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ABSTRACT
Why do voters vote for new political parties? This article tests the
microfoundations of why voters support new parties. We examine three
perspectives: that citizens vote for new parties because the established
parties stand distant from the citizens’ left-right position; that they vote for
new parties because the existing parties ignore the issues that the citizens
prioritize; or that they vote for new parties because the citizens are cynical
about established parties in general. Based on an analysis of more than three
decades of Dutch Parliamentary Election Surveys, we conclude that all three
factors matter but that ideological distance is by far the strongest predictor.

Introduction

New parties play a vital role in maintaining a vibrant democracy. They function
as thermometers for the quality of the political system: their success can be seen
as an indicator that established political parties failed (Harmel and Robertson
1985). Established parties can fail in different ways: they may fail to focus on
issues which voters prioritize (Hug 2001; Meguid 2005, 2008; Stoll 2011;
Lowery et al. 2013), they may fail to offer the policies that voters desire
(García-Díaz, Zambrana-Cruz, and Van Witteloostuijn 2013) or their way of
doing politics may fuel political distrust (Tavits 2006; Lago and Martínez 2011;
Sikk 2011).

These factors have been used to explain the aggregate entry rates and
electoral support of new parties, but whether these factors matter for the
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electoral support for new parties at the micro (voter) level has largely
remained underexplored. There have been many studies on why individual
voters vote for specific new political parties or party families (Van der Brug
2003; Arzheimer and Carter 2006; Conti and Memoli 2015; Passarelli and
Tuorto 2018; Vidal 2018), but these studies cannot be generalized to all
new parties as they tend to emphasize the specific political opportunity struc-
ture that allows for the development of that specific party. This means that
we are missing a crucial link in our understanding of the support for new
parties: the micro-level assumptions of the theories of new party support
have not yet been tested on new parties in general. Therefore, our main
research question is: under what circumstances do voters vote for new parties?

In this paper, we theorize that voters will vote for new parties if they per-
ceive that the latter address deficits in the party system. We focus on three
deficits: positional incongruence with the policies offered by extant parties,
a failure of established parties to emphasize issues deemed important by
voters, and voter dissatisfaction with the quality of democracy. Since new
parties have a valence disadvantage compared to established parties, we
argue that these deficits are necessary for new parties to set themselves
apart. In examining the three deficits, we compare the explanatory power:
the Downsian proximity model, the issue competition model and the
protest voting model.

As Barnea and Rahat (2011) observe: what qualifies as a “new party”
depends on one’s research question. Pedersen (1982) has proposed that
there are different thresholds which one can employ to identify new
parties: one of those is the threshold of representation, new parties lose
their novelty once they have gained seats in parliament. We use that
definition in this paper and define new parties as parties which have never
had national parliamentary representatives and which are not the result of
mergers with, or name changes of, parties which held national parliamentary
seats in the past.

This article will have the following structure. The first section will discuss
three potential drivers of support for new parties. We then explain why we
selected the Netherlands as a pathway case. We will subsequently discuss
our methods. After testing the hypotheses based on almost three decades
of surveys, covering almost 10,000 respondents in eight elections, we will
draw our conclusions.

Theory

This article centers on the notion that new parties are successful where estab-
lished parties fail (Hauss and Rayside 1978; Hug 2001; Laroze 2017). Hug
(2001) conceptualizes the emergence of a new party as a strategic game
between a group of citizens that decide whether or not to form a new
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party and the established parties. Starting a party costs time and money.
Hence, citizens will only decide to contest the elections as a new party if
established parties are unwilling to incorporate their policy demands
(Kitschelt 1988, 209). Therefore, the primacy lies with the established
party’s decision whether to accept or to reject the group’s demands. Integrat-
ing new demands is costly, and therefore, the established party will only inte-
grate the demands if the group of citizens would pose a credible electoral
threat if they were to run.

We propose that the insights from this model can be extended beyond
new party formation. Specifically, we theorize that if established parties
manage to incorporate the policy demands of a voter, that voter has no
incentive to vote for a new party. Here we build on the idea that if two
parties stand equally close, voters will support the one with the highest
valence (Schofield 2003; Adams and Merrill 2009). Compared with established
parties, new parties have a valence disadvantage: because of their newness,
voters have no expectations about what to expect if the new party is elected.
They will only succeed in attracting votes if they are able to offer a better
alternative than the established parties. 1 Thus, new party success depends
on both characteristics of the new and established parties. In our analyses,
we show how the manifesto of the new party relative to the established
parties affects its support.

