chapters, changelke value orientation of the
electorate, weakened partisan loyalties and distadie with the traditional parties over
the past four decades have manifested themseltbe amount of electoral support for
parties that challenge the traditional parties imithe system (i.e., anti-establishment
parties) and allowed these parties to gain a fddthnd thrive in the electoral arena (see
also Dalton, McAllister, and Wattenberg 2000 anduidke 1996). Anti-establishment
parties alter the political landscape of their Betjye party systems instigating
instability. However, previous research fails ystematically and quantitatively
examine the consequences to the larger party syst@mming from the electoral
success of anti-establishment parties.

As argued in the last chapter, for a democratitesyso survive and remain
viable, its institutions (i.e., political partiesjust remain vibrant and igarty system
stable. Without viable institutions meeting thendeds of the public, democracy
withers and decays (Easton 1957; Huntington 1988us, party systems must adapt
and change as new competitors emerge and thrdeg@stablished order. But how do
anti-establishment parties alter the party systérafue that electoral success of anti-
establishment parties alters party systems by asang voter turnout, electoral volatility,
and the amount of polarization between establishmpanies and within the larger party

system. In addition, anti-establishment partigsgdining seats within parliament, upset
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coalitional dynamics increasing cabinet instabiitiyhin the party systems of Western
Europe. Therefore, instability begets instabilélpeit in a different form.

First, anti-establishment parties increase voteraut and electoral volatility
within the party system by bringing new voters itite political arena. Anti-
establishment parties often campaign on new issussues long neglected by
traditional parties challenging the status quadefpolitical system. These new parties
emphasize the fundamental division between pasfiise establishment and the
electorate. Moreover, anti-establishment parti@spaagn on the assertion that a
fundamental divide exists between themselves atitional, mainstream parties. If the
electorate does not believe that establishmeniegaate articulating their interests and
meeting their needs and demands, the voting puaaficand indeed does, look
elsewhere. With the electorate “shopping” withie electoral marketplace, anti-
establishment parties offer viable electoral aléxes to the traditional parties.

Three hypotheses arise from this argument. Hgstampaigning on new or
long neglected issues, we should expect anti-eskebént parties to activate and attract
new voters to the political arena. Thus, antif@gthment party electoral success
increases voter turnout. In addition, as the elat¢ becomes increasingly disillusioned
with traditional, mainstream parties, we shouldext@anti-establishment parties to steal
votes from other competitors in the party systdrherefore, anti-establishment parties
increase the amount of electoral volatility withive party system. From this argument,
the following is hypothesized:

H4.1: The electoral success of anti-establishmarttgs will significantly
increase the turnout in subsequent elections
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H4.2: The electoral success of anti-establishmarttgs will significantly
increase the amount of electoral volatility withive party system

The electoral success of these new parties, asumeeblsy the percentage of
votes received in national parliamentary electideasgls to increased instability.
However, this second hypothesis does not providieeat test of the notion that the
electoral volatility experienced during the 197ad 4980s was a result of anti-
establishment parties stealing votes from partigeeestablishment. This hypothesis
tests the argument that anti-establishment part@ease the overall volatility of vote
shares within their respective party systemss dritirely possible that the volatility of
these party systems is merely a result of tradiiparties switching vote shares with
other traditional parties. Similarly, anti-establnent parties may steal electoral support
from other anti-establishment parties. To examihetiver anti-establishment are
stealing electoral support from traditional, maieatn parties, | hypothesize:

H4.3: The electoral success of anti-establishmaritgs will significantly
increase the amount of electoral volatility foraddishment parties

If the vote share received by anti-establishmertigs on both sides of the political
spectrum, significantly influences the amount efcebral volatility of establishment
parties, then one may assert that anti-establishpaeties are indeed offering viable
electoral alternatives. Thus, anti-establishmenigmare stealing votes from
establishment parties increasing the amount ot@iaicvolatility.

As noted in the third chapter, established pdalitgarties must adapt to electoral
threats from new entrants into the political arelmaturn, this has important

implications for the amount of polarization betwestablishment parties and within the
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party system. Traditional, mainstream partiestshdir ideological positions to counter
the electoral success of anti-establishment parte@sasing the amount of polarization
between establishment parties. Moreover, polipeaties shift their policy positions in
response to policy shifts of their closest rivag#fdams and Somer-Topcu 2009). Thus,
| argue that anti-establishment parties shift thegplogical profiles to maintain a

distinct identity (see Harmel, Janda and Tan 1&@B) parties of the establishment. In
turn, the degree of polarization within the partgtem increases as anti-establishment
parties distant themselves from traditional, mae@sn parties. From this discussion, |
posit a second set of hypotheses:

H4.4: The electoral success of anti-establishmarttgs will significantly
increase the amount of polarization between estainient parties in
subsequent elections

H4.5: The electoral success of anti-establishmarttgs will significantly
increase the amount of polarization within the ypaststem in subsequent
elections

Couched in these terms, parties of the establishbemome more polarized as a
reaction to the electoral success of anti-estatisit parties. At the same time, anti-
establishment parties react to the movement obksit@d parties increasing the amount
of polarization in the party system.

Finally, I argue that anti-establishment partiesaifghe coalitional dynamics

within the party systems of Western Europe. Previstudies of the effects of anti-
establishment parties on cabinet stability utisBe@port for these parties as a proxy

measure for polarization. Yet, these studiestéaéxamine the effects of anti-

establishment parties on the duration of cabingegonents while controlling for the
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amount of polarization within the parliament. Thectoral success of anti-establishment
parties, as measured by the number of seats octhpithese parties in parliament,
decreases the bargaining space available to wadltmainstream parties in forming and
sustaining coalitional governments. Logically, thember of seats occupied by anti-
establishment decreases the size of possible gageraalitions since anti-
establishment parties, by definition, do not haveadistic chance of participating in
government due to their challenge to “the statusigquerms of major policy issues or
the nature of political activity” and are not seensuitable coalitional partners by the
parties of the establishment (Mackie 1995: 174-£75hus, the following is
hypothesized:

H4.6: As the proportion of seats anti-establishnpamties occupy within
parliament increases, the duration of coalitiormalegnments decreases

With increases in the proportion of seats occupiednti-establishment parties,
the number of viable governing coalitions decreagdsis, winning parties experience
difficulty in merely forming coalitional governmenand may be forced to form
coalitions with unreliable or reluctant partnefs.turn, this increases the likelihood of
government failure. Additionally, the percentageuati-establishment party seats
decreases the size of winning coalitions, whicheases the likelihood of these
coalitions facing opposition challenges. This fiesation in opposition challenges

increases the likelihood that coalitional governtaemill dissolve. As such, the

® There are numerous examples of anti-establishpaties on both sides of the political spectrum
entering into governing coalitions. However, tiomsequences of anti-establishment party participati
coalitional governments are beyond the scope thewruresearch.
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electoral success of anti-establishment partiaastated into to seats in parliament,
leads to more instability within the party systeoh&Vestern Europe.

In summary, by campaigning on new or long negletdsde and activating new
voters, anti-establishment parties increase vataout. In turn, this increases the
amount of electoral volatility between establishirgarties and within the larger party
system. Furthermore, anti-establishment partyt@lacsuccess increases the amount of
polarization between parties of the establishmsrthase parties attempt to counter this
new electoral threat. This electoral success als@ases the amount of polarization
within the system as anti-establishment partiesngit to maintain a distinct identity
from their closest mainstream rival. Finally, bext the proportion of seats garnered by
anti-establishment parties to decrease the bargpspace and the number of viable
governing coalitions available to establishmentipamwhen forming and maintaining
coalitions. In turn, this leads to increased ibgity within the party system as the
duration of coalitional governments is shortened.

Data and Methods

The distinct nature of these hypotheses requirdspteudatasets. The first of
these datasets examines the first hypothesis dimsitvoter turnout as the dependent
variable. Voter turnout is measured as the peaggnof eligible voters casting a ballot
in an election. For this hypothesis, the majorl@axatory variable is the percentage of
votes received by anti-establishment parties irptiegious national parliamentary
election. In order to make valid causal inferenmest the very least, a temporal link,

the electoral support for anti-establishment parnsdagged one election. Thus, | argue
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that the electoral success of anti-establishmentiegsawill lead to increased turnout in
the subsequent election. To control for otherdiecthat help explain voter turnout, this
analysis includes indicators for the level of dogmrtionality within the electoral system,
the “effective” number of parties, type of eleci@gstem, compulsory voting, economic
conditions (i.e., inflation and unemployment), aachout in the previous electiéh.

The second and third hypotheses utilize a secotasdela For the second
hypothesis, the dependent variable, electoral Mityais measured using the indicator
developed by Pedersen (1979). Electoral volatiigasures the net electoral change
within the party system resulting from individuaite transfer§! This measure captures
the amount of electoral volatility fail partiescompeting in two consecutive elections.
For the third hypothesis, the dependent variabéensdification of this indicator. This
modification accounts for the electoral volatilior only establishment parties
competing in two consecutive elections. Thus, ¥haigation captures the amount of

electoral support lost by establishment partiesifome election to the next.

% These institutional and economic variables areritesd in greater detail in the second chaptere Th
least squares index measures the level of disptiopatity of any electoral outcome (i.e., electipoj the
difference between the percentage of votes recaimddhe percentage of seats any party gets vilkin
legislature. The “effective” number of partiesnigasured using the index developed by Laakso and
Taagepera (1979). Compulsory voting is measureddishotomous variable (1 if voting is compulsory)
The type of electoral system is measured as a thiofmus variable (1 for proportional representation
system, 0 if otherwise).

%" This measure of electoral volatility is derivedtfie following manner: If we gt stands for the
percentage of the vote, which was obtained by patyelectiort, then the change in the strength of
since the previous election will b&p;; = pi;- pi. and if we do not consider sign differences, the

n
following relation exists for the party system: @loNet Change (TNE= _Zl|Apit| , 0<TNG < 200 where
1=

n stands for the total number of parties competmtipé two elections. Logically, the net gains fonming
parties are numerically equal to the net lossebeparties that were defeated in the electionsTbone
may use another indicator which is slightly eatietalculate and to interpret, namely: Volatilityg. = Y2

X TNG;, 0< TNG < 100 wherev,is simply the cumulated gains for all winning pastin the party system
or, if you prefer, the numerical value of the cuatatl losses for all losing parties. Its range has a
straightforward explanation and it can be expresséerms of percentage (Pedersen 1979).
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The major explanatory variable for this analysisupport for anti-establishment
parties in the national parliamentary election®@wiver, given that parties fight for the
same voters during the same election, the amowsupgdort for anti-establishment
parties has an immediate effect on the amount laftiity within the party system and
for establishment parties. As with the previoussdet, this dataset includes measures
for the level of disproportionality within the etecal system, the “effective” number of
parties, economic conditions, and the amount aditidl in the previous election to
control for other factors, which influence the ambaf volatility.

In order to calculate the most accurate volatgitgre, careful investigation was
undertaken to follow the historical developmer#.(iname changes) of these parties. In
many instances, the volatility scores reflect ammius parties although the names of the
parties have changed from election to election:. éxample, numerous parties
underwent name changes ahead of the Belgian paiiamry elections in 1981, however,
these do not constitute new parties and therefioed, previous vote share is factored
into the calculation for the volatility index.

