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Introduction

L'utilisation des échelles gauchs-droite par les instituts de
sondages portugais n'est pas systématique et leur analyse dans les
travaux académiques est presque inexistante,

Une premiere application des échelles gauche-droite a été faite par
NORMA dans un sondage réalisé sous la direction de Mdrio Bacalhau
(décembre 1978) et dont l'essentiel des résultats a été publié sous
forme de livre (1). . . Pauteur ds la présente communication a or-
ganisé, en juin 198C, un sondage qui utilisait l'échelle gauche-droite

en suivant la méthode appliquée par les FBurobarométres. Les résultats

sont aussi publiés (2). A partir de 1981, les Burobaromdtres (3) ont

commencé & s'étendre aussi au Portugzl et ces sondages, réalisés sur
place par NORMA sont, & notre connaissance, la seule applicatiocn
systématique (c'est-%-dire, en suivent une série temporelle déterminée)
des échelles gauche-droite; ils préssntent néanmoins un sérieux handi-
cap: j'usqu'a présert ils ne nous fournissent pas les positions sur

la dimension gauche-droite des électorats des partis. Nous disposons
aussi des résultats des sondages réalisés par CEMASE en avril, mai,
juin et juillet 1982, mais ceux-ci (inédits) présentent les mémes

. P . I'd N .
inconvénlents que les précedents. Finalement, noug nous appuirons

(1) BACALHAU, M., Eanes ~ A solugdo ?, Lisbonne, Heptdgone, s/d (1979).
(2) DURAO BARROSO, J., Le systeme politique portugais face & 1'inté-

gration européenne, Lisbonne-Lausanne, APRI-LEP, 1983; une premibre
présentation de ces résultats avait été faite dans "Quelgues é18-
ments pour 1'étude des partis politiques portugais:organisation,
clivages idéologiques, bibliographie sélective", papler présenté

au Standing Grouv on Southern European Politics, Buropean Consor-

tium for Political Research, Barcelone, 6-7 novembre 1982; une
traduction portugaise de cette communication a &44 publiée dans 1la
revue Prospectivas, n. 13 et 14, janvier-juin 1983, pp.9-33.

(4) Eurobaromdtres, nn. 16,17,18,19 et 20, résultats non publids dans
leur totalité.




aussi sur un sondage trés récent (mars 1984), mais l'interprétation

des résultsts doit étre assez prudente, car nous ne connaissons que

la présentstion partielle de celui-ci faite dans un hebdomadaire por-
tugais (1). EZn effet, les pourcentages indiqués ne tiement pas compte
des non révonses (ce qui nous pose de serieux problémes de comparabi-
1ité). Mais 1'intér8t de ce sondage réside dans le fait qu'il constitue
la source cde données la plus récente, dune part, et qu'il nous présente
non seulement 1l'identification , par leurs électorats respectifs, des
quatre principaux partis politiques sur une échelle gauche-droite, mais

aussi leur perception des positions des autres partis. I1 stagit 14&,

rappelons-ls,d'une démarche différente des Euro-baromdtires appliqués

aux pays des la Communauté FEuropéenne, ol l'on demande les préférences
partisanes st en méme temps le placement des électeurs eux-mBmes sur
les échelles (2).

Pour conclure cette trés bréve introduction, et % fin de rappeller

tous les problémes de comparabilité existants, précisons que les son-
I q

dages de Bzcalhau, de Durfo Barroso et des Eurobaronmétres appliquent

une échelle & dix points (bien que dans ces derniers les résultats ap-
paraissent parfois regroupés en cing points), que ceux du CEMASE suiven
une échelle & six points (parfois regroupés en quatre points) (3) et

que celui cde Marktest/O Jornal applicue une échelle & cing points.

(1) Sondage Marktest/o Jornal, publié dans 0 Jornal du 6 avril 198,

(2) Le sondage réalisé par M. Bacalhau suivait aussi la procédure
consistant & demander aux interviewés la position des partis sur
1'échelle gauche-droite.

(3) Echelle & quatre points pour les sondages d'avril et mai et 3

six points pour les sondages de juin et juillet 1983.
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us constatons que le public portugais s'intégre bien dans
les moy:nnes européennes pour ce qui est de sa distribution sur la
dimensicz gauche~droite. La moyenne du placement des portugais oscille
entre 2,20 et 5,42 ce qui rapproche les résultats portugais de ceux
obtenus sn 1980 pour des pays comme la Gréce (5,91), les Pays-Bas
(5,42}, Ze France (4,91), 1'Espagne (4,46) ou 1'Ttalie (4,45). Mais si
nous corsidérons la forme de la courbe les ressemblinces avec les autres
pays <= l'furope du Sud apparaissent plus nettement que par simple
référencs aux valeurs moyennes.

Uz <rait que nous pouvons considérer caractéristique & 1l'intérieur
méme du contexte sud-européen est celui de la remarcuable stabilité
de 1'él=:torat sur la dimension gauche-droite. En effet, malgré 1'uti-
lisatiox de données provenant de différenfes sources et obtenues par
des procédures assez diversifides, les valeurs moyennes sont pratique-
ment corstantes (5,245 5,22; 5,24; 5,22; 5,10; 5,42; 5,30) entre 1978
et 1983 lans les sept sondages sur lesquels nous appuyons la présente
analyse. Or dirait que 1'électorat "ne bouge pas" du point de vue de
son posizionnement idéologique (rappelons que pour 1'Espagne, par
exemple, 1'oscillation des moyennes de placement de 1'électorat va de
5,64 & 4,46 sur la période 1976-1983). Cette premiére impression, qui
résulte i'une simple comparaison entre les moyennes, est confirmée par
1'analyss des distributions tout au long de 1'échelle, les différences
les plus marquées découlant surtout de la variation introduite par les
non-répcnses. Ainsi, les résultats regroupés en cing points des sonda-
ges d'oc-obre-novembre 1981 et de septembre 1983 constituent pratique-
ment une’copieiles uns des autres. Et cette permanence des tendances
n'est pas infirmée si nous comparons le premier sondage disponible
(décenbrs 1978) 3 ce dernier; en-effet, en regroupant en cing cases ces

échellss & dix points nous obtenons les valeurs suivantes pour 1978 et



POSITION DE L'ELECTORAT PORTUGAIS SUR L'ECHELLE GAUCHE-DROITE
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6,5
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2,9

38,7
5,42

11,8

27,0

10,0

3,3

42,6
5,30%

1.974 1,927 1.853 2,001 1.996

Sources: - Pour 1978 voir BACALHAU,M., Fanes - A Solugcao 7,

Lisbonne, Heptdgono, 1979,
- Pour 1980 voir DURAOC BARROSO,J., Le systéme politigue

portugais face & 1'intégration européenne, Lisbonne-

Lausanne, A.P.,R.I.-L.E.P., 1983, p.

74 et ss.

- Pour 1981-1983 voir Euro-barométres nn. 16,17,18,19 et

20, résultats non publiés dans leur totalité.

¥ Calculée a partir du regroupement en cing points.



POSITION

2.548 en juillet)

931 en avril, 1,102 en mai, 1.041 en Jjuin et

NSP

o

42,5
37, 4
31,4
31,1

DES PORTUGAIS SUR L'Z:-ZLLE GAUCHE-DROITE €N 983
(ECHELLE EN 6 52 :TS)
1 _2_ o _h_ _2. 6

Avril 6,4 12,2 21,1 17,6

Mai 5,4 18,2 25,1 14,1

Juin 1,0 6,7 22,72 25,6 11,7 1,2

Juillet 0,5 g,2 22,7 29,3 7,5 0,6
Source: CEMASE, Banco de Inforzz¢do e (Gestdo (résultats non publiés),

(N =



1983, respectivement: cases 1+2= 5 et 5,3 %; cases 3+4= 13 et 12,4 %
cases 5+6= 33 et 27 %; cases 7+8= 11 et 10 %; cases 9410= 3 et 3,3 %.
On observe conc que la continuité est remarcuable, sauf en ce gqui
concerns un -res relatif "dépeuplement" des cases centrales; mais com-
me cette teniance n'a pas été suivie d'une concentration sur des pesi-
tions meins centrales il nous semble acceptable d'expliquer cette vari-
ation en fonction de l'augmentation du pourcentage de ceux qui ne se
placent pas (35 % en 1978 et 42,6 % em 1983). Ce qui semble pratique-
ment sfi» c¢'est l'inexistance, au Portugal, de mouvements importants
de"radicalisztion" ou de simples changements idéologiques au niveau de

la populatio=.

Cans _e2 premier sondage (décembre 1978) on constate que le PCP
apparai: surtout dans les positions 1 & 4, le PS entre les cases 3 et
6, le PSD en-re les cases 5 et 10 ainsi d'ailleurs que le CDS, mais
ce dernier esi nettement plus présent & droite.

Le ¥S 2t le PSD se partagent les positions du milieu de 1'échelle,
mals avec un trés clair penchant du premier vers les positions du
centre-gauches et du deuxiéme vers le centre-droit.

Aspsct izportant, les non réponses atteiznent un peu plus de 40 %.
On doit remarguer que le pourcentage de non-réponses & cette question
-placement des partis sur 1'échelle gauche-droite- est bien plus im-
portant gue celuil pour l'auto-placement des personnes interviewds (35 ¢
Ceci ne doit pas étonner quand on connait 1'instabilité du discours
et de l'organisation des partis politiques portugais ainsi que leurs
trop fréguentes oscillations tactiques. Notons que le parti que le
plus grand pcurcentage de gens ne savait pas ol placer (43 %) etait
le PS, ce cul est encore plus curieux en tenant compte des niveaux

de connzissarce/identification enregistrés rar ce parti et son leader



POSITION DE L"ELECTORAT DES 27715 SUR L'ECHELLE GAUCHE-DRO|TZ
(LES DIFFERENCES PAR RAPPORT - 20 ¢ CORRESPONDENT AuUX NSP-NRP)
1978
T - JO - SO U - S S Ko
CDS 0 O 0 - 4 10 8 5 11 12
PED 0 - 9 14 13 10 8 A
PS 1 g ~ 15 9 2 2 1 0
PCP 16 22 14 - 1 1 0 0 0
Total 2 3 6 - 21 12 7 A 1 2
1980
LoooL2l 2L .. 5L 6 7. 8. 9. 10
AD (0,6) 0 (0,9) = 11,8 32,7 17,2 11,5 4,5 6,9
Pg (2,6) (1,3) 15 25,230 12,4 (5,8) (1,3) 0 (1,9)
APU 14,9 10,2 46,2 -1,2 (3,4) 0O (0,6) o0 0 0
Total PR 3,1 13,6 _:I,z2 13,6 18,0 8,5 6,4 2,8 4,0
(NON REPOLSZI EXCLUES, % 8ASE 100)
1984
__Gauche = C-Gawczz =~ _ Centre ~ C-Droit__  _ Troite_
CDS 0 1 15 36 L8
PSD 0 4 34 46 16
PS 9 52 32 6 1
FPCP 100 C 0 0 0
Sources: - Pour 1978 et 1980, les mémes que pour le tableau

précédent;

- Pour 1984, sondage Yarktest/0O Jornal, publié dans

0 Jornal du 6 avr:. 1984 (N = 516)
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L'indice moyen pour chacun des partis politiques était le

guivant:
PCP - 2’32
PS - 4,63
PSD - 6,90
¢bs - 7,85

Bien qu'en connaissant le caracteére "illégitime", du point de
vie méthodologicue, de la comparaison de 1'indice moyen des partis

. * - . 4 A .
rolitiques avec celui des électeurs, on peut quand méme, comme exercice

e> seulement & ititre exploratoire, essayer de nous intérroger sur le

(0118

¢ecalage que l'on trouve. En fait, si l'on établi la moyenne du pla-

1t des partis sur 1'échelle on trouve 4,64. L'auto-placement de

¢
(D
=

e

|-

'électeur moyern était -rappelons-le- de 5,22. Si nos instruments

ct

m

nalyse pouvaient confirmer 1l'hypothése , il n'y aurait rien de
surprenant au fait gque la position des partis soit plus a gauche
cuie celle des électeurs, Cela s'expliquerait par le processus (et
surtout par le contexte) de la formation des principaux partis poli-
tiques portugais (aprés un coup 4'Etat "révolutionnaire") et aussi
praer le "virage & droite" (au niveau du vote) gue les élections 18-
gislatives intérimaires du 2 décembre 1979 ont confirmé et qui s'an-
nongaid . deja au moment de la rdalisation de cette enquéte (décen-
bre 1978),

Les résultats du sondage de 1980 sont difficilements comparables

C

w

r le PS5 et le 23D apparaissent confondus dérridre la coalition qui

|-

es a regroupés entre 1979 et 1983 et qui comprenalt aussi le petit
P?¥ (Parti Populaire Monarchiste), 1'Alliance Démocratique (AD). Les

€ ecteurs de celle-ci se plagaient entre les cases 4 3 10, avec un
clair penchant vers la droite et une plus forte concentration (32,7 %)

sur la case 6. Le PS occupait le centre-gauche (presque 60 % des élec-



teurs entre les cases 4 et 5). L'Alliance Peuple Uni (APU, coalition
électorale consiitude par le PCP et le petit parti des "compagnons de
route™ MDP/CDZ) se placait & gauche, la case 3 étant la principale
(46,2 %), Les non-réponses ont atteint leur plus bas niveau dans ce
sondage, ce gui pourrait s'expliquer par le moment politique treés
interse que l'oxn vivait alors au Portugal (confirmé d'ailleurs par

le niveau trés £levé de participation électorale).

Le dernier sondage disponible (mars 1984), bien qu'élaboré i par-
tir d'une echélls en cing points et ne présentant pas les pourcentages
de non-réponses, confirme les tendanceskdejé observées en 1978: PCP
& gauche (100 7 des électeurs de 1'APU placent le PCP & gauche, mais il
faut noter que Zans cette échelle il n'y a pas la possibilité " 1'!ex-
tréme-gauche™), PS8 entre centre-gauche et centre (52 et 32 %, respec-
tivenant) PSD sntre le centre et le centre-droit (ce parti apparait
sans aucun douts comme le plus "centriste", avec 65 % de son électorat
sur la case cenirale, contre 10 et 17 % respectivement au'centre-
gauche" et au "centre-droit") et le CDS entre la droite et le centre-
droit (48 et 3¢ % respectivement)., Précisons que dans ce sondage on a
demardé aux gens d'indiquer leur vote lors de la derniére élection
pour 1'Assemblés de la République et d'identifier "son" parti et les
autres sur 1'écrelle & cing points. La distribution des électorats
confirme que le 2CP est, de loin, le parti le plus "profilé" et que
le PS et le PS> restent les moins définis sur 1'échelle gauche-droite
-mais il semble qu'd 1'heure actuelle le PSD ait deji dépassé le PS
en matiére d'indéfinition (ou, si l'on préfére, d'élargissement de son
espace potenfiel). Cette évolution ne devrait pas surprendre si l'on
considére le changement d'alliance, au niveau gouvernemental, opéré
par ce parti. In effet, 8 % de son électorat le place & droite contre
10 % au centre-zauche -pour le PS, 6 % se place au centre~droit contre

% & gauche.
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Essayons tout d'abord de résumer 1l'essentiel des observations
recueillies jusqu'd présent pour voir ensuite s'il y a 1& une base
suffisante qul nous permette d'avancer quelques tentatives d'analyse
en ce qui concerne la nise en place, au Portugal, d'un espace de
conpétition entre les partis et les types de cette méme compétition:

1. Remarquable stabilité, entre 1978 et 1983, du public portu-
gais par rapport & l'autoplacement sur 1'échelle gauche-droite;

2. Légere, mais persistante, tenaance 4 l'augmentation du
niveau des non-réponses (avec quelques exceptions: période de gouver-
nerent de S4 Carneiro st période immédiatement aprds 1'élection
d'zvril 1983);

3. Orientation en‘majorité "centriste" de la population
portugaise, avec un léger penchant vers le centre-gauche;

b. S5tabilité du placement sur la dimension gauche-droite de
1'électorat des quatre principaux partis;

5. Concentration trés accentuée de 1'électorat du PCP (et APU)
sur les cases de gauchs;

6. Distribution assez dispersée des électeurs du PS (entre le
centre et le cenire-gauche) et du PSD (entre le centre et le centre-
droit), spécialement pour ce dernier, en ce qui concerne la période
la plus récente;

7. Superposition de pourcentages importants des électorats du

PS et du PSD sur les mémes positions (les cases centrales de 1'échelle)

La stabilité de 1'autoplacement de la population portugaise
est d'autant plus remarquable que, pendant la période considérée, des
gouvernements de "couleur" idéclogique trés différente se sont

succédés. En effet, cette période couvre des gouvernements "présidenti-

els" (dont le dernier, celui de Mme. Pintasilgo a orientation
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"gauchis_ante" trés marquée), 1'élection de décembre 1979 qui a donné
la majorité parlementaire absolue & 1'AD et l'éiection de 1980 qui

a confirmé et renforcé cette majoritéd de centre-droit, et 1'élection
anticipée d'avril 1983 qui a restitué 1'hégsmanie: au parti socialiste.
La stabilité du positionnement de la populatiocn portugaise semble donne
crédit & la thése , avancée par certains auteurs bian que sans démons-
tration empirique (1), d'une séparation entre le niveau des préférences
de 1'électorat et le monde devenu "illusoire" et fermé sur lui-mime

de la politique. Mais cette stabilité nous étonne moins en considérant
le fait qu’au-ﬁartugal, contrairement & ce qui s'est passé en Espagne
et en Gréce, le systéme des partis n'a pas connu de grandes modifica-
tions depuis dix ans. Les quatre principaux partis, en effet, ont

bien résisté 3 touteslﬁzripéties de la période révolutionnaire et, ce
qui est encore plus frappant, 1'éventail partisan n'a ras connu de
modifications, en ce qui concerne sa configuration, entre 1975 et
1983. La dynamique électorale confirme un mouvement pendulaire presque
symétrique; comparons les résultats de la premiére élection du
nouveau régime démocratique (Assemblée Constituante, 25 avril 1975)
et de la plus récente (Assemblée de la République, 25 avril 1983): en
1975, le PS,1le PPD (futur PSD), le PCP et le GDS obtiennent, respecti-
vement, les résultats de 37,8 %, 26,4 %, 12,5 % et 7,6 %; en 1983,

les mémes partis (le PCP se présentant sous les couleurs de 1TAPU),
dans un contexte complbtement différent, obtiennent les rdsultats de
36,3 %, 27 %, 18,2 % et 12,4 %, dans le mbme ordre. Tous les analystes
qui prévoyaient, & chaque élection, des modification radicales se sont,
trompés. Les changements dans l'orientation du vote ont presque tou-
Jours eu une nature "incrémentale" car un parti n'a jamais "bondi"

plus d'une case dans la classification concernant le nombre de suf-

(1) Voir, entre autres, AGUTAR,J., A ilusfo do voder -anilise do
sistema vartiddrio vortugués, 1976-1982, Lisbonne, Publicac8es
Dom Quixote, 1983,
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frages obtenus et 1l'on ne peut dire la méme chose 3 propos du systime
de partis espagnols, ol 1l'Alliance Populaire (AP) est passé de parti

presque marginal a premier parti de l'opposition entre deux élections
et olt 1e "centre" a pratiquement disparu, ni du systéme grec, ou l'on
a enregistré un processus identique de polarisation avec la réduction
du centre -1'EDIK- & une expression minime (1).

Nous pensons donc qu'il est possible d'avancer 1'hyvothdse selon
laquelle la dimension gauche-droite n'étant pas directement & 1'ori-
gine des principaux changements opérés dans la vie politique portugaise
(2), est de toute premidre importance pour notre analyse du systéme
politique portugais, car elle définit le cadre et plus précisément

les conditions et les limites de la compétition. C'est en nous réfé-

rant & la dimension gauche-droite et & la fagon dont celle-ci a contri-
bué péur organiser la perception de la vie politique par la population
portugaise, que nous pourrons trouver quelques pistes pour l'explica-
tion de comment, au milieu d'une turbulence si intense, 1l'on constate
une stabilité si considérable des choix politiques de 1'électorat et
pourquoi le systdme des partis sarrive 3 résister & toutes les menaces
qui pésent sur lui, en gardant intacte sa configuration,.

Ainsi, c'est encore le placement sur la dimension auche-droite
2

qui nous améne & considérer 1l'espace politique comme discontinu

("disjointed s ace"), avec une nette rupture en termes de distribution
1Y I

(1) Pour une tentative d'explication de la stabilité relative du
systeéme des partis politiques portugais voir DURAO BAROSO, J.,
"0 EZstado portugués e a articulagfo politica desde 19747, papier
présenté au Arbeitkreis fiir Sozialwissenschaftliche Forshung

uber Spanien und Portugal (Portugal Sektion), Bad Homburg (RFA),
12-15 décembre 1983.

(2) Dans le sens de considérer la dimension gauche-droite comme rela-

tivement peu explicative de certains conflits politiques au Portu-
gal, voir REBELO DE SOUSA, M., Os partidos politicos no Direito
Constitucional Portugugs, Braga, Livraria Cruz, 1983 (theése, pas

encore en circulation), spécialement pp. 627 et ss.
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entre le PCP et 1=

4}]

zutres partis les plus importants. I1 s'agit 1%

d'une sorte de wec”

[8Y)
b1

2sation localisée et bien délimitée qui nous ex-

plique aussi pourzu:i le PS cherche surtout & droite 1'espace politi-

que pour l'élarziss:zznt de son assise électorale (la "social-démocra-

h

tisation" du PS s :Zvidente lors de son dernier congrés).

C'est encore =n

14

courant & une explication en termes de compétition

1

sur une dimension

0y
t

ziche-droite que nous pouvons évaluer 1l'importance
de la lutte pour L':Zzémonie dans l'espace central. Le PS et le PSD

~actuellement er =

(9]
{n

~ition gouvernementale- disputent un espace poli-
tique qul est dans uzs large mesure le méme {(les cases centrales).
La dispersion des sl:ciorats de ces deux partis (qui permet de les

classer comme du ==

el

z "catch~all") pose aussi des problémes, spéciale-

ment au PSD qui n'=z z=s encore trouvé le "leadership" fort capable

"

de soumettre les "s:nsibilités" trés diversifides qui existent dans

le parti.

Il semble raisonzetle d'admettre que l'essentiel de la compétition
politique au Poriuzszl va consister, dans le futur immédiat, dans la
lutte pour 1'hégidronis de 1'électorat "centriste"; clest pourquoi
l'actuelle coaliiion gouvernementale continuera probablement o .

traversée par urs f:rie et permanente tension. L'élection présidentel-

le de l'année prochzine constituera aussi, avec sa logique de bipola-

risation, un facteur complémentaire de "confusion" dans le systéme. I1
y a déji des tentazivss qui s'annoncent dans le sens d'éviter qu'un
clivage ne s'ouvre & l'intérieur de cet espace central. Et la possibi-

1ité d'une "troisiir: force" qui viendrait disputer une partie du mé-

£

me espace que ces Z:=ux partis occupent (nous pensons toujours au parti

politique éventusilzzent créé ou appuyé par l'actuel Président) n'est

~
ras a exclure.
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N tnclus= 780 N total= 800 MD= 13.3%

Movyenne= 5,20 Ecart-t.= 2.20
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Ecart-t. .10 1.50 1.90 1.80
Pourcent 17. 20. 18. 3a.

Source: Sondage publié dans DURAO BARROSO, op.cit. (1980)

Nous remergions Eugen HORBER pour la réalisation de ce graphique
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ANMEXE I

;POSITION)DU PUBLIC PORTUGAIS SUR L'ECHELLE GAUCHE-DROITE PAR STRATES

SOCIO-ECONOMIQUES JUSTE APRES LES ELECTIONS DU 25 AVRIL (983 (%)

(EURO-BAROMETRE N. 19, [V-1983)

Strates Position_sur 1'échelle
iz AT _516_ _1+8_ _9110 _NSP_
Sexe:
~Homme 7,8 19,4 26,1 14,0 5,9 26,7
-Femme 3,1 13,1 22,6 11,0 5,2 45,1
- Age:
~15 & 21 5,6 22,7 25,6 19,1 5.0 22,8
-25 & 39 7,6 25,0 26,5 12,6 4,0 24,5
-40 & 54 5,1 12,6 26,2 13,3 6,8 36,0
-55 et + 2,9 9,3 19,2 8,8 5,5 52,8
Classe scciale:
-(++4) 6,4 25,4 34,9 12,7 6,4 14,3
-(+4) 2,5 18,2 31,1 17,5 8, . 21,3
-(+) 5,5 16,4 29,5 11,9 hy3 32,3
-(-) 7,1 16,9 18,6 10,5 4y3 42,8
-(=-) 2,5 8,3 15,2 8,8 5,2 60,2
-(-=2) 0 0 7,1 7,1 14,3 YARA
Revenu:
-{++) 4,2 19,8 29,8 16,1 7,5 22,7
~(+) 5,2 14,6 28,4 16,2 5,2 32,3
~(-) 6,5 16,2 21,2 9,2 3,5 L3,5
-(--) 3,0 9,5 13,7 8,0 5,2 60,8
Leadership:
—(+4) 14,8 28,4 30,7 17,0 4,6 4,5
-(+) 8;3 27,6 28,8 17,3 8,2 9,7
-(-) 6,9 16,0 30,3 17,6 6,3 23,1
-(--) 2,6 11,4 19,9 8,6 Lyl 53,3

Total: 4,8 15,4 23,7 12,0 5,4 38,7
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INTRODUCT I ON

. L'etude dc la dimension gauche-droite dans ll'espace po-
"1itique ¢t electorale dens un pays montre leg liaisons ctroites
qui exiztent entre 1'histoire nationale specifique et les sys-
temes de partis et les attitudeg electoraleg. Comment ‘ne pas

se référer 1ot aux travaux de Rokkan qui 1ntrodulsa1t un ﬁrand
nombre de variableg pour saisir 1titinémaire poursulvi dans
différents cas nationaux., I1 faut considerer le systeme de par-
‘tig comme une totalité: sa structure, sa polarisation d'une part
Jes éttitudcs politiques des magses de l'autre s'interpenebrent
et s'lnflucnaes dans le cadre dfun processus complexe souvent
'dlfflclle_a sxpliquer.

Que montre le cas turc sur ce plan et quelle peut—etrc
la contrlbutlon des etudes sur la Turquie en la matiere au de—
lvcloppement des connaissances de gcience politique sux les par-
tis et attitudes politiques des masses? Ceg travaux peuvent
'permettre'd'apporter quélques réponses supplémentaires a cer-
taines hypotheges, Nous en enumererons quatre:

1~ Un gysteme de partig est &épendant du type de societé, du
type et de la plaoc de 1'Etat dans cette soclete.

.2~ Ie volontarisme des leaders fondateurs des partis specxflques
explidquen .souvgn% le nombre et les types de partis probables
dans Ll'éventail determiné par ls sit%tion,&edrit‘ci%hautl 

' 34 Le éysteme de partis determine tres largement la structura— 
tion et la modlflcatlon des attitudes electorales des masses?

4— I formaﬁlon de systeme de partis est un processus temporel
mais 1l exigte une différence de rythme dans la phase initiale
et les phases suivantes. Ie Processus ne glarrete pas mais éon
rythme est lncomparablcment plus lent apres la formatlon deg
Mfamillegh pollthues.



