Jóhanna Kristín Birnir.  University of Maryland.
Forthcoming in Party Politics. 
Where are the disgruntled voters?

Voter-parties' relations under cartelizing conditions.
Abstract:  Katz and Mair's (1995) provocative Cartel Party argument continues to create fertile ground for debate.  This article contributes to under-explored areas of this debate by enhancing the theoretical and empirical understanding of the change in the relationship between parties and voters resulting from introduction of the cartelizing condition of public funding.  To this end, the article examines empirically vote stability, changes in turnout and individual public opinion data, before and after public funding was instituted.  By disconfirming the hypothesized expectations of deteriorating voter-parties relationships as a result of funding the empirical analysis pinpoints a number of contradictions in current understanding of party system change.  The article concludes by suggesting that still bound financially to voters at large, parties provide a good that is valued by constituents.  If, however, these last ties are severed, rather than being at the cusp of a post-cartel system (Blyth and Katz, 2005) the future of party systems is more akin to the elite systems of old.   

Cartel parties, institutionalization, public subsidies, voter-party relationships, voter affect
INTRODUCTION
In the literature that considers the effect of public funding on party systems Katz and Mair's (1995) influential Cartel Party argument holds that in an environment of increasing detachment between parties and civil society, the introduction of public funds consolidates parties' reliance on the state for sustenance rather than on party members.
  Katz and Mair further posit that state funding in Western Europe aids parliamentary parties’ collusion that prevents competition from new parties.  The provocative suggestions of this argument continue to create fertile ground for debate.  This research includes a number of case studies (MacIvor, 1996; Young, 1998; Lyrintzis, 2000)
 but the thrust of the debate concerns the accuracy of the description of the party system as cartelized as a result of the introduction of state subsidy (Koole, 1996; Katz and Mair, 1996; Pierre et al., 2000), with particular emphasis on parties' ability to limit entry of contenders (Kitschelt, 2000; Blyth and Katz, 2005; Scarrow, 2006).  
In addition, a few authors disaggregate the Cartel Party model into its components, to develop and test implications of the theory left unaddressed by Katz and Mair.  For example, Pelizzo (2004) and Detterbeck (2005)
 examine the claim of detachment between parties and society and Kitschelt (2000) probes implications related to the internal structure of Cartel Parties.  However, the change in the relationship between voters at large and parties as a result of cartelization remains under-studied.  

The objective of this article is to contribute to our understanding of the change in relationship between parties and voters as a result of the introduction of the cartelizing condition of public funding.  I make a distinction between the Cartel Party model and what I call cartelizing conditions to emphasize the point that the implications derived here are not articulated by Katz and Mair (1995).  Rather the hypotheses developed in this paper are implications about voters and parties that should hold true if public funding is indeed a catalyst of cartelization and if common assumptions we make about parties and representation are true.  First, the paper articulates and examines empirically two aggregate national implications of cartelizing conditions.  Second, a more specific testable implication is generated about the change of affect in voter-party relationships as a result of introducing public funding.  This implication is then examined using individual public opinion data from four European democracies.  In sum, the aggregate results do not support the idea that public funding increases disconnect between voters and parties as measured in either vote stability or turnout.  Similarly, the results of the public opinion analysis do not support the idea that in voters' opinion public funding causes a deterioration of their relationship with parties as one would surmise given basic assumptions we make about parties and representation in democracy.  In three of the five case studies there is no evidence that voters attachments to parties changed significantly as a result of the advent of public finance.  In two of the cases there is some support for this idea but a powerful rival hypothesis and anecdotal evidence in support of this rival cast doubt on the meagre support for the change in voter-parties affect hypothesis in these cases as well.  The paper concludes with a discussion of these findings for reforming the idea of cartelizing conditions and even the Cartel Party model itself.  
VOTERS AND PARTIES.
The Cartel Party argument describes a well documented process of decline in European party membership.  According to the argument policy convergence in the age of catch all parties and changing social conditions exogenous to parties cause voters to loose interest in party membership.  With simultaneous increase in electoral costs the advent of public funding allows parties to survive without distinguishing themselves on policy by colluding with other parties in the system.  More specifically Katz and Mair (1995) propose that public funding acts as the catalyst in the social trend separating parties from voters because under conditions of public funding the economic survival of a party does not depend on membership fees and/or donations.  Since short-term recruitment efforts may be electorally more successful than long term efforts spent to establish lasting relationships with loyal members, parties receiving state funding do not attempt to build lasting relationships with voters.  Rather than this decline in party membership being symptomatic of party decay
, however, Katz and Mair propose that decreasing ties between voters and parties are simply characteristic of a new type of party, the Cartel.  The effect of the Cartel is to turn political goals into instruments of survival rather than programmatic goals of social amelioration.  Therefore, party cartels are more properly regarded as agents of the state than brokers between voters and the state.  Other than declining party membership Katz and Mair (1995) do not delve into other aspects of voters' relationships with parties but literature is emerging to address this point.  
To this end, Kitschelt (2000) suggests that in established party systems party leaders have actually become increasingly sensitive to constituency preferences and continually have to adjust to the demands of new challengers that they cannot marginalize.  In support of his argument Kitschelt tests and rejects some of the implications generated by the Cartel Party argument about national political competition.
  Addressing Kitschelt (2000) and others, Blyth et al. (2005) argue that the political economy supporting cartels is one that creates stable equilibria because parties take each others actions into account when deciding their own course of action.  Importantly, their theory also provides some further guidance for thinking about the evolution of the relationship between parties and voters at large with respect to a number of issues other than party membership.  For example, they explain that with the policy convergence of parties that characterizes the cartelization of party systems 'voters will become increasingly indifferent to party choice..... [Moreover] members and constituencies actually [become] less relevant to the problem of governing' (p.40).  Significantly, in this environment cartelizing catch all parties engage in survival strategies that included 'externalizing policy commitments and separating themselves further from any defined constituency' (p.42).  Finally, Blyth et al. posit that cartelization changes the principal-agent relationship between voters and parties in that in cartelized systems voters become the hired agents at election but exert no power over the political representative after election because the source of funding and re-election lie away from the individual voter (p.45).
According to Przeworski (1991) and Mainwaring (1999) irrespective of funding, party systems stabilize over time as individual parties establish stable roots in society and party organizations acquire value of their own rather than being subordinated to the will of their leaders.  Taken together, however, the cues from the Cartel Party model and Blyth and Katz's argument suggest that while cartelization may not signify the deterioration of party systems the voters' and parties' relationships component of that equation is significantly altered.  Furthermore, if voters believe the widespread idea that parties play an important representative role (Dalton, 1985; Powell, 2004) or ought to do so, one would expect cartelization of the party system results in voter discontent with the system.  Indeed, Pelizzo (2007) argues that cartelization of the party system results in voter perception of growing distance between their own policy positions and that of the system, which in turn allows for the rise of extreme right parties.  Voter discontent could manifest in many other ways.  For example, in the aggregate, voter volatility should increase as voters look for a representative party option in an increasingly cartelizing party system.  Further down the road, turnout in elections should decrease as voters become increasingly alienated from the parties that they feel do not respond to them.  At the individual level one would expect to find increasing voter dissatisfaction with parties as conditions for cartelization of the party system become increasingly prevalent.  Birnir (2005) suggests that the decreasing voter-party ties of the Cartel model imply a decreasing institutionalization of the party system with the advent of public funding.  The author's empirical analysis, however, shows that the reverse is actually true in new democracies.  Thus far the literature does not directly test the effect of the cartelizing condition of public funding on the relationship between voters and parties in established democracies. 