The third dataset examines the two hypotheses aoingethe amount of
polarization between parties of the establishmadtwithin the party system. To
measure the amount of polarization, this analysiizes the polarization measure
developed by Maoz (2006). As noted in the seatragter, polarization is a complex
measure that must take into account the numbectate, cohesion, size, and amount of
overlap between various groups within a given patoh. Previous measures of

polarization fail to account for the fact that thestributes may interact; therefore,
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changes in polarization are not linear in naturad&2006). The measure of
polarization utilized by these analyses integratesf these properties into a single
measure of polarization. For this reason, Mao®§2@rgues, and demonstrates, that
this index offers the best measure for polarizatfon

As with the measure for electoral volatility, tmelicator for polarization has two
distinct variations. For the fourth hypothesiss tineasure takes into account the amount
of polarization (i.e., ideological distance) betwegmzarties of the establishment. For the
fifth hypothesis, this measures accounts for thewarhof polarization within the
broader party system. As with the analysis conngmoter turnout, the variable of
interest is electoral support for anti-establishtypznties in the previous election.
Therefore, | argue that previous support for thsties leads to increased polarization
between establishment parties and within the Ey$yem in subsequent elections. This
dataset includes controls for the level of disprtipaality within the electoral system,
the “effective” number of parties, the type of éteal system, economic conditions and
the amount of polarization from the previous elattiTable 4.1 displays the descriptive
statistics for the analyses of voter turnout, @eadtvolatility, and polarization.

For each of these three datasets, the unit of sisal/national parliamentary
elections. These datasets cover the time peri@@-2905 for eighteen countries within
Western Europe. Because standard regression mesilme fixed intercepts across
states and uncorrelated error terms, these modelsadequate for analyzing cross-

sectional data. Rather than attempting to specifundry list of additional country-

% This measure takes into account the thirteen petitegories with both positive and negative posgi
from the Comparative Manifesto Project. For a nawtailed discussion of this index, see Maoz (2006)
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specific factors that may affect the estimatesnpley a panel-estimated approach

utilizing a random effects model which accountsdountry-specific effects that are

likely to be present in the error term (Wooldrid2f201).

Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics — Voter TurnoutElectoral Volatility, and

Polarization
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Anti-Establishment Party
Support 12.21 10.10 0 77.4
Anti-Establishment Party
Support (Lagged) 12.16 10.38 0 77.4
Voter Turnout 79.88 11.18 42.2 96.3
Establishment Party Volatility 6.63 4.54 0.3 22.6
System Volatility 11.10 7.36 0.85 46.65
Establishment Party Polarization 0.31 0.10 0.05 0.71
System Polarization 0.46 0.11 0.24 0.80
“Effective” Number of Parties 3.91 1.45 1.73 9.05
Disproportionality 4.58 4.35 0.41 25.25
Inflation 7.81 8.84 0.14 76.2
Unemployment 6.11 4.30 0 22.7
Compulsory Voting 0.16 0.37 0 1
Unicameralism 0.46 0.50 0 1
Prop. Representation System 0.84 0.37 0 1

Note: N = 164 for analyses with lagged variables

For the final hypothesis above, | constructed atiMgrdataset of government
duration for eighteen countries in Western Europer this analysis, the dependent

variable is the time, as measured in months, gotiernment failuré® Given the

%9 A government fails if any of the following occtift) a change in Prime Minister; 2) a change in the
party composition of the Cabinet; or 3) resignaiiman inter-election period followed by re-fornmatiof

the government with the same Prime Minister andyparmposition” (Woldendorp, Keman and Budge
2000: 10). This is indicated as a dichotomous meafl if failure occurs in that month, 0 if othése).
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availability of data, the timeframe for this anasyss 1970-2005. Duration models are
the appropriate estimation techniques for moddkemgporally dependent observations
and pose many advantages over traditional appreaiah as ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression (see Box-Steffensmeier and Jod@4)2° Duration or survival

models allow researchers to test many theoriesdh#teir core, have implicit or

explicit interests in the notions of timing and sha (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones
2004). The advantages to using survival modeledbthe hypotheses developed above
rather than ordinary least squares (OLS) have bedidocumented (see Box-
Steffensmeier and Jones 2004).

The major explanatory variable for this analysithis proportion of seats
garnered by anti-establishment parties within thgonal parliament for each specific
country. The measure is calculated by dividingrthmber seats occupied by anti-
establishment parties by the total number of Segtarliament and is expressed as a
percentage. In addition, this dataset includesrobwariables measuring economic
conditions (i.e., inflation, unemployment (both dgl) and GDP growth) and
institutional factors (i.e., the amount of polatiaa in parliament), which may influence

the duration of coalitional governmeritsFirst, | control for the type of government.

® The other principle advantage to using duraticaiyais over OLS is that OLS is unable to deal vfith
naturally occurring time dependence of a procégsdovernment tenure. | assume that the probabilit
a government failing depends partially on whetherdovernment was in office in the previous period.
This assumption leads to the natural conclusionahg omitted variables will lead to autocorrelatio
which OLS cannot deal with satisfactorily. Furthegistic regression analyses fail because “aicatdr
variable cannot capture the variability in duratione a state spends prior to adoption—precisedy th
effect we are trying to understand” (Box-Steffenemand Jones 1997: 1417). This causes inefficient
estimates with large variances.

" For the analysis of cabinet duration, the varialfite inflation and unemployment are lagged one ttnon
to establish “causality” or, at the very leastemporal link between economic conditions and cdbine
stability. Missing data for the measure of GDPvgtowere interpolated using STATA.
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For this analysis, there are six types of goverrtimehich are broken down into two
categories: majority governments and minority goweents’?> These variables are
coded as a dichotomous measure, one (1) for presemtt(0) if not. Majority
governments (i.e., single-party, minimal winningkions, and surplus coalitions) and
the minority governments (i.e., single-party mitygrmulti-party minority government,
caretaker governments) are coded together. Iratlagssis, the majority variable is
tested with minority status being the baselinegate

Moreover, this analysis controls for the “effectiveimber of government parties,
partisanship of the government, the constitutiamair-election period, and type of
governmental system as well as the rules of themwrent formation process, which
might serve as constraints to the durability oficebgovernments. The “effective”
number of government parties is derived from tlueincreated by Laakso and
Taagepera (1979). The measure for partisanstipeajovernment takes the left-right
score for each party from the Comparative Manifegtmject data (Klingemann et. al.
2006) and weights this score by the percentagewrmment seats. This measure
ranges between -100 (far left) and 100 (far righte constitutional inter-election period
(CIEP) indicator measures the time left (in monthefpore the next constitutionally

mandated election and is obtained from Kurian (J9%tesidential systems are coded 1

"2 The six types of government identified by MulleosRmel et al. (2004) are as followd) single-party
government (one party holds majority of parliamenteats and all government positions), (2) minimal
winning coalition (all parties in government areassary to form a majority government), (3) surplus
coalition (coalition governments that exceed thaimal winning coalition criteria), (4) single-party
minority government (the party in government doeshold majority of seats in parliament), (5) multi
party minority government (the parties in governtr@mnot hold majority of seats in parliament), 461
caretaker government (temporary cabinet).



176

if there is a directly elected president who is actountable to the parliaméntFurther,
| also coded whether a vote of investiture is reggifor the formation of the cabinet
government (1 if required), whether parliament th@spower to pass a vote of no
confidence against the government (1 if possilaleyl whether the prime minister has
the power to dissolve parliament (1 if allowedhe$e variables were collected from
Strgm, Miller, and Bergman (2003). Finally, to itohfor the amount of polarization
within the system, | use the measure developed &92\2006). Table 4.2 shows the

descriptive statistics for the analysis of cabstability.

Table 4.2: Descriptive Statistics — Cabinet Stabily

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Anti-Establishment Party Seat

Share 9.18 10.40 0 79.52
Inflation (Lagged) 0.46 0.87 -6.19 10.4
Unemployment (Lagged) 6.30 3.86 0 20.6
GDP Growth 1.93 0.56 -0.02 5.72
“Effective” Number of

Government Parties 1.90 0.98 1 5.48
Government Partisanship -3.04 17.85 -58 61.07
Polarization 0.47 0.12 0.24 0.8
Type of System 0.11 0.32 0 1
Majority 0.75 0.43 0 1
CIEP (Months) 28.87 14.74 0 60
Investiture 0.53 0.50 0 1
Prime Minister Dissolution 0.10 0.30 0 1
No Confidence Vote 0.94 0.23 0 1

3 From Shugart and Carey (1992), Switzerland andder&3” Republic) are coded as presidential
regimes.
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This hypothesis is tested using a Cox proportibazbard model (Cox 1972).
The underlying logic to the Cox model is to proval&uly flexible duration model
where one “could obtain estimates of the covariatesterest, and leave the particular
form of the duration dependenuaygspecifietl (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 48,
emphasis in original). Choosing the proper mogets#ication may be difficult;
however, the Cox model does not require that yaei§pthe underlying hazard rate. If
the wrong distribution is specified, this will cauthe inferences “regarding the
relationship between the covariates and the duraitioe [to] be misleading since
covariate estimates can be sensitive to the digtoib function specified” (Box-
Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 21). The baselirsrdhaate is assumed to be unknown
and is left unparameterized; therefore, Cox modedsoften referred to as a “semi-
parametric” model (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2091 Given the nature of the
dependent variable, the Cox model provides thetbsttor these hypotheses.

Analysis

The analyses confirm support for five of the sipbttheses stated above. The
results indicate that anti-establishment partiea@dancrease voter turnout in
subsequent elections. However, anti-establishipany electoral success does lead to
instability within the party system by significapthcreasing electoral volatility and
polarization — both for establishment parties ardlie broader party system — as well
as upsetting traditional dynamics shortening thaiilon of coalitional governments.
Table 4.3 shows the results of the analysis reggrtfie relationship between voter

turnout and the electoral success of anti-estabkst parties. The coefficient for anti-
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establishment party support is negative. This sstggthat anti-establishment party
support negatively influences voter turnout in fgagent elections. However, this
relationship is not statistically significafit.

The control variables — the measures for dispramaatity, compulsory voting,
and the previous level voter turnout — significarifect voter turnout. Each of the
coefficients for these variables is in the expeclieection. Disproportional electoral
systems dampen voter turnout whereas compulsomgvmtcreases voter turnout.
Furthermore, higher levels of turnout in the prergi@lection lead to increased voter
turnout in subsequent elections. The remainingrobwariables — the “effective”
number of parties, unemployment, inflation, andcanieral legislatures — do not reach
conventional levels of statistical significance.

Table 4.4 shows the results concerning the eftdcasiti-establishment party
electoral success and electoral volatility. Thextgdral success of anti-establishment
parties significantly increases the amount of visfatvithin the party system in
subsequent elections (Hypothesis 4.2). This fipdimplies that the electoral success of
anti-establishment parties furthers the continuedide of partisan attachments within
the party systems of Western Europe (see Chaptéiulithermore, the results indicate
that economic conditions are most influential aglites to the amount of system

volatility. The remaining control variables fadl teach statistical significance.