I -Quelquesg rappels sur le systemc politique ture sur 1le plan
hlstorlque' l'?tat et la 5001ete en Turquie:

Pour comprcndrc la Turquie actuclle i1l faudrult connait-

re son passe qui ge distinegue foncierement de celui des pays
de tradition cult urellc arccque,'romglnc et chretienne. Les
societé qui ont decouvemt la démocratie pluraligte, les elec—
ulons ¢t les partig pollthucs ont un certain nombre de points
commung : la culture. urbqlne, la propriete privée, les ingtitutions
de representation et de partlclpatlon pollthuc en constituent
quelques ung de ces clcmcnts dont l'oriesine remomte a la fpece
antiqus, Rome, la feodullte et le christianisme, les monarchies
absolues et les etats nationaux, hlstorlquemcnt leg turcs gsont
connug comne deg fondateurs des grands empires patrlmonlaux dont
1'Enpire otioman qui egt le dernier. Quelles en sont lcg carac—
teristiques? Diorieine nomade done rurale, la societe Hurque
a rCOarde la ville comme le lieu de 1a localisation du pouvoir
politique et admlnlstratlve, leg deux etant confondus et reunis
1n$Crralemcnt dans les mains degs dynastics. Bt 1a dernlcre dynas -
tie, ottomane a duré plus de six cent ang. Le pouv01r ottoman est
a la foig auiocrathue, theocrathue, patrimonial et prescriptif,
On connait la specifité de la reliesion iglamique sur le plan
politique par rapovort au christianisme,’ Pour 1'Islam la distinc-—
tion entre la pollthue et la relirion n'a pag de sienification.
Te chef religﬁeﬁX'et»le chef politique peuvent etre confohdus;

Ie sulten ottomen etait donc devenu le calife: l'expansion ber-
ritoriale devenait un devoir rellnmeux. Ainsi. 1'Empire ottoman'

multi-national et multi-relioicux en expanslon continue a pu
devenir un des plug srandg empireg hlstorlques. Dansg cet empire
les terres aprartenalent au sultan et 1l'on exipeait de la popula-
tion liobeissance totale. L'empire etait oéré sur le planadmi-
nistrative et cconomique par ltarmée. Ie noyau dur.de celle-—ci
les. Janlusalrcs etaient eduqués des leurs jeunes apes en vue de
gervir le pouvoir patrlmonlal. La- différenciation en classe
sociale devenait quasi-impossible du fait de L'extreme concen-—
tration deg terreg et des capitaux dansg les mains du pouvoxr_'V

" dynagtique., Celui-ci subventlonnalt les artistes iles beaux~arts
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ge dgveloppaient mais pas la‘phiiosophie'ni la pensée politiquc‘(.):~

I@s faiblesses de cette structure ont apparu avee le developpe-
ment de pussants ctats nationaux en Burope acpartir du XVITe
siGCIGi‘Ceuxkci enrichis par le devecloppement du commerce et
d'industric sous l'impulsion des entreprises familiales piivées
ont commencé a faire reculer de 1'Europe 1t!Empire ottomanl‘L?Eu»_
rope caracterisée prar le-triple mouvement dfindustriailsation,
du nationalisme et de democratisation devenait donc un menace
pour la survie de 1'1mmcnsc empire ottoman. Dl'ou les différentes
vagues de réformes qu ont envahi petit-a-—petit le vieil &tat
patrimonial. Ia premiere vague que preside les sultans eux—
mcmes, dure du début XVIIIe a la moitié du FIXe siecle, Souvent
contrairement aux voeux de l'ancienne burcaucratie militaire et
relisteuse, au prix de leurs vies -deux sultang ont péri-, le
pouvoir patrimonial a reussi a creer une nouvelle burcaucratie
a partir des personnes envoyées en Burope ct eduquées dans le
pays par decs instructcurs européeng. la deuxieme phase des réfor-
mes egt Lllomuvre deg elements de la nouvelle bureaucratiec pour.
‘qui le mal absolu cletait le pouveir patrimonial. Influcnces par
leg idées politiques qu1 secoualent-l'Turope du XIXe siccle, |
ils voulaient limiter les pouvoirg du sulbtans, dccrctcr un re-
sime constituonnel, moderniger l!'Empire, Ils reussissent dans unc
" certaine mesure puisquc par deux coups d'Ttats m111taerS, ils -
1mposent leurs points de vue aux sultans. Ia premiere Monarchic
constitutionnelle est decrctée en 1876, Comme elle ne surwif pas
la deuxieme Monarchic _consitutionnelle se realise en 1908, Maid
survient la premierc guerre mondiale dont.la fin se codincide
avec celle de 1!'Hnpire ottoman., L'intellirentsia militaircet
civile reconsgitue l'armée, convoque un Parlement;*Apreé la 1ibé-
ration, decrete une republigue laique, nationale ot parlementalixe
Clest la realisation du reve centenaire deg Jeunes turcsi?Dé~

‘_sormals, le pays peut avancer sous la dlrcctlon du partt unigue,

le Partdi republlcalnc du Peuplc dans la voie de la HOdGTnlS&thﬂ
a - 1’ocoldcntalc.

Du fait de son orisine etatique et de sa place cen-~
trale dans la sociecte cette elite realise la moderniéétion dten
haut, par des lois. Tout cst affaire dlctat dans la modernisatio:
des_moeurs,‘la rationalisation des structures lors de cetie
phage miésionﬁaire; Ia jeune republique se veut moderne, auro-
peenne, laique et democratique comme_en occident, Ia-vreffe‘
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Ies faiblesses de cette structure ond apparu avee le developpe-
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d'industrie sous 1'impulsion des entreprises familiales privées
cnt'commencé a Taire reculer de l}EurOpe 1'Empire ottoman. L!'Eu-
rope caracterisde par le triple mouvement d'industriailéaiian,
du nationalisme et de democraﬁisation devenait donc un menace
pour la survie de l'immense empife ottomen. D'ou les différentes
vagues de réformes qui ont envahi petit-a-petit le vieil wtat
'patrimpniali Ia premiere vague que preside les sgultang eux—'
memes,’ dure du début XVIITe a la moitié du XIXe siecle, Souvent
contrairement aux voeux de l'anéienne'bureaucratie militaire et
lrellvncusc,'au prix de leurs vies -deux sultans ont perlm, le
pouvoir patrimonial a reussi a creexr une nouvelle burcaucratie
& partir des poersgonnes envoyées en Burope et eduquées dans le
pays par deg instructeurs curopéens. Ia deuxieme phase deg réfor.
mes egt l'oeuvre des elements de la nouvelle bureaucratie pour
qui le mal absolu cletait le pouvoir patrimonial. Influencés par
les idées politiques qui secouaient L'Burope du XIXe siccle,
ils voulaient limiter les pouvoirs du sultans, decreter un re-
sime constituonnel, moderniser 1'Empire. Ils reussissent dans unc
certaine mesure puisque par deux coups d!'Ttats militaires, ils
impogent leurs points de vue aux sultans. Ia premiere Monarchic
constitutionnelle est decretée en 1876, Comme e¢lle ne surwit pas
la deuxicme Monarchic_consitutionnelle se realise en 1908. Maid
gurvient la premierc susrre mondiale dont la fin sc coincide

vec celle de 1!'HEnpire ottoman. Liintellicentsia militaireet
civile recongitue ltarméec, convoque un Parlementi'Apres la 1ibé.-
ration, decrete unc republique laique, nationalc et parlementair.
Clegt la realisation du reve centenaire des jeunes turceg., Dé-
sormais, ic pays peut avancer soug la direction du parti nnlque,
~1le Parti républicaine du Peuple dens la voie de la modernisation
a 1focc1dcntalc,

bu fait de son orieine efatique et de sa place cen~
trale dans la socicte cctte elite realise la modernisation dlen
- haut, par des lois. Tout cst affaire d'ctat dans la modernisatic:
des moeurs, la rationalisation des structures lors de cette
phase misgiomnaire. Ia jeune republique ge vout moderne, Buro-
pceonne, laique et demooratiqué comimec en occident;'La'nreffe -



finale sera donc le multipartisme et ge fera augsi dlen haut,
offlclpllemcnt Une prcnlcrb tentative echoue cn 1930 Te mou-
vement cst relanqe apres la deuxieme ecucrre mondiale en 1945,

Et cette foilg-cil, il reussit,

’

ITT- Systeme de Partig ot clivages poliﬁiques eI Turquie'apresl

la trensition en multipartisme:

Ta transitimm en multipartisme g'effcctue on 1945
et en 1946 gous 1l'impulsion du Président de la République,

ismet Inonii ~qui ctait augsi président du parti unique PRP-

par unc sérilc de discours qui_enéouraqe 1le processusi-@uatre
_ membres du Parti républicain du peuplc créent alors la deu-

- xicme foermation politique, le Parti démocratc. Mais cette
trangition ne constitue pas un jeu artificicl: encouragéc
d'en haut, cllc provoquc unc rive resxstqnoe de lioppareil
~du PRP. ILe secrctairc aénerwl dc cclui-ci —qui ctait aussi
Prégident du Cons ¢il, Recep Pcker, ne oa ache pas son hogtilité
- & 1térard du PD cn qul il_voit un élement dc subversion. TLc
Pres1dcnt Tnénit scra oblisé meme de chanscr son président du
Qonseil.jD'autresrles clements du PD developpe une lutte ac-
harnée contre lc PRP qui represente pour eux llautocratie,
M peut affirmer que - llexpcrience se poursuit grace aux ron-
contres historiques de deux anciens presidents du conseii

at Ataturk, inénii et Bayar, qul eb® president du PD. De lcurs
rbncontrcs découlent deg moments plus pacifiques qui pcy—
mcttent la poursuitec de l'experlencc. (2) Ia vie politique
en Turqﬁie'sera marquéec par la suite par des quérellés de
partis aussi. De 1946 a 1980, a trols roprisc 11 Armée intor—
viecndra dans des situations proche de la eucrre civilc pour
apaiscr la situation.(3) Ces trois periodes extraordinaires
geront poursuivics par des periodes de retour proszregaif a
1a vic dcmocratique avec une renovation partielle ou totalc
du gystemc dc partis.
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Ie pystbmb de partls sublt a1n81 des. modlflcatlons de
1946 2.1984% lc nombre, lo typc, les 1dvolowlcs, les clectorats,
los erIOﬂS d’lmblantau1qn neooraphlquc en meme temps que les

lcaders chaneocnt» - La comprehcnsmon du procegsus exlge une
ctude dlachronlquc par phage. Cependent, 1L'etude nc gers pas
complete gi Lion tient pas compte de 1llenvironncment soc1al‘

Ia oclbbc turquc subit de transformahmons gi. profondcs entre
cee deux dates que 1toubli de ce niveau ne permet pag de comp-
rendre seg repercussions sup lc systumc politique, Ia tranzition

an . democrstuc declunohﬂ un procesrug dc chanescment cconomidue
dont les consequenc ey apnﬁralssent vitc aux niveaux démoesra—
phique, cxode ruralc, urbanlsatlon, 1ndustr1allsatlon, &b culture:
~Un rappcl rapide dcs donnécg cn la matiere dans cette ctude

par phasc des res cruCuuratlons‘partlsancs ct eieltorales

devient neccggaires |

1= Premierc periode de la democratie pluraligte on

Turquic: 1950-1960

Fleetions dc 1950:  Ia Turquic compte 8 9 mllﬂlons
dt'éleectours cn 1950 (contre 21,2 millions en 1977, derticres .
clecimono legiglatives avant 1tintorvention militaire de 1980)
‘Ies elections dc 1950 sont accucillics avee cnthou31asmc par .
les electours pu190u'11 glarit dos premiercs alections or-—
canigdes cn Turquic au sullramc unlvursml dircet, a vote

ceret dont . 1 depouillement ge fait publiquemment sous le
oontrolc de 1's pporeill judieciairs. Ia p%ru101pgtlon atteint

89,8 pourccnu des inscrits. Lec Parii republlcaln du Peuple,
ancien parii unique au pouvoir depuls sa ordation en 1923

LI

obtient 39,9 pourccnt des vouc° Le gerutin majoritaire pé- :
‘nallsqau lc deuxieme partl, il n’obtlcnt que 69 siepes aw - e
_purlbmcnu. Ie erand veingueur deg clcetions cleat lc Partif
'democracc de Bayar ¢t Menderos. T1 obtient 53,3 pourcent
des voix, ot lc gerutid majoritairc aidant, 11 a la mugorlte
'.absoluc ecrasantc .de 408 sicres au Parlement.,

Comment peut-on interproeter cc scrutln, la répartion
‘deg voix sclan l'uvcnuall trudlilonncl deg dcmooratlcs occi-

dcntal»s Lequel de cos deux partls cot a mauchc, lcqucl a dromtc




~Lors de coette phasc de la dcmocratic en Turquic 11 est impog-
sible d'utiliser los concepts de gauche ct de droitcs Dlune
part l'exﬁrémc~gauche comne 1exbrome—droite relioicusc sont
exclues dc la vie politique par dcs articlcg tres preeis du
code pénal. Le concopt des classes sociales ni do la théocrﬂtie‘
ne peuvent avodr licu dang lL terminologic p011t1quc. A cobe-
dc cette situation 3ur1u1quc, 1l y2 ausggd les realités poli-
hiques @ depuis lﬂ crcation dc 1& république 1tidéologic offi-
ciclle d'inspiration durkheimicnne avait insisté sur ltharmonic
sociale ¢k la complémentarité des wnuvruts desg cltoycns. Bone
pour log erands nmo ;s, 1'idéc dog clivasges 8 clon les concbpts
curopéeng ds aauoh“ ¢t de droite n 'exigte pag. Lors des cnquctcs
cffectudes a cchic cpoque, les porsonncs interropées ulermement
meme que les classcs gocialses n'exigstont pag en Turquic.(4) Mais
quelles sont lds catbecoricg qui ont aszuré la victoire democratc
et dfou provwkqaunt leg voix renub1lcﬂ1ns? Donec il faudrait
pouvoir expiquer leg clivaeces qui oﬂractcrlsbnt les clectorats
do cos doux erands partisg pollthucs dont la Iutte politique
a e¢té acharné ct restc acharnée plus cncorc apres les clections.’

Le PRP, du fait de éon originc, pcut etre caracterisé
par le type momc.de parti fondatcur d'état. Comme il chs sncu
woomme,un appereil cn vue dletre 1'ingtrument d’implantation
~de la républiquc kémaligte, son iddolosic eat laique, ¢ tﬁtlstc,
Pro- 0001dqnunlc &t modcrnc. P10n¢e dang une sociocte ocivils
marquée par des traditions mlllenalrbs, religicugcy, le PRP
cst cBES pour_ romplir unec mission d'cn haut,' pour complétoer
1'action encamée par 1'état. I1 etait avent tout un parti des
fonetionnaircs, Donc a la question poséc ci-haut concernant 1lfo-
rlﬂlnp des voix républicaines, on pout repoddre que lors des
clcctlons de 1950, les fonctionnoires ~assez nombroux en Tip-—
quic~ ont voté PRP. Si l'on place soulement sur cc niveau le
PRP apparait.commc le parti proesrcssiste. Mais une-auﬁrc obgecr—
"vation gc degapc de ltetude deg cartes clectoralcs de 1950: la
quagi~t ot alité des departements ou le PRP a obt enu dos resultats
depasgant sa moyenne nationale go trouve concentrde dams la
partie oricntale de.la Turquic, en Anatolic do 1'Bst ot du
SudAest"Or ces rceeions sont lecg partics les noing developpées
du pays. Dom1necs pur la erande propricté tfadltlonﬂcllc 1lc voto
¥y cest du type moblllse.‘Dcns L'eclcctorat rcepublicain i1 ya aUSul
~donc des suffrapmes tres congcrvateurs. Il yhavailt done en 1950
dans le'PRP'pra%iqucn1ﬂnu deux partls, un de meuchb,'un de droltc,_~



T

-

Meme conSuututlon aussi pour lec Parti démocratec: toutes les aranooJ
villes omt voté démocrate cn 19504 ‘Pour les ouvriers commepour.
leg paysans, 1c PD ctait done pereu comme lc parti défendant
leurs intéretsg. Mais cn meme tomps, le Parti démocratc a &té
appugé dans lceg villes par lea petits, méyens et prands-esommer—
cants. Do meme boubcs.les rosions asricoles riches de la Burguic
qui s'ctendent le long des cotes de la mer de Marmara, dt#=éc, -
¢t de la Méditcrrannéec-ont voté démocrate. lLes paysans riches
commc les paysans pauvrcs mobilisés ef cncadrés par lecs noﬁabloa
locdaux ont assuré dens toutes lcs reeions. developpécs de la
Turquic la victoire ccrasentc du PD. Done dans ce¢ parti aussi
il y a deux ¢loctorats selon l'a oprocho politique 0001dcntalc.
un de droitc,'un de esauche. '

Ou pagsait alors les'vrais clivarcs cn 1950 cu
| Turquic entrc les républicains ¢t les democratocs? D!'unc part
il ya un phénomenc d'uysurc dc pouvoir éertain. Le PRP ctait
au pouvolr dcpuis vinest scpt ans ot ccla en monopolibamﬁ le
pouvoir cn tant que pariti uniquc;'pr toute situation parcillec
créait des facilités,' des abug de la part dos adminigtraticn.
Ctegt pour.cettce raison qufatatﬁrk avait voulu proccder en 1930
a un passasg auppluralisme et gqu!iInénii avalit fait constifuér
au sein du mroupe-parlementaire du parti uhique “un'mroupe
1ndepcndunt" chqroe dta cporter des critiques aux pratiques
pouverncmentales. Pa_outre de 1939 a 1946, la Turquie qui nta-
valt participé a la sucrrc avait maintenu une srande arméc -
soug lecg .armcs pour dissuadcr 1tAllemasnc hitlericnne dlat-
tagquer lo Turquie;ior la mobilisation d'unc armée dc doux .
millions de soldats -dix pourcont de¢ la population totale
d'alors- aviit créc dos problcmes cconomiques sraves comme
le rationnement des produits dcs basces..Donce lc proccssus dc
“democeratisation juste en s ortant de la eucrre avait aventaed
le nouveau paerti, lc PD, qui s'etals transformé on parti dlop-
position pour accuser L'gneicn partimuniquc rendu responsable
des difficultés de la ~ucrrc. Le slocan le plus connu des
democrat cs aﬁait‘été.l'iméqg d'unc main avec l'inscriptien
"guffity,
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Mais a coté de ce phenomenc d ugurc du pouv01r qui est
defavorable au parti unique quil 1LbGrallSC lc rogime et e
personncl sortant, nly avalt—ll pag un autres motlf, plus
atructurcl qui cxpliquait la VlCtOlrb dcmocrate, Pace’ ay -
PRP qui affirmeit rcprcsuntcr l’ndmlnlstratlon, 1'Etat, le
fonctldnnalrc, le PD s'affirmait rcprosentor log aspirations

‘venant dc tous les scet .urs 3001auxilndeponddntd de 1l1gd-~

minigtration ct qui voulait g ‘cmanciper veir momce 1mposer un
controle gur lladministration. Effcetivement, alors que sous

lc pouvoir ropublicain, la prefceturc ot la goug—prefcecturc
congtituaicnt les licux ou les dccisions ctaicnt priscs
1ocalcmbnt lc pouvoir lccal cst pﬁsse, avev lcg démocratos

aux sicecs du Partl. Lcs notables ot les paysang g'odrcssaicnt
dlrcotcmcnt au p”“tl pour fairc aboutir Icurs afLaero adminig-

Ctratives ot lc Parti dbmoorutc, pondant sce dix anndcs du

pouvoir sc vantorait de mutcer sux laintaincs départcmonts
d'Anatolic log fonctionnairos n'ayant pag accopté.dc.sc plicw
aux pratiqucs dsosignées, Done la Turquic qui cst péOpraphiquc—
ment ‘sociﬂlcmﬁnt cconomiquement riche avaictit voté demoorabo
cn 1950 pour pouvoir u'cma201pcr dc la tutelle administrative
ot lul imposcr sa volontc. Lorsqu'on sc souvicnt du type de
societe ot d'ctat centralisé qu'avaicnt caractérisé 1o pass

ocn Turquic, on pput micux comprcendre leg factours struoturaux
nouveaux quc comportaicht le Programmne ct l’aotlon dcmocratc .

Elcctions do 1954: Elles sc dcroulcnt dans uﬂe7oonjonc—

 turcs cconomique favorablc au parti du gouvernement o L'aldc

américorince,' lg politique- economiique cxpanglonnlste democrate
contribucnt a 1'tenrichisscment o csgentilellement deg notables

ot dos paysans -dang unc Turquic alors cncarc rurale ¢t
_amricole;'La participation regte encorc ferte: 88,6 pour

cent. Le Parti democratc emeliore son pourcentase (56,6 pour
cont) comme le nombre de gog 81cue au purlemunt qui paasse
& 490, Les cartos clectorales monbrond qu'il proprcese ausoi
dans la Turquie oricntalc. Quant au PRP, lc¢ nombre do gaca
voix diminuent pour pbuuuf & 34,8 .pourcent. Le serutin clec-

toral accroit sur lc plan dos gsiescs au parxlement son recul

puluqu il n'got _roprosontd que par trunte_dcputes gculcment

Sur lo plan UOOprﬁphlque, sa porte est plus scnsible dang

lcg zones-ou il ctait fort cuparavant, c'cst-a~dirc on Ana-
tolle do 1'Est ot de gud-egt.i ) .

Ty
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Ia 51tuatlon produlto en 1954 est orave dans la mcvurc
ou ccttc foig-ci par le bisigs electoral 1a Turquic egt rovenu
dans une gsituation de parti hégémonique ecrasante, avant
~l'1nstaurat10n danﬂ les comportements des. attltudes dcmocn

ratiques ¢ ou gommet colme a 1o base log querelles multlplleromi.

entre les democrabtes -qui dominent dans le parlement et les
républicains qui on sont pratiqueﬁment exolusif'

Io gituation cconom1quo commence._a s'emplrer brugqu-
ment a partir de 1955 ot l'lnflatlon g'lacerave. Les critiques
ge multlpllcnt dens la presse auxquellcs Menderes. rcpqnde
par l'cmprlsonncmcnt des journalistes. Dans la lime du
: modele de 1a creation des partis cn Turqule, Un proupe
de deputes democrates mecontentonts du comprotanent de
‘Menderes a 1llegard dgllq prosae quitte le PD ct créent wn
7‘parti nouveau, l¢ Parti dc 1a Iiberté. Pour enpéchcr la -
:concentrution des opposantsg,’ Menderes, par un vote au Par1c~
ment intordit l’unlflcﬁtlon deg partis, ot avancc d'unc annde
" leg electlons lenlsl atives qgl,se trouvemt fixbes en 1957

_ ‘Eleotions de 1957: ccllog=-ci. se doroulemt.. dans un
'cllmat de polaristation dcmocratcs/adver aircs alﬁUOS. Ce—
pendant 1l'abstentionnisme proares“— puis que 1la partlclpatloh
n'est que 76,6 pourcent (contre 89,3 en 1950) Resultats
clcctoraux- pour 1a premicre foils le' PD obtient noins dc 1o
nditié des suffragess (47,3 pourcent).'L Eﬁude des cartes
elcetorales montre que le rbcul denocrate p'observc partout
souf.dang scs bagtions trﬂdltlonnclles, reopions de Maymara

¢t Egde. L'opposition thlont plug de voix quc les ddémocrates
mais me pouvant se coalisde ldéealement, Mendercs a toujours
unc mojorité cerasantc des siemes au parlémcnt: 419 ddéputds
repregscente le PD alorg qu'avec ses 40,6 pourcent lc PRP.
n'a‘que 173 députéds. Le gerutin majoritoire déforme donc
tres congidcrablenent les resultats des urnes dang ceg cloc-
tions a un tour. Les rosions fortes du PRP sont de mouveau
dons 1'Anatolic orientale moig on observe une percée republi-
coine dang les trois plus srandes villes turques qui ge
situént'cn Turquie occidentale, a Ankara, Istanbul ot Izmir.




Apfes leg clections do 1957, 1a deterdoration de 11,.
ultuatlon econonique comme du elimot politique s-accolerent;
‘le PRP multlpllo leg reunions cn plein air souvent violermrent
perturbdes par les militonts dernocrotes Loctux. Mendercs

nthesite pas 2 deployer lus unités ﬂ*lit“iwcs pour cmpccher

l1¢ deplaccncnt dons le poys du leadar républicain indnii,

Alors que la pressc¢ cgt scuveremont sonsurde ot les, journaligtes
caprisonnés, lc PD fait erder dons lo payU\”froqus petziotiquegn
et fait lire leg nomg des “dhercntﬂ dang leg radiog ﬂ*ctut '
'pcndantﬂ de loneucs houres. Maig le momsnt oruc*ul de 1a

crigse se prodult lorg de la creation donms 1o parlenent d"une
conmnig ssion d'qnquete"en vue d'cffectuer dos rechercheg
"gur les activités subversives du PRP ¢t d'unc partie de¢ 1la
presse” con Avril 1960, Les etudiants des univergitdg ’Ihtqnu
bul of d’Ankare commencent alors manifester. Menderaes deemete
1'Etat de sicec. Mais 1'Armde lc renverge un moig piug tard,

le 27 Moi 1960. Le personncl democrate cgt arreté, le PD in-
tcrdlt Juges devant un tribunal speclalcement créd, Mcndbrc~

ot -deuf® de ses ministres scront cndus. Clest 1n fin dc lo pro~
‘niere phase du rultipartisne.: |

2 Deuxieﬁé periode: 1961-1980

Tout gera différent dong 1o ph 8o qui souvre avee
1! 1ntervcnt10n nilitaire du 27 Mai 1960 qui continuc aveo 1o
deuxlmme intervention du 12 Marg 1971 et qul prend fin awvece
le nouvenent du 12 Scptumbro 1980, Plusieurs gsous-periodeg
sc juxbapogent lors de cotte phusc,fchucunc ayont.ses carac-
tbrlsthues spcczflquc ¢ la forme que prend lc repime au niveau
constltutlonnel cConmne danw lo realité n'iogy pas 8ins rapport .
avee la formation ot la o structuration des partig hﬁllthucs
d 'une part et leg nouvelles abtitudgs pol;t¢ququ de 1’Lutrc.l

ElOCthHu de 1961: Apres 1'imte “vcntlon militaire
lc Comitd. d’Unlon naticnale. &V&lt fait préparcr un- projet de .
constltutlon o unc asucmblce constituonte.’ Un »éferendum est .
‘ormanlsc en Julllct 1961 pour- l’approbutlon de lo congstitution.
Quatre partis partlclpent a la campﬂan° le PRP eat chﬁlcuH
rcuﬂcmont on fQVGur du progct Il cot associd o no preparation
d'une- manlcre active et Indnii 1nv1te leg 01toyons o apporter

— e o e et e
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un gouticn mQSﬁif-a‘lﬂ néuvc?lc-oonstitmtioﬁi‘Troiu autres
partis sont pregonts on Julllct 1961 en Turquic: le Parti
ropublloann notional paysan, -ancicn purtl repros enté eusan-
tlellenent dong-un geul departenent aupgravantgfle Parti

de 1a,nouve11e Turqule nouveau parti crée par._un démocrate
dissident devenu ninig tre de finances dang le mouvernenent
des mllltulres, le Paxrti de Justice, emalement nouvenu parti
créé aussi pour heriter l'electorct democrate du PD dissoub,

Seul de cea troig fornations la derniere . manlfestera un. accuell

frodd ou projet consititionmel. Et lors du réfdérendum,' 17T
départements refusent 1a congititution qu1 ntest approuvde
9 'avec 61,7 pourcent des voix exprindeg.’ L'etude de la _
wcowf&phle deg suffraces montre que ce sont le départenentg
denocrates des resions cotieres de la Turquie ouest qui somt
a llorimine des voteg négatifs, (5). Le référendum eot. done
vecu pour une partie deg clcotburu sous forme de viemlle
rivalitd democrutc/rcpmol4c :ine. Le.PD etant diggout, "gen
elpcﬁeuru ont apportd un soutien nOnatlf au projet percu
comne une ouevre rcpubllcflnua |

Ie purtlclpdt“o -electorele regte le ncme lorg
du:roforendun du Juillet 1961 ot les pronleres elections
leriblatives qui ont eu lieu aprog 1! 1nﬁervent10n m111t11re,>
en Octobre 1961: 81,0 pourcent. Corment se repﬂrtlssent les
voixX en Cetobre apres ltinterdiction du Partl denocra te qui
obtenait environ'la‘m01tlo des sufframsesg. Comme troig partis,’

un ancien -Porti republicain nationol payson- et deux«nouveaux

partis ~Parti de 1o nouvelle Turquie et Parti de Justice~
dlsputent les voix democrates, Jeg voix gsont dispersdes et
ces purtlp obtlunﬂcnt regpectiveonent 14, 0, 13, 7T et 34 8
pourcent des voix. Done le Parti do Jugtice devance leg-
deux autres nais sons c cpondent obtenir we majorité au
parlaement hdevenué difficile du fait de la nouvelle loi
clectoralc R.Ps {Con partis ob: iennent d'apres le menc ordwo
54, 65," ¢t 158 siemes au parlenent), HMals plus que cette
dlsper51on deg voix dcmoorutbu;}o:est leurg lééaligations

meomraphlquc qui attirent lianttention: lorsquton observe
les cartes clectoralcs on’ a 1 1nprcsulon que le parti.ré—

R,

e

o
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_publiodin national pa aysan n'a obtenu ges 14 pourcent deg voix
- que dams 1'Anatolic centrale, aubtour du,départément ou il ob-
tenait troditionncllenent son neilleur regulbot.! Lo Parti
de Ia nouvellc Turquie & quasi uniquenent nonifesté sa pregence
dans l'Anatolic orientale. Guant au Parti deo Jjustice son resul
tat du 34,8 pourccent provcnult ep senticllenent des zoncs co-
tieres de 1'0Cucst de lo ¢prqulca Ctest la zone de force tra-
ditionnellc du PD dis sout ¢t ce sont les ncnzs dcpartﬁnentd
qui avaiecnt fournl la plus ArOSs 6 purtlc deg vodix nepatlves
Lora du rcforundun comstitutionnel, Alngi de touz ces trois
purﬁls, 11 gemblait que le PJ availt reussi le m1cux a appa-
altre comme le oont*nuataur du Parti dbmocrete.