  It is worth re-iterating that Katz and Mair (1995) do not address the electoral connection between parties and voters but anecdotally it seems likely that cartelizing conditions play a role in the well documented increase in switching of support between parties among European electorates since the second World War.  The literature generally considers increasing electoral volatility symptomatic of the declining ability of parties to hold onto voters (Pedersen, 1979; Dalton et al., 1984; Ersson et al., 1998; Kitschelt, 2000).  However, the precise mechanism for why this happens is not clear.  If the advent of public funding makes parties' reliance on voter contributions unnecessary, we would expect to detect the consequences everywhere parties had prior to being publicly funded relied on voter financial support.  The results of public funding might, for example, include a decrease in parties' attentiveness to voters with negative results on voter's attachments to parties showing up as increased volatility of electoral preferences.
  Indeed, according to Table one
 it seems that the advent of funding is positively and significantly related to increasing voter instability in Western Europe.  The table also controls for institutions, measured as the number of parties with seats in second election in each election pair and the first three election periods when new democracies tend to be quite volatile (Birnir, 2007a).  

[Insert Table 1 about here]

As also noted by Katz and Mair (1995), however, electoral conditions have changed significantly from the time of the mass party (Duverger, 1954) due to development of the mass media (Kircheimer, 1966), and other changing social conditions spurring de-alignments of electorates (Dalton et al., 1984; Dalton et al., 2000) and convergence in party platforms (Katz et al., 1995; Kitschelt, 2000; Blyth et al., 2005).   Consequently, a voter less bound to any particular party is currently more likely to switch allegiances between elections between relatively similar parties than when the available options were to a greater extent incompatible and voter party ties were stronger.  Increases in voter volatility might, therefore, be due to a number of things unrelated to funding.  Indeed, Table two demonstrates that the introduction of time in the equation, to account for the possibility that the alternative explanations to party funding of social change are the true cause of increased voter instability, seemingly demolishes all explanatory capabilities of the funding variable.  
[Insert Table 2 about here]

