PARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES IN CEE

Are party -voter linkages in post-Communist democracies
based on programmatism , clientelism , or charisma or are they

essentially lacking? Does the last possibility explain high party
and electoral volatility?
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THEORY (ALDRICH, 1995)

AWhy do parties exist? Rational choice literature explains the
existence of political parties as a solution to two challenges

A A collective action problem : independent candidates would
benefit by banding in o6 p ar tta (&) svork out rules to allocate
candidacies to different offices, (2) pool resources and co -
ordinate mobilisation, (3) create a party brand .

A A social choice problem : the benefits of parties increase if
there are effective ways to bind office -holders to a common
set of policy preferences, as (1) it ensures stability in office, and
(2) It strengthens the O p a rbtrya n oby0Omaking it easier for
voters to inferc a n d I d &thnees @n a range of issues



THEORY KITSCHELT2000)

A Parties solve the collective action problem by creating a party
organization .

A They solve the social choice problem by developing a policy
programme .

A Kitschelt (1995, 2000) develops a typology of party -voter
linkages, which correspond to the extent to which a party
devotes efforts to the resolution of these two challenges .
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PARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES

A When politiclans make neither investment, all that holds them
together Is the charisma of a few, or more commonly one, party
leaders that maintain maximum personal discretion “over stra_teg?/
and the party vehicle . The connection with voters will thus be highly
personalized “charismatic party voter -linkages .

A When politicians Invest in party infrastructure but not in the modes of
Interest aggregation, they create bonds with voters that often
Involve irect, personal = material side-payments (employment,
public work contracts, subsidies): clientelistic party voter linkage .

A programmatic  party -voter linkages arise when parties address
effectively both problems, and thus offer policy packages to the
entire electorate, often bundling their issue positions on simple
dimensional spaces, such as the Left-Right spectrum .

A More commonly, we find that parties use a combination of these
strategies ( 0 [kEov e r y t ganties,gkdschelt and Singer, 2011).



CHARISMATIC PARTWOTER LINKAGES
IN CEE

A Using 2008-2009 DALP data,

Wineroither and Seeber (2018)
find a higher Incidence of
charismatic appeals In post-
Communist parties than In
Western Europe.

A Moreover, Iin CEE these tend
to be more evenly spread
across party families than In
WE, and are deployed more E
often In combination with
both programmatic and
clientelistic efforts.




CLIENTELISTICBARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES
IN CEE

A Similarly, clientelistic party appeals appear more pronounced and

evenly spread across party families in CEE than Iin Western Europe
(Wineroither and Seeber, 2018).

A Kopecky and Spirova (2011) show that, consistently with Ki t s ¢c he
predictions, clientelist practices are more common Iin countries that
emerged from O pat r i mammuaisnd (Bulgaria, Romania, FY
and FSU),although rural clientelism iswidespread in the region.

ATwo dimension of clientelism: a 0 hor | z diménsidn,06 where
parties allocate public contracts to private donors in exchange for
funds, and a O0Ov er t one,awhere parties use that money to
engage In vote -buying (Gherghina , 2014).
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CLIENTELISTICBARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES
IN CEE (AIDTET AL, 2015)

A Money (M1) circulation boosts around election time in
Armenia (2012).
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PROGRAMMATIC PARTY LINKAGES IN

CEE

A Mixed evidence :

A Singer and Kitschelt (2011) and
Wineroither and Seeber (2018)
observe lower levels of programmatic
efforts by post-Communist parties
than their Western equivalents .

A Tavits (2008), Rohrschneider and
Whitefield (2012) and Rovny and Polk
(2017) find that political competition
In the East and in the West is policy -
based to a similar degree and the
level of  congruence between
part iaeds & ot e preférences Is
broadly comparable
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PROGRAMMATIC PARTY LINKAGES IN

CEE

A More marked difference In nature
than Iin the extent of programmatism
In the West, socio-cultural and
redistributive axes tend to be cross-
cutting ; in the East, competition is
more often flattened onto a single

dimension defined Dby a socially
liberal/economically right pole and a
socially  conservative/economically

left pole (Rohrschneider and

Whitefield, 2012).

DIMENSIONS OF PARTY COMPETITION IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE

T10—

non-economic

tan
o

O radical right

0O consenative

X liberal

A\ chiistian demacrat
WV social democrat
Ovradical left

0 other

weighted R=0.46



PROGRAMMATIC PARTY LINKAGES IN
CEE

AWe can reasonably conclude that, on the supply side, parties In
the Easttend to dilute programmatic appeals more heavily with
charismatic and clientelistic strategies, but on the demand side
voters are broadly able to sort themselves into the party that
best reflects their preferences .

AOne reason may be because the unidimensional nature of
political conflict reduces the complexity of this choice .

Aln this sense, programmatic linkages are only weaker In post-
Communist democracies than In the West relative to other
linkages, but not so much in absolute terms.



PARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES AND
ELECTORAL VOLATILITY

AWe have seen that party -voter linkages exist in CEE,and 0 at
least in the cases of charismatic and clientelistic linkages o
they are actually more prominent than in WE

A Therefore we can exclude that party -voter linkages and
electoral volatility are correlated because of a particular
weakness or even absence of the former.

Alt may however be the case that the particular 0 mi &f O
linkages we find in CEEmay help us explain volatility .



AN ASIDE: VOLATILITY IN CEE
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AN ASIDE: VOLATILITY IN CEE
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AN ASIDE: VOLATILI

TY IN CEE
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PARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES AND
ELECTORAL VOLATILITY

A The overreliance of parties on charismatic linkages certainly suggests
that the specific types of linkages we find in CEEisa possible cause of
volatility .

A Intuitively , v o t eloysalty to leader -focussed parties is contingent o
the | e a d eontineed popularity (Di ac one Ranantas Pe op |
Party) or 0 more trivially o their biological survival (Leppe
Samoobrona ).

n

A Deegan -Krause and Haughton (2018) find that, Indeed, post-
Communist p ar t abeitg 60 change leadership isa key determinant
of their endurance .

A However, there may be problems with establishing the direction of
causality : it Is possible that charismatic, flash-in-the-pan parties
emerge because of a volatile environment justas much asthey are a
cause of instability .
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PARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES AND
ELECTORAL VOLATILITY

A It ishowever unclear why widespread clientelistic linkages o which
ensured the stability of party systems in ltaly, Belgium, Austria and
Japan 0 should generate volatility (Kitschelt and Wilkinson, 2007).

AOn the one hand, clientelism may have a stabilising Influence, as it
forecloses competition by new parties with little access to state
resources ; on the other hand, it has destabilising potential, as the

corruption it generates opens up political opportunities for anti-
establishment entrants .

AEngler (2016) shows that c | | e nt edffects nod svolatility Is
ambiguous and highly contextual, leading to stability iIn

Montenegro, Romania and Macedonia and instability in Bulgaria
and Ukraine.



PARTY¥VOTER LINKAGES AND
ELECTORAL VOLATILITY

A The relationship between programmatism and volatility iIs also
puzzling:

A If relatively lower programmatic efforts are counterbalanced by
a simpler structure of competition, there Is little about the
Or epr es ent aftpost-Communist Oparties that explains their
high rate of turnover .

A Moreover , if the main source of instability were fickle party
positions, we should expect voters to switch freely between
blocs, while the evidence points at a much higher incidence of
Or egenervalatiityo thean 60 al t e r adatility,n &hich has
virtually converged with Western European levels.



AN ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATION

AA recent strand In this literature
(lbenskas, 2011; Tavits, 2012;
Ghergina , 2014; Deegan -Krause
and Haughton, 2018) provides
compelling evidence that suggests
an alternative explanation :

A'While post-Communist parties may
build strong linkages with voters In
the short term, they are lessable to
maintain them due to the
weakness of their party structures o
or, as Poguntke (2000) put it, of
their organisational linkages .

Party Organization and
Electoral Volatility in Central
and Eastern Europe

Sergiv Gherghina




AN ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATION

A Voters0ideological or instrumental attachments to parties need to
be rekindled over time 0 particularly when their fortunes dwindle &
through direct and place -based elite -voters interactions . This is
however hindered by underdeveloped party structures common in
CEE(Van Biezen, 2003):

A Low rates of membership fail to provide a 0 b u f fofeqoré voters and
localised mobilisation strategies (Tavits, 2012: 84).

A The shallow penetration of civil society actors & churches, trade unions etc .
0 reduces the durability of clientelistic arrangements and prevents parties
from engaging with wider social networks (Gherghina , 2014: 45-6).

A The underdevelopment of local branches inhibits p a r t abdity Go recruit
and train personnel, and opens up gaps for electoral upsets at local level
that may then spill over onto national politics (Tavits, 2012: 86).

A The centralisation of candidate selection weakens personal bonds with
constituencies, as well as aggravating issues of membership recruitment
(Gherghina , 2014: 95-122).



CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

A Parties in CEE can rely on a variety of party -voter linkages , and their
specific nature cannot fully explain high levels of volatility in the region .

A While an overreliance on charismatic appeals probably does contribute to
instability, clientelism has a more ambiguous effect, and there is not
convincing evidence that par t ipgammes in CEE are particularly
unrepresentative of their v o t epolisical attitudes .

A A fuller account of volatility must include an analysis of organisational
linkages and highlight the role of underdeveloped party structures.

A Thisis interesting in a comparative perspective, as 0 w e a pady structures
are not only due to CEEspecific factors, but are also linked to sociological
trends that extend beyond the region (Dalton and Wattenberg, 2000).

A The implication isthat convergence in patterns of Instability between East
and West is not emerging so much as a result of the stabilisation of
programmatic  competition Iin the former, but rather because of the
0 hol | @wibfingass parties in the latter .