Quant a la gituation a'lfauﬁre extremité de 1l'even—
tail, la mouvelle periode ocuverte avec la'constitutiom de 1961
—qﬁi avdait elargl les seulls de tolcrancc idéologique-du resinc
et autorisd lc droit de¢ sreve— me cessait pad de prodmire seo
effets.’ BEn 1962 un Parti ouvrier turc,’un porti de clegse, ost
créé par les syndicaligtcs ot tres vite gso direction 1d001001quc
passec $ou“ le controle des intellcetucls de sauche et d'exbtremc-
- gauche. Dang cctte phage de rodicalisation iddolosique qui avaitd
pucccdc au coup d'etat notanmnant deong les secteurs de la jeu- _
necgge, de l'art et des 1ntp11cctuclo,'cc partl crealt une sorte

de pole d'attraction de plus en plus fort. Oes developperients
crdaicnt unc crainte ~randissonte chez les diri-cants républi-
aing s ayont pordu les voix des notqbles ¢t deg paysang a la
_oampagnc an profit deg democrabes —et du Parti de Justice- lc
PRP ne risquait~inl pas de pordre dans la mouvelle pcriode
L'z2ppul des villes,deg Jeunes, dos 1ntc11cctmcld? Les clections
de 1961 avait prouvé que les cloctcurs avaient asgocdlé le PRP
a l'intervention nilitairc ot sos voix qui avaient comucncé a
nonter avant cette inter vention ctalent de mouveau en recul, lc
parti n'cbtenant que 36,7 pourcont auX,blectlons ¢ 1961, Ainsi
a llapnroéhe-des elections_nouvélleﬁ‘fon 1964 lc PRP lanco.un’
sloran par lc¢ biais de son vicum Leader qui a prm idé leg souverac
ments de coalition de 1961 o 196ﬁ& Insni afflrmc que le PRP cot
un parti - 'de 1o sauche du centre¥, bc gleron a cffec~
”tlvcncnt prodult dcs remnoug dong le pays. Ie Prp qui s'ctalt '
placé dcpuls la creation de la regubllquc sur les notions dluni
t¢ dideoloque, d'harmonie nationele et qui avait combotiu.visou-
reuscncent leg ideolénies_de mauche.affirmait lui-riene devenie
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un pﬁrtl de gouche., Inonw apport alt.deux justifications a ce
sloran s d'uno purt du falt de sa llmnc laique, et ctatiste.
la PRP. pouvalt ctre COHuldOrC depuis toujours un parti de

rauche., Dfautre part ce_QIOﬁan etait conformc a la nouvelle

constitution qui affirmait que 1!'Etatb turc etait un etat social.
Mais maleré ces cxplications, ‘le mloman a été recucilli awec
néfionce par 1'ailc traditionncelle du PRP. I1 est aussi imnd

. dia¥enent utilisé dens un but de proporonde electoral par

le PJ adversoire qui preconisait une lieme liboralo ot de
lutte contre la gouche.(6)

- Comnent leg clccfeurs pcfcevaient ceg nodificas
tions idéologiques des partic dens la nouvclle periode? Stalie-
nﬂlcnt-ils sur deo attitudcs 1dcoloqums ﬂuche/dr01tc ou au
contraire regta 1cnt—1ls gur lcurs position tro dltlonnclle

ceracterisdd par le clivasme adninigtration/peuple,’ rcpub—
lain (ctat?} domocratou(peuplc)? Une prcmlcre onqucte cffec--
tude par Nernin Abadan a la Yeille des elections de 1965 dans

les deux departencnts d'Eskigehir et de Diyarbekir apportait
deg cclairecissonents sur ceg Questions. D'apreg Ltenquete

d'Abadan, avent les elections de 1965 leg enquédids pensent
que le Parti de Justlcc est un parti des conﬂcrgants, des
paysans et des ouvrlprs, un parti prochc du peuplc. i1 daéfend
les artisens,’ le.scctour privé. Pour des neheg pcrsonncs,
qucllc est Ll'inage du PRP? C'est un parti 1a1que, du gec—
teur dtetat, Il egt partisan du devoloprcncnt planmfle,

de l'accr01sucmcnt deg dnpotg, clest le parti de la réforne

arpraire,’ le parti des intellectuclsi Donc lc peuple congu

Sconryic une entite rearoupant COchrQuﬂt Sy pﬁysans,‘mrﬂismnp

¢t ouvriers glexprinait dlapres les personnes int orrogées

par le PJ. Lc PRP au contrairce ctetait encore 1'ctat la vique,’
1c scetcur public, le Plun, ¢t lee impots et la roforne asrairc
.~quil c¢tait poreu connc une menace neme -par kes petits paysons,
petits proprictsire. (7)

P

Elcctions dc 19653 Celleg—ci constitue une wrande
victoire pour le PJ qui obtient 52,9 pourc ont dos voix. Malaré
la nouvclle 16i electorale -RP avec 1la rcpartltlon dcs regtes-
11 cat tout scul au pouvoir avec 240 gieses. Clest 1o fin- de
la periode deg gouverncnenthd de coalition. Le PJ obtenait
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aingdl un rcegultats qui sc ra pvroohult dc celul deg neillcurds
snndes du farti denocrate dens les anndes’ 1950: ILes cartes
electorals nontrent coette ressemblence aussi s excepté en Anao-
+tolle du Sud—Est le PJ apparalt conne lc srand parti j
doninant. Plus de quatre 01nqu1enc des paysens et plugs de

1o noitié deg ouvricrs av-lent donc votd PJ. 1965 clegt lfon-

née d'effondrencnt des wutres partig adversaircs du PJ:

PRNP nrgvait obtenu quec 2,2 pourcent des Voix (11. 91c~c~),
PNT 3,7 (19 sicges), Parti natlonal (né d'une scission du

PRNP) 6,3 pourcént (31 olemes). Quant aux pa ortis. qui avaient
participé a cecse clections avec dcs slosans de¢ suache pour
la preniere foig depuis le pluralisnc, leurs resultads
n'ataiont pas tres briilants: le Parti ouvrier de Turquie
ntobtenait que 3 pourcont dos voix;'Les enquetes no.mbtraicnt
que leg ouVriérs n'avaient pas. voté pour lui. Mais srace a-
1z loi electoralc qui comptthllsalcnt les voix daspersded

a l'echclle nﬂtlonalc, lc POT-a pu chre. rcpruscntc au par-
lencent par un ecroupe sracc a ceg 14 siceges qui lui est att—

rlbucs. Quant au PRP, son cffondrenent se pouruulvalt cn

1965 il obtenait son rosultat la.plus faible depuis le dcbut

“de la trensition en.denocratic: 28,7 pourcent goit 134 sicrog.

Donc e nouveuu sloren ne 1lul availt pas rapporté des voix
qu’ 1 cspuralﬁ leg coartes slectorales montralent qutil
n'CX1stalcnt pluu aucune reesion ou lc PRP pouva4t apparaitme
d'unec nanicre SlﬁﬂlflGuflVC'alorS qu' droite le PJ faisait
le plecin de sos voix cn rogroupcnet cn son scin une prqndc
partie des cloctours "de droite, o pauche le PRP reculailt aw
detrincnt dcvl'abtyntlonnlsmc gamalo cclulwcl n'avait ¢té
augsi fort en Turquio. 71,8 pourcent. Ume partic considerablc
deg electours n'avaicnt- pas fait de choix pollthuc dans |
licventall_p rtlsﬂn offcrt.,
. , |

- S Electioﬁs de 1969: ces clections sont soms doutbe

ume des plug inportantes dans la transfdrmétion du systone

k&é.partis,e%g des attitudes electoraleg. On a l'impression

qi'ellcs constitutent un noment de transition capitale
cntre le passé ct les clvares ct.structurcs nouvclies

a venir, Le PRP- orlcnto sa- cegnpasne electoraleiavee

_ses nouveaux slorans de "la mauche du centre. Une consé-
quence directc du nmalaise que connait’ 1nter1curemenﬁ le
partis une gcission en son sein et la formutlon arun nou-
veau pwrtl créds par les dissidents, l¢ Partl de oon:t‘:.anoca

v
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Donc pour la premicre fois la Turquic commaitra des election~
dé nature idéoloquic. Deux partis de ~auche, le PO ot lc PR

affrontent les autres partig. Les resultots: A droite, le
Parti de justicc perd des voixs Il avait obtcnu 52,9 pour-
cent deb volx en 1965, il n’obtieﬁt que 46,7 en 19694 Co
rceul peut é’ekpliquer cla foig par ldusure du pouvoir et
par le rosultet du 6,6 pourcent obtenu par lc nouveau parti
de droite;'né,d'une scigssion du PRP devenu parti du centre
rmauche ¢ 1o parti de confiance. Ia modification de la loi
clectorale au detrimont de petites .formations perncttent
~cependant au parti de Jjusticc d'ausncnter le nombre dc ses.
gicres au parlenent maleré go perte dos vbix:'ilvest répre"
" genlzé par 256 siemcs & llasscenblée netionale. A mauche, e

gont les deuxienies eleetions auxquelles.participent le Parti

ouvrier de Turquic. Quelle sera le resultat obfenu par ce
parii depuis ¢ placonant du PRP aussi pur la pauche? Le.
POT 1din d'accroitre son clectorat, n'atteint rnere pas ses
resultats de 1965,‘puisqu'il n'obtient que 2,7 pourccnt des

voix..Sans doubc les intinidations provoquées per llintense

propasande dos partis do droite d'une part, les nultiples
- luttes de fractioms dc tendances en son gein ont détourné
‘1les electours de voté ouvricr, Quanmt au PRP ﬁergu desornais
avco sen gloran da la "mauche du centrem, 11 obtiont 27,4

- pourcent des voix, Il a obtenu autant de voix quten 1965
"maqué la gcission qui s'test produite en sor sein.

Ltintor et des clcotions do 1969 provienrent méins’

de cos reosulitats slobaux que du combenu géographique et
sociqu@rofessiohnol du vote. Dfabord sur le plan géo-
eraphique: le recul du PJ est sonbible surtout dons la
pertic eomtirale de 1'Anatolic et apparapnnent le PJ‘consefév
ve seg voix dans gcs bagtions tratditionnellos desg dépdr-“
tements ouest doe la Turquie. Mods ume etude approfondie
des cortes eloctorales montrent qulun affaiblisscnent se
dessingnt.dans deux departenents le plus inportants de

ces remions, o Istanbul ot Ankara. Le PJ comnence donc a
perdre dcg voix deng les tres ~randeg villcs. Menc obéer-
vation pour le PRP: gi ies rapublicains n'gbtiennent pas
pius de voix qu'cn 1965;’cepsndaht un chahgonent scnsible
globgeorve au niveau eéogrophique, puigque le parti effec
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Ctum une percée o 1lloucat du pﬂys. Pour lao prleurb fois lcs
trois plug crondes v111as de Turqulc, Istenbul, Ankara, lz-
nir figurent pami les doportements ou le PRP obtiem it plus
de voixs Sur 1lc plan soolo-prqf09310nne1 Jzbudun observe
une dininution des corrélationg entre le voﬁe PJ ot les. assurds
gociaux.(8)Pour la premiore fois on corrence a obgerver unec
petite corrdlatidn entre lc vobte répiblicdin ot les assurds
sociaux, Done cn Tyrquic. en 1969, pour la pre niere fois les
ouvricrs commencent a voter PRP au licu du PJ, Cependemt la-
perte deg volx du PJ dans les bidonvilles n'est pas emale au
nonbre des voix rapmées dansg ccs nones zdnes pam le PRP, Un
transfert ne steffectus pas inmédiatenent du PJ au PRP ﬁour
1a totalikdé des voix affectdes par le chaneenent , Effective~
fcnt un autre phénonene interessant de ces elections de 1969

gtobserve au niveau de 1'abstentionnisne: alors que l¢ PJ

‘rccul dans les partics pauvreg des reoions dcvclopioes, dans
1os bidonvilles des prandca ar~loncrations ct quo le PRP effee-
tue ici une percée ccrtalnc,/bcaucdup d'elcctours qulttant le
PJ ne gloricntent pas vers l¢ PRP nails s'abstlenncni Ozbudun
obgserve "que 1' abtentionnisne tres cleve pour la. Turquie “de
1969 (35,7 pourcent) cst le failt dece zones developpoep;-des
bidomvilles. On observe des correlations positives entrc l'abg-
’tcntionnisnc ct les indices de devclop“emeﬁt:;D'ﬁutres resultngs
eonfirment ce fait: les divisions 1deoloqucs ratche/droite qui
ont commencd a sc degssinecr en Turqulc dens les anndes 1962
(POT)—1964(PRP) cormencent a descendrc a la bagsc a partir de
1969, nais lentemcnt ot purt1C11LHCﬂt L'cnqucte do Bulutoglu

Pontre gqu'un leger sentiment dc classe conncncc & gc develeoprcr
chez lcs ouvriers o la velllc des: elcctlong dc 1969 qui conmen— .
cent a voim en PJ un "parti des patrons". 9gur le plqn des

votes Akgit observe augsil des corrdélations pogitives
entrc le niveau de dQVOlO“PCUbnt et le vobe PRP-POT. Cec®
corrélations sont nowatlvep pour le vote PJ.(lO)

Apres les clcotioms ac 1969, 1e olinab pollthuo se
deteriore tres raﬂldemcnt. Ics nultmplos froctions extronistes
gc 1unccnt dong des actions violentes: cnlevement ot agsessinats
dase pcrsonnnco, hold~ups des Qanques,:occupﬂtlon vialente des
terrcs ot des uginaesg oarhctcrlsent les actiong dos ﬂTOUpUSGUlCu
extrenistes qul.gc_llvrent.uu si un combat entre: cux. Dlgutre
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‘part la formation d'un nouvcau syndlcat DISK, claresit les

manifcstﬂtlons au niveau ouvrier. A la suiltc des manlfcstﬁtlons
insurrectionnelles des 15-16 Juin 1970, le mouwcrnencnt de Demi-
rcl décrete 1rétat de siere, Facc au developpément de 1'aﬁitqtiqn
1L'Etat-najor jure inecapable le gouverncnent pour enpecher les
desodiroeg ¢t demanda , par un nenerandun, le 12 Mars 1971;‘sa
demissioﬁ ot 1a constitution dens 1lc parlement d'un nouvecau |
gouverncrnont o |

Iors de la pcrlodc extrnord1n91rc ouverte en 1971
et qui durera jusqu'taux clections lerislatives d'octobre 1973,
la Turquic scra dlrlpec par dcs gouvednenenis oonstltuﬁs dons
lc parhenent sous le gomtrole de ltarmde. Cotte periode cst

ouracﬁorlséo nar unc mrave crige interme que connait le PRP.

Indnii perd la preésidence du Parti ot Ecevit deviont le loader
Done oux clections dc 1973 deux loadors staffrontent, Eocv1t

¢t D m1rcl gur un plan pollthue de hlus en plug polurlsc gelon-
1Faxq mauche~droites

Elections de 1973: Sous la dircetion é'Ebcvit,fapres
le_déparf de la fraction noderde ~qui créd 1o Parti de conFlamco—
1c PRP devient de plus en phus un parti do nauchc- dtune part
l'ancien slogan de gauche adopté avant les clections de 1965
"1la pauche du centre" va ctre rempiacé par un autrc ®la gauche

ddnocratiquet par la Feevit veut siwnifier deux chogcs. D'une

part le PRP est un pwrtl de ~auche nais d'autre part lec PRP ne

s'aggocie has au projed gauchigte non purlomentulrc. Tcevit a
doux SOuei;iNe pas laisscr a sa qaﬁche un autre parti capable:

de lc concurrenccr et d'etre lc plus . a rauché possible, Mais

~gans quitter la grande nasse des clectours. Etre le parti de

rauche qui recucille le plus de voix constitue on sorwze Ltob-
jectif. Donc le PRP nouveau. ge scparb deg orsonisbhions de

gauche non parlenantaire Jjusées par Eccv1t des uectalres, des
nroupusculcs qui reflechigsent dans le vide, d'unc nanicre aﬁﬁb

trop théorique. Il faut aller a gauche dit Eecevit aussi loin

que veut leo pouple. Il faut comprendre ici les elpqteurs, Dou~-

xicne nouveauté apportde au vieux PRP par le joune leader: le
faire adhcﬁcr a 1'Intermaiionale socaallste. Fecvit deviendra
de cc fait un des dirircants p0111t1ques rcnarquos dag reunlons

_de 1'130
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Les résultatg blcctoraﬁx de 1973 pc rncttcnt dc voir 1o
nouvelle situotion politique en Turquie sur le plwn des pnrtls.,
A auchc, Malerd lc sugwes reclotif du Parti de confiance upartl
digsidont du PRP-, lc PRP .obtient 33, 3 pourcbnt deg voixs Rcsulw

tat importont d'abord puisque pour la prcmlcrc foig le PRP de®
vient lc¢ premicr parti dc Turqulc gur le plan clcctoral, Deuxicre
" nent ¢ sa séographie electorale cet nouveau si on COﬂpwru ga_gi-
guation sur ce plen a celbles qutil avait au nonent du passasc
au pluripartisnce dmms les enndes 1950, Le PRP ntest plus le

parti qui obtient des voix dans lcs zones peu devcloppdéeg de
'lfAnatolie oricntalc. I1 est désormnis flort dens les srandcs
villes (Istenmbul, inkora, -Izrnir) Et il obtient ses neillcurs
. resultaty dang la Turquic rlchc,’xndustrlcllb,'cotlcrc (Zongsul

dak, Thracc, resions de Marnaru'cﬁ d! Eree, Regsions nedltcrraneenncs

fdana, Mersin. Dlautre port, a I'interieur,’ a Ltoucst il est

fort a Eskigchir, ct. o 1'Est a.Sivas, Malatya, Eskigchir,’

Tunceli, Artiin, ct Kars. Les rrondces viiles;zles zones indus-

trielles, la camparnc riche vote dosorpnais pour lc PRP. Clest
presque la situation inverse de 1950

Ia sauche dono‘se caracterise o partlr de ceg elections
par la prescnce d'un parti de masscs clectoraleg avee une
zone dlimplantation, leadcr et programme ﬂouveaux;‘ﬂldroite,
au contrairec .clegt le debut.d'un eparpillicrnent non seulenent
clcctoral naig aussi idéolopique. Globalenent, les pqrtls de
droite obtlennunt beaucoup de voix medig il ntya plus une droite
-pmaitg plugicursg droitcs en Turquiei

dn peut citer d'abord les divisions dues au leadership:
la crceation des partig nouveaux por voic de scission a caise non
des clivorcs ideolomiques mais de la rivalitd politique ot du
desoccords sur les mothomes est une pratique courante, conrie
on le anit en Turquiey ainsi la droite es¥ divisée une prenicre
roig lors de cette soug~periode pﬁr une scigsion au scin du
'partm de dugticc de Denirel, Le p;rtl denooﬁqthuc qui en pro-
V%pnt obtient un re aebultat ocn31derablc.111,9 pourcent des voix
et 45 gieccs au parlenent. Aingi le Parti de justice qui avait
obtenu 52,9 et 46,5 pourcent deg voix aux elections de 1965 et
1969 n'obtient que 29,8 pourcent des voix en_l973i‘DéSormais
il n'a plus de majbrité'au parlenent (149 voix)l‘MdiS foit plus‘ 
grave pour lui, c'est qul il est concurrencé o droite par deux
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partis idéologsique: Parti de galut national qui obtlcnt un
resultat considcroble de 1a.8 pourcent et 48 giceros. Quant au N
perti dlaction netionaliste 21 a 3,4 pourcent des voix ¢t trois
siercs, la diversification idéulosique incstintante juséu 1alors
a droite sur lc plan clectoral ap-arcit donc a partir de ccs
elcctions dc 1973 cone un fait, parlenocntnire qultul. Mais la

‘Turquic dc 1973 cst-elle 1c nerie gsur le plan bconom1quc.soclal

ct oulturel. Un retour aux dowmdes SlﬂtlsthUCS on la natiere
devient necessa ire pour miecux situer .'evolution pollthue sur
1le plen decg w“rtls et des attitudes p)4it1qucs en Turquie,

I nouvellc socictd turque au niliecul des  anndes 1970:deg chiffres

Un bouleveracncnt spectaculaime 3'obgerve d'abor&.én
Tyrquie au niveau.démosraphique, Celui-ci s'aceroit en Turquie
o um rythne vertisineux, 4 1vépoque ou At#bErk langait le nou-
venent de la modernisatidn du pays, la population turque etait
peu neonbreuse ot eggentiellcenent rural (13,9 nvllions dthabi-
tants en 1927). Iors de la 3rlsc du pouvoir dénvcrate en 1950
1a population turque, encore rural a 80 pourcent etait 20 9
millions d'habltants. Vinet-sept ans apres, ceotte populatlon
atteint 40 millions dthabitants et 50 a nos jours:‘DcuXiemé carac-

~terdstiques cbttc ponulﬂtlan egt treg qune. Plus de la moitié

a moins de vingt Qns,-le tiers se situe entre 12 ot 24 ang.

- Consequence augsi de l'accroissement demopraphique ¢ ‘1'accroig—.

senent de¢ la population.urbéin@;’Alors que la Turquie ne comptait
que neuf villcs de plus de 100 000 habitants en 1960 (date de la

‘preniere dntervention militeire), en dix ams ce chiffre passe
@ trente deux et en vinet ans a 41;_La population urbaine ne-

repregentait que 7,3 millions d*habitants on 1960: ellc atteint
19,6 milliong on 1980, En 1960 la population urbaine represen—

tait le quamt dc la population totolc: elle en reprosente la
‘moitié aujourd'hui, Le mouvement d'urbanisation est certes plus
-VlSlblCS dons leos netropoles: Istanbul passe dc 1950 a 1980 de

a5 mllllons d'habitants, Ankara de 0,8 a 2,83 Iznir de
oF 7 a 2 milliong. Il ntyavait qu'une ville en 1950 dépassant

le million d'habitant en 1950. En cn compite 7 en 1980.'Dono les

villes autrefois moyennes d'Anatolic sont en train de devenir .
des metropoles resionalcs. Clest un mouvement ménéraliqui'affeo_

te la gtructure demOﬁraphique,‘urbainé,et rurale de la Turquie.
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Cette prosrcssion de la'populafion deg villeg s'texplique en
srande partie par lc mouvement dlexode rursl: entre 1960 ot
1965 llexode rural a concermé 800.000 personness 2,8 rillions

dé 1970-7T5 et 3;5 millions dens les cing annédes suivuntesi'cctte
exode Pural explique ia nultlpllcqtlon des bldonvilles. Iypo~
pul“tldn des villes g laceroit en moyenne de 63 pourcent par

an a couge de 11exode rural, naisg eelle de la canpasne ne
dininue pas comme cela a été le.cas en Burope. Comséquence d'un
toux de natalité fres fort,\malgré cet exode exceptionnel la

population rurale aummente sussi considérablenent.

[

.Chanpgenent au niveau des struotures economiques augddl e

" les villages d!'Anatolie dtautrefolg vivant presQu'en autameie
. gec rnoddrniscent ct glouvrent a lteconomie de marché, Le nombre

de n01ssonneuscs-batteuses passe de 6,072 en 1962 a 20.286 en

19724 Gelui des bractcurs pagse de 43,747 en 1962 a 458.714 en
19814 Au niveam industriel, petit-a-petit la Turquie, poys tra-
_.oomnellement vivant de 1'apriculture g'indugtrialisc. Lors

du troisieme plan (1973-77) le PNB s'est accru au taux annuel

de 7,4 pourcent ct 1'industrialisation y tient une place de plus
en plus imporiante. ILe nombre 4'ouvrier travaillant'dans Itindug-

trie manufacturiere atteint 1,5 million des 1975, celui des

travaux publics et construction 0,5 million, et celui du sec-

. teur des commumications autant, D4apres les chiffres de 1980

igsug du dermier recensement %eg memes gecheurs secondaires
emploéﬁQ;B millions de personned, un resultat en accroigsenent
considereble maleré la orise cconomique mondiale., A tous ccs

chiffres il faudraitgajouter dlautres comme le nombre dletudiants

1,6 milliong dons ltensei-nement secondaires,ESOOZOOO o 1'Undi-"
versité et mréndes ccoles), ceYui des candidats annuels au
concours dlentree a ltymiversité (plus de 400,000 eleves bac-
helier), le nombre d'ouﬁrier,turc en Europe_et'au Moyen Orient
(plus d’unvmillion), celul des chomeurg etc pour conmaitme

leg prondeurs quantitatives de la Turquie. Ces statistiques 7
doivent etre citées pou r comprendre la nouvelle realité so-
ciale dens Iaquelle se restructurc les ofééntatiqns polititiqes

des partis et se dessinent les nouvelles attitudes politiques.
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Clivages partmsans nouvcaux en Turqulc a la veille des

elcotlons de 1977-

Dang une Turquie do plus en. plus Jeune, nombreuse,
“urbainé, a mutation ccononmique bouleversante; les chaneenents
,idéolobiqﬁes qui sieffeotucnt-gu 301nct, au niveau des partis
P011t1Qucg dcsccndcnt lentoment mais d'unc naniere permqncnter-
verg le boge. Alors que les vieux partis chaneent._de leadcrs,
de programmes et apparulsscnt gous um. Jour 1deolOn1que nouvelée
gt que le systcne de partis d'unc maniere mlobnlc gtoriente
vers une polerisation ideolomique tres aisue gauche~droite,’
les attltuﬂcé politiques des electeurs, cokme confirment les
_ﬂulblplcs cnquetes cftectueeo lors de cette meme perioda

ge polarisent aussm gselon les memeg clivases.