" This finding that the electoral success of antidelishment parties does not significantly affentev
turnout may be due to model misspecification.s ktirely possible that the success of anti-eistainent
parties produces significant changes in voter tutrtizat are not witnessed through aggregate tofals
voter turnout. In order to capture whether antalelishment parties are mobilizing voters, futwsaarch
should develop measures and controlctmaingegincreases or decreases) in the number of firs-ti
voters. Furthermore, future research should cenisig controlling for changes in voting age popiolat
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Table 4.3: The Effects of Anti-Establishment PartySupport on Voter Turnout —
Random Effects Model

Voter
Turnout
Anti-Establishment Party Support -0.02
(Lagged) (0.03)
. . . -0.17
Disproportionality (0.08)
“Effective” Number of Parties (8 g;)
Inflation (8'8é)
0.05
Unemployment (0.07)
Compulsory Voting (é'g%
: . -0.11
Unicameralism (0.65)
Turnout (Lagged) (88@)
4.22
Constant (2.83)
Obs. (elections) 164
R? (overall) 0.90
R? (within) 0.48
R? (between) 0.99
Rho 0

Note: Coefficients in bold are significant at the .05 level
(one-tailed test)Standard errors shown in parentheses

The second column in Table 4.4 shows the result®analysis of volatility
between establishment parties. Anti-establishmparty electoral success increases the
amount of volatility within the vote shares forasishment parties (Hypothesis 4.3).
This suggests that anti-establishment partiesnaleeid creating more instability within

the party system by stealing votes from traditipnainstream parties and influencing
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individual vote choice. As for the control variagl¢he level of disproportionality and
inflation significantly increase the amount of \dlty between establishment parties.

The remaining control variables do not significaraffect establishment party volatility.

Table 4.4: The Effects of Anti-Establishment PartySupport on Volatility — Random
Effects Model
System  Establishment
Volatility Party Volatility

Anti-Establishment Party Support (8'32) (8'3411)
Disproportionality 0.19 0.18
(0.14) (0.09)
“Effective” Number of Parties (8'2%) (8'33)
Inflation 0.14 0.11
(0.06) (0.04)
0.23 0.10
Unemployment (0.14) (0.08)
- 0.08
System Volatility (Lagged) (0.08)
Establishment Party Volatility (Lagged) (8'33)
2.28 1.20
Constant (2.33) (1.46)
Obs. (elections) 164 164
R? (overall) 0.19 0.17
R? (within) 0.16 0.09
R? (between) 0.34 0.47
Rho 0 0

Note: Coefficients in bold are significant at the .05 level (onkediitiest).
Standard errors shown in parentheses
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Table 4.5: The Effects of Anti-Establishment PartySupport on Polarization —
Random Effects Model

Establishment System
Party Polarization Polarization
Anti-Establishment Party Support 0.002 0.003
(Lagged) (0.001) (0.001)
Disproportionality (88825) (88824)
“Effective” Number of Parties (-(? golj) (_g (())(-;Lj)
Proportional Representation (-(? 81476) (_g (())fg)
Inflation -0.0004 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
Unemploviment 0.001 0.003
ploy (0.0002) (0.002)
Establishment Party Polarization 0.619
(Lagged) (0.054)
System Polarization (Lagged) (8(5);%
Constant 0.216 0.240
(0.036) (0.039)
Obs. (elections) 164 164
R? (overall) 0.62 0.64
R? (within) 0.35 0.26
R? (between) 0.89 0.89
Rho 0 0

Note: Coefficients in bold are significant at the .05 level (onkediiiest).
Standard errors shown in parentheses

The results shown in Table 4.5 demonstrate suppothe fourth and fifth
hypotheses posited above. First, the electoralesscof anti-establishment parties leads
to establishment parties distancing themselves tsoenanother in subsequent elections.
The coefficient for anti-establishment party suppadicates that support for these

parties in the previous election leads to incregs@drization between parties of the
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establishment. This suggests that establishmetépalter their ideological positions
along the political spectrum to counter the eledtthreat from anti-establishment
parties (see Chapter IlI).

The control variables indicate mixed results. Weasures for the “effective”
number of parliamentary parties and proportionptesentation systems significantly
influence the amount of polarization between eghbient parties in a negative
direction. As the number of parties increasegapgrtional representation systems, the
ideological distance between establishment padiéeseases. This may indicate an
overcrowding of the political spectrum where thisreimply no room for establishment
parties to spread out across the political spectfaney wish to maintain a distinct
identity. However, the amount of polarization beén traditional mainstream parties
also decreases in more disproportionate electgséms. Although these findings seem
at odds, in disproportionate systems (e.g., theéddrstates), parties often place
themselves at the middle of the political spectrararder to attract as many voters as
possible —i.e., the median voter (see Downs 19%%ys, the polarization between
parties of the establishment decreases. The Vesialreasuring the economic conditions
within a country do not reach statistical significa, whereas the previous amount of
polarization between establishment parties provéetsignificant predictor.

The second column of Table 4.5 demonstrates thaestablishment party
support in previous elections leads to increasdaration within the party system.

This suggests that anti-establishment parties aseréhe ideological space along the

political spectrum. These quantitative empirigatiings confirm the conclusion from
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the qualitative work of Mair (2001) and Bale (2003nti-establishment parties alter the
landscape of the political spectrum by providing thecessary extra weight” to create
“a sustained bipolar pattern competition” (see N2&i01: 111).

Like the analysis of establishment party polar@atithe control variables offer
some interesting results. As the number of parligarg parties increases in
proportional representation systems, the amoupolafrization within the system
decreases. Whereas this finding seems countanatuihere may be a reasonable
explanation. In political systems in which smajarties are “drafted” into government
and opposition groups, the amount of polarizatiathiw the system decreases (see
Schneider 2004). This is most likely to happeprnoportional representation systems in
which coalitional governments of three or more iparare necessary to form a majority.
Thus, smaller, possibly extreme, parties are ceapt order to form majority coalitions
and opposition groups. In turn, this may decreélseamount of polarization within the
system as these smaller parties lessen their extséances and shift their position on the
ideological spectrum to form a more cohesive cioaldl, whether in government or in
opposition.

However, higher levels of disproportionality de@eshe amount of system
polarization. Duverger (1963: 226) argues thatigproportional systems, voting for
minor parties becomes a fruitless act as “eledoon realize that their votes are wasted
if they continue to give them to the third partyhemce their natural tendency to transfer
their vote to the less evil of its two adversari@@uverger 1963: 226). Thus, voters

support traditional mainstream parties, which haggeater opportunity to gain
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governmental office, decreasing the amount of pdéion within the system. Higher
levels of unemployment lead to increased systerar@aition. This suggests that during
poor economic conditions, voters may look at eledtalternatives at the extremes of
the political spectrum in order to solve economftialilties. Previous system
polarization is also a significant predictor of tgyms polarization.

Table 4.6 shows how anti-establishment party etatBuccess affects the
duration of cabinet governments in Western Eurbjaezard rates above odecrease
the lifespan of coalitional governments, wherehazard rate below onecreaseghe
lifespan. From this, one can see that anti-estlaivient parties are threats to the stability
of coalitional governments. For every one peroérsieats occupied by anti-
establishment parties, the hazard mteeasedy one percent. Thus, anti-establishment
party electoral succesiecreaseshe duration of cabinet governments. As the priogo
of seats garnered by anti-establishment partiesggrwaditional parties are increasingly
limited in their opportunities to form stable gonerg coalitions. This leads to smaller
winning coalitions, which face larger oppositiomgps and thus, more opposition
challenges. Therefore, the duration of cabineegawents is shortened as a larger
opposition group, gaining support from anti-esttirihent members of parliament (MPs),
challenges these smaller governing coalitions.

The control variables, with the exception of unemyptent, all behave in the
expected manner although some do not reach coovahtevels of statistical
significance. Higher levels of inflation increabe hazard ratdecreasinghe duration

of the government. Higher levels of GDP growth dese the hazard ratereasingthe
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duration of the cabinet. These findings confirm tdonclusions of previous research that
better economic conditions improve the probabiitgovernment survival. However,
higher levels of unemployment actually increasedimeation of coalitional governments.
Although, this finding is not consistent with Waoki(1994), this may be due to the
preponderance of left-oriented governments indhiaysis. Warwick (1994: 92)
suggests that left-oriented governments do notitert® when unemployment rates are
higher due to their favorable reputation on theé<s

Furthermore, as the “effective” number of governtakparties increases, the
duration of a coalitional government increases.rédger, the amount of polarization
significantly decreases the hazard rate increabi@dffespan of cabinet governments.
Although these findings may seem counterintuitttaes implies that coalitions with
more parties and more polarized systems promotgmnise in order for coalitional
governments to remain in power. Majority coalisdmave a greater probability of
remaining in government longer. The variablesiierrules of the government
formation process and institutional constrains. (ia vote of investiture, dissolution of
parliament by the prime minister, and a vote otanfidence) do not significantly affect

the duration of coalitional governments.

'S For this analysis, the mean for government Igftriposition is -3.04 and the median is -3.58. SEhe
measures indicate the preponderance of left-ordegw@ernments in the sample. Warwick (1994) argues
that economic conditions interact with the part&d@p of the government. During times of high
unemployment, left-oriented governments are mdehylito remain in office. However, right-oriented
governments are more likely to survive during pasiof high inflation.
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Table 4.6: The Effect of Anti-Establishment Party Hectoral Success on Cabinet

Duration — Cox Proportional Hazard Model

Hazard Coefficient
Rate
Anti-Establishment Party 101 0.01
Seat Share ’ (0.01)
Inflation (Lagged) 0.26
1.29 (0.13)
Unemployment (Lagged) 0.85 -0.16
' (0.03)
GDP Growth -0.80
0.45 (0.23)
“Effective” Number of 0.81 -0.22
Government Parties ' (0.09)
Government Partisanship 0.99 -0.01
' (0.004)
Polarization -1.26
0.28 (0.74)
Type of System -1.81
0.16 (0.32)
Majority -0.42
0.66 (0.16)
CIEP (Months) 0.04
1.04 (0.005)
Investiture -0.14
0.87 (0.17)
Prime Minister 0.88 -0.12
Dissolution ' (0.28)
No Confidence Vote 0.92 -0.08
' (0.49)
Number of Subjects 6522
Number of Failures 281
Log Likelihood -2048.36
LR Chi-squared 226.79

Note:Hazard rates in bold are significant at the .05 level (one-teak)l

Standard errors shown in parentheses
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Implications

There are several implications stemming from ttesdyses. First, and foremost,
the emergence, and subsequent electoral succesdj-establishment parties alters the
party systems in which they compete. Although debatable whether anti-
establishment parties reinvigorate or destabitizere can be little debate that these
parties alter the political landscape in Westermga. Anti-establishment party
electoral success increases the amount of voyadifitl polarization, both between
traditional mainstream parties and within the systéMoreover, these new entrants into
party system further contribute to the instabiéiperienced by these party systems
since the 1970s by garnering seats in parliameahtasetting traditional coalitional
dynamics. The party systems examined by LipsetRuoikan (1967) in the 1960s look
drastically different forty years later due, insmall part, to anti-establishment parties
altering the political landscape

Second, the emergence and electoral success @saaklishment parties cannot
stem the tide of declining voter turnout in WestEBurope. Although Gray and Caul
(2000) highlight the importance of group mobilipatiin increasing voter turnout, anti-
establishment parties cannot reverse the treneédirinhg turnout. At the same time,
this finding suggests that parties of the estabieht, or the voters themselves, are not
mobilizing groups against the anti-establishmenteneent. Furthermore, if anti-
establishment parties are not significantly inciregsoter turnout, then their electoral
support must be coming from voters that previossigported other competitors within

the party system. This furthers the claim that-astablishment parties are stealing votes
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from other parties. Finally, the argument can laelenthat as anti-establishment parties
gain electoral support, more and more of the etattowhich participated in previous
elections, are no longer participatory in the a@eadtprocess (i.e., voting). This implies
that previous studies of declining partisan attashi® in Western Europe are correct.