Importantly the gradually changing time variable accounts much better for  increasing vote instability of electorates in West European democracies than the more abrupt funding variable that tests for a one time shift per country in the data.  It is still possible, however, that after funding was instituted voters became more disenchanted with parties and were also increasingly volatile in their election behaviour.  In other words, Table two fails to support the argument that cartelizing conditions of funding exacerbate voter disconnect from parties but it does not convincingly disprove it either.
Another area we would expect voter discontent to show up is turnout.  If, as Blyth et al. (2005) posit voters have become increasingly irrelevant to the process of governing and parties consciously try to separate themselves from voters then voters should become increasingly disinterested in a process that has little to do with them.  Consequently, voter turnout within a country should decline significantly after public funding is instituted.  Table three lists average turnout of voters that cast their vote in legislative elections, as percentage of the voting age population in the six countries articulated by Katz and Mair as some of the most likely contenders for cartelization of parties 'Austria, Denmark, Germany, Finland, Norway and Sweden' (1995:17).  The table includes elections from 1945 to 2001 where available.  As the table shows, there is no marked difference in average turnout rates within each country, between elections where parties where funded and elections where parties were not funded.  
[Insert Table 3 about here]
Clearly the aggregate evidence does not support the idea that introduction of public funding significantly altered electoral attachments to parties and turnout incentives of voters over time.  Nonetheless, it is possible that voters are dissatisfied with un-representative parties but still turn out at election time.  Thus the question remains: did the introduction of the cartelizing conditions of public funding cause parties to become increasingly inattentive to voters resulting in voter disenchantment with maturing party systems.    
 State funding was introduced at different times in many Western democracies and at times in stages.  In Germany, for example, state subsidies were given to parliamentary parties in 1959 to 'promote political education' and direct funding of parties was added in 1967.  Denmark instituted similar legislation in 1969, French parties are publicly funded since 1965, Italian and Canadian public funding dates to in 1974, in Greece and Australia parties are publicly funded since 1984 (Dalton et al., 1984;  Alexander, 1989; Alexander et al., 1994; Katz et al., 1992).  Due to variation in timing it is likely that the effects of funding between countries differ.  Nonetheless, if the cartelizing catalyst of public funding severs the last hold that voters have on parties we should also see a common shift in all countries in voters' attitudes toward parties when comparing the period before funding to the period after funding was instituted.  For example, if the relationship between parties and voters deteriorated as a result of public funding we would expect to see significant evidence of this when comparing voter attitudes in the early and late 1970's in Italy, whereas this attitude shift would occur in the 1980's in Greece. 

State funding of parties includes many different types of assistance.  In general the literature makes a distinction between direct support, such as campaign expenditures, general funds for parties or parliamentary representatives, and indirect support such as access to the state media and tax relief.
  We might expect to see a difference in the effect of party funding between countries depending on the type of funding.  For example, party funding in Belgium includes provisions for both equal funding of parties and funding based on performance of parties in legislative elections.  Funding in Greece, however, is based solely on parties' performance in legislative elections.  Possibly the two types of funding create different incentives that influence the relationship between voters and parties differently between the two countries.
  

In short, therefore, if funding affects voter attitudes toward parties these attitudes are likely dependent on when funding occurred as well as the type of funding that was instituted.  Consequently, data tracking public opinion within a country provides a more reliable way than the above aggregate analysis to gauge the effect of voter attachments to parties as a result of changes in party funding.  However, as pointed out by Mair (2000) while survey data does exist for Western Europe it is also subject to problems such as accuracy in reported vote switching between elections.  An added complication is that even in Western Europe election surveys dating back to the early 1970s or the 1960s are scarce.  This is particularly true for election surveys that cover individual vote choice between parties in precisely the elections around the dates during which funding was instituted as this date varies widely between countries.  More importantly, it is possible that a voter change her vote between elections between parties for reasons entirely unrelated to her affect for or attachments to said parties.  

A better test, than the reported change in vote choice for parties between elections is a direct test of change in voter affect for parties as a result of hypothesized change in parties' attentiveness to the voter.  This change of affect could be tested through a series of surveys that asked voters directly about their level of attachment to parties.  In an ideal world such survey series would track the same voter over time to gauge precisely the development of individual attitudes.  I have not found public surveys that track individual voter attitudes during the time which public funding was instituted in any number of countries.  The second best option, a series of surveys asking a representative sample of voters about their attachments is, however, available.  More importantly, this collection of surveys covers a time period before and after funding was instituted in five European countries.


This series of voter surveys is in Inglehart, Reif and Melic's European Communities Cumulative Studies (ECCS) (1994), covering the period from 1970 to 1992.  The surveys were administered in twelve countries, five of which, Belgium, the Netherlands, Portugal, Italy and Greece, instituted public funding of parties during the time that the surveys cover.
  The foremost concern of research design in this paper is to disentangle the hypothesised effect of party funding as a catalyst for changing voter affect for parties, from the cartelizing effects proposed by rival hypotheses.  The principal rival hypothesis is the idea that gradual social change, most importantly the development of greater access to information through mass media (Kircheimer 1966; Katz and Mair 1995), over time creates cartelizing conditions that incrementally diminish party attachments.  Furthermore, country specific events possibly impact parties and their relationship with voter directly and indirectly.  For example, democratization likely influences both the configuration of the party system and the relationship between parties and voters.