L’cnquetc d'Abadan de 1975 realisde a dix ans drin=
mcrvnllc nontrc bien la mutﬁtlonjobttc Toig-ci pollthuc au
niveau des attitudes politiques.en Turquie.(11). L'cnquctc
‘de 1965 montrait le vieux clivhee ctﬁt/3001ctc civile on

11n1~tr tion/eitoyens, celle d¢ 1975 montre

son evolution. Cette enquetc de 1975 chuctuec deng- le depar~
tcment d'Ankern (ccntrc ville, bldonv1llcs st v1llaccs)

apportc d'abord des ccln1301ss nents sur la localisation sdo-
eraphique des elect curs des nartls. Jadis les pﬁrtls de droite
traditionnel -pergu comme des Formations proches du peuple.
.defendant mieux lesg dnterets face a l'administratitn ob-
| tenaient leurs neilleurs rcsult“tg dans lcs bld@ﬂVlllcs. O,
d 'apres Abadan, ll'clectorat du Pertd de justicc pagse en dix
ans dans ses zones de 52 5 a 18,7 pourcent, Le PRP progregsc
- en contrc pﬂrtle dans oco zones pulgque son pourcentﬂme pagse
de 28 8 a 50,5 pourcent., Dlautres chmngcments au niveau des

atcaorles goclo-professionnclle ;s jadig les ouvrlcrs en magorlte
'voﬁéfdemocrwtc ou parti de gustlcc. OCr, ils commencoent a voter
rcpub11c;1n° le pourcentage des ouvricrs qui votent p pour le

PRP passe de 1973 a 1975 de 35,1 a 52, % doms l’lndustrtc, de
16, T a 33,3 dqns le secteur asricol et 42,0 a 52,2 dang celui
ded serviceg. Le PJ perd lors de cettc mem periode son elccto-
rat ouvrier dems unc propoct¢on qui va gu tlcrs a la momt

selon les scoteurg. ’
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sur le plﬂn dc l'aac des clcoteurs,_lc PRP a la faveur dcs gcuncs
~le Parti- de Justloc des pbrsonnes %vees. ‘Sur le plan de 1r'éduda-

e
L4 1
F'S

;tlon on rencontre d'nventWQC dcs pcrsonncs pos;cdwnts des dlplOHC“
{enscirnenent SLcondalrc ¢t superieurs) parni lgg clcctgurs réy .
publlC@lns. Tes ~ # - electeurs du PJ se rucrutcnt paxrml
' les citoyens 1111tres ou possed tg geulement lc certificat dré-
tudcs primaires, : ' _ , |

. Sur le plan de localigation, Abadan découvré ausgsi
des . OlquﬂCS tres nets: les ‘republicainsg rcu331smnt mieux dans.
leg vmiles‘ct_bldanv1lles., le perti de Justice dons leg villares

et petites aqalomerations.“comnc leg elections dul1973 hontraicnt-

un'nonflemcnt des voix republica ing, on peut sans doutc ctgbllr
un pgrallelc entre l'accroissement de la population des villes
et bidonvilles en Turqulc —qui co&mcnccnt donc a voter rRP- et
les rosultats obtenus per cc pwrtl. '

L’cnquetc d'Abudﬁn npportc augsi, des renselmnenents
tras precieux sur les olima@es partigans et l’clcckorwt au sedAn
deg nouvcaux pﬁrtls dans 1la fanlllc droite qul sgsxnﬁulﬂrlscnt
de_plug cn plus entre cux sur le plan de différcnciation- idéo~
, lo»1que. Ceux qui g'aliement sur . les nouveaux partls dlextreme~
droite affirment avoir effectué ce choix a cause des pr0grammes
offerts par ces partis, On choisi d'apres les resultats de i
l’enquetc le "parti de salut nationzl" a cause. de "son regpect
pour la. rcllvlon. Alors que le "partl d&action nationaliste"
est choigi pwr lson no tlonullsmu, les clecheursg de ceg deux
partis se distincuent aussi au niveau de toutes leg vnrlables,

- asge, nivecau d'educ“tlon, lieu de loca 11swtlon, type ct niveau
d'education, ctc. Ia m01t1e des. clbctburs du Parti d'action na

tionaliste sont des jeunes de moins do 25 ans. Souvent ceux-la
_ont poursu1v1 des etudcs gecondaires ou au dClu. De meme on
fcncontrc parmi les elcotcurs du PAN deg ouvrlcrs du . scotcur
asricol ot d&ndustriel, des cnployes, des commergents. Quant au
Partl dc galut natlonﬁl il recrutc ses electours chez les pecr-
gonnes ares souvbnt de plus de 501X3ntu';nsl‘Be%ucoup'dcs‘cled-‘
iteurs du PSN gont des personncs 1lletres habltwnts les reesions

'ruralcs. On rencontre parmi ees elcoteurs bequcoup de paysans
et artlsgns . Pourqou1 alors a llautre cxteomite de l'evcntall
".le PRP egt~il choisi par sesg élcotcurs les cnquetés. rcpondcnt
‘a causc de son leader, de sa ‘politique stransere, de sa polit
tiquéwéoonomiquc, son attachements aux droits 1n&1v1duels.zDono
1timare des-partis.suiVGnt'd‘assez‘pres les prosrammes des par-




A dromte, le PJ. obtlcnt 36, 9 pourocnt dcs vodxs aingi ce -

parti o reoupérd e, voix obbenutdar lc Portd dbnocrﬁtiquc né ..
dtune gcisscion en son scing. Leg cog turesg de partis non tdéolost -
ques nég d'un conflit de leaderghip oau du_desaocord polithueJ
finige ent toujourg par-la digparition elcétorale de oca mouveaux
porti au bout dtune ou doux cleetions, Lo perti denoeratique
aveit obtenu 11,9 pourcent des voix (45 siosen) en 19734 11
obtienf l,9 pourccnt dos voix em 1977 {1 sicee)i Le,?a:tiwde
justice avee ses 36,9 pourcent est represonté poar 189 sic&s:_

o aun parlcrent, géogrephiquencnt il se renforec de nouveau dans

- ged bagtions traditionnelles maig unce erande dlfferenoe s'ob-
scr?e“pgr'rﬂpnort au prSé.:Sdn extrcems affaiblisscrcnt dans
leg. aranded villcs -qui ao gitucnt duns lcs zZonesg wutrcf01s

- qui 1'°Wﬁ“rf“nﬂlcnt~ etegt-a-dire a istunbul, fomiz ct Ankara.
Quant aux partis radloqles de 1o droite: lc Parti de salut
national gerd quelques voix(8, 6 pourcent des voix en 1977
eontre 11,8 quatrc ons ouperavant) nais il a toujours 24 dé~
pufés o llassecmbléc natidnale. Quant au Porti dtaetion nationa-
1lstc, il se¢ wenforec: 6,4 pourcent dos voix, Il a maintenant
un nroupc parlcenentaire compogé de 16 denutes.

A Io gituation dcvment de plus en plug confusc eh Tur-~
quie aproeyg oog clcctmons{dc 1977 qui n'ont pas rosolu le prob-
leme au nivcau paflementairé pour la constitution dlun rouver-
nemant stable;'Aucun pdrté nta la majorité dcg siccy pour mou-
chncr la Turquis, Dlabord le "front notioneliste" tente de
gouVerncr i al TUrquie. Sa magorite gteffondre lorsque 11 dé- _‘

-putds du PJ démissionne. Eecvit par une notion de eensure,
provoque wic erisc souvemnemenale et comaitug le nouvean
couverncnent en offrant -wn postc de nlnlstre a ohﬁquc ancien
depuﬁe du P dem1$olonna1re. Mads loxrg du oouvcrncmcnt d? Bee—
vite qui durc vmnnt moig la. gituation sc dctcrlcﬁc trcs vitc. : 1
Unc tres ”TLVu crlsc econonlquc a d*o bord & OLfLG rcsultats la | Bk

dlSPTflblOn du ﬂﬂrohe des produits do. bnsc conme. Usscncc, - ,-é
" guere, cufe,*3u1 huilec ot beurrc, clourcttb cte. Alors que
partout d'intbrmlnablcs qucus apparaigsent, le marche noir
Fleurdit s D'autra part la v1olcncc pollthuc atﬁc1nt deg pro-
portions Juﬂﬁls ”ttulntC' rien qu'en deux. Jours dans’ unec petltc:

TR T s TR

localité d'ine tollc,‘a Kahranannaras 110 pcrsonncs gont tués
et dc nlllurs de personnes blcssés. Lbcv1t demandc 1'W1dc dc1 : .
1larmée ot . dccrctc I’F%a% dc siegc duns plu31curs d&pertcmcnts‘ ‘éﬁ
de Turqulc. _ b
]
HE
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Clest &onc dang _cc cllmat dteffondrenent pollthuc et
cconowlquc que sont ornanloecs les clcctlonp pour les cing

posteg vacants a 1'”SSbﬂbleC natlonﬂlc et 1c renouvellement

du ticrs des sun”tcurs. Leg rcsult g confirment l'efrondrc~
ment des voix PRP, @le 41,4 pourecnt on Octobre 1977, les

républicains passont a 29 pourcant ‘en Avril 1979l Ia chute cat

spectaculaire dons certaines ecrandes villes: A 1stqnbu1, 1e

'PRP pagsc dc 58 2 a 37,9 pourccnt. A Samsun de . 41,2 a 25,7,

Constatant l'cchoe Ecevit demissionnes Lo Pj cst lc erand
VulﬂQUCUf‘ll a obtenu tous les cing sicerese Son roesultot dé-
pagsea 60 pourcent des v01x dens plugicursg départomonts: A An-
talya (66 pourcent) a IsParta (72_pourcent) a Kutﬁhyﬂ (61 pour

"cent) Ltextreme dfOltC augsi prosresse 1lc PSN obticnt 23,17

_pourcent a ﬁwrl, 17 9 a thlls, 17,5 a Erzurum, 18,4 a quhurl,

1752 a Mardin, 35 a iug, 43,6 a Siirt, 22,3 o Van, 15,4 o Konya

et 8 6 a Istanbul, Quant au Pwrtl d'aotlon nLtlonallstc,‘ll
obtient 11,4 a Burdur, 16,8 o o Erzincan, 16,1 a y Erzurunm, 10,2

o Hatay,16,6 n Tokaty 31,2 o Yozrat. Ce sont done des rcsul~'

tatg qui prouvent le rcenforcement trcs considera bla des petites
f orma ation dc dr01tc purqllclcmcnt au gucceg du. partl pr1n01—.

pal de droite, lc Pds A llautre extremité, dens certaing

) departcmcnts limités, 11lextreme—eauche, toutcs tendoneces réu-

nica schblent profiter de 1ltef: onarcmcnﬁ‘republlcaln. Adnsi pour
ce ﬂroupc on remarque T4 pourocnt . Hokkerdi, 7,1 a Kors i 13,4

o Mardin, 14 7 o' Siirt, 9,9 a Toka t Le orend pcrdant regte
done. lc PRP lors de¢ ccs dcrnicres clcctlons perticlles d'4Veil
1979, Demircl consitutc un nouveau ~ouvernencnt de front nationa
liste meis sems que la violenece politique slarrcte: lc nonbre

_dCS'pcrsonnc“ tuées aux o _ctcnt“ts voigdnent trente par jour.

Lors de ccttc periode de v1olcnoc 5.000 persg onnes vont etre

tués permi losquels un ancien prem1cr mmnlsurc, dag mlnlstras,_

~des profe sseurs ' dés journa 2listos, des juecs ctes Liarméc prcna
le pouvomr 1le 12 Scptcmbrc 1980: 1la viec pollthuc est gouspon-

due, lcs pgrtls politiques 1ntcrdlts, le personncl politique
1ntcrpp11e.‘”'cst la fln de cette phase chaothuc du ﬂlurnllsnc
turqu

: - ; —
B gt amemm—— s s s bhe b it D ol L
1 .
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11 s'apit donc pour toutcs les trois formations leurs premicres
mlcotlons. I1 g'aeit done d'unc sifation orisinalo forfe_
interessentc du point de vuc de scicnce politique. I1 faudrait
expliquer dlou viennent ces woix et voir a'il existc dos licng
entre le vote pour ccg partis ct leg gramdcs fanilles eloc-
toraleg qui avaicnt été structurécs dns le pnssé.

 Pour sevoir s'il o igtc un lien emtre les nouvecaux

partis et les clcctorats traditionnels, on peut dlabord ctudicr
les cartes slectoralcss dc ccg trois nouvcllos formations,"
geul le Parti popﬁlistc s'etait.affirmei comme.un_parti dc

"~ pauche en ge¢ doclaront "sooial~démocrate“;iAlors‘on‘peut con =
parcr so,carte clectorale avee celle du PRP. Ia derniere carte
electorale du PRF est dc 1977 ~date deg clections 10olslﬂ~
tiveg=., ILcg doux cartcs sont qua31ucnt identique s le PP a
obtenu ses voix ou PRP etait fort sThrace, Igstombul IZm;r$
Kocacell,' Zonfuldak, Usck Denizli,’ Burdur, Mugla, o l'oucst;
Sinop, Tokat, Ordu, Sivag, Malatye;“ﬂdlyanan,?Guziantcp;
Hotay, Adaona, Mersin au centres Tunccli, Kars, Hokkeri o
1'Est, Département por dopartement le PP cn 1983 o obtenu
leg voix du PRP mais‘avec,uné différence: le PRP avait obto-
nu en 1977 AL, 4 pourcent des voix, alors quc lc PP obticnt

31 on 1983. D!ou vicnt la différence? Mais reppclons que
llannée 1977 c'ctait unc annde elcotion trés en foveur du
‘PRP. Jamais ec parti niavait obtenu sutent de voix et 4l
avait atteint son plafond. Or, unc fois au pouv01r, il ctoit
degcondu & gon plancher dc 29 pourcont lors des cleetions
pwrt1ellcs.‘?cut~on alors comparer les clections sénéralecy
de 1983 a cclleg particlles ds 19797 Les regsemblanceg sont
remarquablegs: a “nleyg le PRP avait obtenu en 1979 23,05

- pourcent des voix: lec PPy obbient en 1983 22,9. A Balikkesir
leg. chiffros sont de 26,63 ct 27563 a Erzincen 34, 75 ot 36,54

Erzurums: 16,5 ct 14,285 Tetombul 37,92 ot 34:, Kitahya @
19,56 ct 17,54 YOZﬁWL 21,91 et 23,84 Aydin: 30,98 ¢t 29,64

E?irnc- 42,01 ct 41,34 Mamigs 28 s 37 et 27, 9, Mugla $34,73
3147 Dongc clcccor%lvmpnt le nouveau Partl popullstp o obtenu
& peu pres aubent de voix dans leg ricmeg departemcnts que |
le PRP cn 1979, amnce plﬂnohcr du point de vue electoral.

Ia rauche Clcctorwlu part done la ou il etait regbaoit dans

‘les urnes lors des dc srnilereg consultaulons avant ltinterven-
ﬁlons militoirveg,
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Io situation est plus compliquéc péur etudier la contmnu

 eleotoralc pour lecs autres formotifons pour plusicurs roigong:
avamnt 1'intcrvont10n nilitaire 11 y avait d'unc part quatre .

formations de droite dont trois ~PJ,  PSN,PAN- avee des idéoloric:
de droitc bien dofinies et affirmées avee force. Or 1l n yla quo
deux formaliions de droite dems 1la nouvelle situation politique
du 6 Novenbre 1883, D'autrﬁ %%cunc de ocs deux formations ntaffi:
riaient chre les continuateurs des ancicns partig lors dc ceg
eluctmons. Bien au contraire le¢ Parti nationalistc donocratiquec
trouvait sqﬁﬁms on dl'etre dans le nouvel ordre polltxque. D¢
mcme, le Paxrti de More patric all it cncore plus loin faons cet%
affdrmation du rcefus du passé et rcfusant dletre oonsideﬁé cmm;c
un partide droite, 11 affirmeit obro pertout done 1'cvcntgil.;j
Comricnt gurmontcer ces difficultés? Si les voix rcepublicains
ctaiont portées sur le Parti populiste, 4l chait plus difficile
de mesurey le report de toutes los fommetions de droite sur Lliu:
des deuXx nouvcaux partis. Les cartes cleoboraleg montrent que

le Parti democratique nﬂﬁlono&iste avalt cbtenu ges 23 pourcent:
des vwoix des clectcurs de drolte mais moing dang la partie
ousst do la Turquic (exccption a Kagtomonu et Sinop au oentre) -

quta ltegtt ges bﬂstlong e%eiant toute la partie erientale dc
la Turquic allant de Rize-Artvin-Kars o Hakkari, Mardin, Urfa.
Oc sont dcs zones quil otzient dominédes dams le possé par les
potiten formetions de droite et des in&épendanﬁs? Quant au parbi
de Mere patrie,iil”obtiént dos volx considerables o 1'0ucat
naig go zone de fores reste la partie intericure do llovest’
anatolicn qui va de Bolu-Gankirz ouw nord a Burdur-/mbalya ou
sud en posscnt ar Kitohya, Afyon, Kenya, Isparta. En somme Tlen
deux portis PDN et PMP rounis tobtaliseient 68 pourcent des v~

Cela ropresontait & peu preg lo toballits des voix deg purtls
de droite lors dos clectlons particllcs dc 1979 S la droite,’

contralrcmqnt . 1o eauche otoit o son nivesu plafond. Done ceccd
' nontre aussi qulapres une periode exceptionnellc ou les clec-
$eurs ont magsivenent approuvé la Pouvelle oonstitition, les
clsetions du 6 Novembre 1983 é%aieﬁ%“un r ot ouy sur lc plan elc:
torales a la situntion anteriecurc, Les partis e amant nouUveaux .
nais les clcoborats traditionnelss L'oucah, la thrace et les
erondes villes ~inkera, Istenbul, izmir- d'une poxt, Mersin,
Adana,=Hatay,‘Gazianteps Sivas Malatyc au ecentre et'IrZinéan;

Tunoeli, Diyarbak1r,'Kars de l'autre ge digtinpunient clcetor
lement commc les departcments les plug sociammedenocwates.'
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Leg cartcs dc.loa zonc dc foree de l'clectorat dc droite o*cst

biengur l'imagc. inverséc ded v01x gociaux~denocrat cs 1?ou<,J1
la zone pagsc de Qanekkals, Bursa, Balikkesir vers le ccntre

Konya. isparte, Afyon WiBde, Yozmoat., & Llest clest toute 1o wr

orientale intericures Trobzon, Rize au nordy Erzurun, Bineli,
Mug, Bitlig, Siirt Van ¢t au sud, Mardin ot Urfa. Resultats

done qui prouvent la stebilité: apreg ume premiere periode do
1950. & 1965, unc nouvclle polarisation ~auche/droite etait foxe
mée en Turgquic au nivcua des portis au sonmeb, clegb-a~dirc
niveau dirigeantsg progronnecs, idéolopies, Petit-a-petit cc
clivage etoit dcscendu vers la bage, leb eleotbions de 1965 cirms
boegce. Busui

ces partis sgont 1nﬁprd1ts ot disperus de la sconc politique, T

les prenmierce ctapos de oo rnouverient sonmet vers la

eloctcurs per leur souticn massif a la nouvelle comstithiiun
approwzant les_nouvclles institutions. (et duSﬂpﬂrouvant ﬂlnsi
1ltancicn systemé de poleorisction et de la violence). Mais lo
gtructure clectoralc formée o la bage survit avece dlautrog foro
motiong au somwut, 0“01Ll8tb5, 86 rucluncnt du nouveau gystans
consitutionncl et cteblibesont l.urg assises cloetoralcy sux

cctte structure cleetorale antericpee, Leg clivages a lo beosc

se reveleht done munies mointenont dlune permencnge et d’unc
ﬂutononle rcmgrquablcg ILee familles clecetorales arrivent denc

a uwn ccrbain degre de ”ﬁturlte qui ne ‘gienifise nullement 1:immoe
bilisme: le doerc de monouwmvimec des formetions nouvelles

rcate grand puisque lecg clectoraty structurds se quﬁoucrlSuﬂ

par un mouvenmont ontrc un plofond ot un plencher. En fonctiom
du guecce des partis au pouveir, lc pla fond ou le planchexr

gera attcint voir meme depagsd vers le hout ou lo bas.‘Dans 1o
cogula prossion clcectorale poubt oboutir a des chansonents nive-w
programme et dbrigcants dans les partis ou cncorc o la disprri-
tion ou affaiblissemént'dc cctte cateporic de poartis et 1o
oereasion de peo rt g rivoux dlsputwnt le nonec fanlllc clcctor(

Ges‘etudés olectoralos sur lo comtinuité ontre ies
structures . .. por fakilles ot les nouveaux‘parti{
ge oonf irment par d'sutres ctudes cffcctuées au niveau des
tromgferts deg voix;‘Les sondarcs _cffoeotués par PIAR éomp?atcn?
nos regultats. {(13). Dilapres 1'orn‘nlonc de gondase PIAR, loo
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élcctbmrs du Pd ont f@pﬂ?*l leurs voix cntrc PDN (26 pourcent
et lc PMP (70, 4). Qunnt aux abbltcs fornationg id6010r1qucs
do dr01tc dlavant 1980 leg elceteurs du PSN ont voté pour
PDN §21,2 pourccnt) ct le FMEP(75,8)+ Coux du PAN, 52,7 pouronnt
ont woté pour PDN ot 47,2 pour FHMP, Donc la quagl totelité deu y
voix de droite de 1979 s’cgt tronsférd aux doux partis de droitc .
~en 1983, faisant du Parti dc Merc patric le premier parti de
cc groupc ot plagmnt de cc folit le Parti dénocrotique nationae
ligstec cn deuxiene nogition. A gouche, dlaprcs Piar lc trengfovt
genblait ctre plus foible 56,8 pourcent des clectcurs républicoins
- ont affirmé avolr voté lc Parti populiste cn Novenbre 1983,
Qumnt avx roigons qui ont pougsé les blvcﬁpur o fairc leurs
ch01x, le modntien de¢ 1'ordre (PDu), 1lc pr@perdg ¢t la cohooi®’
de pmostion coononiquc (PMP) omt été les arsuments decieif poux
- Leg cleetours de droite lowrs de leurs decision cleetorelc. Les
.electeurs-dﬁ Parti populiste affirnent avoir choigi ce perdi,
"pareccqu'il 33t social~dcrocraten "parcequ'il-reprcsente goul
la mauche™popecqutil rossenbls a unc autre fornation" pourqui
ils ont voté donms le presé., Dicr fournit oaussi des rongeiencmcent:
sur lc profil dog claoet cups dcs nouyeaux partig. Comrc cela o
été 1o eos.domes las.annde 1975, 1ltagc constitue unc dog vorir»T.
qui distinouent lo souche dé la droite: lg pourcontose deg elocw
teurs qui votent lo IMP ausmonte avee l'ﬂpC, Goux qui votcht lc
p2rti populiste dimuncnt Do contro avee llapc, Menc clivars nu
nivenn des variables ouliturclleg: le PMP roorube 1o najorttd
de gesg elecobours pornd log clecteurs. qui posscdent leurs cortisi .
eotg dletudes primeire alorgque le Po rti'populiste_obtient 8588
-neilleurs rcsultats porni los diplonds de Dlenselononont supdricure
Conecrnent log licux do rogidmee, le PMP rcussii micux dens
leg zones rurhluo, le PP dens lcg centros villcg. Quont auxcd -
térories 9001o~pr0fuqawnﬂnnb11cs les ferwcs au foyer, leg
ﬁrtls.nts, les comdbrgnnts, mais surtout Los pwysnns congtitucnt
2 nojorité des clcctuurs du PMP. Quant ou pa rti populiste, 1L
reussit dtavantare auprcs dog bnployes ot fonculonnnlrbs.‘dcs
ouvriers ct dcs 1ntullbc jucls en qenerul.

Leg clcctions du 6 Novermbre 1983 importentcs en gof
N e constltucnt ocnpndwnt ‘qu’unc ctape dans lc processus de 1o
nornalisation deo 1o vie ,ollthuc conns degiroited ls Congeil

’

nationalc de securité. Fn accord ovec le Président de 1a repub@
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e

lique, lc Gouverncnent d!'0za .ot 1o sroupe parlenentaire du PHP
ont nanif csté leur desir d'orsoniser trea vite les clections
munlc1pn1cs et localos. h1n31 los ele cetiong du 25 Mars 1984
‘a  pour but d'clire les T opresente onta locaux et les elcoteurs
VOteron% cntrc 4 ot 6 foig gclon la taillc des ar-lonorations
25 Mars 1984 pdur elire les noircs des metropolos)y des centrcwf
villes et losg dlffercntes ine tances d'edninigtroation ‘localce Mais
ou dela cceg plbcthné Aibs prenjcres opres l'intervbntlon mils
litnires qui se deroulont avee la participatioch de toug les por-
tis politiques - ont rovebu un aspeot extrencnent politique: Loo
portis qui n'ont pag pu prrticipar aux elcotions luﬁisl vbives
du 6 Movcnbrc 1883 ne onohent pos lour degir de considérér 0c
clcotions looales oorric un teste polithuc natiohgl poux mesurcr
1a Forec péollcs dos partis politiques. Ies sondameg dtopinim
montrent que le PHMP roste le prenter porti de drolte nolegré In
creotlon d'un nouveau parti, le Parti de 1o voie juste, qui
}utL ehe beaucoup "o la oantmnulte“ A raushe cependent, la
gituation egt, d'apros: leg sondarcg, noing favorablc au Parti
popullst social-dcnoara tc. Un autre parti gocial-denocrate
SODEP qui ost cree snns pouvoiy partieiper oux clections du
6 Novembre scmblc pags T au premier plan. Dtapres PIAR, le
TMP conservera 63,4 pourcunt de pog voix de 1983, lc partl
de_la vole Juste Arobtenant que 15 9 pourccnt de seg volx.
A gouche, le Pwrti populiste ne eongorve quimm tiers dc seo
voix, locs deuzx tiers rigquent dtallcr au Powti SOGl&l—dGHOGT“tu
SODEFR,. Sl les rbSUlt tg du 25 MQTSGEQHICVurSunt pas l'equilﬁ“"
des forecs d'umc nanicre trop brutale, la Turquiec auro unc perLu~
de sans clcetions de cing mnnéese

GONCIUSIONS OomIERALES

, Ltétude du proéessusgde 1la denocratigetion en Turquic
permet dlaboutir a unc gerdd de-sonclusions &

1~ I&ﬂborﬂtlon dtun systcme de partig egt un processus o phag™-
ou on peut dlstlnmucr les sous-periodcs poss edomt des eoraoc-—
torigtiques spc0111Qucp,‘sepurees des unecg deca.autres par

de ruptures dec caracteres tros dlvcrse(Socloloilquc, POllthab,
Tes clivages qui apparnissent dems Xa phase initiale sont agsor
dépegdantéside 1o apceifité historique,'cultureilc‘ot insti~
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tutionnelle'nationaieb Ia placc et le type des ingiitutions
ctatiquen, so velotion a la socicté odivile onb cte débérmincontc

- dans lc cag tuwo mais lows de 1o phage du dénerrage de la fron-

gition en muitip artianey 1esconjoneturcgprochc gt irmédiante
sont intervenues deng 1lc sgeng d'une drematisation de la sitati~
gorme offet accelcrﬂtcur sinon denultiplioateur dn proccssus

de le libernlls(ulan. ' _

2~ Lors de cctte phesc initiale, le mole des leaders fondatours
des partis politiques, leurscharigmes, les troits principaux

de leurs conportcenents detcecrminent pox la suito ~du moing pour

un tenps prdlonﬂéulcs gituationg de. rclﬂtlon ¢t de Iutte poii«

tique domg le systeme. Clegt a cux de. "lire! et “intcrpretert
i&éoloplquement "les olmvaaes" contenus dens  le systcnc. Ia

"lccturc" soomo—polxthuo dc la soeieté peut bicn sur ctrc
scnsiblencnt wLffe:n:'cn“c gclon les lec dcrs.

B=_1a polnrlsﬂtlon du systenc de portis au niveau institutiomncl-~
orconisetionnellc au sommet déternine la polarisation des.

- piafre ‘
a ttitudes a 1o base. Mais le cas furévie nonesinultancité de

proccssug & oo deux niveauxs Ni le dcelcnekbmeowht ni le

processug de atrueturation des trafis a oes dcouk niveaux ne

,P?GSGn%ent de:simultanCité;ﬂLes deealoercs tomporelles gtexpligur

par deux faits a) lo vitesse de la diffusion du Messore® enig
au soncet et lc temps nis psr lo bage pour rcecvoir la comrm-
nieation b) nedis le cas ture montre aussi que le t emps neccasité
pour la formotion des atthtiades a 1o bage a €46 determine por -
lo mutation de la socicté tudque aun niveou urboinc et indus~—
trieilé; Clcat a partir d'un cexrtain setidl de mobilité gociale

que les nouvslles dofinitions politiques Fformulées por dos
. mouveaux lcaders ont été adoptédes po » la besge,’ Io augsi llou-

tononic dcg léaders restoit erende: fallait-il a a toubt prix
chanrcy les 1ismes dc clivegeg, leurs types, lowps desres
et orientationsrdéns ee scnS? Le volonfarishe‘des lcaders ct
leurs idéolomics. goucnt 101 wnzrole de prenter plan: DeVleux
lcecture® de chansenont dceoule la definition des elivages

- nouvcaux qui, avee lc %enps doseendront vers lc¢ bag.

4= ILe cog ture montre que le systeme politidﬁe,s‘est‘stabilisé
par dedx gocousses ¢ cclul du début ct cclul des cvndes 1965469 
Lors de ectte deuxiome phoge, les pertig nouveaux auraicnt pu
predre la place des sneicng. Ory lo mutation en Turquie stest
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: prbduite par le chanéemeﬁtma'1‘interieur du partis le PRP

a chaneé dc lcader, de prosranng, d'iméoloeie, d'electorat

et scg - zoneg géorraphiques dtinple ntﬁtlon. Malg dong co type _
de mutotion les ﬂnciens clivaccandont pag 6t4 comlétoment -
chessé du parti. Dans los profondoums, ils ont oocxnste avae

e nouvelle lionc, influengant cotlo~ci et voirp memerremontmn+'
au prenier plon lors de certaincs conjonetures excoptionmellcs,
Ainsi le PRP cncicn porti étatiéte, des fonetionnedircs devenu
le parti socinl-democrate, lo partides travaiileurs'a oorddé

de son orieinc des slocong, des types de pcrccptlons qui restent
encorc ViVuntus auJourd Thud,

5eUne fois les contours pertigens sont detcorninés au sorret

ct adoptés a 1o Bascgjmeme apreg la disperition des portis

au. sonmet les'aﬁtitudcs o la basc ont continué a vivre d'unc
naniere autononc. Dlautreg portis avce dog lcadcors nouveacux ct
deg liencs politiquecs plus ou noins proches des oncicnnces
peuvent dovenir 17GXproﬂv‘on-insﬁitutionnel}c deg fomilles.