Third, if they wish to remain viable electoral coatipors, traditional mainstream
parties must counter the electoral threat of astiddishment parties. The emergence
and electoral success of anti-establishment pgtades the electorate with viable
alternatives, which leads to increased volatilitg &vote switching” within the electoral
system. Furthermore, these findings suggest tiatricreased volatility and “vote
switching” comes at the expense of establishmentiggaas anti-establishment parties
steal votes from traditional mainstream partiesturn, this may force traditional parties
to shift their policies, organizational structurescampaign strategies in order to
counter the threat from anti-establishment padies regain lost electoral support (see
also Chapter Ill). Traditional mainstream partiesst learn to adapt to the new
environment produced by anti-establishment padygtelal success. If the
establishment fails to change, these parties faz@assibility of not regaining these
votes and losing their viability in the electorahrket. Thus, it is the traditional parties
within these democratic systems, and not necegshalsystem itself (see also Crozier,
Huntington, and Watanuki 1975, Dalton 1999, Not®899, Dalton and Wattenberg
2000a, and Putman, Pharr, and Dalton 2000), whieliiader attack from anti-

establishment parties.
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Fourth, despite electoral system factors that 8agamtly decrease the amount of
polarization, both between establishment partiesvathin the larger party system, the
electoral success of anti-establishment partigsfgigntly increases polarization. Thus,
the effects of anti-establishment parties countdareceffects of the electoral system.
Furthermore, this suggests that other competitattimthe system are reacting to the
electoral success of anti-establishment partied@tite segment of the electorate that
support these new entrants into the political ardrthe needs of citizens are not
satisfied, then the institutions of the democrayistem may decay (Easton 1957;
Huntington 1965). Political parties, as vehiclesthe people to articulate and aggregate
their demands, must remain vibrant. In order taadgopolitical parties must adapt to this
new environment. These results suggest that tiepaf the establishment are indeed
shifting their positions along the political speetr to meet this electoral challenge. This
confirms earlier work concerning the movement aflitional parties particularly on the
issues upon which anti-establishment parties cagnpaee Harmel and Svasand 1997).
Thus, it appears that the establishment partieategepting to meet the demands of
those voters who are eithmobilizedby anti-establishment parties or fedlandonedy
establishment parties in favor of these new parties

These findings also suggest that the electoralesscof anti-establishment
parties has indeed increased the ideological spabe the party systems of Western
Europe. This confirms the findings of Mair (20@hd Bale (2003). This does not
confirm that parties of the establishment are ctoagpanti-establishment parties into

government or opposition coalitions; however, fribiase findings, one can conclude
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that the electoral success of anti-establishmeniegas “substantial enough to make the
crucial difference between the continuation of dehtoalitional politics, on the one
hand, or the emergence of a more bipolar pattecowipetition, on the other” (Mair
2001: 112). The combination of these findings ¢etadthe conclusion that anti-
establishment parties produce the latter patterosrapetition rather than the former.
Finally, anti-establishment parties upset the tradal dynamics of coalition
formation and coalitional duration. By gaining seaihd reducing the opportunities
available for traditional parties to form coalitadrgovernments, anti-establishment
parties significantly shorten the length of cabigeternments within parliament. What
remains to be seen is how the establishmenttfiaglitional parties) attempts to counter
this threat. As mentioned in the last chaptediti@nal parties may choose to alter their
policy positions, organizational structures, or pargn strategies to counter the anti-
establishment threat to the stability of the pastgtem. However, countering the threat
to the coalitional dynamics within parliament maguire different tactics. In order to
counter this threat, traditional parties may toag®to establish new, non-traditional
coalitional ties by co-opting anti-establishmenttigs or traditional enemies in
governing coalitions. Therefore, we may see theeatof “grand” coalitions or
coalitions between traditional enemies or fundagntifferent parties. If this is
indeed the case, anti-establishment parties mag $emusher in a new era of party

competition within the party systems of Westerndpey.
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Conclusion

Recent scholarly work demonstrates that anti-estainent parties on both sides
of the political spectrum alter the patterns oftypaompetition with the political systems
of Western Europe. These new parties help torf@skepolar pattern of political
competition (Mair 2001; Bale 2003). However, tmalgses conducted in this chapter
demonstrate that anti-establishment parties do rmarie that this to alter the political
landscape within these systems. Anti-establishrparites, through their electoral
success, increase volatility and polarization witiie party system and increase the
instability of coalitional governments. In turmaditional mainstream parties must adapt
in order to stabilize the party system.

This does not suggest that democracy itself is uatlack, but rather, that
establishment parties and the party systems inlmthiey compete must adapt to a new
environment. Anti-establishment parties contridioteand take advantage of, a
“thawing” of the once “frozen” party systems of \tess Europe (see Lipset and Rokkan
1967). This is due, in no small part, to the newoag neglected issues that anti-
establishment parties bring to the forefront of ploéitical landscape. In addition, the
shift in values across Western Europe since tHg @870s (see Inglehart 1971, 1990)
creates the environment for anti-establishmenigsato thrive and challenge the
traditional parties. However, the adaptation ¢dlelsshment parties allows these
vehicles for the people to remain viable, contitmeneet the demands of their citizens,
and counter the electoral threat of anti-establetnparties. Thus, the stability of the

democratic system endures even as these partyrs/become more fluid.
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What remains is whether anti-establishment pantiigence other aspects of the
political system. How does the electoral succésst-establishment influence policy
and the policymaking process? Does the supponegad by anti-establishment parties
lead to new policies or changes to old policiestti-Astablishment parties on different
sides of the spectrum campaign on environmentalaled order, and welfare
retrenchment. Do governmental policies shift lagdo more or less expenditures in
these areas? Furthermore, on rare occasiongstablishment parties enter into
governing coalitions with traditional, mainstreaarfes. Although these parties would
be considered part of the establishment, doesitih@usion into the governing coalitions
alter governmental policies? Have these new aaliered the policymaking process
by entering into governing coalitions? These goast which must be left to future
research, can further our understanding of the ¢tetepnti-establishment party

phenomenon.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Anti-establishment parties alter the politicaldanape within the party systems
of Western Europe. This dissertation seeks toagxphe emergence, electoral success
and consequences of anti-establishment to proliglenost complete portrait of this
phenomenon. The emergence of these parties cesmwiih the shift in the value
orientations of the European electorate towa@smaterialism The vast literature
investigating the electoral success of anti-establent parties offers a broad yet
incomplete analysis of the institutional, sociotajiand economic factors that account
for the electoral success of these new partiespibethe accumulation of literature
focusing on the electoral success of anti-estallkstt parties, there remains a dearth of
literature concerning the consequences of thid@lalcsuccess. This dissertation
overcomes various deficiencies within the literattegarding the electoral success and
consequences of anti-establishment parties.

This examination of anti-establishment parties $etmdseveral broad conclusions.
First, the party systems examined by Lipset anckBoK1967) were not “frozen” or, at
the least, “thawed” soon after their seminal woviithin a decade of their observation
that the “party systems of the 1960s reflect, vath significant exceptions, the
alignments of the 1920s” (Lipset and Rokkan 19&); Benmark experienced a
“landside election” odordskredsvalgah which new parties capturing over thirty-four
per cent of the votes cast. The anti-establishiRergress Party=(emskridtspartiet

gained 15.9 per cent and twenty-eight seats iD#mash legislature;olketing In 1983,
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the German Green Partyje Griinen garnered 5.6 percent of the vote and twenty-seven
seats in th&undestadpecoming the first successful party of its kindu$hshortly after

the work of Lipset and Rokkan (1967), new entramis the party system altered the
landscape of party politics in Western Europe.

Second, the lack of a definitional consensus hstes study of anti-
establishment parties. The electoral successtoeatablishment parties across Western
Europe sparked the interest of political scienfstanpting extensive examination of
these new parties. However, these studies redielnatt, often contradictory,
conclusions concerning the factors favoring thetelal success of anti-establishment
parties. The lack of a consensus on a clear aprahidefinition of anti-establishment
parties further exacerbates this problem. Vargiudies claiming to examine the same
subset of anti-establishment parties (i.e., |d&iediarian or far right) actually examine
different parties due to the use of different déifins. This dissertation remedies these
problems by offering a definition that overcomes plathologies from which previous
definitions suffer. This definition allows for @xamination of anti-establishment
parties, regardless of their placement on theipalispectrum in a single theoretical
framework.

Finally, although there is a developing literataomcerning theonsequencesf
anti-establishment parties, the effects of thesegsaremain understudied. Depending
upon one’s viewpoint, anti-establishment partiey neanvigorate or destabilize the
broader party system. This dissertation examimesrtanner by which anti-

establishment parties alter the individual pardéied party systems of Western Europe.
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These new parties influence ideological changeiwitidividual parties and alter party
systems by increasing electoral volatility, incieggolarization, and upsetting the
traditional coalitional dynamics within these pesti Despite this effort, future research
must do more to appreciate the full consequencastoestablishment parties.

The remainder of this concluding chapter focusetherspecific conclusions
about the emergence, electoral success and, fitladlyconsequences of anti-
establishment parties derived from the analyséisisdissertation. The focus then shifts
to a discussion of future research concerningestablishment parties. In other words,
this chapter asks two questions: What have we éeginom these analyses and where do
we go from here in the study of the anti-establishtiparty phenomenon?

The Emergence of Anti-Establishment Parties

Anti-establishment parties changed the face offtlegen” party systems of
Western Europe. These new parties seized upoentleegence of a new set of values
that led to the decline of traditional cleavagedures (i.e., culture, region, class and/or
religion) that shaped the party systems of the $96lue orientations shifted from
materialist (i.e., material well-being and physisaturity) topostmaterialis{i.e.,
guality of life) values and a tolerance for a viyief life styles (Inglehart 1971, 1977,
see also Flanagan 1982a, 1982b). The emergenbes olew set of values gave rise to
what scholars refer to as the “new politics” (Inglet 1984; Dalton 1988). This shift
towardspostmaterialismaffected partisan preferences and alignments proguhe
need for, and allowing for, new parties (e.g.,-&stablishment parties) to emerge and

gain support based on these new values.
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Moreover, several studies point to rising discohged disenchantment within
the electorate towards more established politiadiigs (Dalton and Wattenberg 2000a,;
Poguntke and Scarrow 1996) or unhappiness witlwtrkings of the broader party
system (Norris 1999; Pharr and Putnam 2000). Aeratlgn of discontent with
established political parties is the decline otiganship within many industrialized
democracies. If partisan ties are weaker and s@tex making their electoral choices
based on campaign issues instead of partisan ileyathis allows for new parties,
campaigning on new issues, to emerge and garngoedésupport (see Dalton 2000 and
Dalton, McAllister, and Wattenberg 2000). Furthery more and more citizens are
unhappy with the internal workings of the partyteys. Trends in public opinion within
Europe show “the basic picture is one of spreadisgjusionment with established
political leaders anahstitutions (Putman, Pharr, and Dalton 2000: 10, emphasisa@dd
These patterns of cynicism towards political ingtins accelerated over the last twenty
years since the European electorate possessesitsk attitude” toward the reality of
democracy (Klingemann and Fuchs 1995: 440-441)ri®{1999: 26) advances these
claims stating, “in established democracies, dutigglast decades of the twentieth
century, growing numbers of citizens have becoreemsingly critical of the major
institutions of representative government.” Dislibonment with the established parties
and eroding public support for essential represmmetanstitutions in many Western
European democracies are both catalysts for thegemee of anti-establishment parties

and allow for these parties to gain a foothold witie political arena.
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Finally, in a similar vein, electoral volatility @aneases within these party systems
over the last forty year$. Several scholars note shifts in the stabilityater
alignments by the end of the 1970s (Pedersen 1@88uire 1983; Dalton, Flanagan
and Beck 1984; Crewe and Denver 1985; Franklin. 1992). Franklin et al. (1992:
404) note that “the electoral impact of social chges may well have been already in
decline before the 1960s.” Thus, the party systelnserved by Lipset and Rokkan
(1967) were already changing as political cleavdmEsme more irrelevant to party
electoral success. More recently, Schmitt and Melg (1995) found partisan
attachments waning in many Western European casnfsee also Klingemann and
Fuchs 1995).