To disentangle the explanatory capacity of these three alternate hypotheses, social change, country specific events, and public funding on voter party attachments I rely on the principle of most similar system design (Przeworski etal., 1970) as applied to a single country over time.  By varying only the independent variable of interest (funding) between most similar systems we can discern the effect of this variable on the dependent variable while holding other effects constant.  Strictly speaking, the first alternative explanation, changing social environment, is not truly held constant.  However, prior empirical analysis (Dalton et al., 2000) shows that party de-alignment trends resulting from social change in Western democracies are very gradual and often uneven.  Therefore, if broad social change explains changes in voter affect towards parties we would expect to see only an incrementally decreasing affect for parties within a country and this effect would only become evident over a very long period of time.  To the contrary, funding as a one time significant event directly aimed at the party system would produce a different effect.  This effect would likely be a more abrupt shift in affect, above and beyond the incremental change experienced as a result of gradual social change.  Disentangling the effects of a second, one time event from the effects of the institution of funding is more complex if these two events occur around the same time.  To distinguish between competing explanations the number of cases (here 2 for each country) needs to exceed the number of varying explanatory variables by at least one (King et al., 1994).  Therefore, such an effect is, in the public opinion data, indistinguishable from the effect of funding.  Consequently, the below case studies further evaluate any evidence of change using auxiliary evidence that draws on the historical context of party system developments within each country.    
The ECCS surveys contain a question called 'Strength of Party Attachment'.  In 1970 the question asked of respondents: 'Do you consider yourself to be close to any particular party? (If so) do you feel yourself to be very close to this party [coded as 1], fairly close [as 2] or merely a sympathizer [as 3]?' (Inglehart et al. 1994).  This question was not administered in any of the countries in question in 1971, 1973 or 1975.  In 1976 the scale for self classification changed to: '1 = very close; 2 = fairly close; 3 = merely a sympathizer; 4 = close to no particular party.' (Ibid).  The hypothesis tested here is that voter affect for parties shifted as a consequence of the advent of public funding of parties.  With respect to the above question of voter attachment I would, therefore, expect to see a notable decrease in the proportion of people who report they are '1- very close' or '2- fairly close' to a particular party and an increase in the proportion of people who report 3 or 4 that they merely sympathize or are close to no particular party, when comparing responses from before and after public funding in each country.  Importantly, since responses are in this paper compared only within country rather than across countries differences between countries in the precise wording of the question (Sinnott, 1998) do not affect the conclusions.  Change in question wording within country over time is of greater concern (Katz, 1985).  I handle this problem in a number of different ways.  Taking my cue from Katz (1985) who argues changes in question wording artificially inflated voter attachments to parties in later surveys, in the first two countries I re-calculate numbers to favour the hypothesis of decreasing attachment.  Second, I examine a number of different countries and third I vary the time frame of the comparison in all of the countries.  While this does not resolve the problem as questions may change over time regardless of which two surveys are compared I do posit that a pattern of similar results between countries and over time is more reliable than any single comparison from one country. 
INDIVIDUAL VOTER ATTACHMENTS
The Netherlands and Italy. 


The Netherlands and Italy instituted public funding of parties in 1972 and 1974 respectively.  Tables four-a and b cross-tabulate the responses to the question in 1970 and 1976 for both countries.  The data for neither country support the cartelizing idea of exceptionally disgruntled voters following the institution of funding.  This is despite the fact that from the 1960s stable party attachments declined steadily in the Dutch party due to, among other factors, secularization of the electorate (Irwin et al., 1984:296).  Furthermore, as a consequence of party response to the changing tides party options between the 1971 and 1977 legislative elections changed significantly (Siaroff, 2000).  It does not appear, however, that the institution of funding added significantly to this long term trend.  While the number of respondents highly involved with parties decreases after funding the increase in the new category of fairly involved more than offsets the decrease.  To the contrary, there is an overall decrease in mere sympathizers and those with no partisan affinities.  In Italy Barnes (1984) finds some evidence of decline in partisan attachments in the 1970s, likely resulting from secularization and socio-economic changes, but the data examined here show no discernible change in party affect around the time that funding was instituted above and beyond the gradual trend.  

Unfortunately, the question wording changed from 1970, the only year available for both countries prior to the advent of funding, and 1976 the first year included after public funding was instituted.  For a more lenient test of the hypothesis that voter-party relationships changed as a result of funding (more likely to support it), in light of Katz's (1985) critique that change in question wording in many cases created an artificial increase in the highest category of partisanship, the final columns in Tables four a and b recalculate the responses from 1976.  The recalculated numbers assume that only half of those who report that they are fairly involved with parties in 1976 would have reported being very involved in 1970 and half would have chosen to report as merely sympathizers, had they been given the more limited range of option.  Even so, the results for both countries show that more people (at least 24 percent) report being very involved or fairly involved with parties in the Netherlands and in Italy (at least 26 percent) after funding is instituted than before parties were funded.  At the same time in the Netherlands 77 percent of people report being merely sympathizers or have no party affinities before funding compared to nearly 76 percent after funding is instituted (again assuming half of those who reported being fairly involved in 1976 would have chosen being merely a sympathizer given more limited options).  The corresponding numbers in Italy for sympathizers and those with no partisan affinities are 75 before funding and 74 after funding is instituted.  Clearly the hypothesis that party funding shifts voter affect for parties is not supported in either the Netherlands or in Italy even in the most lenient test.  Importantly, even when including the whole sample of available years after 1976 the substantive results showed here are the same.  