‘dlattitudes soomo—ncowranhlqubs. Moig cce fanlllcs ne gont pas.

immuebles c.i.quantitativencent cvoluent entre un plancher ot

un plafond Cmal nent dofinigeables,

6- Ia questioﬁ de polarigation bipartisanectmmultipértis&nc
ntest pas resoluc wmcorc en Turquic, Gexrtcs olobalencnt on

peut dire gue lesg clechours turecs preferont 1t bipertisnc.
Mais'cela 8¢ posc ~ep~rbnvnt nour 1o pauchc ¢t la droite.

Un exemple cst fourni pam log traveux de Yiicekdk: cn Turquic
lc sontinent relisicux recpond a des fonetilons différentes selon
les #esions 3¢ doms log zones industrialisées clest un défngc
dens lcs zones ruralcs, unc cxpression des ﬂtructurps trodition:
nclles. (R4). Modis cotto thutulan aux niveaux dog "tultudcs
nleat troduite gur le nl1n partison quo pcndwnt unc poriode

‘courte, lors dc¢ llexisteonce du Porti de snlut netional. Les

elcctcurs‘do cc parti apres son absaence avalcnu.trﬁnvferés
leurs choix sur des crondes Tormotions centrigtes comme prouve
-1'enquetc de Piar, A mauéhe la conecontration 1nst1tutlonnclle
glegt cffeetude dens les cnnéos 1965-69 an prdfit de la

' gocial-democratic, o -

T~ Unc dcrmicre quostion pout gc poger pour lo polarigation
double ou multiple ou niveau dog nceonismes deg lois electo-

- ralas e cb17c3—01 1nflucnccnt—cllps cclg? Lictude du cas turc.
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permét.d; repondre nesativerient., La‘Turquie a cpscyé toutos
los lois slcctoralcs possibles: les serutins majordtoires,
la rcprcscntutlon proporilonanWG avec répartition des restcs
au plus fort regte au nivcau ngtlonul ou 2 la.plus fcrtc
MOy ennc Qu cneorc RP avee un gystonc 4o barroce clhve. Mois
1'influc nec de¢ ces différentocs loig n'tonf falt scntir Leurs
cffets qu au niveau dc lo facilité ou la difficulté do do Ffornma

tion d'un ecouverncmont majoritaire au parlement ou la neeegsil-~
té de conlition ou cncorcé de poggibilité dfacces ou de non-acccs

au porlement. Cordecs btoubes cos oventualités sont dlune impor-
tancc copitole pour defindir 1'ambiance politique voir mene los
joux politiques dcs portis ot des leaders. Meis la dfsporition
dcs partiS‘éxtrenistcs dens lo ~auche stest offectué par la
mutction politique du. PRT. - ~ 1'apparition des partis
extreonistes & droite se faigait sous la meng.loil  elceterale
alors que lo comecniration ctait en cours a ~auchc. In RP
avce lqrcp@rt1tmon av plug fort rcste n'a pas empoché le PJ
do devenir 1lc portl najoritaire on Turquie, Ia polarité au
gommet comnc ‘a 11 vase et Lo cvolubions sont determindes

bous 1'1nflucnoc dos factcurs soclolOvlqucs ot poditiques

Cavee beaucoup noins de dcterninigne quton lc pensc et comne
un proccasus uCP“OTCl 4 deux ctamefaux mouvenenty interdépon-

donts mois sane doute pas simultonég.

Bency Karakartal
Univergité A'Igtanbul

Notesy blblxoorrph qucs.
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INTRODUCTION

Electoral researchers often appear to maintain an uneasy relationship
Wwith the terms 'left' and 'right'. They cannot 1live with them, yet
they cannot live without them either. On the one hand, they offer a
concise and powerful structuring device which is apparently used by
citizens, journalists, politicians and political scientists alike in
order to understand a complex, and at times perplexing politiecal
reality. On the other hand, as soon as one probes into what is meant
by the terms, a myriad of 'meanings' is found to exist which appears
to defy the notion that left and right can be used as fruitful and
unambiguous concepts. The result of this ambivalence is that survey
questions with respect to left and right have become almost
commonplace in election studies and political surveys, while at the
same time attempts to utilize them in explaining electoral behaviour
are frequently lcoked upon with suspicion.

In this paper we will address two sets of questions which have been
raised frequently with respect to the usage of the terms left and
right in electoral research. First of all, we will concern ourselves
with questions pertaining to the reliability and validity of so-called
left-right scales.

Second, we will review what analytical possibilities such scales offer
once we are satisfied that they yield meaningful measurements. Our
foecus on left-right scales (in which the terms are used as self-
explanatory and as polar opposites) implies that we will not discuss
in depth the merits of using the terms 1left and right to describe
empirically established regularities in other kinds of data. Such
inductive labeling by means of the terms left and right is frequent in
analyses of various kinds of similarity judgements (to be analyzed by
multidimensional scaling) or of some kind of preference or sympathy
comparisons (to be analyzed by unfolding methods) with respect to
political parties or politicians.

The data to be used in this paper all relate to the Netherlands and
have been obtained from various samples of the national electorate in
the period from 1968 to 1982. Data and analyses to be presented serve
primarily purposes of illustrating what problems are associated with
the wuse of left-right scales, how they can be addressed, and what
analytical purposes these scales offer. Therefore, we will not present
here substantive analyses of Dutch elections, politiecs and voter
behaviour, for such we refer to Van der Eijk and Niem8ller (1983a,
1983b, 1984) and Andeweg (1982).

The remainder of this paper consists of two separate parts and a
postscript. In the first part we will discuss the left-right scale as
a measuring instrument: what does it comprise qua formulation, what
are its qualities or defects, is it reliable and valid? In the second
part we will review how this instrument can be employed in substantive
research if it is found to be acceptable.

In the postscript we will present a few remarks respecting further
research, relevance of Dutch results for other countries, and
connections between the area of electoral research and other studies
of a political system.
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PART I
The left-right scale as a measurement instrument

The first part of this paper is meant to provide a catalogue of
considerations which have to be taken into account whenever one wants
to employ left-right scales in empirical research. Most of our remarks
below originate from research in the Netherlands; it may be expected,
however, that they will in general be relevant for other countries as
well, most particularly for other multi-party systems. In this first
part of the paper we will not discuss for what substantive purposes
left-rignt measurements may be used. Instead, we will concentrate on
questions which have to do with a number of technical matters
concerning:

question formulation and format (Section I.1),

validity of left-right measurements (Section 1.2),

aspects of left-right selfplacements (Section 1.3),

aspects of left-rigth partyperceptions {Section I.W4),

a specific kind of aggregation artefact (Section I1.5).

1

I.1 The left-right scale. Formulation, format and non-response

Left-right scales exist in various formats and formulations. Consider
the following questions, which have Dbeen used in the Dutch
Parliamentary Election Studies in 1981 and 1982, as typical examples:

"Pplitical opinions and convictions are often classified as
WLEFT" or "RIGHT". On this showcard you see a scale which
puns from left to right. Considering your own opinions and
convictions where would you place yourself, which position
of the scale would apply to you 7%

"Political parties are also often said to be "LEFT" or
"RIGHT". On this sheet you see the various parties printed.
Please mark on this scale (running from 'left' to 'right')
the position which indicates in your cpinion how 'left! or
'right' each party is."

Where necessary, we will distinguish between these two different kinds
of questions by referring to them as left-right selfplacement and
left-right party perceptions respectively.

If questions such as these are to Dde used in mass surveys a number of
problems has to be considered. In this section we will discuss the
following:

- are respondents capable of relating their own convictions and
perceptions to the terms left and right?

.. where should questions such as these be located in a questionnaire,
and how should parties to be rated be ordered and presented to the
respondent?

- which response options are to be provided for the respondents?
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I.1.1 Can respondents use the terms left and right?

The use of the left-right scale presupposes that respondents have some
understanding of what the terms indicate, that they have no qualms in
using them as polar opposites, and finally, that the continuum denoted
by these poles is relevant in relation to their own opinions and
perceptions. Whether or not such assumptions are Jjustified has been a
matter of debate at least ever since Campbell et. al. (1960) and later
Converse (1964) attempted to demonstrate that even simple descriptive
terms have no substantive meaning whatsoever for large parts of the
electorate. Such findings for the American public with respect to the
terms 1liberal and conservative appear at times to be confirmed in
Buropean research with respect to left and right.

When, by means of not pre-coded questions, respondents are invited to
express what they themselves think what is meant by the terms left and
right, it is found that a quarter to one third of the Dutch electorate
is not able or willing to provide an answer (Van der Eijk and
Niem#ller, 1983a: 226-227). It is not evident to us, however, that
such information is necessarily jeopardizing the usefulness of the
terms in mass-surveys. Mass-surveys are hardly the most appropriate
way to find out whether or not people have substantive associations
with seemingly familiar, yet rather abstract terms.

The left-right scale itself elicits considerably less non-response
than open-ended questions inquiring after the meaning of those terms.
The percentage of don't know's varies with the response options
offered to respondents (see Section I.1.3). With respect to left-right
selfplacement we find that the format which yields the highest
nonresponse results in 7 to 20% respondents unable to place
themselves, with an average of 13% (there are no clear indications as
to the sources of the rather large variation in this percentage).

With respect to left-right party perceptions, the percentage of
missing data varies, understandably, with the size and the public's
familiarity with the various parties. The large parties can be placed
on the scale by more than 90% of the respondents, for small, and new
parties the number of those who are not able to do so reaches at times
almost 40%.

Concluding: although relatively large numbers of respondents do not
provide answers to open questions as to the meaning of the terms left
and right, the group which is totally unable or unwilling to apply the
rating scale to their own convictions and to political parties is
limited in size to at most some 15% of the electorate. Particularly
when compared to many other survey questions intended to probe voters!'
selfplacement and party perceptions, this is a relatively low rate of
nonresponse.
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I.17.2 Question-order

One of the problems wich arise by putting more than one question to

respondents is the possible impact of preceding parts of the

questionnaire on responses. With respect to 1left-right scales this
problem manifests itself in 3 ways:

~ where should left-right gquestions be placed in the questionnaire in
relation to other questions which might conceivably contaminate one
ancther? The most obvious relevant questions are those concerning
party identification, current or previous voting behaviour,
perception and evaluation of parties etc. Very 1little, if any,
research has been done in this respect.

- how should questions concerning left and right be ordered vis-a-vis
each other? In the Netherlands it is customary t¢ have self-
placement Qgquestions precede those concerning party-perception.
Little is known, however, on the effect of this or the alternative
ordering.

- how should the parties be ordered which are to be placed on the
scale? It has been established that the corder of presentation of the
parties is of considerable impact on the responses (Boon and
Niem#ller, 1976). An explanation for this phenomenon might be that
the first 2 parties to be rated define a reference standard for
subsequent ones. If the first two parties are both relatively
centrist in character, respondents will generally perceive them
differently, thus reducing the space left tco discriminate between
more extreme parties. If, on the other hand, 2 relatively extreme
parties, one at the right and one at the left, are the first ones to
be rated, these will rarely be placed unaminously in the most
extreme values of the scale, thus reducing the possibilities to
discriminate between more centrist parties. Short of split-run
techniques (which have many practical drawbacks) the best solution
appears to be to confront the respondent first with the entire set
of parties to be rated, and to allow responses only after this has
been dene. A relatively simple way to do so is by self-completion
form combined with an instruction to start reading the entire form
pefore answering.

I.1.3 Response options

The left-right scale is customarily presented to the respondents as an
ordered set of categories of which the extremes are labelled, for
example:

o ] 4 S22 VT ik e b i wmh brsh e ek

With respect to defining the response options the researcher must make
3 decisions: how to label the scale, how many categories to include in
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it, and whether or not a middle category should be included.

With respect to labeling, consensus is emerging that only the extremes
should be labeled and that the intermediate categories should be left
unlabeled. Labeling intermediate positions has serious drawbacks. The
most important of these are that they appear to ambiguate the meaning
of the left-right dimension, and that they provoke response effects of
a social-desirability kind (e.g. very few respondents like to place
themselves in a category which is labeled extreme, or ultra, etc.).

No consensus exists regarding the number of categories. In various
surveys one can encounter left-right scales with 7,9,10 or 11
categories. It 1is generally acknowledged that fewer than 7 is too
restrictive to allow meaningful discrimination between voters, and
between parties. On the other hand, the discriminating power is not
really increased by adding more categories beyond a certain number; a
100-point (thermometer) scale for instance results in most scores on
the following categories: 0, 25, U0, 50, 60, 75 and 100. The number of
categories one employs in a left-right scale is, however, of
considerable importance as different numbers yield non=-trivial
differences in results. Consider, for example, the distribution of
voters (self-placements). Using 10-point scales, Inglehart and
Klingemann (1976: 252) conclude that "the distribution obtained for
the Netherlands might serve as a textbook example of the type of
distribution Downs would asscciate with a multiparty system", i.e. a
multi-modal voter distribution exists. The problem, however, is that
we know from experience that a T-point scale would have yielded a
unimodal distribution. Whether or not the observed multi-modality is
an artefact of the use of a 10-point scale cannot be ascertained
unequivocally.

A specific aspect of the number-of-categories problem is whether or
not to inelude a middle categorie, i.e. whether to use an even, or an
odd number of categories. Inglehart and Klingemann (1976), as well as
Converse (1976) are of the opinion that a middle category constitutes
a hiding place for persons who do not know where to place themselves
but who are reluctant to admit this. According to Converse, such
persons are characterized by a low level of political interest and
political knowledge and "they have uncommon levels of difficulty in
supplying any meaning for the distinetion between left and right...".
This opinion is not uncontested, however; Gibowski (1977) claims that
a middle position does not particularly attract political
ignoramusses. In one of our surveys, the Dutch Parliamentary Election
Study 1977, the respondents where twice asked to place themselves on a
left-right scale, first on a 10-point scale and approximately two
months later again on a 7-point secale. The crosstabulation of the
responses of those who were interviewed twice is depicted in Table 1.
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Table 1: Self-placement on 10-point scale by self-placement on 7-point

scale {(row~wise percentage)
{Source: Dutch Parliamentary Election Study 1977).

e T 3 D et A T et R Alh o e e o kT - —— o o] S T o o S T A Y A S S S S Y S o

| | left | ! ! [ ! iright | dk/ | N |
I o1 2 1 3 1 4}t 5 1 6 | 7 | na | =100%|
R [ R [~ [ mmmm = [ O e R |
| left 11 6C.4 | 17.01 6.6] 12.31 0.9 0.0] 1.9 1 0.9 | 106 |
| 2| 22.1 | 48.5] 16.2} 8.8] 2.9 1.5 0,01 0.0 ] 68 |
| 31 11.8 | 35.5] 30.9} 17.8] 1.31 2.0 0.0 | 0.7 152 |
| 41 3.7 | 13.0] 47.2] 25.91 3.7f 3.7 0.91 1.9 | 108 |
| 51 2.6 1 6.6] 21.7] 45.4] 9.2 5.9 5.3 1 3.3 1 152 |
| 61 0.01 2.31 6.8 47.71 19.7! 13.6} 9.1 ] 0.8 | 132 |
| 71 1.0} 3.9] 5.9] 32.4] 30.4} 19.6f 6.9 | 0.0 ] 102 |
| 8 | 1.4 0 2.71 1.4] 20.5) 26.7| 30.8) 15.8 { 0.7 | 146 |
[ 9 | 1.4 b d.4] 0.0F T.2] 1T7.41 47.8] 24.6 | 0.0 | 69 |
| right 10 | 0.6 | 3.1] 1.8 10.4] 11.0f 17.2] S4.0 | 1.8 | 163 |
| | ===l == | e = | == e e e e | mm o] == =] = = =}
| dk/na | 4.2 | 5.9 13.9] 43.2! 6.41 9.7 7.2 | 9.3 ] 236 |
| mmm e R = |- e [ e R o e [ fom e |
| N | 120 | 160 | 202 | 393 | 164 | 18% | 175 | 36 | 1434 |
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From this table, the following phenomena deserve attention:

- the 10-point scale elicits considerably more non-response than the
7-point scale (236 vs 36 cases). This finding is corroborated by
comparisons of nonresponse from 7 point and 10 point scales in other
surveys (panels, as well as independent samples).

~ an inordinate amount of those who are unable to place themselves on
a 10-point scale, takes refuge in the middle category of the T-point
scale: no less than 43%! Evidently, the middle position harbors real
as well as only nominal 'centrists'. No wonder that this position is
sometimes referred to as "le marais™.

- partly because of the attractiveness of a middle position for those
who do not know where to place themselves on a 10-point scale, the
T-point scale displays an almost perfect unimodality, while the 10-
point scale does not.

The respondents who are only able to place themselves on a 7-point
scale and not on a 10-point one are indeed, as Converse as well as
Inglehart and Klingemann claimed, disproportionately the uninvolved in
polities. As an example of this we present in Table 2 the relation
between voting or not-voting, nonresponse on a left-right scale, and
the type of scale employed.
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Table 2: Percentage of ™don't know" on a 10 point and on a 7 point
scale, for voters and nonvoters respectively
(Source: Dutch Parliamentary Election Study, 1977)

T N D R0 s i el o S - G L e Y R . AL . . S S s i P S G G S T Vo O G S0 oy P VPR S S D ek e oo S 8 ol T .

| | voters | non-voters | total sample |
e e | e T — |
| 10 point scale | 14.2% DK | 40.0% DK | 16.5% DK ]
R e T e | ——————— R [
I 7 point scale | 1.64 DK | 11.84 DK | 2.5% DK |

S LD WD LI AR G SR e ok e A s P G D e Bt G A P U S T N A e e S S 00 A AR Y D D A A Sl B e e =P D A ekl T A 0

Similar relations as the one in Table 2 can be demonstrated to exist
for political interest and political knowledge.

Concluding: a clearly recognizable middle category in a left-right
scale has the undesirable effect of attracting and disguising as
'centrists' those who are unable to locate themselves on a left-right
continuum. Consequently, a middle-category should be avoided. The most
frequently used format without a middle position is a 10-point scale.
As far as categorical rating scales go, a 10-point scale appears to be
one of the most acceptable ones, although it provokes multi-modality
in the distribution of voters.

Aithough left-right scales consist usually of a limited number of
(ordered) categories, it is usually assumed that this instrument taps
an attribute which is intrinsiecally continuous. Rating scales have
serious drawbacks, however, which can be avoided using magnitude-
estimation techniques instead (refer to Wegener, 1982). Recent
advances in this area have made such an approach quite manageable for
application 1in political research, beit more expensive than rating
scales in terms of time needed to administer the instrument. In view
of the predominance of rating scales in survey research, the remainder
of this paper will assume left-right measurements to be derived from
them. Many of the questions to be raised can also be addressed by
measurements from magnitude estimation techniques. As an example of
what such an alternative operationalization would entail, we refer to
Appendix 1 for an example, and to van Doorn et.al. (1984) ror
empirical results.

I.2 What is measured by left-right scales?

In the previous section we have introduced the left-right scale
without elaborating on what such a scale purports to measure and on
whether or not it succeeds in doing so. The substantive assumption
behind the scale is that political conflict in a system is structured
along relatively few dimensions, one of which is labeled left-right.
Such a conflict or polarization dimension can be regarded as a kind of
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super-issue which summarizes opposing viewpoints on a whole gseries of
issues. Particulary in the case of left-right frequent references are
made to ideologies associated with such a political cleavage
dimension. The purpose of left-right scales is obvious: they intend to
measure voters' political position, or if one wants to call it that
way, their ideological stance. In additon, by asking about party
perceptions on such a scale one may attempt to capture parties'
locations on this dimension in a manner which taps those aspects of
ideology which are culturally shared (something 1like the greatest
common denominator). The question to be addressed in this section is
whether or not the use of left-right scales leads to valid and
reliable measurements of ideological positions and perceptions. This
question contains at least the following series of subw-questions, each
of which will be dealt with in the next pages:

- do the labels 1left and right carry the same meaning for all the
voters?

- do voters apply the scale consistently, that is do they use the same
cognitive yardstick for each stimulus to Dbe rated, or do they
interpret the dimension differently for different stimuli?

- do ratings on a left-right scale flow from familiarity with the
substance of the political cleavage dimensicn Involved (i.e., can we
apeak of ideology) or not?

I1.2.1 The meaning of left and right

One of the most obvious ways to investigate what meanings people
associate with the terms 'left' and 'right' is to ask them to tell so
in their own words. Since the late 1960's such questions have
frequently been utilized in election studies and political surveys in
the Netherlands. Although the frequencies with which various kinds of
answers are provided are not always exactly the same {refer to Van der

Eijk and Niem8ller, 1983a: 226-229), one invariably observes the

following phenomena:

1. relatively large numbers of respondents are unable to provide a
self-formulated meaning to the term, which might be taken as
potential evidence that the terms do not have any substantive
meaning to them all.

2. relatively large numbers of respondents offer more than one answer,
which opens the possibility that they can change from one 'meaning'
of the terms to another, or, stated otherwise, that they possibly
do not use the scale consistently.

3. there is no unanimity among those who do answer the question as to
what left-right indicates. Usually the largest single group of
answers refers to ideologies (communism, socialism, capitalism,
liberalism, conservatism etc.), but important other classes of
responses refer to social groups and institutions (mostly political
parties), or to some aspect of a secular- religious distinction.
Finally, there is usually a host of answers which are either little
informative, or ideosyncratic, or evaluative rather than
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descriptive. This lack of unanimity is frequently cited as evidence
that the terms left and right are so vague and multifaceted that
they cannot be employed fruitfully in political discourse or
political research.

At first instance the findings one arrives at by means of open
questions concerning the meaning of left and right seem to preclude
that left-right scales can result in wvalid and interindividually
comparable measurements of ideological positions and perceptions.
Still, this evidence is far from conclusive. It 1is very well possible
that, even when every voter would cognize the terms left and right in
the same way, and even when every voter would employ them identically
to 'map' the political world, they are still unable te verbalize the
substance of these cognitions identically. Therefore it is not
sufficient to see how voters try to describe what left and right
'really' mean. It is necessary to investigate the degree of
commonality in the way in which these terms are used in describing
stimuli in the political world, such as political parties. If voters
agree on the degree of 'leftness' and 'rightness' of political parties
it has become irrelevant how they differ in the description of the
common yardstick they use. This is why any serious research into the
validity of left-right measures can only be undertaken in the presence
of left-right perceptions.

The question regarding the agreement on the instrumental meaning of
left and right would be a very simple one to answer if respondents
would be unanimous as to their placement of each of the parties on a
left-right scale. A quick glance at any distribution of responses
concerning party perceptions suffices to state that no unanimity
exists in this respect. Again, one could take this as evidence that
the terms left and right do not have the same (instrumental) meaning
for all voters, hence that they do not yield valid and comparable
measurements. Here too, however, such a conclusion would have been
Jjumped upon too hastily. It takes little imagination to realize that a
rating scale with a small number of categories (7, 9, 10, 11) offers
only limited precision in 1locating politieal parties, causing small
differences in response. Other factors contributing to minor
disagreements are all kinds of measurement and observation error as
well as differences in individual calibration of the scale.
Differences in how left and right are used instrumentally, however,
should show up in relatively large disagreements between the patterns
of responses. The question now becomes more complicated: how large are
the differences in the manner in which respondents use the scale in
locating parties and are they sufficiently small as to warrant the
conclusion of a common instrumental meaning? To answer this question
we can make use of multidimensional scaling.
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I1.2.2 Multidimensional scaling and the left-right dimension

Multidimensional scaling (MDS) methods have become relatively popular
in the empirical analyses of party systems. Such analyses have
frequently led to the labeling of one of the dimensions of the space
as left-right. Such left-right dimensions are, however, of an
inferential nature and cannot be used to demonstrate that an explicit
left-right scale is a valid instrument. For that purpose too, however,
we can use MDS methods. The use of MDS requires that certain
methodological considerations and technical peculiarities have to be
kept in mind when using relevant computer programs and interpreting
their results. We will start with a discussion in this vein, directed
to the use of MDS in the general analysis of party systems.
Subsuegently we will demonstrate how MDS methods can be utilized in
the validation of left-right scales. Finally we will relate the
findings of these two different, beit interrelated, kinds of analyses
to each other.

I1.2.2.1 Pitfalls in the use of multidimensional scaling

Two different kinds of data are freguently collected for the purpose
of being used in the analysis of party spaces. In Coombs' terms, these
are similarities data and preferential choice data (Coombs, 196U4). The
first, as a rule, involve judgements given by persons (politicians,
journalists, students, voters) on the similarity or dissimilarity of
(all) pairs of stimuli (i.e. parties) from a set. As such, they
represent cognitions and not individual preferences. The second, az a
rule, involve preference rank orders, or {(all) pairwise preferences of
stimuli (i.e. parties) of a set. These data involve, in prineciple,
cognitions as well as preferences. Coombs correctly stresses that
different mathematical models are requisite iIn order to analyze
similarities data and preferential choice data. In practice, however,
adequate methods of analysis are available only for similarities data.
The analysis of preferential choice data, often referred to as
unfolding, remains to this very day probiematic. Most computer
programs yield trivial or degenerated solutions; this can be
attributed in particular to the general disparity between the (large)
number of parameters to be estimated and the (small) amount of
information available.

The use of similarities data is apparantly less problematic. Many
well-behaving computer programs are available, and easy to use. It
comes as no surprise then that these algorithms, usually referred to
as multidimensional scaling, are frequently applied. They employ
iterative procedures to represent similarities between which only
order relations are assumed to exist, in a metric space of wvariable
dimensionality. The representation is characterized by an inverse
monotonic relationship of its distances to the original similarities.
In the area of analysis of party spaces, four problems merit special
attention:
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a. the use of correlations between preference rank scores as a
similarity measure,

b. the assumption that a common party space adequately represents the
idiosyncratic space of individual voters or groups of voters,

¢. the problem of curved dimensions, so-called 'horseshoes',

d. the relation between the number of stimuli and the dimensionality
of the solution.

ad a: correlations between preference rank scores as similarity
measures

We mentioned above that the appropriate tools for analyzing
preferential choice data have not been developed yet in a satisfactory
form. Still, such data are simple to collect and they are intuitively
very appealing: in one effort one gathers information on both
cognitions and preferences. Needless to say that preferential choice
data are rather abundant in electoral survey data. How should one
analyse them? A commonly used preocedure is to correlate the stimuli on
the basis of their rank numbers in the preference ordering. Daalder
and Rusk (1972, p. 172), for instance, employ this procedure and
describe its interpretation as follows:

"These correlations look at the preference order data in a
certain way - noting the covariation in rank scores given to
each pair of parties. We interpret the results as follows:
parties having substantial positive correlations are being
perceived in a similar fashion (...); pairs of parties
having negative values are being viewed as quite dissimilar
from one another, and correlation values close to zero
indicate an absence of shared perception of the parties
concerned."

This practice is not only frequently employed, but even authorized in
some discussions on how to use multidimensional scaling (see for
instance Budge and Farlie, 1978). Yet, the results it yields can be
very deceptive. Jones (1974) correctly indicates that the analyst runs
the risk of violating one of the basic assumptions of nonmetric
multidimensional secaling, namely that similarities are a monotone
transformation of the distances in the (unknown) 'true' configuration.
A simple example might suffice to illustrate the problem. A group of
Duteh voters, all occupying centrist positions in a true one-
dimensional left-right space, is asked to rank order a set of parties
according to their preference. Two of the parties in this set are the
CPN and the SGP; the first being located at the extreme left side of
the space (communist party), the second one, a fundamentalist party,
at the extreme right side of the space. As the respondents are
centrists, they will rank both of these ‘'extremist!' parties very low
in their preference. As all respondents will do 80, a high correlation
is found without warranting the conclusion that these respondents
Jjuxtapose an extreme left party and an extreme right party in their
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cognitive space. On the basis of simulation, Jones lucidly points out
that the violation of this monotonicity assumption is a function of
both the distribution of reapondents and the location of the parties
in the true space. As the specifications of the true space are not, as
a rule, known independently of the multidimensional scaling itself,
the use of this procedure warrants deprecation, and its results cannot
be taken for granted.

ad b: assumption of uniform relevance of common party spaces

Multidimensional scaling programs represent a matrix of similarities
in a metric solution. Quite often, this input matrix is obtained by
averaging the similarity judgements of all respondents. The result is
a common party space. By averaging, however, one loses the opportunity
of discovering whether the structure in the judgements provided (and
hence in the cognitive map to be recovered by the analysis) differs
between relevant groups of voters. Converse (1966b, p. 197) remarks
that the possibility

"that different voters perceive spatial location within their
party systems differently threatens any hope for a
systematic treatment of movement in these spaces on the part
of mass electorates. This is the classic dilemma: simple and
austere models have the great virtue of manageability, and
the great liability of failing to represent much of reality.
Yet any attempt to remedy the defect by recognizing more of
nature's intricacies can destroy the model's power for
systematic treatment of the phenomena it purports to cover
(...). Certainly no model of voting change is adequate
without some provision for these kinds of intervoter
differences".