Despite the fact that anti-establishment partiesrgmfrom these changes,
research on these new parties dismisses the ttdhibse parties, regardless of their
placement on the political spectrum, are part efgame phenomenon. Ignazi (1992:6)
argues that anti-establishment parties are “thiéreafe and unwanted children of the
New Politics” as “common problems and common cameeonalesced in partisan
organizations at different ends of the politicaésipum” (Ignazi 1997: 318). Thus, the
rise of anti-establishment parties is a by-prodidiche postmaterialisvalue system as
well as the disenchantment and disillusionment w#tablished political parties and the
larger political system taking advantage of, anatigbuting to, the growing discontent

and increased volatility within the party systerh$\testern Europe.

® There remains a vigorous debate regarding clafitereased electoral volatility in Western Europea
party systems. For a discussion of these clainegasel see Rose and Urwin (1970) and Bartolini and Ma
(1990). However, from the analyses in the fourtapthr, it is clear that anti-establishment paitiesease
the level of volatility within their respective ggrsystems.
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However, previous studies treat anti-establishmparties of the left (i.e., left-
libertarian) as a different phenomenon from antaelisshment parties on the right (i.e.,
far-right, populist). Although anti-establishmgyatrties of the left are distinctly different
from anti-establishment parties of the right imterof ideology, organizational structure,
and bases of support, anti-establishment parteepant of the same phenomendil
anti-establishment parties emerge from the sameceases. Mackie (1995) argues that
parties challenging the establishment are born tteesame phenomenon due to the fact
that left-libertarian parties and “new populistrpas share the same electoral fortunes
and the same “enemy” within the same countrie® s@me extent the new populist
parties are the mirror-image of the parties oflitertarian left. They too inveigh
against the democratic leviathan” (Mackie 1995:)17lfaggart furthers the “mirror
image” argument that all anti-establishment paidiesindeed one phenomenon by
concluding:

Through examining their ideology, it is clear thia¢ir commonality lies

in the fact that they are reactions to recent dgeknts in West

European politics. They are united in what thepage. They stand in

opposition to what they see as the failed post-s&tlement. In their

actions and organisations there is a self-consceffert to contrast

themselves with ‘old’ established parties. (19%). 4
The “symmetrical pattern in ideological, organieatil and electoral features of parties”
demonstrates that these parties “represent twa sidéhe same coin” (Taggart 1996: 46).
Each of these parties challenges the politicabéistament providing an outlet for the

voting public to voice their disenchantment witlolifics as usual” in Western Europe.

Anti-establishment parties provide alternativeghimse among the electorate that wish to
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vote against the establishment. Thus, contrapydeious studies, it would be somewhat
foolish notto put these parties into the same category.
The Electoral Success of Anti-Establishment Parties

There are several conclusions and implications drfa@m the analyses in the
second chapter. First, anti-establishment partietskle advantage of the political
opportunity structures created by the electordlesygseconomic and social conditions,
the party system, and the actions of establishpenies, and “voter availability” within
the electorate. Anti-establishment parties berfiefih more proportional electoral
systems with lower “effective” thresholds and higtedfective” number of political.
These new patrties are clearly affected by the cleniatics of the electoral and party
system. Economic conditions and level of afflueaffect electoral support for anti-
establishment parties. Higher levels of unemploynead to increases in anti-
establishment party support. At the same timehdridevels of affluence lead to higher
levels of support for these parties. Each of thiegkngs conforms to expectations.

However, higher levels of inflation do not affeapgort for anti-establishment
parties as expected. Although this does not ¢anto the expectations of this analysis,
there may be a logical explanation for this findings noted in the second chapter,
Palmer and Whitten (1999) argue that inflation doasaffect voting behavior in the
same manner as unemployment or other economicteamsli If economic actors have
rational expectations, inflation should not hava effects on personal economy due to
the fact that it takes more time for the individuater to feel the economic effects of

inflation than other economic conditions such asmiployment (see Palmer and
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Whitten 1999). Thus, we should not expect thetetate to punish or rewaahy
political parties during periods of high or low letion.

The social conditions within a country further trdsute to the electoral success
of anti-establishment parties. Immigration sigrafitly increases support for anti-
establishment parties. Surprisingly, however, higéeels of crime do not significantly
influence electoral success of these new entratdghe political arena. Thus, the
“physical insecurity” argument finds support (seb<bn 2002). At least in part, anti-
establishment parties benefit from the insecurityaters created by the inability of
established parties to solve the most basic obspooblems (see Betz 1994). These
result confirm previous findings regarding the deelin trust, defined as “feelings about
the ability of the economic and political systend&diver desired goods” (Eatwell 2003:
69), across Western Europ€&he inability of establishment parties to cure ¢ésenomic
and social ills of society creates the opportufotyanti-establishment parties to succeed
in the electoral arena.

Surprisingly, collusion between establishmentiparioes not increase support
for anti-establishment parties. Ballot restrici@nd requirements for state support do
not influence anti-establishment parties; therefateempts of the political establishment
to thwart the challenges of anti-establishmenti@sulty restricting access to the ballot
and state support during campaigns does not signilly help or hinder these parties.
However, as the amount polarization between estabkent parties decreases, anti-
establishment parties are able to gain more el@csapport. This suggests that anti-

establishment parties gain traction in the elet@mena from the argument thedt
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establishment parties are the same. Thus, asd¢bglcal profiles of the more
established parties continue to mirror one anoth@ers are increasingly turning to the
viable electoral alternatives embodied by antit@sghment parties.

The “electoral availability” of voters affects tkéectoral success of anti-
establishment parties as increased levels of voteout and electoral volatility
significantly increases electoral support for these parties. This suggests that anti-
establishment parties are indeed mobilizing newnsegs of the electorate and stealing
votes from the establishment. As anti-establistiparties continue to offer viable
electoral alternatives to a disillusioned and segigidisenfranchised electorate,
establishment parties continue to lose their vbtgeswithin the electorate.

However, when we disaggregate the analyses afebend chapter, we find that
the exogenous factors that create the politicabdppity structures for one subset of
anti-establishment parties do not create the sapertunities for their counterparts on
the opposite side of the political spectrum. Whibene factors influence support for
both left-oriented and right-oriented anti-estaiient parties, there are factors that
affect left-oriented anti-establishment which haee effect of their right-oriented
counterparts and vice versa. Thus, the opport@titictures are indeed different for
these two sets of anti-establishment patrties.

Several implications are drawn from these findingsst, establishment parties
can, for the most part, control the opportunitystures leading to the electoral success
of anti-establishment parties. If establishedipanvish to counter the threat from anti-

establishment parties, they must limit the oppaties for anti-establishment parties to
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garner support. Establishment parties may alteetactoral system to stem the
challenges from, or increase the obstacles for, patves. More established parties
might limit further opportunities for new partieg bolving, or at least attempting to
solve, the problems plaguing numerous countriesiwiVestern Europe. The actions of
establishment parties also contribute to the “elattavailability” of voters, which, in
turn, allows anti-establishment parties to makeomsirides into the political
marketplace.

In turn, these developments have implicationsterlarger political system.
Parties of the establishment must shift their pteeat on the ideological spectrum in
order to counter the threat from anti-establishnpanties providing clearer alternatives
to the electorate. Increased polarization withim party system from the movement of
establishment parties may lead to the emergenoewfchallengers as the established
parties vacate the middle of the ideological spadaus, the electorate withesses more
electoral alternatives and increased volatilityjehtsignificantly alter the once “frozen”
party systems of Western Europe. This potent@eiase in the “effective” number of
parties and the increased seat share of anti-esdtat@nt parties may decrease the
stability of cabinet government within the legisiia.

Second, and more importantly and surprisinglyaati-establishment are not
created equally; that is, anti-establishment paudie the left do not have their bases for
electoral success in common factors with their ¢enparts on the right. Whereas these
results do not dispute that anti-establishmenigsetmergedue to the same factors (see

Chapter 1), the factors that fuel thelectoral succesdepend upon which side of the



203

political spectrum the party is situated. Thus, dissertions that anti-establishment
parties are “the legitimate and unwanted childrethe New Politics” (Ignazi 1992: 6)
or that parties of “the New Populism and the Newties have their bases in common
factors” (Taggart 1996: 49), must be made in refeeeo their emergence, not their
electoral success. Given the political opportusttucture differs for parties on the left
from parties on the right, one might argue that-establishment parties have the same
catalyst or spark, but owe their electoral suctessfferent types of fuel.
Consequences of Anti-Establishment Parties

There are two important findings from the analyisehe third chapter. First,
establishment parties adapt their ideological pFefon numerous issues in order to
counter the growing electoral threat from anti-essaament parties. In particular,
establishment parties shift their ideological posion issues championed by anti-
establishment parties on different sides of thetspm. This movement confirms earlier
research from Downs (2001) as traditional partiegageanti-establishment parties by
co-opting anti-establishment policies expandingrtben programmatic agenda. Thus,
in order to remain in power in an unstable eled¢ten@ironment, traditional parties trade
principle for pragmatism and seek more innovatdregaging tactics to overcome the
threat from anti-establishment parties.

Surprisingly, contrary to the theory advanced mftthird chapter, traditional
mainstream parties do not alter their organizatistractures as a consequence of this
new electoral environment. Despite the lack obargational adaptation within

traditional parties, confirms the contention theg most difficult challenge for
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establishment parties in countering the threat famti-establishment parties is changing
their organizational structures (see Rohrschneli@8B). It is easier for traditional
parties to shift their policy positions and intagraew issues into their platforms than to
fundamentally change their organizational powercttires. In other words, traditional
parties are more resistant to changing their omgdioinal structures than their
ideological profiles in order to adapt to the ebeat success of anti-establishment parties.

Furthermore, there are several implications stergrfrom the analyses in the
third chapter. First, anti-establishment parties/minder their own electoral fortunes
by instigating movement among parties of the esthfrient. Traditional mainstream
parties are creating more distinct ideological fpesfand more polarization within the
system, which may help dampen support for antibéistement parties. Second, the
movement of establishment parties alters the dycswpfithe party system, particularly
the process of coalition formation. Establishnyearties must look for new coalition
partners, as traditional coalition alliances nagenremain viable options and the
likelihood of “grand” coalitions between establistm parties decreases. Finally, the
movement of establishment parties may lead to giwgrcoalitions introducing new
legislation or implementing new policies favoredanti-establishment parties. These
new issue positions may become implemented polittegse parties enter into
government since parties must deliver on their aagrmppromises in order to remain in
power.