[Insert Tables 4 a and b about here]

Belgium.


As a result of changing social conditions, including secularization, beginning in the 1960s the Belgian party system underwent a dramatic change from a three party system to a complex multi-party system (de Winter et al., 1999).  By the time public funding of parties was instituted in 1988 the newly configured and more fragmented party system was consolidating, having gone through a decade of legislative elections.  The answer choices in Belgium were the same in 1970 as in Italy and the Netherlands but since there is plenty of data available both before and after funding was instituted in Belgium I simply drop 1970 to avoid complex recalculations like those for the Netherlands and Italy, and examine the period from 1976 to 1992. 

The first cut of the data, shown in Table five-a, seems to show some support for the voter-parties axis of cartelizing conditions.  There is a one percentage point decrease in the proportion of people who are very involved with parties and a percentage point increase in those with no partisan affinities when comparing answers prior to the funding of parties to answers after parties are funded.  The proportions of people who report being fairly involved or merely sympathizers, however, remain constant.  

[Insert Table 5a about here]


It is important to note that according to the Chi-square statistic the changes between the two columns in Table four-a, are statistically significant though small.  The cause for concern, however, is that the first survey is taken over a decade before funding is instituted in 1988.  In the 1970s the influence of social change on the party system was anything but incremental as the whole system underwent a fundamental restructuring (de Winter and Dumont, 1999).  Therefore, the idea that the above differences are necessarily due to the advent of public funding is tenuous at best.  Rather we need to examine the effect on funding within a period where the effect of social change was arguably more constant.  Indeed, Table four-b shows that if we restrict the sample to the new configuration of the Belgian party system only, five years prior to the advent of funding from 1983 to 1992 five years after funding was instituted, a different relationship emerges.  Table five-b demonstrates that from 1983 to 1992 more people became very or fairly involved with parties while the overall proportion of sympathizers and non-partisans increased.  The Chi-square
 shows, however, that these differences are only weakly significant and Katz (1985) casts doubt on this interpretation so the safer interpretation is that there was no detectable change in voter attachments to parties before and after funding was instituted in Belgium.     

Greece and Portugal.


Public funding of parties was instituted in Greece in 1984 and in Portugal in 1988.  Tables six-a and b explore the effect of funding on voter attachments to parties in Greece where the question was first asked in 1981 and in Portugal in 1985.  Consequently, I include all available data in both tables below.  Importantly, the substantive interpretation does not change with restriction of the data.


Finally, in Tables six-a and b there is seemingly some evidence that there is merit to the idea that voters' affect for parties declined with the advent of funding as the proportion of voters reporting high involvement decreased three percentage points in Greece and one percentage point in Portugal.  The proportion of fairly involved in Greece remained the same before and after funding but decreased three percentage points in Portugal.  The proportion of sympathizers in Greece increased eight percent but remained the same in Portugal while the proportion of people with no partisan affinities decreased five percent and increased four percent in Greece and Portugal respectively.

[Insert Tables 6-a and b about here]


But how likely is it that the cartelizing hypothesis of funding truly explains the declining quality of voter-party relationships?  Importantly, both Greece and Portugal were relatively new democracies when funding was instituted and observations from new democracies in Eastern Europe teach that political involvement is more intense immediately after democratization and declines thereafter for reasons unrelated to public funding of parties.  Due to the limited number of cases we cannot distinguish between two competing hypotheses when both explanations co-vary with a change in the dependent variable.  Consequently, we must consider auxiliary contextual evidence to distinguish between the effect of funding and the rival explanation that any changes in voter affect during this time are explained by expected changes in voter behaviour following democratization.
From 1975 when Portugal democratized to 1991 a year before the last survey was conducted general voter turnout declined from 89.7 percent to 77.7 percent (IDEA, 2007).  As shown in Table three in this paper 77.7 is right below average voter turnout in other West European countries, whereas 89.7 is unusually high.  It is likely, therefore, that the decrease in political interest shown in the survey before and after funding has as much, if not more, to do with maturity of Portuguese democracy as with funding institutions.  More notably even, before and after funding was instituted Portuguese voters are simply unlikely to be involved with parties at all, with 52 percent of the population consistently classifying as merely sympathizers before and after parties were funded.
  This is not surprising if we take into account the fact that the entire system was constructed as a top down, catch all party system (Magone, 1999), in an era when mass parties with stable memberships were uncommon.    