Although the need for assessing possible differences in cognition has
been clearly formulated in 1966, and although multidimensional scaling
algorithms have been available since the late 1960's which allow for
such an analysis, very few analysts of party spaces have ever occupied
themselves with this question. A single exception is the study by Alt,
SHrlvik and Crewe (1976) who wuse INDSCAL, and who conclude that even
though the {cognitive) dimensions of their solution are weighted
differently by the voters of each major party, the differences are not
so great as to rule out the use of a common 3pace as an expedient
simplification.

ad e¢: the problem of curved dimensions

Quite often multidimensional scaling analyses yield two- and sometimes
higher-dimensional solutions in which the elements (parties) compose a
C-shaped, or horseshoe-shaped configuration. Such configurations can
occcur while the true configuration is a one-dimensional space (a
straight line). Subjecting points on a straight 1line to permissible
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monotone transformations of interpoint distances results in such a
curved configuration. The problem is thus how to recognize one-
dimensionality where the untrained eye would see two, or perhaps three
dimensions. Shepard notices in his Presidential Address to the
Psychometric Society:

"In analyses of many different sets of data that were known
to be basically one-dimensional, I have found that two-
dimensional solutions, when attempted, characteristically
can assume either the simple C-shape or the inflected S-
shape, and that solutions in higher-dimensional spaces are
even more various (...). Evidently, by bending away from a
one-dimensional straight line, the configuration i3 able to
take advantage of the extra degrees of freedom provided by
additional dimensions to achieve a better fit to the random
fluctuations in the similarity data." (Shepard, 1974, p.386)

The same problem has been discussed by, among others, Weisberg (1974)
and Kruskal and Wish (1978). Methods exist to insert information from
the original similarity matrix directly in the recovered configuration
in order to detect whether curved dimensions are present (see Kruskal
and Wish (1978), Appendix B). At this place we inculcate upon the
necessity of circumspection when certain kinds of configurations are
interpreted as two-dimensional.

ad d: number of stimuli and dimensionality

Common practice in the application of multidimensional scaling
programs is that the analyst requests solutions in spaces of different
dimensionality, for instance, for a three-, two- and one-dimensional
space consecutively. By inspection of agreement between data and
configuration (usually expressed as stress, that is inverse fit), and
by inspection of the configurations, one of the solutions is selected
as the appropriate one. One should keep in mind, however, that a good
fit in many dimensions for relatively few stimuli can easily be
obtained, even in the case of random data. Various criteria have been
suggested to sensitize users to this problem. Sherman (1972, p. 327-
328) proposes a measure R for the degree of data reduction:

/2 p (p - 1)
d (p~1)-12d(@d-1)

where: p refers to the number of stimuli, and
d refers to the number of dimensions.

Young suggests that R should attain a value of three or higher to
accept a solution of p stimuli in d dimensions as informative (Young
(1970), p. 471). Similar 'rules of thumb' have been devised which, by
and large, result in similar limitations (see Kruskal and Wish (1978),
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p. 34, and Wish et al. (1970)). These 'rules' imply that at least 12
stimuli are requisite in order to arrive at informative two-
dimensional solutions. Even if less stringent standards are applied,
no party system contains a sufficient number of parties to ever
warrant a three-dimensional representation, while only few systems
could justify a representation in two dimensions.

i1.2.2.2. Analyses of the Dutch party space

A review of empirical studies on the Dutch party space (refer to Van
der Eijk and Niem#ller, 1983a: 220-225) reveals that almost universal
agreement exists as to the existence of a left-right dimension in this
space. This is encouraging if left-right ideology 1is to be used in
accounting for electoral behavior. Still, most studies report
configurations of at least 2 dimensions; with respect to these we are
not convinced that any of these is really pertinent. The following
reflections are of particular significance in this regard.

First of all, relatively little agreement exists between the wvarious
multidimensional representations as to the nature of second, or higher
dimensions. The religious-secular distinection is most frequently
mentioned as constituting a separate dimension. Freguently, however,
the ordering of the parties on dimensions interpreted in this vein is
less than totally convincing. One would expect, for instance, to find
the secular parties to be hardly distinguishable on such a dimension,
yet they are frequently found to vary considerably. Virtually all
other interpretations of second or higher dimensions have only been
proposed for the configuration of a single study, and appear not to be
relevant for other studies. In view of this lack of replicability we
are inclined to consider all these interpretations as attesting
primarily to idiosyncracies in the structure and construction of
particular datasets, to the specific model and algorithm and options
employed in the analyses, and to the creative imagination of the
analysts involved.

Secondly, most of the multidimensional analysts fail to assess the fit
of unidimensional solutions. Invariably, two-dimensional soluticns
will fit the data better than unidimensional ones. This cannot be
construed, however, to imply that the latter would not fit
satisfactorily. This is particularly plausible under some conditions
which can easily be recognized. If the variance of the stimuli on
second and higher dimensions is insignificant in comparison with their
variance on the first dimension, one can expect a unidimensional
solution to fit reasonably well. This is frequently the case in the
analyses we reviewed. Furthermore, in many configurations the ordering
of the parties on the various dimensions turns out to be quite
similar, also indicating that a good-fitting golution in fewer
dimensions can be obtained. Taken all together, very few analyses have
empirically ruled out the possibility of a simpler configuration, even
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when the number of stimuli makes such a test imperative, as a good fit
in too many dimensions (given the number of stimuli) is meaningless.

Thirdly, most of the survey data employed in multidimensional scaling
analyses allow respondents much more latitude than the very
restrictive decisional context of casting a single vote. Survey data
frequently have been obtained from unspecified (i.e. undirected)
similarity judgements, unspecified preference ratings, sympathy
scores, all of which allow a respondent to express his general
cognitions and - preferences in rather great detail. The polling booth,
however, presents a much less tolerant environment with respect to all
kinds of nuances which may exist in a voter's mind. Owing to this
difference between the tasks to be performed as respondent in a
survey, and - as voter in an election, one can expect that analyses of
survey responses require more dimensions than needed in the analysis
of the vote.

I.2.2.3 Multidimensional scaling to test left-right scales

In the previous section we have concluded that the analysis of
unspecified similarity judgements regarding parties results in party
spaces in which the left-right dimension is dominant. In other words,
such an ideological distinction appears to be implicit in many
responses of voters. 3till,if we want to employ such distinctions in
empirical research on electoral behavior, these party spaces are of
little use. The left-right labeling is usually a very loose one in all
instances, which would be equally applicable if the configurations
were rotated somewhat. In other words, it is difficult to extract from
such analyses any precise information as to the exact location of the
parties. Even more important, most of these configurations can only be
produced for parties, and not convincingly for parties and voters
simultaneously, which would be needed for employing left-right in the
explanation of partychoice. Hence the need for direct attempts to
measure voters' self placement and perception of parties in left-right
terms: the left-right scale. The question which still needed an answer
with respect to this scale is whether or not the observed differences
in the use of this scale in locating parties are sufficiently large to
preclude valid and comparable measurements. To this avail we can use
MDS methods. In order to apply MDS we first of all need a matrix of
(dis)similarities between the various parties.

This matrix is of paramount importance and, as it had to be
constructed in a rather unconventional way, we will inceptively
elaborate on how to measure similarity between parties which have been
rated on a ordered categorical scale. Subsequently, the results of the
analyses themselves will be presented in a straightforward way.

How do we arrive at a similarity matrix with regard to the parties
which can profitably be used in multidimensional scale analysis? At



16 Left-Right scales

first one might think of the differences between parties' average
ratings as a measure of (dis)similarity. Such a measure, however,
would be trivial, as we will demonstrate. In Figure 1 we present a
simple, fictitious, example in which three parties - A, B and C - are
rated by two raters. The responses are depicted in Table A. The
differences between average ratings are d(AB)=T7-3.5=3.5, d(BC)=8-7=1.0
and d{AC)=8-3.5z=U4.5. One sees immediately that such differences
between average ratings necessarily conform to triangular equality,
hence the parties can be represented perfectly in a single dimension.
As this result is unavoidable when using this procedure, it is
trivial, and constitutes no test of the validity of the assumptions
underlying the use of the rating scale. A nontrivial set of
dissimilarities can be obtained, however, as follows. Consider the
ratings given to each of the parties by each of the n respondents as
coordinates of party locations in a n-dimensional Euclidean space.
Distances between these points do not necessarily conform to
triangular equality, but to triangular (in)equality instead. In Figure
1 an illustraticon is supplied for our hypothetical example. The two-
dimensional space is delineated, with the location of the three
parties in it. This drawing immediately illustrates that the inter-
party distances can no longer be represented in one dimension. In
Table B (part of Figure 1) we report the distances in this two-
dimensional space, which are calculated by applying the well-known
formula

1
n 2 ‘é‘
d g = {E(Al-si)}

i=1

respondent 2

) L I respondent 1
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Table A: Ratings and their Table B: Distance table from
averages ratings
| raters| parties | | I parties |
| N | | R -
| | A B c | | | A& B c |
R | e |
| 1 1 3 6 10 i i A | - 5.00 7.28 |
i 2 1 4 8 6 ] I B | 5.00 . y.y7 |
N l | ¢ 1 7.28 4.47 - |
| mean | 3.5 7.0 8.0 | | | |

Figure 1: Hypothetical example of the construction of
distances from ratings

From Table B it can also be verified that triangular (in)equality
holds with respect to the inter-party distances: d(AB) + d(BC) > d(AC)
(in our example: 5.00 + 4,47 > 7.28).

As a consequence, the parties can {(in our example) only be represented
in two dimensions. Triangular equality (indicating the existence of an
unidimensional representation of parties) ecan occur, however, as it
constitutes a special case of triangular (in)equality. Therefore, we
can employ these inter-party distances in multidimensional scale
analysis, and establish empirically whether or not an unidimensional
representation of the parties would fit. If the fit would be good, one
could accept the assumption that the rating scale is a unidimensional
and unambiguous yardstick, if the fit is unacceptable, this assumption
would not be justified.

Elsewhere we have reported in great detail the result of MDS analyses
on various surveys to test the validity of left-rigth scales (refer to
Van der Eijk and Niem#ller, 1983a: 232-247). Summarizing the results
we note that:

~ 2 dimensional solutions fit very good (an average stress of 0.025
for 11 to 14 parties to be scaled). Of these dimensions the first,
and dominant one coincides nicely with the order in which parties
are located from left to right on the rating scale. The second
dimension defies substantive interpretation, and may well be the
result of the algorithm's propensity to accomodate a certain amount
of random variance to minimize stress. Consequently a 1-dimensional
solution was obtained, which shows on average a stress of 0.075 for
11 to 14 parties. Such a value is acceptably low and in accordance
with what one would expect to find if the true (but unknown)
dimensionality were 1.
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The cardinal conclusion which can be drawn from the analyses is the
following. When respondents in a random sample from the electorate
rate parties on a left-right scale they utilize for each party the
same cognitive dimension as a yardstick against which the party is
measured. Essentialy this means that all respondents order the
parties in roughly the same way. The suggestion that a person would
employ, for instance, socio-economic eriteria to place some parties
and totally different (i.e. orthogonal) criteria to rate other ones,
proves to be false. To the extent that persons actually employ
different criteria for different parties, the criteria are evidently
interchangeable with regard to the ordering of parties they produce,
and can therefore be considered as instrumentally equivalent.

— in addition to normal MDS-analyses we have also used INDSCAL, a MDS3-
technique which allows to explicitly compare the structure of left-
right ratings between various subgroups of a sample. This procedure
makes it possible to detect deviations from unidimensionality of the
left-right scale which remain hidden when information is aggregated
over the entire sample as was done in the normal MDS analyses.
Groups have been distinguished on 3 different criteria: left-right
gselfplacement, church attendance and the kind of answer they
provided to the open question as to what the meanings are of left
and right. In all cases we established that a one-dimensional
solution results in near-perfect fit and that the groups of voters
distinguished do not differ noteworthy from one another in the
structure of their left-right ratings.

The results of the various kinds of MDS analyses evince that the left-
right scale has an unambiguous instrumental meaning for voters, which
is the same for subgroups in the electorate which could most likely be
expected to differ in this respect. How the left-right scale 1s used
by voters as an instrument to discriminate between parties is
evidently not contingent on how they subjectively interpret these
terms, on their own self definition in left-right terms, or on their
religiosity.

I.2.2.4 Coneluding remarks

No single test of validity can ever be exhaustive. Therefore, it is
impossible to prove the validity of an instrument in an absolute way.
In our case this means that we do not pretend that each and every
voter has exactly the same notion of what left and right means, nor
that each and every voter utilizes the instrument in exactly the same
way. Quite certainly differences exist in this respect. The main point
of our analyses, however, is that such differences are not
systematically related to a number of important voter characteristics.
Rather than continue in the way described above, further validating
research could reverse the line of analysis and single out those
respondents whose use of the laft-right scale is clearly at odds with
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that of most others. A comparison of the characteristics of such a
group with others might then indicate whether deviations from the
dominant instrumental meaning of the 1left-right continuum are purely
individual or whether they are common for certain kinds of voters. At
this place we suffice by indicating the possibility of such additional
validating analyses, without engaging in them.

In the preceding sections we have reported results of MDS-analyses on
two different kinds of data. To avoid misunderstandings as to the
status of each we want to emphasize the following:

- analysis of similarity judgements by MDS reveals the importance of
left-right in people's perceptions of parties without them having to
place parties on a 1left-right scale. MDS applied on this kind of
data results in a 'map' of the party space as perceived by voters.
The notions of left and right are invoked by the analyst to
interpret this map. Unidimensional configurations would indicate
that voters apply only 1 criterion in distinguishing between
parties; even when this is a left-right distinction according to the
researchers, it is not certain at all that voters would interpret it
that way themselves.

- analysis of equivalence of the instrumental meaning of left-right
scales by means of MDS only yields conclusions as to whether such a
scale 1s employed consistently by voters and as to the uniformity of
this usage by various groups. A unidimensional result only indicates
a validation of the left-right scale, and does not establish that
voters' perceptions of parties are unidimensional. A
multidimensional solution would not imply that the party space of
voter perceptions is multidimensional, but only that a left-right
scale is not used consistently and uniformly.

I.2.3 Left-right, ideclogy and party identification

Left-right scales are intended to measure ideological positions and
perceptions. In the preceding sections we have observed that although
voters differ as to the way in which they verbalize the meaning of
left and right, they agree by and large in the manner in which they
use a left-right categorical rating scale. The question can be posed,
however, whether or not this suffices to assume that these ratings
flow from voters' shared familiarity with the substance of the
political cleavage which is at the bottom of the left-rigth
distinction. This question lies at the hart of the ongoing debate on
the nature of belief systems in mass publics, and has been elaborated
in a left-right context by Inglehart and Klingemann (1976). According
to them, left-right selfplacements of voters may originate either from
ideology, or from party identification. The first occurs when voters
are acquainted with the nature of the political programs of opposing
social groups and interests and when on the basis of this knowledge
they accord themselves a position on the left-right scale which is in
agreement with their political views. In other words: because they are
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able to classify their own opinions and issue positions as 'left', or
'pight', they are also able to locate themselves accordingly on a
left-right scale. For cases where left-right selfplacements do not
originate from such familiarity with ideoclogy, Inglehart and
Klingemann suggest that party identification plays a crucial role:
"Snort-cuts for the ideological position of parties like left
or right are provided by language, and the relationship of
such labels to political parties 1is culturally defined.
(...) individuals may recognize and use ideological labels
in connection with political parties without knowing or
considering the implications of such concepts for their own
issue positions. If a respondent feels close to a given
party and knows that people say it is located on the extreme
left, he may place himself accordingly. Thus party loyalties
could lead members of the public to adopt ideological labels
to themselves that are unrelated to their current issue
positions™. (1976: 244)
In their research Inglehart and Klingemann attempt to establish which
of these two factors is the more powerful, and thus to establish how
such selfplacements should be interpreted. They conclude very firmly
that:
"The classical view of the left-right dimension as primarily
a super-issue seems largely untenable for Europe. For one
thing, the partisan component seems to be much stronger than
the ideological component" (1976: 269)
For a number of reascns we question this conclusion. First of all,
their operationalisations are dubious. The impact of party
identification is indicated by the correlation between one's own left
right position, and the average left-right position awarded to the
party of which one claims "to feel closer to". The size of this
correlation (.56 for the Netherlands) is taken as an indicator that
party identification determines one's own left right placement.
Generally, the survey-questions used would not be considered good
indicators of identification. Even more importantly, this correlation
may be high, due to ideclogical motivations (i.e. due to substantive
jssue positions and the selection of a party one feels "cloger™ to on
the basis of issue-agreement). As a measure of one's ideological
position an index has been constructed from U4 items from Inglehart's
notorious materialist-postmaterialist battery which has been
eriticized severly on both substantive and methodological grounds, and
which is so far removed from the substance of regular political
conflict that its relation to substantive issue positions is virtually
impossible to discern. This index correlates considerably weaker with
left-right selfplacement than the partisan indicator, and therefore it
is concluded that 'ideology' has less impact. 1t must be remarked,
however, that this kind of direct comparison of manifest correlations
is 1inadequate to to -establish which of the latent correlations 1is
strongest. Finally, Inglehart and Klingemann's conclusion hinges on a
particular assumption on the nature of party identification, namely
that:
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"Since party identification tends to be established early in

life it 1is difficult to view it as a result of left-right

selfplacement; it seems more plausible to conclude either

that the two are acquired simultaneously, or that left-right

orientations are derivative from party identification".

(1976: 269)
The assumption of identification's antecedence (and of its implied
stability) appears to be untenable for the Netherlands. Questions
intended to measure party identification yield temporally extremely
unstable responses in the Netherlands. Even more damaging to the
notion of party identification as conceptualised by the Michigan
School, is that in our samples roughly half of the respondent who
would normally be considered identifiers, claim to identify with more
than one party, a phenomenon which is found to exist at all levels of
intensity of the first mentioned identification. Such findings are
incompatible with identification with a party sui generis, that is,
with those aspects which render a party into a unique entity. Further
analysis of which parties are mentioned in conjunction by multiple
identifiers reveals that it concerns only parties which are perceived
as similar in a left~right sense. The entire pattern of responses to
(multiple) party identification questions can only be interpreted
meaningfully when we assume that voters do not identify with parties
as unique, unordered and unorderable entities, but with parties as
manifestations of what they stand for politically, i.e. political
programs. Such programs can be ordered in a summarizing way by left-
right ratings. In other words, voters appear to identify with parties
as manifestations of ideological stances, and compatibility of this
stance with their own position on a left-right scale is the basis of
this 1identification (for details we refer to Van der Eijk and
Niem8ller, 1983a: 333-3U45). The conclusion of this excursion into
identifications is not only to demonstrate that ideology is most
probably the major factor from which left-right ratings originate. In
addition we propose that the frequently encountered contradistinction
of 1ideology versus party identification is a false one, based on
inappropriate conceptualisations and incorrect assumptions.

In view of the fact that 'party identification' in the Netherlands
appears to originate from ideology, and in view of the fact that left-
right selfplacements in the Netherlands appear to be stable over time
(refer to Section II.3.2 of this paper), it seems plausible that the
left-right scale taps primarily ideological positions and perceptions.
Further research can be undertaken to establish in which ways voters
differ with respect to the range of other beliefs which are integrated
by their ideology, but that, however, would lead us outside the scope
of the questions we set out to answer. As a conclusion of this section
we can state that it is unlikely that left-right selfplacements are
mere reflections of party preference or identification, in which case
they could not fruitfully be used anymore in the explanation of such
preferences.
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I.3 Voters and their left-right position

In Section 1.1 we observed that the overwhelming majority of voters is
able to assign themselves a position on the left-right scale. Table 3
depicts the distribution of these self-placements in 6 different
surveys which have been held in the period 1973-1982. In all these
surveys a 10-point scale has been used; we do not report similar
distributions from 7-point scales as those are strongly inflated in
their frequencies in the middle positicn (refer also to Section I.1,
Table 1)

Table 3: Distributions of selfplacements on a 10-point left-right
scale (in percentages) (Sources: 1977, 1981, 1982: Dutch
Parliamentary Election Studies; 1979: Dutch Parliamentary
Election  Panel Study 1971-1979; 1973: 1Inglehart and
Klingemann (1976), 1978: Continuous Survey, wavelT)

e o o o S o S A P S Y o T o o S} oo S Tk L A A AP T . . S i WD

| left 11 5.0 8.7 1 6.01 6.3 1 &4 | 5.1

| 2] 5.51 5.6 1 #4.7} .21 4.81] 6.0
| 31 12.6 | 12.9 | 11.2 | 13.4 | 12,0 | 12.2 |
| 41 7.61 9.01 9.2 1] 11.8 1 11.7 1 10.3 |
| 51 15.6 | 12.6 | 18.8 | 19.5 | 16.6 | 16.8 |
| 61 13.3 | 11.5 | 17.5 | 13.4 | 14.8 | 11.4 |
| 71 8.41 8.5 1| 8.81] 15.4 | 12.0 | 13.4 |
| 8 1 15,0 | 12.1 | 8.8 1 7.3 1 12.4 1 13.7 |
{ 9] 6.4 6,01 4.91% 2.71 .11 5.1}
| right 10 1 9.7 | 13.0 1 10.1 1 6.1 1 7.1 1 6.0 1|
| o e I
| MEAN | 5.80 | 5.67 | 5.62 | 5.31 | 5.60 | 5.57 |
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Wnen considering the length of the time period involved (comprising 3
national elections and a radical change in the economic situation of
the country) the similarity Dbetween the distributions iz striking.
From these data we are inable to discern any systematic over-time
change in the distribution.

The distributions in Table 3 are of a multimodal type, which is
clearly visible in Figure 2, which shows the average distribution
which has been calculated from the 6 different distributions in Table

3.
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Figure 2: Distribution of voters on a left-right scale. (Average of
distributions of surveys in the 1973-1982 period. Source:
Table 3, above)

Downs (1957: 125-126) has hypothesized that a multi-model distribution
of voters, such as depicted in Figure 2 is of consequence for the
party system:

"Multiparty systems -those with three or more major parties are
likely to occur whenever the distribution of voters is
polymodal. The existence of twe or more outstanding modes
creates conditions favorable to one party at each mode, and
perhaps balancing parties between them".

Although the distribution of the electorate, in conjunction with the
character of the Dutch party system seems to support this hypothesis,
a cautionary note should be made. In Section I.1 we already noted that
multi-versus unimodality is partly an artefact of the length of the
rating scale employed: 10-point scales tend to yield multimodel
distributions, and 7T-point scales tend to result in unimodel ones.
Because of this kind of effect of the number of categories in the
scale on the appearance of the distribution, it seems premature to
take the Dutch case as confirming Downs' hypothesis. In any case, the
majority of Dutch electors assign themselves a rather moderate
position on the left-right scale; the center of the scale is much more
heavily populated than the extremes.

Partly in an effort to understand the nature of' the political
cleavages which are indicated by left-right, a lot of attention has
traditionally been devoted to the relation between left-right
selfplacements and other characteristics of voters. In the
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Netherlands, the following phenomena have been observed in this

respect (for more details refer to: Niem#ller, 1980: 238-246):

_ considerable differences in L-R selfplacement exist between the
youngest (<30 year) and the oldest (>70 years) agegroups in various
samples, the oldest group being considerably more rightish. With
respect to all intermediate age groups no interpretable pattern of
differences can be discerned.

- no significant or systematic differences can be observed between men
and women in any of the surveys

- except for the highest socio-economic class, a monotone relation
exists between class and L-R selfplacements. Higher classes have a
stronger rightward proclivity than lower classes. The highest class
on a subjective s.e.3. variable, however, is considerably less
rightish than the ones just below it.

- the left-right distribution of greoups distinguished by education
differ at times, beit not according any systematic and specific
pattern. The most noteworthy phenomenon, however, is a perslastent
leftish bias of the highest educated group (university or semi-
university level).

- a significant relation exists between political interest and left-
right selfplacement: higher levels of interest tend to co-occur with
more left-wing scores.

- the relation between political efficacy and L-R selfplacements is
not significant, beit that a siight curvilinear relation exists: the
highest as well as the lowest efficacy scores have somewhat stronger
left proclivities.

- in all samples a strong difference can be observed between secular
and religious voters, the former being considerably more leftish
than the latter. Within the group of religious voters frequency of
cnurch attendance 1is monotonely related to the rightishness of the
average selfplacement. This same relationship can also be observed
in a different variable: support for various social and economic
institutions to be organized on the basis of religion.

Most of the relationships with voters' socioeccnomic, demographic and
psychological characteristics are weak, if at all significant. Owing
to this, it does not make much sense to draw a multi-attribute profile
of a typical left or right oriented voter. By far the strongest
relationships exist between selfplacement and religion/religiosity. In
view of the fact that we demonstrated that the instrumental meaning of
the scale is uniform across these variables (Section 1.2.2.3) it can
be concluded that, at least in the 1970's and 1980's, religiosity and
right-wing ideclogy 80 hand in hand. To a congsiderable extent this
reflects the fact that loss of faith has traditionally been more
prevalent among leftish oriented voters than among more rightish ones.
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I.4 Party Profiles

What can we expect to find with respect to the form of the
distribution of perceived party positions? In view of the satisfactory
result of the vallidating analyses in Section 1I.2.2 we can expect the
great majority of responses to be concentrated in a few (two or three)
adjacent categories of the rating scale. Obviously, the average party
location will be located in this region as well. The distributions
with respect to various parties will, in general, vary in the location
of central tendency, as well as in degree of consensus f{i.e.
variance). Some parties will be perceived, generally, as left-wing,
some as centrist, and some as right-wing. Furthermore, with respect to
some parties, consensus as to their location will be greater, while
other parties will be found to have a 'fuzzier' image. The
characteristics of the wvarious distributions of perceived party
positions can be reported in various ways. Firstly, one can summarize
the distribution by its moments, or by alternative measures for
central tendency, variation and skewness. Secondly, the complete
response distributions can be reported. Finally, the response
distributions can be presented graphically.

A description of the average positions of each of the parties, and of
over-time changes in this respect, will be provided in Part II
(Section II.3.1). To gain an impression of the general character of
party distributions (eentral tendency as well as the degree of
agreement), the entire response distribution can be presented in a
tabular form. Table 4 presents such distributions for 1981 (similar
information with respect to other years can be found in Van der Eijk
and Niem8ller, 1983a: 411-414). Such information can be made more
amenable for a visual comparison of the various parties by means of
graphical frequency distributions, which immediately depict the
profile of a party in terms of both central tendency and dispersion. A
number of such profiles is depicted in Figure 3. In contrast to the
distribution of self-placements the number of categories in the L-R
scale is of 1little consequence to the kind of party profile one
obtains.
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Table 4: Distribution of perception of parties on a 10-point
left-right scale, 1981 (in percentages)

- —— e A o e b b b i o o e Tk kA o AR A A e e i Tt o e o A e . D . e W i

| 1981 I CPN | PSP | PvdA | PPR | D66 | DST70 |
| mmmmme e fmmme o e I [ R I
| left 1 | 72.3 | 38.0 | 21.8 | 21.7 | 3.3 1 2.7 |
| 2 ) 14.8 4 31.1 | 20.4 | 30.1 ] T.1 1 4.0 |
I 3 | 5.2 1 13.9 | 28.0 | 24.0 | 16.0 | 6.4 |
| ¥ | 1.9 1 6.5 16.6 1 11.1 | 25.4 | 11.5 |
I 5 | 1.3 1 .21 8.81 5.31] 27.5 | 16.6 |
| 6 | 1 2.2 10 1.6 3.21 11.5 | 18.0 |
| 7 1 1.3 1 1.8 1 1.1 1.9 4.4 14.5 |
| 8 | 1.2 1 1.0} 91 1.2 3.3 1 13.0 |
l 9 | .5 o .5 .8 | .81 8.5 |
| right 10 | 8 6 | I .6 1 4.9 |
| e e e
| i BP | ¢cpa |l VvD | GPV | SGP |

R s e [ == e [ [mmmmmm I

| left 1 | 4.4 | R 91 1.9 1.7 1

| 2 1 1.9 | A 81 1.3 1 3.0}

| 3 1 3.0 | O 1 231 2.3 1 3.2 1

1 4 | 4,01 1.0 2.31 2.1 | 2.2 )

I 5 | 5.71 821 5.31 3.91 4.1}

i 6 | 8.1 1 15.4 1 7.31 5.4 5.0|

| 7 1 7.9119.3 ) 122.71 9.1} 7.6 |

| 8 | 13.8 | 20.3 | 24.6 | 16.7 | 15.2 |

: g | 20.4 ] 17.8 | 23.6 | 24.5 | 24.4 |

| right 10 | 30.8 | 16.6 | 20.2 | 32.8 | 33.6 |

- 4 ————— - Tt o o o T O P ot A Tt e i i o - b -

Source: Dutch Parliamentary Election Study, 1981

With respect to the information provided above on distributions of
party perceptions a number of observations can be made.