Moreover, the electoral success of anti-establistirparties alters the larger

party systems in which these parties compete. -égtablishment party electoral success
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increases the amount of electoral volatility withie system and the amount of
polarization, both between traditional mainstreaartips and within the system. These
new entrants into party system further contribotéhe instability experienced by these
party systems by garnering seats in parliamentugsétting traditional coalitional
dynamics. However, and most surprisingly, the g@y@ece and electoral success of anti-
establishment parties cannot stem the tide of miagivoter turnout across the countries
of Western Europe. Although anti-establishmentigsucannot reverse the trend of
declining turnout, at the same time, this findinggests that traditional parties, or the
voters themselves, are not mobilizing groups agalesanti-establishment movement.
This further suggests that anti-establishment ggdre stealing voters from other
competitors within the party system. Finally, ag-astablishment parties gain electoral
support, more and more of the electorate, whichqgyaated in previous elections, are no
longer participating. This finding further confirmpsevious studies of declining partisan
attachments in Western Europe.

These findings also suggest that if they wish toai@ viable electoral
competitors, traditional mainstream parties musinter the electoral threat of anti-
establishment parties. This increased volatilitgt &ote switching” comes at the
expense of establishment parties as anti-estaldishparties steal votes from traditional
mainstream parties and increase their electoralessc Traditional mainstream parties
must learn to adapt to the new environment prodbgetie emergence and electoral
success of anti-establishment parties. If thebéistanent fails to change, these parties

face the possibility of not regaining these voted sing their viability in the electoral



206

market. Thus, it is the traditional parties witkirese democratic systems and not the
system itself, which are under attack from antabkshment parties.

More interestingly, the effects of anti-establisimingarties counteract the effects
of the electoral system. Electoral system facsagnificantly decrease the amount of
polarization, whereas the electoral success ofemtéiblishment parties significantly
increases polarization. This suggests that othpetitors within the system are
reacting to the electoral success of anti-estatkstt parties and their supporters. It
appears that the establishment parties are indesd@ing to meet the demands of
those voters who are eithmobilizedby anti-establishment parties or fedlandonedy
establishment parties. This has increased thédgeal space within the party systems
of Western Europe. This does not confirm thatipsuf the establishment are co-opting
anti-establishment issues, but one can concludehibalectoral success of anti-
establishment parties is substantial enough to t#ditional coalitional politics and
patterns of competition (see Mair 2001).

Finally, stemming from this finding and further &rees, anti-establishment
parties upset the traditional dynamics of coalifiemation and coalitional duration. By
gaining seats and reducing the opportunities availtor traditional parties to form
coalitional governments, anti-establishment pasgigsificantly shorten the duration of
cabinet governments within parliament. How wiltypes of the establishment attempt to
counter this threat? Countering the threat tacthaditional dynamics within parliament
may require different tactics than those requiceddunter the electoral threat of anti-

establishment parties. In order to counter thigdt) traditional parties may to choose to
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establish new, non-traditional coalitional tiesdmyopting anti-establishment parties or
traditional enemies in governing coalitions. THiere, we may see the advent of
coalitions between traditional enemies or fundagntifferent parties as anti-
establishment parties usher in a new era of partypetition.
Paths of Future Research

The analyses conducted in this dissertation praeyeral avenues for future
research. Arguably, the most important of thesnaes concerns the further
investigation into the consequences of anti-eshbient parties. The first of these
avenues relates to the aftermath of the movemesdtablishment parties following the
electoral success of anti-establishment partidss ihduces a series of related questions.
Does the adaptation of traditional mainstream esutielp or hinder the electoral
fortunes of these parties? Does the decision ¢ tdeir ideological profiles or
organizational structures help the party counterttineat from anti-establishment parties
or further fuel the decline of the party? Do vetpunish parties for moving too far from
their core ideology or base supporters? Although [ossible, to some extent, to see if
establishment parties increase their vote shagtettions following these changes from
the analyses presented in this dissertation, furgsearch must shed light on the
consequences of these changes for establishmeisispar

In a similar vein, future research may demonstfate=ffects of these adaptations
on the electoral fortunes of anti-establishmentigar Do these changes allow
establishment parties to limit or reverse the elettsuccesses of anti-establishment

parties? How do anti-establishment parties reattte movement of more established



208

parties? If traditional parties encroach uponigiseie positions of anti-establishment
parties, the electoral success of these new panidgsdecline as voters return to the
establishment fold. Future research must looketbnsequences of established party
movement on the anti-establishment parties. Intiatg research needs to explore how
other establishment parties react to the movenfaheo traditional rivals. How does
the movement of establishment parties influencerattaditional mainstream parties
within the system? Does the electoral succesatokatablishment parties initiate a
chain reaction creating ripples throughout therergarty system? Establishment
parties’ main rivals in pursuing governmental a#dBcare other establishment parties. In
order to be in position to form governments, essaibhent parties must balance between
reacting to threats from anti-establishment padgwell as their closest establishment
rivals.

Furthermore, how has the electoral success ofestdiblishment parties affected
these parties themselves? In some instancesleitteral success of anti-establishment
parties leads to the inclusion of these partiegowerning coalitions; therefore, the party
ceases to be an anti-establishment party. Howafter,the collapse of the coalition, the
party oftentimes continues its anti-establishmbetaric. Do voters punish anti-
establishment parties for being part of the govemminor continue to support these
parties? Do the electoral fortunes of anti-essdiplient parties wane after being in a
governing coalition? Given the electoral succdshease parties, do anti-establishment
parties attempt to become part of the establishimgntoderating their extreme

positions? Do anti-establishment parties becoroiws of their own electoral success?
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These questions are important to determine howestdiblishment party electoral
success affects anti-establishment parties theeselv

Finally, future research must answer whether thetetal success of anti-
establishment influences policy and the policymghinocess? Does the support
garnered by anti-establishment parties lead topaiwies or changes to old policies?
Just as the electoral success of anti-establishpagties in Denmark leads to tougher
immigration laws, does the electoral success dfelamti-establishment parties lead to
changes to other policies championed by anti-estabkent parties? For example, left-
oriented anti-establishment parties often campargenvironmental issues whereas
anti-establishment parties on the right often adt®evelfare reform. Do we see similar
success on these issues due to the electoral sunicasti-establishment parties?

This dissertation encourages just as many questioitsattempts to answer. The
emergence and electoral success of anti-establighaeties generates several
possibilities for research. More importantly, tectoral success of anti-establishment
parties has numerous consequences for other cdorpetiithin the party system and the
broader political system itself. Clearly, the gidis gained by these analyses further our
knowledge of anti-establishment parties. Howelgrasking and answering these
guestions in future research, we will gain a batteterstanding of the consequences of
anti-establishment parties. Therefore, contingsgarch beyond this dissertation is

necessary to fully appreciate the anti-establishimparty phenomenon.
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APPENDIX A
Anti-Establishment Parties
Austria

Alternative List/Green Alternative (ALO/GA), Commish Party of Austria (KPO)
(since 1948), League of Independents/Freedom B&Aystria (VdU/FPO) (1970 and
since 1986), NO-Citizens' Initiative (NEIN), Thedependents (DU).

Belgium

All-Power-To-The-Workers (AMADA-TPO), Communist Ra{PCB-KPB) (1970-78),
Democratic Union for the Respect of Labour (UDRTIRAFIemish Block (VB),
Flemish Christian People's Union (CVV), Flemish Camtration (VC), Greens
(ECOLO-AGALEV) (until 1992), Growing Old in DignitfWwWOW), Labour Party (PTB-
PvdA), National Front (FN), Flemish People’s Unit#70-1977), Radical Reformers
Fighting for an Upright Society (ROSSEM-ROSSUM/ BANE-BANAAN),
Revolutionary Workers' League/Socialist WorkerstyPd RT-RAT/ POS-SAP),
WalloonRally (RW) (until 1974), Walloon Front.

Denmark

Communist Party (DKP), Communist Worker’s Partycidbst Worker’s Party,

Common Course (FK), Danish People's Party (DF),ighadnion (DS) (until 1948),
Greens, Independents’ Party, Left Socialist PA8)(Progress Party (FRP), Red-Green
Unity List (ELRG)

Finland

Alliance for Free Finland (VSL), Communist PartyFohland (SKP) (since 1997),
Democratic Alternative, Finnish Peoples Democraiiton (SKT4L--)-(1948_46),
Finnish Smallholders' Party/Finnish Rural Party& Rirms (SPP/ SMP/PS) (1962-83,
and, since 1990), Green League (VL/VIHR) (until 23%rogressive Finnish Party
(NUORS), Reform Group (REM).

France

French Communist Party (PCF) (1947-81), GreenstG@malition (EE) (until 1993),
National Front (FN), New Ecologists, Poujadiststunfor the Defense of Traders and
Artisans (UDCA), Republican Communist Front (LCR)ified Socialist Party (PSU),
Workers' Struggle (LO), other extreme left, othetreme right.
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Germany

Bavarian Party (BP), Communist Party (KPD/DKP), B@mmic Reconstruction League
(WAV), German People's Union (DVU), German Reichty?é€DRP), Greens (until
1990), Greys, National Democratic Party (NPD), yaftDemocratic Socialism (PDS)/
Die Linke, Republicans (REP)

Greece

United Left (EDA, KKE, KKE Interior), National Denopatic Union, National
Alignment/ National Front (EP), Communist Party (KX Alliance of Progressive and
Left-Wing Forces (KKE Interior), Progressive Pamigtional Political Union (EPEN),
Coalition of Left and Progress, Alternative Ecokigj Ecologists Greece, Communist
Party of Greece (KKE Interior)-Renewal Left, Maxiseninist Communist Party of
GreeceMarxist-Leninist Communist Party of Greetnion of Ecologists, Coalition of
the Radical Leftpther green lists

Iceland

Candidature Party (Frambodsflokkurinn), Citizereg't Il (Borgara-flokkurinn) (until
1991), Left-Green (Vinstrihreyfingin-Graent FrampbolNational Party (Thjodarflokkur),
Women's Alliance (Samtok um Kvennalista) (until 899

Ireland

Comhaontas Glas/Green Party, Sinn Fein Il, Sinn ReiWorkers' Party (WP)

Italy

Common Man Front, Communist Party/Democratic Pdwgyleft (PCI/PDS) (1947-95),
Communist Refoundation (RC), Continuous Struggtez& Italia (1994), Greens (Liste
Verdi), Green Federation (until 1996), Italian Sbdovement/National Right/National
Alliance (MSI/DN/AN) (until 1994), Lombard LeaguklS-Fiamma, Northern League
(LN), Proletarian Democracy (DP), Radical Party/#nList (PR), Referendum

List, Sicilian Independence Movement, The Networ&fdment for Democracy (La
Rete/MPD) (until 1994), Venetian League

Luxembourg

Action Committee 5/6 Pensions for All/Action Comte# for Democracy and Pension
Justice (ADR), Alternative List, Communist PartyRK/IPCL)/ The Left (LENK),
Ecologists for the North, Greens, Green Alternaf@&P), Luxembourg for the
Luxembourgers National Movement, Middle Class Rdtpular Independent
Movement.
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The Netherlands

Center Democrats (CD), Center Party (CP'86), Conishirarty (CPN), Evangelical
People's Party (EVP), Farmers' Party (BP), Gerfesabciation of Elderly People
(AQV), Green Left (GL), Middle Class Party, Padif&ocialist Party (PSP), Political
Reformed Party (SGP), Radical Political Party (PBR)ce 1978), Reformed Political
Union (GPV), Reformed Political Federation (RPF)¢i@list Party (SP), Union 55+
(US5+).