Indeed, one of the most striking things about the tables from all of the countries, including Greece, is that high party involvement during the 1970s and 1980s is rare.  Thus, the fact that high party involvement declined three percent from 18 to 15 percent in Greece over a ten year period simply brings Greece in line with answers from the other countries in 1976 when the full range of answers from 1-4 was available.
  Changes in turnout are not useful metrics for Greece because voting is compulsory (Siaroff, 2000).  Other party system indicators, such as increased exit and entry or volatility, provide additional clues as to electorate assessment of party performance.  Funding was instituted in 1984 but between the 1981 and 1985 elections no new parties gain entry to the legislature and the only party exiting is the Center Union whose decline pre-dates the 1981 election.  Other parties retain similar vote shares between these elections (Siaroff, 2000).  As with Portugal, therefore, the stability shown by the additional indicators does not support increasing voter dissatisfaction with the party system as a result of the institution of funding.  Consequently, a more likely explanation of initially high party involvement in Greece is simply that the country re-democratized in 1974.  Moreover, the decline in the proportion of people with no partisan attachments after funding was instituted in Greece runs contrary to the predictions of cartelizing conditions where voters expect parties to represent their interests.   
    

EVALUATING THE EVIDENCE

Broadly speaking Schmitt (1989) reaches similar conclusions as the above when examining the Eurobarometer data.  Also using the barometer but adding national election study data from Western democracies, including some of the countries examined here, Dalton et al. (2000) show that party membership and party affect declines very gradually over several decades from 1950 to 1990 (p.90-91).
  Importantly, however, neither Schmitt, Dalton et al. nor any of the other country experts cited in this paper suggest that public funding plays a pivotal role in this de-alignment.  Similarly, the country analysis in this paper does not support the idea that public funding was a catalyst in the cartelization of these party systems, at least not in voters' opinions.  Neither does the aggregate country evidence support the idea that separated from party representation disillusioned voters have become increasingly volatile in their election behaviour or stopped turning out after the advent of public funding.  In sum, therefore, I think it is fairly clear that the notion that voters' affect for parties deteriorated swiftly after funding was instituted is incorrect.  
Clearly parties that are publicly funded are less directly dependent on voter financial contributions for the party sustenance.  However, in all but one of the country case studies in this paper public party funding is determined by performance.  Belgium is the only exception with equal funding for parties but even there parties must clear the legislative threshold for legislative representation to get funded (IDEA, 2005).  In practical terms parties only get state money if voters turn out and vote for them.  Consequently, while parties are no longer bound to individual voters, from election to election parties are still bound to voters as a group.  In the short term it is plausible that a new party trying to get into the game may try to attract a significant number of voters through glossy electoral drives exclusively.  The supply of new voters is, however, limited and retaining voters from election to election requires more than ad hoc electoral drives.  It is likely, therefore, that that any party leadership with vision – even one that only extends to the next election – will place significant emphasis on catering to voters in the most efficient way possible in the hope that the voter will remain loyal.  Moreover, Kitschelt (2000) points out that receiving public resources and performing constituency services are not mutually exclusive.  Instead of the Cartel Party he proposes that the reason parties cannot hold on to their voters is that the material and administrative incentives that parties have traditionally used to cultivate voter loyalty are increasingly irrelevant.  
Indeed, despite the evidence of voter gradual de-alignment there is little evidence of voter general disillusionment with the system.  According to Barnes (1984), many 'attribute the decline in strength of partisan identification, at least in part, to alienation and disillusionment with the performance of authorities and even, on the part of some critics, with the political system itself.'  He then goes on to explain that such notion does not apply to Italy.  Dalton et al. (2000) test this notion directly across countries as they regress expressed satisfaction with democracy on changes in partisanship to show that there is only a very weak relationship between partisanship and satisfaction with the system (p.35).  Kitschelt validates this interpretation citing great variation in trends of political satisfaction among European democracies and continually high representativeness of parties (2000).  Taking together Kitschelt's and Dalton's et al. (2000) arguments, and the evidence presented in this paper it seems that voters are increasingly free agents.  Voters do, however, still believe democracy serves an important function but they have little incentive to tie themselves to any particular party and reserve the right to chose among parties at the time of election.  Funding is not the catalyst in changing voter attitudes and certainly does not create sudden dissatisfaction with the party system. Parties, in turn, still see themselves as dependent on voters in general but cannot rely on card carrying members and are as a result continually concerned with catering to the free agents that are voters. 
In an era of policy convergence (Kitschelt 2000; Blyth et al., 2005), Blyth et al. suggest that the valued good provided to voters by parties is 'managerial competence' (p.34).  This suggestion has significant implications for the Cartel Party model.  The Cartel Party model assumes a change from the mass party where parties' had as an objective to distinguishing themselves to their core constituency from other parties and other constituencies.  The change was to the catch all party that did not try to distinguish itself to a particular constituency but attempted to appeal to all.  Nonetheless, catch all parties still competed on ideological terms.  Then Katz et al. (1995) suggest that catch all parties morphed into cartels where there was no competition between parties for core constituencies or on ideological grounds.  If, however, current parties' do attempt to distinguish themselves on managerial competence, they do still compete with each other on modified "ideological grounds".  Along the lines of the catch all party there is still no competition over core constituencies.  Rather, parties appeal to all voters that they continue to depend on for state funds.  But both the competition over the largest share of voters and competition about managerial competence implies that parties still compete fiercely with each other.  
The above observations explain a number of contradictions between implications of the cartel debate and the empirical reality of voter-parties relations.  First, voters do not care to be card carrying party members because parties' managerial competence and thus voters' allegiances likely change rapidly.  Voters still have a vested interest in which parties access government and, consequently, continue to turn out consistently for elections.  Furthermore, voters are no more dissatisfied with parties than they were before because they currently evaluate the managerial competence of parties, which likely fluctuates as much as prior parties' abilities to implement more constituency specific policy.  
Finally, Blyth et al. (2005) posit that parties may be entering a period of post-cartelization where they 'expect to see decreasing dependence on resources generated by the party on the ground in favour of funds raised by the central party organization'(p.45).  This is a provocative idea.  In an era where member fees constitute a negligible portion of party funds, such increased party resources on the ground are likely mostly private donations.  Presumably increasing donations could free parties entirely from reliance on state subsidies that through electoral criteria inexorably tie them to voters.  If parties succeed in raising the funds they need from a few private donors, however, then the future looks not as much like a post-cartel era as a throwback to the era of elite parties funded by and representing a few wealthy constituents.       
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Table 1: Vote instability and party funding.
	Dependent variable: Volatility of electoral preferences between elections in West European countries where funding was instituted later than democratization.1 