Firstly, it is evident that no unanimity exists; each of the possible
locations is used for each of the parties. Fortunately, most of the
responses are concentrated in relatively few locations. Virtually all
party profiles display a more or less pronounced 'peak', beit that the
degree of peakedness (i.e. agreement) differs considerably. In Figure
3 we can observe that agreement as to the location of the CPN is
overwhelming, while DS70 generates no consensus at all and appears to
produce almost random responses. The less peaked a profile is, hence,
the wider it is, the 1less acceptable the average location becomes as
an estimate of voters' individual perceptions, and the more we will
gain from employing individual perceived positions in analyses of
individuals' voting behavior instead.
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The lack of consentiousness can be understood to emanate from
uncertainty in voting and electoral competition. Downs convincingly
emphasized the consequences of uncertainty. One of its effects is that
voters cannot be expected to be cognizant of all issues, policy
proposals and government actions. To reduce information costs, voters
can utilize ideological conceptions, enabling them to compare parties
and themselves in terms of ideological position. This is not to imply
that voters no longer bring specific policy considerations to bear on
their perception of parties. They do, but only respecting those areas
of government action which are of such importance to them that they
can afford the information costs involved. These areas will, in
general, not be identical for all voters, causing some divergence of"
opinions with regard to political parties' location on the Ileft-right
dimension. Downs (1957, p.133) envisaged this possibility, and
pointedly remarks:

"Therefore, the party has no unigque, universally recognized
net position. Some voters may feel it is more right-wing
than others, and no one view can be proved correct. However,
there will be some consensus as to the range in which the
party's net position 1lies; so we can still distinguish
right-wing parties from center and left-wing ones."

One consequence of uncertainty is the need to employ ideclogy in one's
decision making. An even more important effect, in view of the absence
of total unanimity as to party position, is that uncertainty
necessarily implies that the information which a person utilizes in
her perceptions may be less than totally accurate. Downs (1957, p.9-
10, 46, 77-81) admits that information may be misleading and may
contain errors. Therefore, it is hardly surprising to find the voters!
image of parties to be variegated to some extent. Thus, our conclusion
mugt Dbe that the divergence of individual perceptions of parties!
location can be understood as one of the consequences of uncertainty
in the real world. The analyses reported in Section I1.2.2, however,
ensure that these divergencies may be considered to exist on a firm
basis of fundamental agreement between voters as to the instrumental
meaning of the left-right dimension.

Secondly, we can observe that the distributions of perceived positions
of parties are highly similar for certain combinations of parties. The
PvdA, PPR and PSP on the one side, and the SGP and GPV on the other
side of the continuum are the most clearcut examples - their profiles
are barely distinguishable from one ancther. Even in less conspicuous
cases, some profiles arouse the expectation that many voters will
disagree not only with regard to the location they assign to wvarious
parties, but also with regard to the ordering of certain pairs of
parties. The more the profiles of various parties overlap, the more it
becomes imperative to employ individually perceived locations instead
of average party locations.
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Thirdly, most of the party profiles appear to change very little in
character over the 1974-1981 period. A few of the profiles, however,
develop over time in interesting ways, mocst notably those of D66 and
CDA. D66 wanders from a moderately leftish position in 1974 to a much
more outspoken centrist position in 1979, from which it slightly
rebounds in 1981. The CDA, being an amalgam of three separate
christian democratic parties, was originally (1974) perceived with
relatively little agreement (a profile with a broad, hence low 'peak'
ranging from the center to right-wing). Gradually, a more distinct
pattern emerges which in 1981 resembles to some extent that of the
VVD. Comparison of various profiles of a single party over time, or of
various parties concurrently can be conducted more objectively than by
a mere ad oculos inspection. We will report on manners to do so in a
separate publication.

It is extremely tempting to interpret changes 1in party profiles as
owing to the effects of political events and of parties' own behavior:
formation, existence and breaking up of government coalitions, changes
in parties' platforms or poliecy proposals, animosity or reconciliation
between various parties, the rise or decline of outspoken 'wings' (and
their spokesmen) in larger parties, and so forth. We are of the
opinion that these ratings of party positions, presented as complete
distributions rather than only some of its parameters, are invaluable
for monitoring the impact of said behavior and events on the public's
perceptions. At present, however, we will withhold from offering a
historical interpretation of shifts in party profiles, as such is nect
the primary aim of this paper.

Concluding this section, we observe that the shape of most party

profiles - peaked, but far from unanimous - and the prevalence of
parties in certain regions of the space - causing even strongly peaked
profiles to coincide to a large extent - Dboth necessitate that

individual perceptions of party locationa rather than average
locations should be employed in analyzing individual voting behavior
and vote changing.

1.5 Individuals and parties

In the previous sections we have treated voters' self-placements and
their L-R party-perceptions separately. A relevant question, however,
is whether or not specific relations exist Dbetween the responses on
both kinds of questions, other than the effects of 'rational' voting,
which will be discussed in part II of this paper. Some attention has
been paid in the literature to a comparison of the position of voters
on a left-right scale in relation to their own perception of the party
they voted for. The conclusion most frequently arrived at is that, on
average, voters of a party are more centrist than the party they
support {the following authors, among others, report such findings:
Barnes (1971), Klingemann (1972), Converse (1976)). Our own findings
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in this respect are tabulated in Table 5 for 1981, This table shows
consistently that parties occupy , according to their own voters, more
extreme positions than their voters themselves do. Most explanations
in the literature for this finding are based on (social-)
psychological arguments, referring to ideoclogical purity {(and hence
extremity) of a party's leadership compared to its following. Such
explanations are evidently attractive, but we fear that the empiriecal
regularity on which they are based is merely an artefact.

Table 5: Left-right placement of voters of various parties, and their
perception of the party they voted for (expressed in averages
on a 10-point L~R scale}

{Source: Dutch Parliamentary Election Study 1981)

Tl 7 > A D D i S o S S Y Y . D Y T PR S S S W WD D D Al LD ol i bl ke b vink b Sk G N S S Y A WP 0 D S S A ke H D A T

| party average self-placement average of perception of |
of voters of this party party by its own voters |

| CPN 2.46 1.63 |
| PSP 2.15 1.87 |
| PPR 3.52 2.91 |
| PvdA 3.63 3.13 I
| D66 4.63 4,62 |
} DST0 6.50 7.11 i
| CDA 7.42 8.17 |
| vVD 7.27 8.05 |
| @GPV 8.29 8.57 |
| SGP 8.32 8.73 |

e LAl B e el B S D G S i e S S D U D T G M T A S D VD D D YR S P T A G D il it ok il e S G S S . D Y U S A

In Section I.3 we noted that the bulk of the electorate is located in
the center of the left-right scale. The effect is that in general of
all voters whose own position is within a certain (short) range from
the position of a party, a greater part will be 1located on the center
side of that party, only because the left-right continuum is there
more heavily populated with voters. In other words, the empirical
regularity demonstrated in Table 5 is an aggregation artefact which
will occur when the following conditions are met: 1) people vote for a
party on the basis of either minimizing distance to their own
position, or not-exceeding a certain distance to a party, and 2)
wherever a party is located a greater number of electors satisfying
condition 1 is to be found between that party and the center, than
between that party and the nearest extreme of the scale. In general,
this second condition will be realized whenever the distribution of
voters is unimodal, or, if it is polymodal, when the central modes
contain more voters than off-center modes.
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CONCLUSION OF PART I

The discussion in this part of the paper results in the conclusion
that left-right measurements by means of rating scales appear to be
quite wuseful in empirical research. Many questions which have been
raised concerning their validity could be answerded satisfactory. Of
course, the instrument is not without any flaws, but it is of
importance to keep in mind that no existing measurement device is
without drawbacks. In particular in mass survey applications the
'simple' left-right rating scale remains invaluable. It is a cheap
instrument which is easy to administer, it elicits a relatively low
amount of nonresponse and it can be considered to be reasonably valid.
Very few, if any, other survey instruments have been devised to
register relevant self-definitions of voters and simultaneously their
cognitions and perceptions of the political world around them. To what
use such measurements may be put substantively in the area of
electoral research will be illustrated in the second part of this

paper.
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PART II
APPLICATIONS OF LEFT-RIGHT MEASUREMENTS IN ELECTORAL RESEARCH

Three kinds of information can be derived from left-right scales which
are of particular relevance for use in attempts to answer substantive
research questions:

- the location of each individual voter in the space. These are
provided by respondents' self-ratings on the left-right scale. This
location for an individual voter will at times be referred to as V.

- the perception of party locations by each of the voters. These are
provided by respondents' ratings of the parties which were
represented in parliament in terms of a left-right scale. These
individual perceptions of, for instance, parties A and B will be
indicated by P(A) and P(B).

- the average location of each of the parties in the continuum. These
are simply obtained by calculating the mean of all individual
perceptions for each of the parties.

Spatial analysis consists of relating these variables to each other in
one way or another. The kind of conclusion, which can be drawn from
the analysis is dependent upon which variables have been interrelated
in the analysis. The logic hereof may at the outset appear obvious,
however, in view of the confusion in this respect in the literature,
such is evidently not the case. We assert that aggregated (i.e.,
average) data and individual data relate to different empirical
questions. Aggregate data have to be used in analyses relating to the
political system, and are only applicable in this respect if we assume
them to indicate relevant systemic phenomena. Assuming, for instance,
that the average party locations may be interpreted as reflecting
compatibility of parties' behavior and proposals in parliament, they
analyses yield conclusions as to the viability of various alternative
coalitions. Individual data, however, have to be used in analyses
relating to individual decision making, such as, for instance,
analyses with respect to the question of whether or not a voter's
behavior may be termed rational (in Downsian way). Aggregate data
cannot be used for making inferences on individual behavior;
individual behavior cannot directly be interpreted in systemic terms.
The extent of the disparity between these two perspectives is
contingent on the extent of individual differences in perceptions of
parties, a matter we have discussed in Section I.4. To illustrate this
rather abstract argument and to become acquainted in a simple way with
the kind of data we will analyze in this part of this paper, we would
like to Dbegin by reporting the combination of voters' individual
position, and the average 1location of the party they voted for: Table
6. Tables such as these are sometimes (incorrectly) regarded as
evidence of the relevancy of the ideological dimension for
individual's choice behavior (this is done, for instance, by Markus
and Jennings (1978)). We will demonstrate that such an interpretation
is not allowed and that, therefore, the data in Table 6 are incapable
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of demonstrating whether or not ideclogical {(left-right) compatibility
can be construed as voters' motivating force. Later, in Secticn II...,
we will be able to demonstrate that the assumption regarding the
relevancy of the left-right dimension as a guiding factecr in voters'
behavior is demonstrably justified, but in said section we will apply
partially different data than were used in this section.

II.7 Selfplacement and average party positions: the question of
democratic representation

In Table 6 the distribution of each party's voters on the left-right
continuum is depicted. In this table the parties are ordered according
to their average left-right position in 1981, their average locations
listed below the party names. A brief glance at this table is
sufficient in ascertaining that a relatively strong relation does
indeed exist between parties' average positions and voters' positions.
The near-empty lower-left and upper-right cells distinctly attest to
this, while the non-empty cells evince for the various parties (i.e.
rows from top to bottom) a progressively right proeclivity respecting
the position of each party's median voter. Evidently then, parties
recruit the majority of their voters froem nearby. Still, the
relationship is far from perfect. The CPN, for instance, located at
the extreme left side of the space, attracts (in 1981) 11.5% (= 3.8 «+
T7.7%) of its votes from electors who locate themselves in the center
of the space (i.e. positions 5 and 6 of the 10-point left-right
scale). Conversely, a majority of voters who position themselves at
the leftmost extreme position (position 1) do not vote for the CPN:
the total sum of 17.9% of the 39 PSP-voters (= T voters) and of 10.8%
of the 343 PvdA-voters (= 37 voters) outnumbers the 34.6% of the 26
CPN-voters (= 9 voters).
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parties, 1981 (row-wise

of each of the

voters

first

average left-right position)

Left-right scores of the

Table 6

column the parties are listed together with

the

in

percentages;

S S D B . A O S D S G Y A e s e o e S D S D S S S A Y S S ek e S o o . T — T o —— - —— ———— " S S T W . S — ——— i A 8 -

] 1 1 ] 1 i | ] ] 1 1 | |
] wR | O 1o [ 1 ™M 1= | 0 | o [IRaN! 1~ 1 | = )
! Q 1N Al 1™ 1 = | O ] | b~ ] 1 1N 1 — ] ©Q
1 = O | ] 1™ 1~ 1 1= I 1 | 1 I M
I A | ] I i 1 1 1 1 ] ] ] | —
“ 1 I I t 1 i t | T i 1 1
FL 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 § 1 |
K= 1 1 1 ] O I ] 1= 1 1O Il1a) 1 =t 1
81O 11 1) 1 1 e 11 [2] | . 1 1 = 1 [ 1
w1 ] 1 ] 1 ] t | =r 1 1~ 1~ [ 1
(== ] 1 I 1 | 1 | - 1 ] Y 1 |
“ 1 ! 1 1 | 1 ] 1 | 1 1 “
1 1 1 1 ] ] ] 1 3 | 1 ' ¥
| 1 1 1 [ o { [Ty} 1 cO 1 I wn sl 1o {
[eal 1 11 11 1 = 1t 1 . 1 - [ { [ I s |
] 1 1 § 1 ] I N [=a ] 1 bt~ [ | = 1
I | ] i ] 1 | — 1 I | 1N [ ad ]
" ] 1 1 | I I i 1 1 1 1 ]
T ORTT T ST T et e mmtn e e e e et e o m— bt TET T rmmar S — — — — — — — — — ] e ey —
1 I I 1 ] | 1 1 | | ] I i
1 1 1 1 W0 | b~ 1~ 1 1N 1M ] 1 w0 I~ [ ot |
1 cO0 11 11 1 e [ 1 . § . [ [ I . | 1 s I
1 1 1 | O | - P 1N [Te} i o [ | O I
! ' 1 i ] t | - I o 1 I o 1o I m |
" 1 | ] ] k I 1 1 1 | I 1
T TS T T T R e e dem car e e e e e Am—" s A% b e e M =T AN ——— — — — v A vt s— _
I 1 1 ] ] 1 1 1 1 1 i ] |
1 i I [BsV] |~ 1 w0 | O 11 1o 1 O (V] | O |
|t~ [ [ ] I [ 1 . I e 1 . | . I 1 e 1 1
1 t t 1™ | — 1 ™ s 1O =] | 0O | ™M | O 1
1 I t 1 | | (e [ 1w ol [ [ 1
“ 1 I | | ] 1 I ] | 1 1 1
A EAS E l w  — m — — — — np  m— A —ibh it e . Y TR — — — — — —— d——— —— o— —
1 I 1 ] 1 | 1 t 1 1 | 1 i
| 1~ 1 1o 1~ | = 1O 1w 1O | - I 1 t
t O 1 11 1 1 [ 1 o« 1 - 1 . [ [ [ 1
i 1t~ 1 o = o 1 =T [y 1t~ [ | 1 i |
1 1 ] ] § { — PN | — [Ty [ 1 [ |
“ 1 1 ] [ 1 [ | [ I [ 1 “
1 ] ] 1 ; 1 | | ] 1 1 1 ]
1 | © 1 © | O t - 1O w0 1o i =) [Ts] 1 |
[y [ [ | 1 1 . [ 1 . 11 1 e 1 1t ]
1 ™M 1] (Y] | ©© 1ol [N [B=a ] | b~ (= 1 |
1 1 1 1 — | — I ™ |~ 1 1 1 f 1 ]
“ 1 I 1 ; t k f 4 | 1 1 “
| 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 ' t ] I
1 | b~ 1 = Y| 1 © 1 =r 10 | b~ ] [ 1 I !
| = 1 s 1 . P 1 1 . 1 1 [ [ 11 [ I
i 1 b~ [ It 1 o0 1o | — 1N 1N 1 t | ] ]
1 | 1 — 1 1N 1™ 1 — ) ] 1 1 | ]
“ ] 1 ! | 1 1 i 1 1 | | “
f I k | ] 1 ] ] 1 1 ] 1 1
I I - | © I~ 1~ 1 ] I WO 1 1 [IRTs) ] 1
1™ I [ 1 - 1. 1 [ I . T 11 [ 1 1
1 1 ™ 1 O 1 <o | b= I I 1 | 1 I =r 1 ]
1 1 o I m 1™ Y 1= i 1 1 1 1 1 1
“ 1 1 1 ! 1 ] 1 | ! ] ] “
! 1 1 1 ] 1 ] 1 1 1 I | |
[ | — 1 M ™ | b~ 1O 1 | | =g 1 ] |
[N} 1 e [ 1 . | 1 - 1 1 11 [ 11 (! |
[ |1 1M [ | — 1 — 1 ] I 1 1 ] |
1 P od [BEss] 1 m | — 1 1 ] ] 1 1 ] 1
" 1 1 1 | [ 1 ] 1 1 i ] ”
1 1 ] 1 I 1 ] 1 1 t 1 | 1
1 I O 1 O 1 | O i 1 ] 1 | 1 1 |
1 - o 1 . 1 1 [ [ 1 [ [ [ | 11 [} |
G | I = I t | © 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1
o 1 ™M | — § [Bae | t ] 1 ] 1 1 |
P | “ | | t I 1 1 1 ! 1 i 1 “
] ] | | = \ 1O ] 1 1 1 | 1
=2~ 1A tme | 50 1Oy (b=~ 1 <ar | O t Ak ] B
1LY 120N 10,0 | PO 1ODT 11 TAW (AW 20 10050 1| A~ |
1TO ¢ 1A v Ay ¢ B o 1A s 10O 10 » 1M o 12 0 [ 03 o 1 o |
“ — 1 o “ o (S ] M." R,“ 7." 7.“ 7.“ [oo] “ e o] “
] I 1

e G e o Tk il S R S S S S s o e G e O P U P A ek . T s e e S At i e G P R Sy R et o S

Duteh Parliamentary Election Study, 1981

Sources

the

The entire sample perceived, on
from 1 to 10. Of all CPN-voters 34.6

voted for the CPN in 1981.

average, the CPN at 1.67T on a scale
locate themselves on the extreme left position (position 1) of the 10-poin!

left-right scale.

Example: 26 persons
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Why, one could ask, is the relationship not a perfect one? Does it
indicate that voters do not behave rationally or that a unidimensional
space is inadequate in modeling voting behavior? In our opinion, data
such as those displayed in Table 6 do not lend themselves to either
accept or reject such conclusions. The principal reason for this is
that it is impossible to draw conclusions pertaining to phenomena and
processes at the individual level from data on an aggregate level. It
should be kept in mind that the party positions employed here are
average positions, calculated from all respondents' ratings. Whether
this average adequately reflects each individual's perception cannot
be said in general, owing to the fact that voters are not unanimous in
their rating of parties. If they would be consentient, there would
have been no need for the elaborate validation of these ratings which
was reported in Section I.2. In said Section, we found that agreement
between voters is sufficiently high, and disagreement is sufficiently
non-systematic, facts which allow the conclusion that the rating scale
has the same Instrumental meaning for different kinds of voters. By
reason of this conclusion, a summarizing measure of central tendency
becomes an adequate overall measure of a party's position. At the
individual level, however, disagreements do exist and will frequently
be of consequence when displaying the relationship between a party's
and a voter's position. As a case in point, we present a hypothetical
example. In Figure 4 the left-right continuum is delineated and on it
the position of twe parties, A and B. These positions have been
indicated as average positions, P(A) and P(B), and as positions such
as these are perceived by this single voter, P(A) and P(B). In Figure
4, the position of the voter (V) is mecre proximal to the average
position of party A than of party B. In terms of her own percepticns,
however, this ordering is reversed: she is closer to where she
perceives party B to be than to party A.

P{a) v pls)

l ||
I I

Figure 4: Example of a voter's own position (V), of individually
perceived party locations (P(A), P(B)) and of average party
locations (P(A}, P(B)) (explanation in text)

From this example, it can be readily illustrated why Table 6 is
inappropriate for establishing the relevancy of the left-right
dimension as a directing force for individual voting behavior. If this
voter votes for the most proximal party (in her own perception) she
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will be assessed, in terms of Table 6, as not doing so, if the average
party position is taken into account. The reverse case, of course, may
also occur, namely that the average party position would suggest that
she votes for the most proximal party, while this is not the case when
her own perceptions are taken into account. The conclusion from this
example is evident: aggregated data (i.e. average party positions)
cannot be employed bto assess the extent to which the left-right
dimension is able to direct individuals' electoral behavior, because
that behavior will be guided by the individually perceived party
bositions on that dimension. Later, however, we will demonstrate on
the basis of individual data that this dimension is highly capable of
providing direction to party choice.

From our discussion regarding Table 6, the impression might have been
given that average party locations serve no positive purpose. This,
however, would be an incorrect impression. We may consider the party's
average left-right position as an operationalization of the party's
place vis-a-vis the other parties (in terms of coalition behavior,
party competition, support for policy propesals, (de)polariZation,
ideoclogical balance, etc.). From this perspective, parties' average
positions are useful variables when conducting systemic analyses.

Table 6, for instance, demonstrates an important phenomenon with
respect to the political system, namely that the various parties
represent their own voters reasonably well as far as ideclogical
position is concerned. Adequate representation is of consequence from
a perspective of democratic theory; the extent to which representation
empirically exists, can only be ascertained for a political system,
not for individuals. The question of why adequate or inadequate
representation 1is attained cannot be deduced from the empirical
information comprised in Table 6. It should be kept in mind that
representation may be attained without rational voting, and that
rational voting does not necessarily result in adequate
representation. One final remark may be added to this discussion.

If total consensus would exist among voters with regard to their
perception of the parties, and if each of them would vote perfectly
rationally, then the individual and systemic perspectives separated
above would coincide. Such ‘'perfect' situations are described by
formal theories such as Downs'. In empirical research, however, the
analyst should distinguish and separate the two perspectives in order
not to stumble into inferential pitfalls.
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II.2 The smallest distance hypothesis

In this section we will study individual voters' behavior in the
ideological left-right space. To research how people vote the relevant
variables for analysis are, firstly, their individual location in the
space and secondly, their individual perception of each of the
parties.

We will analyse the relation between voters' self-location and their
perception of the parties at a single election by testing the
hypothesis that they vote for the party closest to them.

We will only make use of the left-right dimension to model voting
behavior. By doing so, we conseiously exclude a range of potentially
important variables which may, and according to some analysts do,
codetermine political cognition and preference {such as, for instance,
the religious-secular and the powerful versus not-powerful
distinections). Consequently, if this exclusion would not be justified,
the (unidimensional) space would provide a poor basis for explaining
voting behavior. At present we are able to establish to what extent
this single dimension 1s capable of accounting for people's votes. The
general prediction, which can be made on the basis of Downsian formal
theories of voting behavior, is that voters will vote for the party
which 1is closest to their own position in the space, a prediction
sometimes alsc referred to as 'the smallest distance hypothesis'. This
prediction has, however, in the literature been qualified by admitting
that certain deviations from this general rule do not have to be
interpreted as implying irrational behavicr. Two such situations in
particular have been mentioned by Downs. The first concerns the
homogeneity of parties. If a voter perceives a party as not having
highly integrated its policies, ideology and actions, he not only has
to take into account its average positiocn in his perception, but also
its spread (Downs (1957, p.133)). It could eventuate that a rational
voter instead of voting for the party which is closest, elects for
another one, slightly further away from his own position, but much
more integrated in its policies, actions and ideolegy. Owing to the
fact that our data do not allow us to assess whether or not a voter
perceives parties as more or less integrated entities, we cannot take
this exception into account when testing the smallest distance
hypothesis. The second consideration which may cause a rational voter
to vote for a party other than the one at shortest distance, is the
desire not to 'waste' his vote. In multi-party, proportional-
representation, coalition government systems, a voter can only ‘'waste’
her vote by supporting a party which fails to acquire any
representation in parliament. If he fears that the most proximal party
will not gain any parliamentary seats, then it would be rational to
vote for the second party in his preference order. In the Dutch
situation the threshold for parliamentary representation constitutes
only .67% of the vote. In spite of this extremely low threshold, some
voters may be found to stray away from their most proximal party, in
particular because our data contain perceptions of some parties which
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were unlikely to gain a seat in parliament, in addition to the
perceptions of all parties which most probably would gain at least a
single seat.

Considerations such as those discussed render the 'smallest distance
hypothesis' into one which should not be tested for individual voters,
but for groups of voters, beit on the basis of data pertaining to
individual perceptions and self-locations. Empirical evidence should
be able to account for the behavior of a large proportion of voters.
If, however, a limited number of voters is found not to conform to the
hypothesis, it cannot be concluded that, ipso facto, those voters do
not vote rationally on the basis of left-right positions. In Table 7
we report an empirical test of the smallest distance hypothesis. In
it, we depict the proportions of voters who vote for their most
proximal party, the proportions of those who vote for a party which is
one position (on a 10-point left-right scale) more distant than the
most proximal party, and the proportion of electors endorsing even
more distal parties.

Table 7: Test of the smallest distance hypothesis for the 1981 and
1982 elections [¥*]

| % voting for party
| x position(s)
] more distant
| e e
closest
1 more
2 more
3 more
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| e
I
|
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|
|
|
|
J
[ 5 more
|
I
I
|

100.0 i00.0 |

(997) |
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[(*] Only those cases included whose party choice is known, and whose
party voted for is included in the list of parties to be rated on
the left-right scale. Positions relate to a 10-point scale.

Source: Dutch Parliamentary Election Panel Study, 1981-1982
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In 1981 respondents were asked to locate 11 parties on the left-right
scale, in 1982 13 parties. In both guestionnaires they were also
invited to assign themselves a place on the scale. In both years, only
those parties were listed which might conceivably win a seat in
parliament or which had been represented until recently. All other
parties have been disregarded. The data in Table 1 evince that some
60% of the voters behave according to the smallest distance
hypothesis. In each year, 16% votes at least 2 positions more distant
than the party closest to them; their behavior is not in accordance
with the hypothesis. Finally, we consider the results as indeterminate
for the group of some 24% of the voters who deviate only 1 position
from the smallest distance hypothesis. This deviation may conceivably
result from one of the rational reasons to do so discussed above. In
each election some parties were to be rated on the left-right scale
which in the polls had been predicted not to gain a single seat (2 of
such parties in 1981, 3 in 1982). Voters for whom one of those parties
would have been the most proximal one, might have felt themselves
compelled to vote for a more distant one in order not to 'waste' one's
vote. If we would disregard such cases, the percentage voting
perfectly Downsian is raised to 64.3% in 1981 and to 63.7% in 1982. In
addition to these 'rational' deviations from smallest distance small
deviations may alsc result from measurement inaccuracies caused by the
coarseness of the 10-point scale.

How do we have to assess the result of this test of the smallest
distance hypothesis? The heavy preponderance of confirmatory (60%) as
opposed to disconfirmatory cases (17%) attest to the relevancy of the
left-right dimension in modelling voting bDbehavior. In view of the
success-rate of other models which predict party-choice, it is even
very commendable. Bronner en de Hoog (1978), for instance, employ a
multiple predictor (hence, less parsimonious) model which is also able
to account for approximately 60% of the voters. Cuilenburg et al.
(1980) even attain a number of approximately 69% correct predictions
on the basis of issue preferences and perceived party positions
respecting these 1issues. Their prediction, however, 1s actually
considerably less convincing than ours. Their success 1is based on
perceptions of the positions of only three parties {PvdA, CDA, VVD).
It is obvicus that the smaller the number of parties which are
represented in a model, the weaker a test of smallest distance (or of
a similar kind of congruity between voters and parties) becomes.
Voters who appear tc succeed in minimizing distance when only a few
party positions are employed, may not succeed in this respect at all
when their distance in relation to a larger number of parties 1is
considered.