Portugal

Communist Party (PCP), People’s Democratic UnioDR)J People’s Socialist Front
(FSP), Party of Christian Democracy (PDC), United e Alliance (APU) (until 1985),
Portuguese Democratic Movement (MDBjitarian Democratic Coalition (CDU), The
Ecologist Party (PEV), Left Bloc (BE), Communistr&eof the Portuguese Workers
Norway

Anders Lange’s Party/Progress Party (FRP), Comm&aidy (NKP), Red Electoral
Alliance (RV)

Spain

Communist Party (PCE), Popular Alliance, Basquedwal Party (PNV), National
Union (UN), Herri Batasuna (HB), Izquierda Unidbl)] Andalucist Party (PA)

Sweden
Ecology Party-Greens (MP) (until 1992), New DemaogréNY D)
Switzerland

Alliance of Independents (LdU/AdI), Federal Demdaicr&nion (EDU), Labour Party
(PdA/PdT), Green Alternatives (GRAS), National Actifor People and Homeland
(NA)/Swiss Democrats (SD), Motorists' Party Switaed (APS)/Freedom Party of
Switzerland (FPS), Progressive Organizations ot&sland (POCH), Republican
Movement, Ticino League, Vigilance

United Kingdom

Green Party, National Front, Plaid Cymru (PC), 8slotNational Party (SNP), United
Ireland/Sinn Fein, Respect/The Unity Coalition (RES
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APPENDIX B
Interview Questions for Establishment Parties
Organizational Changes

1) Inrecent years, has your party undertaken anyggsato the organization of the
party?

2) Has the party adopted primary elections to eleait tandidates or leaders? Did
the party change their selection procedures? Mg

3) Were there major issues about the need to reorgémezparty? Did these
changes include allowing the decisions to be madédlower level members of
the party?

4) Did these significantly change the party? In whays? Were they major or
minor changes?

5) What caused these changes?
a) How do you think these changes affected your party?
b) Did these changes affect your electoral success?”Ho
6) Were any of these changes due to the emergenawgparties?

a) Did any of these changes take place after theakdcuccess of new
parties?

b) Did any particular new party prompt these changes?
7) Are any of these changes still in effect today?
Programme Changes

8) Has your party changed its ideological positiorrgcent years? If so, on what
issues has the party changed its positions?

9) Why did the party make these changes?
a) How do you think these changes affected your party?

b) Did these changes affect your electoral success??Ho
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10)Did these significantly change the party? In whays? Were they major or
minor changes?

11)Were any of these changes due to the emergen@woparties?

a) Did any of these changes take place after theakctuccess of new
parties?

b) Did any particular new party prompt these changes?
General Questions
12)What do you feel is the greatest threat to youtyfsmelectoral success?
a) Do you feel that newer parties threaten your pangectoral success?
13)How has your party reacted to the emergence ofpeeties?
Personnel Changes

14)If any leadership changes took place, what wasglifference in the leadership
styles between leader A and leader B? How didatfect the party?

15)What was the cause of the leadership change?
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Interview Questions for Anti-Establishment Parties

Questions Concerning Impacts
1) What do you feel is your party’s greatest impadhiai the party system?

2) Do you think you challenge the more establishetiggawithin your party
system? In what ways do you feel you challengebéisteed parties?

3) How do you think the more established parties withe system view your party?

4) How do you think your party has influenced the mestablished parties within
the party system?

5) Do you think your party has affected organizatiatenges, ideological position
changes, or campaign activity changes within theenestablished parties within
the system?

6) Which party in particular do you feel you have irofea? What about parties on
the opposite side of the political spectrum?

7) What must your party do to continue the successhywe seen in elections?
What do you think is the greatest threat to youtyp@asurvival?

Organizational Changes

8) In recent years, has your party undertaken anyggsato the organizational
structure of the party?

9) What caused these changes?

10)How do you think these changes affected your paHy? did these changes
affect your electoral success?

11)Did these significantly change the party or weeytminor changes?

12)What was the duration of these changes? Are atlyest changes still in effect
today?

Programme Changes

13)Has the party altered its ideological positionenent years? If so, what issue
positions has your party changed?
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14)What caused these changes?

15)How do you think these changes affect your patt@v did these changes affect
your electoral success?
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Consent Form
The Consequences of Anti-Establishment Parties in @stern Europe

You have been asked to participate in a reseancly stvestigating organizational
changes made by establishment parties in resporibe tlectoral success of anti-
establishment parties. You were selected due o yosition as party secretary or
another party official within these particular past A total number of 50 individuals
have been asked to participate in this study. piurpose of this research is to determine
whether, and to what extent, establishment parntigsn the party systems of Western
Europe have altered their organizational structuressponse to the formation of anti-
establishment parties.

If you agree to be in this study, you will be askegarticipate in a face-to-face
interview in which you will be asked a series oéstions related to the organizational
structures of your parties. These interviews lask about one hour and thirty minutes
and will be audiotaped with your permission. Ay aoint during the interview, please
let me know if you wish to go “off the record” witny comments. These comments
will not be attributed to you in any documentatadrthis research. There are no risks
involved with participation in this study. Theneano direct benefits to your
participation and you will receive no monetary c@mgation for your participation.

This study is not anonymous or confidential. Idearto report the results, it will be
necessary to convey your position, although not yaune, within the party as part of
any documentation of this study. The audio tafgekease interviews will be stored
securely and only Jason Smith (principal investigawill have access to the tapes. The
information on these audio tapes will be used a&sqgfany dissertation and subsequent
research. Any personal identifiers contained withie tapes will be used solely by
Jason Smith (principal investigator). Any sharathdoroduced using the audio tapes
will have all personal identifiers removed befotdlic dissemination.

If you decide to participate in this study, you &ree to refuse to answer any of the
guestions or stop the audiotaping process at am. tiYou may withdraw from the
interview at any time. You can contact Jason Satittne address listed below with any
guestions regarding this study.

This research study has been reviewed by the utistital Review Board — Human
Subject in Research, Texas A&M University. Foregash-related problems or question
regarding subjects’ rights, you can contact thétuitsonal Review Board through Ms.
Melissa Mcllhaney. IRB Program Coordinator, OffafeResearch Compliance, (979)
458-4067, (mcilhaney@tamu.edu).
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Please be sure that you have read the above infiormand have asked and receive
answers to your satisfaction before participatmthis study. Please keep this
information sheet for your records.

By signing this form below, you are giving your sent to participate in this study and
to have this interview audiotaped for the purpasfetocumentation.

Signature of Participant: Date:

Thank you,

Jason Smith

Doctoral Candidate

Department of Political Science

Texas A&M University

4348 TAMU College Station, TX 77843-4348
Phone: (979) 845-2511

e-mail: jsmith@polisci.tamu.edu
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APPENDIX C
Coding Schemes
LIMITATION OF INDIVIDUAL FREEDOMS

-5 (PRO-strong) Advocates strict governmental mdr@ver what would normally
be considered private affairs, regulating behawia wide variety
of personal matters; strict enforcement and sepenalties are
favored in at least some areas.

-3 (PRO-moderate) Advocates governmental contret avany personal matters, but
recognizes individual sovereignty in certain aréagors
moderate levels of enforcement and penalties.

-1 (PRO-weak) Generally favors a low level of gowveent involvement in
personal matters, but does advocate maintenarsmaod
regulation already in place plus extension in onmore specific
areas seen as having special affect on society.

0 (NEUTRAL) Has contradictory positions that seeghy offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist on the issue.

+1 (ANTI-weak) Accepts necessity of intrusionsoipersonal matters in some
areas where they may affect others than thosetljiiagolved
(sometimes justifying such as a necessity for $eegponsibility),
but opposes most attempts to extend such areas.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Accepts necessity of intrusiansery limited number of areas,
but generally is strongly opposed to extensioruchdantrusions.

+5 (ANTI-strong) Advocates no governmental interen in personal matters, and
gives broad scope to "personal matters; favors ateagenerally
considered extremely libertarian positions withamrebto private
affairs; those behaviors considered "victimlesmes" should be
legalized
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INCOME/PERSONAL TAXES

Special instructions: Personal taxes would inclswgieh as individual property tax or a
tax on personal wealth, but would not include sategalue added taxes.

-5 (PRO-strong) Strongly favors a heavy tax orspeal income and/or property or
wealth, as the primary means of paying for goveimrpeograms;
though different groups, society may be taxed fcint rate all
rates would be considered heavy; advocates veacy str
enforcement and major penalties for violators.

-3 (PRO-moderate) Favors a generally high levgeséonal taxation, but does
advocate lower tax rates for certain groups inetgcimay
advocate alternative forms of revenue as well,sstm avoid
increasing personal taxes much further.

-1 (PRO-weak) Favors a personal tax, but advochstghe- range , be kept low-
to-moderate generally; may favor slight increaseurrent rate,
though emphasizing need to minimize the increass; mve a
pattern of favoring only very limited increases

0 (NEUTRAL). Has contradictory positions that sésgty offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist" on the issue.

+1 (ANTI-weak) Accepts need for a low level of penal taxation,. but, generally
urges small reductions from current levels, attlé&@ssome
segments of society; has a tendency to opposeasesdeyond
current rate, with few exceptions.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Accepts need for just a veny level of personal taxation, and
may generally urge major reductions from currenglg;
advocates developing alternative sources (to patfaxes of any
kinds) of revenue so as to limit or reduce persteneds.

+5 (ANTI-strong) Opposes any income or other peastax; strongly advocates
funding government through other means.
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TOTAL TAXATION

Special instructions: To code this variable, méxessary to consider the material used
also in coding HO2; that is, "total taxes" obvigusicludes "income tax" as an important
component. However, since "total taxes" will noripaiclude more than just personal
taxes, information on HO2 alone (i.e. in the absesfcstatements on other taxes or taxes
more generally) may be insufficient for coding HO2B

-5 (PRO-strong) Favors heavy taxation of many syioepay for massive
government spending; does not advocate reductitreioverall
level of taxation, though may occasionally end@tsiéting of
burdens among categories of taxes or taxpayers.

-3 (PRO-moderate) Favors a high level and mangsyy taxation, though does see
limits to growth in tax revenues, and may advogédaning for
alternative, additional types of revenue; genersligports current
taxes and levels, and regularly endorses increbses,
occasionally resists.

-1 (PRO-weak) Favors a moderately high level awémal types pf taxation, but
strongly advocates planning for alternative souafegvenue so
as to avoid continual increases in the future; espes the need to
be cautious about over-taxing; does not generajipart
decreasing the current overall level of taxatiom€as in
situations where objective observers would judgectirrent level
to be higher than "moderately high™).

0 (NEUTRAL) Has, contradictory positions that seagty offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist”, on the issue.