	Parties funded in second election in each election pair (0 or 1)
	2.073

(0.773)**

	Number of parties with seats in second election in each election pair 
	0.756

(0.192)**

	First three election periods after democratization
	2.573

(1.318)

	Constant
	1.511

(1.582)

	Observations
	202

	R-squared
	0.16

	Robust standard errors in parentheses

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%


1 The countries included are: Austria 1945-2002, Belgium 1946-2003, Denmark 1945-2001, Finland 1945-2003, France 1945-2002, Germany 1949-2002, Greece 1946-2000, Ireland 1948-2002, Italy 1946-2002, The Netherlands 1946-2002, Norway 1945-2001, Portugal 1975-2002, Sweden 1948-2002, Switzerland 1947-2003, The United Kingdom 1945-2001.  Spain where funding coincided with democratization is excluded.  For further discussion of the volatility measure see Birnir 2007a and 2007b.

Table 2: Vote instability and party funding, accounting for changing times.
	Dependent variable: Volatility of electoral preferences between elections in West European countries where funding was instituted later than democratization.1 

	Parties funded in second election in each election pair (0 or 1)
	0.452

(1.150)

	Number of parties with seats in second election in each election pair
	0.699

(0.208)**

	First three election periods after democratization
	3.766

(1.381)**

	Year of second election
	0.093

(0.045)*

	Constant
	-182.050

(88.092)*

	Observations
	202

	R-squared
	0.19

	Robust standard errors in parentheses

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%


1 The countries included are: Austria 1945-2002, Belgium 1946-2003, Denmark 1945-2001, Finland 1945-2003, France 1945-2002, Germany 1949-2002, Greece 1946-2000, Ireland 1948-2002, Italy 1946-2002, The Netherlands 1946-2002, Norway 1945-2001, Portugal 1975-2002, Sweden 1948-2002, Switzerland 1947-2003, The United Kingdom 1945-2001.  Spain where funding coincided with democratization is excluded.  For further discussion of the volatility measure see Birnir 2007a and 2007b.

Table 3: Turnout.
	Average turnout1
	Before funding
	After funding2

	Austria
	85.32
	84.66

	Denmark
	82.1
	84.86

	Germany
	81.57
	78.67

	Finland
	79.09
	77.36

	Norway
	79.46
	78.9

	Sweden
	79.3
	85.15

	Overall3 
	79.39
	81.48


1Figures represent voter turnout as percent of voting age population Turnout figures are for parliamentary elections from 1945 to 2001.  Source International IDEA at http://www.idea.int/vt/.  

2First elections with funding are Austria 1963, Denmark 1969, Finland 1967, Germany 1959, Norway 1970, and Sweden 1966.

3None of the country differences are statistically significant by themselves in a t-test but the overall difference between lower turnouts prior to funding and higher after funding is statistically significantly different. 
Tables 4-a and b
Table 4-a: Netherlands 1970 and 1976