Voting according to shortest distance has been termed 'rational'
voting in formal theories, a definition which we followed for the sake
of clarity and theoretical parsimony. As we have observed in Table 1,
some 16% of the voters do not vote rationally in this sense. To avoid
misunderstanding, not-rational behavior has not necessarily to be
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regarded as capricious or irresponsible. Deviations from shortest-
distance voting may result from a number of different situations:

a. voters may atttempt to achieve political and economic ends which
are not adequately represented or summarized by their ideological
(left-right) stance. This may particularly be the case when voters
are motivated by issues which are not (or not vet) integrated in
the left-right framework. Such issues are either transient ones,
or new ones which have not yet been incorporated into the dominant
ideological positions. Another possibility is party=-choice which
is dominated by candidate or party-leader images of (in)competence
which may result in voting for an admittedly less attractive party
which is run by persons perceived as more competent. In all these
cases voters' rationality may not be reflected in voting s0 as to
minimize distance. Most of these situations, however, may be
expected .not to endure over extended series of elections, but
rather to manifest themselves as temporary deviations from
maximizing ideological congruence.

b. voters may attempt to achieve ends which are not political or
economic in character. Such voting would be distinetly purposeful,
but, ex definitione, not rational. A case in point which has
frequently been hypothesized as relevant in the Netherlands, would
be party choice as an expression of one's affiliation with a
religion or denomination. (Such voting would, of course, only be
not rational if a choice according to religion, and a choice
according to left-right ideology would not concur).

c. voters may cast their ballots in a capricious way, not motivated
by any particular ends.

Without further analyses and longer series of observations, it is not
possible to estimate how large each of these groups of cases is in a
particular election. We can, however, check whether or not various
subgroups in the electorate differ from each other in the
preponderance of rational voting. To the extent that such groups would
share choice-directing ends which are not incorporated in the left-
right continuum, we expect such groups to fall significantly below the
overall level of Downsian voting.

As a first step we performed such comparative analyses for the
following variables: electoral cohort {a rough indicator for age and
life cycle), education, social class, sex, and religion. In none of
these cases any significant differences were found. In view of the
hypothesis listed under b. above, it is particular relevant to note
that religious and secular voters do not differ from each other. To
the extent that religious voters would be motivated to express their
confession in the vote, this does not run counter to their ideological
stance.
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The test of the smallest distance hypothesis discussed above allows
two, interrelated, conclusions to be drawn:

1. voting behavior can, to a large extent, be construed as rational
behavior (in Downsian terms ),

5. the theoretical considerations which contributed tc our decision
to model voting behavior in terms of a single ideclogical left-
right dimension, have been vindicated by independent empirical
evidence.

II.3 The left-right space as a tool for the study of electoral
dynamics

In previous sections, we have demonstrated a) that the left-right
continuum is an important cognitive dimension for Duteh voters, Db)
that the divergencies which exist 1in individual perceptions are
relatively minor, and that a firm basis of fundamental agreement as to
parties' positions exists, and ¢) that the left-right space directs
voting behavior to a considerable extent.

These findings are all essentially static, that is, they pertain to a
single moment in time. Even when they can be replicated for various
moments, they still are so. In this seeticn we will turn to the
question to what purposes the left-right conceptual framework may be
applied when investigating the dynamics of electoral results and party
choice over time. The following topics will be addressed:

-~ shifts or stability in party positions in the space and the
atability of individual perceptions

- shifts or stability in voters' positions in the space

- changes in the effective ideological support from one election to
another

- changes in distance between voters and parties, which are
effectuated by vote changing

II.3.1 Party positions over time

The conclusions of Section I.2 render it possible to construct a left-
right space, and to locate the parties in it by means of the averages
of all individual ratings assigned %o each of the parties. For a
rather extended period of time, 1968 to 1982, these average ratings of
the parties are reported in Table 8 and graphically in Figure 5.

The rank order of the parties is not identical for all studies, but
inspection of the averages evinces that virtually all inconsistencies
between the orderings can De attributed to minor changes of the
position of parties which are located exceedingly close together.

All together, the Dutch left-right party space is characterized by a
remarkable stability. At the same time, however, the data evince a
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very uneven spread of parties along the continuum, and an almost
deserted center of the spectrum.

The data displayed in Table 8 and Figure 5, relate to average party
positions, and one might wonder how stable individual perceptions are.
To answer this question we correlated for each of the reapondents in
the 1981-1982 Election Panel Study their ratings of the 11 parties
which were presented to thenm in both the 1981 and the 1982
questionnaires. These correlation coefficients can be interpreted as a
measure of the stability of the perception of the entire party system
by voters.

Table 8: Average left-right placement of the political parties, 1968,
1974, 1976, 1979, 1981, 1382

N LA D R ok ke e S i i o U D A S St 0 AN U D T T s ) P P P AR Dk ek e A A i S S S T P k-

| parties | 1968 | 1974 | 1976 | 1979 | 1981 | 1982 |
| | April | Nov. | Febr. | Nov. IMay [*]|Sept[*]]
- R e R e R [T e—— |
| CPN [ 1.55 | 1.62 | 1.58 | 1.48 | 1.45 | t.44 |
| PSP | 2,10 | 2.49 | 2.21 | 2.24 ] 1.90 | 1.82 |
| PvdA | 2.73 | 2.46 | 2.28 | 2.29 | 2.27 | 2.27 |
| PPR b 3.65 | 2.74 | 2.50 | 2.55 | 2.21 | 2.14 |
| D66 I 3.30 | 3.18 | 3.29 | 3.59 | 3.31 | 3.51

| DSTO | - { 4.01 | 3.93 | 3.81 | 4.33 | 4.15 |
| ARP | 5.15 | 5.12 | 4.97 | 4.75 | - | - i
| BP { 3.95 | 4.99 | 5.01 | 4,88 | 5.47 | 5.77

| Kvp | 5.56 | 4,90 | 4.90 | 5.14 | - [

| CDA | - | 4.84 | 4,99 | 5.18 | 5,45 | 5,42 |
| CHU | 5.43 | 5.52 | 5.52 | 5.46 | - [ -

| VVD | 4.69 | 5.05 | 5.31 | 5.47 | 5.62 | 5.60 |
| GPV [ | 6.00 | 6,17 | 5.67 | 5.80 | 5.89 |
| SsGP | 5.78 ] 5.93 [ 6.05 | 5.75 | 5.74% | 5.66 |

D D S A Y VTS A Al ik ok S i A Gl s R P S S o S i S P D A D b b e e D P S U S P S St P Y A ot e

(*] all studies employ a 7-point rating scale, except the 1981 and
1982 studies in which a 10-~point scale is used. These columns
contain transformed scores, calculated by the following formula:
(7T-pt.score) = .33 + .67(10-pt.score).

One has to keep in mind that there is no reason to expect the
correlations to be 1.0. First of all, in the period between the 2
elections involved, parties did change somewhat in their location.
Second, due to the coarseness of the 10-point rating scale some
manifest instability may be expected to exist, which can only be
interpreted as measurement error. The mean value of this correlation
is .82, which indicates a remarkable consistency in individual's
perceptions of the system over time. This consistency is hardly
dependent upon the number of parties a respondent is able to locate at
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both occasions. Those who are able to locate many of the 11 parties in
questions twice, average in their correlations at approximately .85
(locating 7 or more parties twice, 72% of the panel sample)}, those who
can locate twice only 4, 5, or 6 parties (15% of the panel sample)
average in their correlations a hefty .72. For those respondents who
can locate less then U parties twice (11% of the panel sample), the
correlations hardly make sense, although they still average .71.

In concluding, we can state that individual perceptions are rather
stable across two elections. This can be regarded as an extra
indication of the validity of these measurements. Average locations of
parties are quite stable too, their fluctuations indicate the effects
of political events and parties' own behavior during the observed
period (refer also to Section I.4).

I1.3.2 Voters' positions over time

A question which emerges when we consider behavior over time, is
related to the stability of voters' own 1location in the space of
electoral competition. Formal theories assume voters to be stable in
this respect on the short run (cf. Downs (1957, p.47)). This
assumption enables the analyst to prescribe the behavior of parties
trying to maximize their share of the vote. If, however, one chooses
to emphasize individual voter's behavior (as we do) rather than party
competition, the assumption of individual stability is important too.
Without it, all other propositions of the theory of rational voting
might conceivably be supported empirically, without warranting the
conclusion that the electorate behaves rationally, as can be
illustrated as follows.

Suppose that an electorate conforms perfectly to the smallest distance
hypothesis in each of two consecutive elections. If we were to study
each of these elections separately, we surely would conclude that
these voters are rational. Suppose that the dynamics of individual
perceptions and choices could be observed for these two elections,
would we necessarily arrive at the same conclusion? We think that it
would be warranted if we found the voters to be relatively (not
necessarily perfectly) stable in their 1location in the ideological
space during both elections. If, however, we would establish that
voters' ideological positions during one election would be (virtually)
unrelated to those during the second one, we would be reluctant to
regard the behavior as rational, irrespective of the confirmation of
the smallest distance hypothesis for each of the elections separately. -
In the hypothetical example discussed above, we could consider voting
behavior to be efficient in realizing short-term ends but, in general,
we are inclined to consider short-term ends, which are not even
relatively stable during a short time span, as whims rather than the
kind of political and economic ends which are to be the motivating
force of rational agents (barring war and social upheavals). From this
reasoning follows that the study of voters' behavior during more than
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a single election may be applied to assess rationality of voters by
establishing the stability of voters with regard to their own
political ends, i.e. in terms of the space propounded, the stability
of their position on a left-right ideological dimension. (It should be
understood that, owing to wunavoidable random error in measurements,
the stability intended is not test-retest (or manifest) stability, but
latent stability with regard to intervals of intermediate length).

The discussion above results in the formulation of an ideological
stability hypothesis: voters tend to be stable in thelr ideological
self-definition, at least as far as palrs of consecutive elections are
concerned. To avoid misunderstandings with regard to this hypothesis
it should be kept in mind that the hypothesized tendency towards
stability allows a considerable amount of room for development and
evolution of voters' ideclogical self-definition in the long run. Such
develcpments could occur as the result of political debate, changing
personal conditions, or learning from experience.

The 1981-1982 Election Panel Study allows a test of the hypothesis of
ideological stability. At 4 different occasions, the respondents were
requested to provide their selfperception in terms of the left-right
scale: February 1981 (prior to the elections), April 1981 (also
prior), June 1981 (directly following the 1981 elections), and October
1982 (directly following the 1982 elections). The correlations between
these U4 repeated measurements are displayed in the following
correlation matrix:

e b R Rt " T i o . | o "

Feb.81 Apr.81 June81 Det .82

| | [
i Feb.81 | 1.00 |
| Apr.81 | .78 1.00 |
| June8t | .76 83 1.00 |
| Oct .82 | .70 .76 .79 1.00 |
| ——mmmee | e e e |
| Variances | 2.39 2.36 2.4 2.38 |

o o P o o o o S T o o e S e e e e Y o T e o TR A s et S

To assess the stability of the latent variables indicated by these
manifest ones, LISREL V has been utilized. Various models have been
tested, which differ with respect to the assumptions which are (and
have to be) made.

We started with relatively simple models, which assume a single {hence
unchanging) latent variable. Such a model fits the data acceptably
when the reliabilities in February 1981 and October 1982 are assumed
to be equal, and those in April and June 1981 to be equal to each
other as well. Such an assumption seems reasconable as the measurements
in April and June benefit from a possible 'training effect' derived
from recent previous exposure to the rating scales, while such an
effect might have worn out during the much longer interval June'81-
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October'82. Were we to accept this model, the conclusion would be that
the manifest changes in self-placement are compatible with a latent
situation of complete stability. [1]

A different model, which fits the data even better, starts from an
assumption of 4 latent variables, each related to a different manifest
variable. The latent stability can be expressed in this model by the
ameunt of variance in the latent variables which is determined by the
structural equations, i.e. by antecedent latent variables. Such a
model would result in the conclusion that the correlations between the
latent variables in February and April is .96, between the latent
variables in April and June .98, and between the latent variables in
June and October .97.

In other words, when we test a model which allows latent change, we
arrive at extremely high correlations, i.e. stability, between the
latent variables. (2]

Concluding, depending on the assumptions one makes, and upon the fit
one wants to attain, various models can be formulated to account for
the manifest changes in self placement. Acceptable models range from
the conclusion of perfect stability, to one of extremely high
correlations over time between the latent variables. In other words,
the 1981-1982 data support the ideological stability hypothesis very
well. This finding strengthens the interpretation of smallest distance
voting as rational choice behavior, rather than as optimizing
transient whims.

II.3.3 Vote-changing: change in effective ideological support

By voting for a political party, a voter endorses the average
ideological position of that party. This is the case, regardless of
whether he does or does not vote rationally, regardless of whether his
perception of that party is incongruous with that of the rest of the
electorate, regardless of whether or not he perceives his own position
as coinciding with that of the party in question, and regardless of
whether he is forced, due to the absence of a more attractive
alternative, to vote for the 1least of all evils. All such individual

(1] This model is specified by a single latent variable, and by the
constraints lambda(1) = lambda(l4) and lambda(2) = lambda(3). The
fit is indicated by chi-square = 8.83, df=4 (p=.07).

(2] This medel is specified by 4 latent variables, by beta21 = beta32
= 1, thetal=z thetal and theta? = theta3. The model yields a chi-
square = 1.19, df=3 (p=.76).
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nuances are imperceptible from the perspective of an entire political
system. From this it follows that vote changing can be studied from a
systemic perspective: which positions on the ideological continuum
gained support (and from where), which lost support (to whom), which
changes (if any) ocecurred as to the overall balance of ideclogical
strength.

By using parties' positions in a space, it is, in principle, possible
to transform each cell of a turnover table into a direction and a
magnitude of change involved {this is not possible for cells in a
turnover matrix involving non-voting in either or both elections,
owing to the fact that non-voting cannot be characterized by a
position on the continuum). Voters move leftwards or rightwards from
their previous parties, and in doing so 'travel' over smaller or
larger distances; all such differences being interpretable as changes
in effective support for various ideologles and their related
platforms of policies.

We calculated the difference between the average location of the party
a person voted for in 1977 and the average location of the party he
voted for in 19813 from this we obtain each party changer's
contribution to changes in effective support for (average) ideological
positions. Figure 6 illustrates the procedure employed. In this figure
we depicted two parties, A and B, and their respective average
positions in the left-right party space in 1977 and in 1981. The
direction and magnitude of a person's <change is determined by
comparing the 1977 average position of the party supported in 1977
with the 1981 average position of the party supported in 1981.
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Figure 6: Information employed in the calculation of direction and

magnitude of change involved in party switching (expressed
as effective 1ideological support; explanation in text,
results in Table 9)
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When parties' own average positions change (as they do slightly from
election to election) this procedure entails that a switch from party
A to party B does not carry the same consequences qua magnitude of
effective ideological change (magnitude x in Figure 6) as a change
from party B to party A does (magnitude y in Figure 6). In addition,
our procedure implies that even when a voter continues to vote for the
same party, this may result in a change in effective ideclogical
support, namely when the party itself has moved (compare in Figure 6
the location of each of the two parties in 1977 and 1981. This
procedure assumes that the measures of the party space in 1977 and in
1981 are comparable as to units of measurement and origin). The
results of our calculations are displayed (in rounded form) in Table
9. This table evidences that most changes in party choice imply only
minor changes as to the ideological positions effectively supported.
No less than 55% (= 23.U4 + 31.6%) of the party changers shifts less
than one unit {o the left or to the right on a T-point scale.

Table 9: Direction and magnitude of change involved in party switching
(expressed as effective ideological support, 1977-1981;
measured in terms of parties' average locations in the 7-
point left-right space)

s ey 7 L Al ol ek e S T D A = O S S S o Y S S s i Y S U D A il s S o et P S S e A S e P

| moves to the left more than 3 positions 2.9% |
| moves to the left 2 - 3 positions * 7.0% |
| moves to the left 1 - 2 positions 15.2% 48.5% |
| moves to the left 1 positicn or less 23.4% |
I = m e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e - oo |

moves to the right 1 position or less 31.6%

moves to the right 1 - 2 positions 3.3%

moves to the right 2 - 3 positions 3.7% 51.7%

moves to the right more than 3 positions 13.1%
100.0% (n=24L4)

Average absolute magnitude moved for party changers: 1.30
for stable voters: 0.17

T D D Y ST W i il e S S 8 O S S T AP A A WY N D NSl b S P D S S A S G S A S S S i ot

——— e ——— ——
1
1
1
1
1
§
]
t

Source: Dutch Parliamentary Election Study, 1981

The average magnitude of such changes is 1.30 for party changers and
0.17 for stable voters (the insignificance of the latter attesting to
the fact that changes in parties' 1location are in general minor
between two consecutive elections).

Finally, the data show that there was only a fractional majority of
cases which changed to the right as opposed to the left. From this
table, the overall impression is one of a small change of effective
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support to the right. The relatively minor degree of most of the
changes involved indicates that many party changers switch to rather
similar parties (similar qua ideological position).

In interpreting data such as those depicted in Table 9 one should bear
in mind that these data cannot be directly used to gauge how large
party changers themselves perceive the difference Yo Dbe between the
ideological positions of the parties involved. Variations in voters'
individual perceptions of the location of the parties may conceivably
render the picture of how voters perceived their own changing behavior
different. In other words, Table 9 should not be employed to
demonstrate that voters are motivated by a desire to be (relatively)
constant 1in the ideclogical position they support with their vote.
From the point of view of the political system, however, the focus is
directed on the systemic effects of what voters do, whereupon it can
be concluded that vote changing cannot, on the whole, be considered as
dramatic 'ideclcgical turbulence'.

Qur analysis of changes 1in effective support has been global in
character, and is, therefore, inadequate if one is interested in such
changes as they occur from a particular location in the space. Party
strategists, for instance, are mecre interested in knowing the range of
ideological positions (i.e. other parties) from which they can gain,
or to which they can 1lose votes than in general descriptions.
Breakdowns of the data from Table 9 according to variocus criteria can,
in principle, be made 1in a straight-forward manner. For reasons of
brevity, we will not elaborate upon this, and refer for details and
examples to Van der Eijk and Niemdller (1983a, p.268-271)

Summarizing, in this section we have demonstrated how the left-right
continuum may be employed to describe and interpret party-switching in
systemic terms. Such an approach takes into account how similar or
dissimilar parties are, which are affected by vote switching, and thus
provides a more useful perspective on the political significance of
voter-movements than traditional approaches which only distinghuish
changing voters from stable ones, or which are based on turnover
tables without positioning the parties on a left-right continuum.

IT1.3.4 Vote-changing: distance reduction

In the previous section we have considered vote changing in systemic
terms, now we want to focus on individual perceptions.

Comparing an individuals voting behavior in 2 different elections in
terms of his own perception is a rather complicated matter. One cannot
straightforwardly compare a voters distance to the party voted for in
one election with the one in a next election. Such a comparison is
marred by the fact that, at least at the level of manifest variables,
a voter's selfperception and his perceptions of all the parties may
have changed. Although the structuring principle of these perceptions
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(i.e. the cognitive meaning of the left-right dimension) may remain
the same over 2 elections, all relevant entities may be located at
slightly different places, thereby reversing parties' relative
distances towards the voter. To facilitate comparison we have to draw
our data from the perceptual world at one particular moment. By doing
SO0, We can compare a voter's present party choice with the result {(qua
relative distance) of the party voted for during the previous
election. What are we to expect from such a comparison?

If all voters voted perfectly rational at all times (i.e. according to
smallest distance) vote changing would contribute to Downsian voting.
Not all voters do vote perfectly rationally, however. In addition to

the smallest distance hypothesis, we can Fformulate a distance

reduction hypothesis, which would be confirmed if left-right distances
are relevant for determining party choice. This hypothesis states
that, in general, party switching will serve to reduce (in terms of
one's current perceptions) the distance which would result if one
remained loyal to the previous party. Formulated in these terms, our
panel data allow us to test this hypothesis for 2 different pairs of
elections: 1977-1981 and 1981-1982. Tables 10 and 11 present the
relevant data which pertain, of course, to party-switchers only.

Table 10: Frequency and magnitude of reduction or increase of distance

between voter and party as a result of party changing,
1977-1981 (10-point left-right scale) [¥]

T T (M G Ml Ak Sk Y P A S e S S S it ek e S e s T D AR e e o AR i S S . ot e e S o g

| Reduction of distance | Magnitude | Increase of distance |

T | of T ——— I
| Cum. | % | Freq. | diffe~ | Freq. | 1 Cum. |
; % ; [#%] : : rence | : [#x] | % |
-------------------------------- R e [-- [
i 28,2 | 28.2 | &9 | 1 i 30 | 17.2 1 17.2 |
| 52.9 1} 24,71 43 ] 2 | 13 I 7.5 | 24.7 |
| 60.9} 8.0 14 | 3 [ 7 | 4,0 28.7 1|
| 65.5 | 4.6 | 8 | 4 | - ] | 28.7 |
| 68.4 ] 2,91 5 | 5 2 1.1 1 29.8 |
| 69.0 1| 0.6 | 1 | 6 I - 1 - 1 29.8 ]
| 69.6 | 0.6 | 1 ] 7 | - i - | 29.8 |
| 70.2 1 0.6 | 1 | 8 I - = | 29.8 |
| R R e T— R [ — |mmmmmee |
| T0.2 | | 122 | | 52 | | 29.8 |

T ) O Y D D D M A A bt e o ) Y N D D D R 00 B S S i S e e AR S A S A S e T

[*] not included are 50 cases of which distance to 1977 party is
equal to distance to 1981 party

[**] percentages calculated over all cases for which distance has been
changed
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Table 11: Frequency and magnitude of reduction or increase of distance

between voter and party as a result of party changing,
1981-1982 (10-point left-right scale) [¥]

e ot e ot e e . o Y o i T o i AR A Ao S o o . . = A T 8 A A s L

| Reduction of distance | Magnitude | Increase of distance |

N | of J e |
|  Cum. | % | Preq. | diffe- | Freq. | 2 | Cum. |
l % 1 [%*] | |  rence | | [**] | % i
[ " [ fomm e [ ——— [P |
I 30.2 } 30.2 | 145 i 1 | 36 | 24,2 1 24.2 |
boLa.3 1 H. 2t | 2 | 18 12,11 36.3 |
| 53.0 | 8.7 1 13 | 3 |z 1.3 1 37.6 |
| 56.4 | 3.4 5 | y J 3 | 2.0 | 39.6 |
I 57.1 1 0.7 | 1 l 5 | 1 | 0.7 1 40.3 1
| 57.8 | 0.7 | 1 | 6 j 2 ] 1.3 1 41.6 |
| 58.5 | 0.7 1 1 | 7 | - | - | 41.6 |
i 58.5 | - | - | 8 | - | - | 1.6 |
. | mmmmmm oo [ [ [R— | mmmmmeme |
I 58.5 | | 87 | | 62 | | 41.6 |

e o P e B i A b i o P o T L A i e e s

[*] not included are 49 cases of which distance to 1981 party is
equal to distance to 1982 party
[#%] percentages calculated over all cases for which distance has been

changed

From Tables 10 and 11 we can conclude that the distance reduction
hypothesis has been confirmed to some extent: party switching
contributes to reducing the distance to the party one votes for,
especially so for the (normal) 4 year period 1977-1981. It is also
evident, that distance-reduction by itself does not suffice to explain
party switching, and that other factors than only left-right have to
be taken into account as well. The most promising way to accomplish
this appears to be the development of a ‘normal vote' model which
capitalizes on the strong behavior directing force of left-right
distance (refer to Section II.2) and on the great (latent) stability
of ideological self-perceptions (refer Section II.3.2). Such a normal
vote model might conceivably allow us to assess the impact of other
forces than left-right and which result in deviations from the
smallest distance hypothesis as well as the distance reduction

hypothesis.
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CONCLUSIONS OF PART II

The analyses reported above evince the importance of left-right self-
placements and perceptions in describing and explaining electoral
results and electoral change, at a systemic as well as at an
individual Jlevel. At the same time it has also become clear that
'left-right' does not offer a complete account of voters' behavior.
Other factors have to be taken into consideration when more complete
explanations are to be obtained. The specific relevance of left-right,
however, flows from its integrating and overarching funetion with
respect to other opinions, beliefs and perceptions which might also
influence voters' decisions. Therefore, the effects of such other
factors should not be assessed by their bivariate relationship with
voting behavior or partychoice, but by their ability to either
counteract left-right ideology, or to serve as a tie-breaker where
left-right alone does not produce a uniquely determined choice.
Elsewhere we hope to illustrate such use of left-right ideclogy in
conjunction with other factors (issues, candidates, religion and party
size).
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POSTSCRIPT

In concluding this paper a few final remarks have to be made:

- although the concepts of a left-right ideological cleavage has been
applied mostly in the context of electoral research, it is one of
the few concepts which have been shown to be fruitful in the
explanation of other political phenomena, such as coalition
formation (De Swaan, 1973), parliamentary roll call behavior of
parties and politicians (Wolters, 198LY, and the formation and
transformation of political issues. Owing to this, the concept of
left-right ideology allows for a partial reintegration of research
areas which have until now been developed relatively independent of
each other (for a more extended argument along this line, see Van
der Eijk and Niem®ller, 1984},

- the analyses in Part II of this paper have demonstrated that left-
right measurements are particularly valuable when self-placement and
party perceptions are available in combination with each other.
Unfortunately, many surveys include only self-placement in the
questionaire, thereby reducing the analytical possibility of the
left-right scale to almost mothing. We want to urge all those who
are engaged in the formulation of questionaires for electoral
research to always include both self-definitions and perceptions of
relevant political stimuli (which may be parties, politicians,
pressure groups etc.).

- the analytical uses which we have made of left-right measurements
(Part II of this paper) can be generalized to cother countries than
the Netherlands in a straightforward manner, and are even applicable
in systems with relatively few parties. Depending upon the
peculiarities of different systems it may be advantageous at times
to elicit from voters not only their left-right perceptions of
parties, but also of candidates, other politicians, other social and
political organisations news media etc. The strategy of validating
the left-right scale which has been emploved in Section I.2 may run
into problems when too few parties exist. In those circumstances,
the 1inclusion of left-right perceptions of other entities than
parties may be useful not only for substantive reasons, but also to
allow occasionally for validation of the assumptions involved in the
use of the left-right scale.
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Appendix 1: An example of magnitude estimation of left-right

The line production task

(INTERVIEWER: let the respondent read this himselve)

Of political beliefs it is often said that they are left or right, or
that they are between left and right. If you think of the centre, an
extreme rightwing party will be very far from the centre, just as an
extreme leftwing party is. A moderate leftwing party will be closer to
the centre, and a moderate rightwing party also. We will now ask you
to indicate below how the respective parties are from the centre. You
can 1indicate this by drawing from the centre long or short lines to
the left for the 1left parties. And for the rightwing parties you can
indicate the distance to the centre by drawing lines to the right. If
you think that a party is exactly in the centre, you just mark the
centre.

CENTRE

VVD
Céﬂ
o
PidA
766
SéP
G;V
Ao
psp
e
eve
Centruméartij

|

Finally we would like to ask you to indicate for your own beliefs how
far they are from the centre and whether that is to the right or to

left.

You
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The number production task

(Interviewer: Again let the respondents read and complete this
question themselves.)

Now you have indicated with lines now far you think the parties are
from the centre.

To get a better insight in your opinion we ask you to answer this also
in a different way, that is by using numbers.

The purpose is that you indicate with a number how far a party is away
from the centre.

A party in the middle, which is exactly between left and right, is
indicated with O.

Furthermore the distance of the PvdA from the centre will arbitrarely
he indicated with 100. When a party is closer to the centre than the
PvdA you give it a a smaller number. And if you think that a party is
further away from the centre than the PvdA, you give it a larger
number. For this gquestion it does nct matter whether a party is either
left or right, only how far it is away from the centre.

Now indicate for the parties below how far they are from the centre.
Do this by comparing its distance to centre with that of the PvdA
which we have given 100.

Centre 0

PvdA 100

VVD ceesens cesen
CDA  eeens ceraaas
D'66
SGP ceisesranens
CPN certeranrens
GPV Cheeesesraes
RPF et raraenese .
PSP crraeraecaes
PPR ceraerarenns
EVP teseraeasnnee
Centrumparty eseeeseees PN

Finally we ask you also to indicate how far you are from the centre.

You Ceerasesvasss
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