+1 (ANTI -weak) Accepts a substantial role forégaxas one source of revenue, but
tends to favor modest reductions to ease the dumraden;
regularly cautions about overtaxing, and seesdtterlas
something of a current problem rather than justetbing to be
avoided in the future; regularly opposes incredisaswould
result in an a greater overall tax burden.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Opposes a high level of ovetatition on grounds of principle;
accepts the need for some taxes but strongly ate®kaeping
the overall level low; opposes most increases agdlarly
advocates reductions in various specific taxesimuige overall
level.
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+5 (ANTI-strong) Opposes all forms of taxes ompiple; strongly advocates
abolishment of all existing forms of taxation; oppe any
proposals for new forms or higher levels of taxes.
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SCOPE OF GOVERNMENT (Size of Public Sector)

Note 1: For this variable, all levels of governmémdtional, state, local) are included in
"public sector.” This variable is not about fedemal; it is about the role of government
in

Note 2: Coding of this variable is based as mugbossible on program statements
specifically referring to governmental scope. Wkanh statements do not exist, then --
even more so than for other variables -- coding@3 depends heavily on coders’
general impressions based on overall tone and mbot¢he document as regards size of
the public sector.

-5 (PRO-strong) Favors a very broad range of gowental programs, including in
defense, foreign affairs, and social and economagnams;
includes not just direct governmental provisiorpadgrams and
ownership of means of production, but widespreadlegion of
private sector and personal behavior as well.

-3 (PRO-moderate) Favors a broad range of govertahprograms, but also sees the
needs for some limits on governmental involvemertddrtain
areas; may favor regulation rather than direct guwental action
or ownership in some areas, for instance; evertiitessome
areas as off-limits to government involvement of kimd.
Government is legitimately involved, tends not ppose
expansion of the government's role.

0 (NEUTRAL) Has contradictory positions that seeghy offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist” on the issue.

+1 (ANTI-weak) Accepts the need for a small pukkctor, but tends to oppose
substantial expansions even in those areas wiessrgnent is
currently and legitimately involved.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Accepts the need for a very $malblic sector, the range for
which should be clearly stated in the constitutiemds to favor
reductions in governmental roles in all but a festnaties.

+5 (ANTI-strong) Prefers no public sector at allf may recognize that government
is necessary for one or a very few activities (dejense); where
government is bigger than that now, tends to fawajor
reductions to bring about the minimal state.
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SOCIAL SERVICES: RANGE (excludes education)

-5 (PRO-strong)

-3 (PRO-moderate)

-1 (PRO-weak)

0 (NEUTRAL)

+1 (ANTI-weak)

Favors a very broad range of gowental provision of social
services, covering health care, social welfargerneedy, care
for the aged/infirm, family (parent/child) assistanpensions,
unemployment benefits, and more; tends to favoaesion of
such programs, even where the range is alreadybread.

Advocates a "middle" range ofadservices provided by the
government, seeing some areas as more appropnmaeligled for
in the private sector, where some regulation midlybgt necessary;
will include favoring governmental provision of marbut not all,
of the programs listed under -5 above.

Strongly advocates direct governmentision of a few of the
items listed under -5 above, but also sees mamaganewhich the
government's direct role should be nil or limiteghds to favor
governmental regulation to assure good treatmeaitiaéns
rather than direct government provision/ownerslfithe
programs.

Has contradictory positions that seegty offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist" on the issue.

Accepts the need for governmenibéoengaged in directly
providing for one or a few of the items above, Wwould clearly
see the government's role in providing social sevias a very
limited one; strongly prefers regulation to dirpobvision when a
governmental role is necessary; tends to supportimental
reductions in many social services.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) May grudgingly accept the némdgovernment to directly

+5 (ANTI-strong)

provide just one of the items listed under -5 abhw tends not
to support increases even in that area; preferdatgn to direct
provision, but prefers that even the regulatorg tmé used
sparingly; tends to oppose any expansion of thgea social
services already provided.

Advocates that government prounesocial services; prefers that
these areas be handled completely by the privatersevithout
government regulation.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION: GOVERNMENT ROLE

-5 (PRO-strong)

-3 (PRO-moderate)

-1 (PRO-weak)

0 (NEUTRAL)

+1 (ANTI - weak)

Advocates extensive direct govemmal involvement (including
extensive expenditures) in environmental
protection/improvements; also advocates governrhesgalation
of the private sector to prevent environmental fols and
governmental incentive programs to encourage enwisntal
improvements, but does not see such indirect progjias a
replacement for direct governmental involvement.

Advocates some (broader thatijatirect governmental
involvement in environmental protection/improvememnit
limited to specific areas of concern; also advosatéstantial,
relevant (see -5 above) regulation and incentiog@ams.

Would accept (and possibly advogast)a very limited direct
role for government in environmental protection/moyement,
but advocates substantial regulation of the prigatdor and
relevant incentive programs to accomplish the salpectives
indirectly; clearly prefers the primary responstiito rest with
the private sector, but under the watchful eyeasfegnment.
(This code should be used, in preference over hemvthere is at
least tacit agreement to some regulation and/ectigovernment
role.)

Has contradictory positions that seegty offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist" on the issue.

Opposes all but very limited cengation programs that would
involve the government directly in environmental
protection/improvement, but does accept a limitggtatory role;
would oppose moves to make the regulatory role a
substantial/extensive one. (Scores on the + sidlyding +1,
should be assigned only when there is some oppo4itia
government role.)

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Opposes any direct involvemdrhe government, and all but a

+5 (ANTI-strong)

very limited regulatory role; tends to seek redutsiin
governmental involvement where it is now more thanimal and
regulatory.

Opposes any involvement of the ggoyment in programs related
to environmental protection/improvement, whetheecti or
regulatory.



239

STATE OWNERSHIP OF MEANS OF PRODUCTION

-5 (PRO-strong)

-3 (PRO-moderate)

-1 (PRO-weak)

0 (NEUTRAL)

+1 (ANTI-weak)

Strongly favors government owngrsadvocates governmental
ownership of all basic industries; advocates gavemt
ownership of means of production generally.

Favors government ownershipwiitbhtsome limitation;
advocates government ownership of some basic indsitut not
all; may advocate acquiring some industry not eutyeunder
government ownership, while it could oppose acqgiri
something else.

Advocates very limited governmenherghip, with the
limitations clearly stated; would oppose movesdueh
government take over most basic industries, fdamse, but tends
to base its preferences in this regard on pradiaather than
principle

Has contradictory positions that seegty offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist” on the issue.

May grudgingly accept very limitggvernment ownership, but
tends to oppose extension to additional industaed,certainly
opposes the idea of governmental ownership ofadidindustries;
may advocate returning some government-owned ingdtcst
private ownership, while stopping short of advaogtihat all
government industries should be returned.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Opposes government ownershigegaly, on principle; may

+5 (ANTI-strong)

advocate returning one or more government-ownegisinigs to
private ownership as a short-term measure, whdeaily
holding return of all remaining state-owned indestias a long-
term goal; would oppose government assuming owigedastany
industry now in private hands.

Strongly opposes government owhgr as intolerable; would
advocate immediate return of any government-ownddstry to
private ownership.
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MINORITY RIGHTS

Special instructions: When providing text to suppbe code on this variable, include
information on which minority group(s) are involvdekamples: racial, linguistic,
regional. (Note that there is a separate variablé&/omen's Rights; see H17.)

-5 (PRO-strong) Favors extensive government aetioich promotes rights of
minorities in all areas of concern, even at theeasp of the rights
of the dominant group in the population; favorscsenforcement
of the policies with severe penalties for non-caamie.

-3 (PRO-moderate) Favors government action to ptemights of minorities, but
only if the dominant group will not be affected ag&gely (or only
minimally so); may advocate policies directed ahgnareas of
concern (more than for a code of -1), but not all.

-1 (PRO-weak) Favors only limited measures to mi@nopportunities for
minorities; tends to oppose policies that would8igantly
advantage the minority at the expense of the damhigi@up.

0 (NEUTRAL) Has contradictory positions that seeghy offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist” on the issue.

+1 (ANTI-weak) Favors a small number of progratmet twvould clearly have a
negative impact on minority rights, even though rpay lip
service to advocating minority rights; supportscoacrete
programs that would clearly enhance minority righktsarly
opposes any policies that would enhance minorifiyts at the
expense of the dominant group.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Favors a number of policied thauld clearly have a negative
impact on minority rights; may couple this with ¢arage that is
anti-minority in tone; rights of the dominant groage clearly to
be favored when in conflict with minority rights.

+5 (ANTI-strong) Favors exclusionary governmeniges which promote the
interests of the dominant group at the expenseidbnity rights;
opposes any policies designed to single out rightsinorities for
protection; may favor legislation to keep or redtgéts of
minorities to a level below that of the dominanuyp.
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WOMEN'S RIGHTS

(Note: "Equal work for equal pay" normally implisgpport for women's rights; i.e., not
a position of neutrality on the issue.)

-5 (PRO-strong) Advocates strong government adbgromote social, economic,
and political status of women, even when such psimay be
detrimental to men's rights or treatment; stridoesement is
advocated, with harsh penalties for noncompliance.

-3 (PRO-moderate) Advocates action in many areasméern for women's rights, but
opposes some policies which would enhance womigh's ror
opportunities at the expense of men's, or wherergtistification
is accepted for maintaining inequality.

-1 (PRO-weak) Advocates only limited action inpaion of women's rights;
may tend to oppose policies that would clearly heawegative
impact on men's rights and/or treatment.

0 (NEUTRAL) Has contradictory positions that seegty offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist" on the issue.

+1 (ANTI-weak) Advocates few, if any, policies tiveould clearly discriminate
against women, but statements make clear thatatig lpolds a
negative view of special protections for womerghits; may tend
to oppose women's rights legislation, but withoaking a major
issue of it.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Advocates a number of policAdsch would be exclusionary or
in other ways discriminatory against women; juséfions tend to
be ad hoc rather than based on a general printgrds to
consistently oppose new women's rights legislation.

+5 (ANTI-strong) Advocates a broad range of pekcwhich are discriminatory
against women; may do so on the basis of generadiple;
opposes any legislation designed to give specakption to
women's rights.
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OPEN IMMIGRATION

(To the extent that it is possible to distinguigitveen pledges and rhetoric on this
variable, focus should be placed on the pledges.)

-5 (PRO-strong) Favors an open immigration poeigh only very minimal
restrictions; would effectively allow all applicantboth asylum
seekers and others) to immigrate; may base théigosin a
general principle of openness and/or extreme Ebiamism.

-3 (PRO-moderate) Favors a policy that is genggen, but with significant
restrictions and/or exceptions; may advocate vegngolicy
with regard to applicants seeking asylum, whileplg some
restrictions on others; restrictions/limitationadeo involve very
general quotas, and do not seem to be designaddanctinate
against particular racial or ethnic groups.

-1 (PRO-weak) Advocates a very open policy witharel to asylum seekers,
while favoring a much more restrictive policy fdhers; the
restrictions/limitations tend to be based on gdretas of
practicality, rather than designed to discrimiregainst particular
racial or ethnic groups.

0 (NEUTRAL) Has contradictory positions that seegty offset one another,
and/or is truly "centrist" on the issue.

+1 (ANTI-weak) Accepts a policy for asylum seek#rat exceeds the minimums
set by international organizations, but advocatesrg restrictive
policy with regard to others; may (but not necaggdiavor
restrictions that seem to discriminate againstamaore
particular racial or ethnic groups.

+3 (ANTI-moderate) Advocates (at most) a policgtttvould give immigrant status to
only the minimum of asylum seekers establishechbgrmational
organizations, and a very few others; restrictiomgations on
the latter would be very severe; may favor paréidylharsh
limitations on specific racial or ethnic groups.

+5 (ANTI-strong) Favors an extremely "closed" ingmaition policy, effectively
closing the borders to immigrants; may even fagaoring
minimums for asylum seekers set by internationganizations;
may advocate expulsion of all or some recent imamtg.
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