	
	1970 Parties not funded
	1976 Parties funded
	Total
	1976 recalculated 

	Very involved with parties
	293
	251
	544
	459

	
	23%
	13%
	17%
	24%

	Fairly involved
	0
	416
	416
	0

	
	0%
	22%
	13%
	0%

	Merely a sympathizer
	472
	758
	1230
	966

	
	36%
	40%
	38%
	51%

	No partisan affinities
	537
	478
	1015
	478

	
	41%
	25%
	32%
	25%

	Total
	1302
	1903
	3205
	1903

	
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Chi2 
	390
	Pr
	0.00
	


Table 4-b: Italy 1970 and 1976
	
	1970 Parties not funded
	1976 Parties Funded
	Total
	1976 recalculated 

	Very involved with parties
	396
	262
	658
	482

	
	25%
	14%
	19%
	26%

	Fairly involved
	0
	439
	439
	0

	
	0%
	24%
	13%
	0

	Merely a sympathizer
	655
	690
	1345
	910

	
	41%
	38%
	39%
	50%

	No partisan affinities
	538
	444
	982
	444

	
	34%
	24%
	29%
	24%

	Total
	1589
	1835
	3424
	1835

	
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Chi2 
	461
	Pr
	0.00
	


Tables 5-a and b
Table 5-a: Belgium 1976-1992
	
	Parties not funded
	Parties Funded
	Total

	Very involved with parties
	1916
	852
	2768

	
	9%
	8%
	9%

	Fairly involved
	3285
	1670
	4955

	
	15%
	15%
	15%

	Merely a sympathizer
	6538
	3530
	10068

	
	31%
	31%
	31%

	No partisan affinities
	9477
	5256
	14733

	
	45%
	46%
	45%

	Total
	21216
	11308
	32524

	
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Chi2 
	28
	Pr
	0.00


Table 5-b: Belgium 1983-1992

	
	Parties not funded
	Parties Funded
	Total

	Very involved with parties
	687
	852
	1539

	
	7%
	8%
	7%

	Fairly involved
	1334
	1670
	3004

	
	14%
	15%
	14%

	Merely a sympathizer
	2867
	3530
	6397

	
	30%
	31%
	31%

	No partisan affinities
	4550
	5256
	9806

	
	48%
	46%
	47%

	Total
	9438
	11308
	20746

	
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Chi2 
	6
	Pr
	0.10


Tables 6 a and b

Table 6-a: Greece 1981-1991

	
	Parties not funded
	Parties Funded
	Total

	Very involved with parties
	1066
	2810
	3876

	
	18%
	15%
	15%

	Fairly involved
	1173
	3926
	5099

	
	20%
	20%
	20%

	Merely a sympathizer
	1571
	6761
	8332

	
	27%
	35%
	33%

	No partisan affinities
	2040
	5799
	7839

	
	35%
	30%
	31%

	Total
	5850
	19296
	25146

	
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Chi2 
	75
	Pr
	0.00


Table 6-b: Portugal 1985-1992

	
	Parties not funded
	Parties Funded
	Total

	Very involved with parties
	194
	303
	497

	
	4%
	3%
	3%

	Fairly involved
	530
	932
	1462

	
	11%
	8%
	9%

	Merely a sympathizer
	2417
	5768
	8185

	
	52%
	52%
	52%

	No partisan affinities
	1519
	4157
	5676

	
	33%
	37%
	36%

	Total
	4660
	11160
	15820

	
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Chi2
	74
	Pr
	0.00


Endnotes












�To be clear Katz and Mair, (1995), do not argue that state subsidies cause parties' reliance on the state rather they posit that 'A variety of social, cultural and especially political developments may be cited as facilitating or even encouraging this movement towards an anchoring of parties within the state.  These include a general decline in the levels of participation and involvement in party activity...  Parties have therefore been obliged to look elsewhere for their resources,' (P.15).


�Evidence of Cartel's in case studies is quite mixed.


� Detterbeck (2005) also tests the organizational and functional change, and change of party competition.


�Indeed, the theoretical foundation of Katz and Mair’s (1995) model critiques the assumption of party decline in light of evidence of decreasing party membership.  


�Examining Cartel cohesion and decline Kitschelt argues 'state funding does not protect established parties from new party challenges and does not enable them to ignore relations of responsiveness and accountability with the electorate.' (p.174). 


� The formal definition of electoral volatility is:	� EMBED Equation.3  ���     


Volatility between t and t+1 is half the sum of the absolute difference between vote shares (P) of all parties in each election.   See, for instance, Przeworski (1975), Pedersen (1979), Dalton et al. (1984), Taagepera and Shugart (1989), and Birnir (2005, 2007a, 2007b).  Because the measure likely hides some sub-national volatility it may be unreliable for determining the magnitude of individual vote switching (Mair, 2000).  However, since volatilities are likely hidden in a similar fashion between countries there is no reason to believe the measure is unreliable in establishing general trends.  


�The regression is ordinary least squares.  Huber-White robust standard errors correct for heteroskedasticity of volatility. 


� For a more comprehensive discussion of funding types see IDEA (2005).


� The difference between no funding, performance based criteria and equal funding should be considered a continuum rather than discrete categories.


� The surveys were also administered in Denmark, Germany, Spain, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, and the United Kingdom 


� The Chi-square statistic provides a goodness-of-fit test of the hypothesis that an expected probability distribution fits an observed set of data. 


� For further discussion of funding in Portugal see van Biezen (2000).


�Prior to 1976 it is likely that some respondents who were more involved than to merely sympathize, and would have selected fair involvement, selected high involvement for a lack of a better option.  


�In terms of affect Belgium is an exception.  Furthermore, they do not include Greece and Portugal and their evidence for the Netherlands is mixed (2000: 24-27).
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