Below we will discuss the three areas where established parties can fail.
Here we link specific kinds of failures with different theories put forth in
the voting literature: proximity voting, issue voting and protest voting.

Distance

The notion that voters vote for a party on the basis of ideological proximity
plays a central role in political science since Downs (1957). His model
assumes that the policy preferences of both voters and parties are situated
along a left-right dimension. Voters will vote for the party that is closest to
them on a left-right dimension (Enelow and Hinich 1984). This model has con-
siderable empirical support (Westholm 1997; Blais et al. 2001).

Building on the proximity model, we expect that a large distance between
a voter’s policy position and the policy positions of established parties motiv-
ates them to vote for new political parties. Hence, if the parties in parliament
stand far away from a group of voters, these voters derive little utility from
voting for the established parties. This echoes the political opportunity struc-
ture literature, which focuses on the electoral breakthrough of specific new
parties or specific new party families. According to this literature, open
space for new parties emerges if established parties converge ideologically.
Political entrepreneurs may occupy this open space and will be rewarded
by voters for doing so. This theory has been used to explain the electoral
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breakthrough of, and support for, left-libertarian parties (Kitschelt 1988), anti-
establishment parties (Abedi 2002) and radical right parties (Kitschelt 1988;
Rydgren 2004; Arzheimer and Carter 2006). In line with these findings,
Spoon and Klüver (2019) show that where parties converge, voters are
more likely to vote for niche parties. This notion has also been incorporated
in game-theoretical models of party competition (Osborne 2000). We
propose that voters will support new parties when the distance between
voters’ ideal point and the policy positions offered by established parties
increases.

Distance Hypothesis: the greater the left-right distance between a voter and the
political parties in parliament, the more likely it is that the voter votes for a new
party.

The Distance Hypothesis expresses that the utility of voting for established
parties decreases, the further these parties stand ideologically from the
voter. Voters should be even more likely to support a new party if it stands
closer to them relative to the established parties. We will test this below
but only for a limited number of cases, as this also requires data on the
policy positions of new parties.

Attention Deficit

The issue competition model redirects attention from policy positions to the
saliency of issues. The idea is that voters cast their ballot for the party that is
best able to handle the issues which they find important; that is the party that
“owns” this issue. Hence, rather than offering distinct positions on the same
dimension of political contestation, parties emphasize the issues that they
“own” (Petrocik 1996; Bélanger and Meguid 2008).

According to Hug (2001:, 87), the emergence of new issues plays an impor-
tant role in explaining the entry rates and initial success of new parties more
specifically. Following Hug’s theoretical lead, the mismatch between the
public demand and political supply would lead to the entry of new parties
has been popularized in the influential work of Meguid (2005, 2008). She
ascribes the electoral success of so-called niche parties to the fact that they
manage to mobilize issues which cut across the left-right dimension and
which were previously neglected by mainstream parties. Green parties, for
instance, call attention to the environment. While she does not explain the
initial electoral support for niche parties at the moment of their entry,
Meguid (2008) empirically shows that established parties can influence exist-
ing niche parties’ electoral success by emphasizing or downplaying their
issues. This logic suggests that by pre-emptively addressing the issues of
niche parties, established parties could also deter the entry of these niche
parties. Hence, at the micro level, this would mean that if established
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parties fail to address the issues that voters prioritize, they risk to sway them
towards new political parties.

Attention Deficit Hypothesis: the less attention political parties in parliament
spend on the issue which a voter prioritizes, the more likely it is that voter
votes for a new party.

The Attention Deficit Hypothesis proposes that established parties ignoring the
issues that matter for voters suffices to push voters away from established
parties. However, it may be the case that the issues emphasized by the
new party also matter. Again, we will test this below. As this requires more
specific data, we will test this only for a limited number of cases.

Dissatisfaction

Thus far, the rationales behind new party support focused on the policy. Yet,
in addition to offering different policies, valence models of electoral compe-
tition also stress that parties differ from one another on valence dimensions
of politics such as integrity and competence (Schofield 2003; Adams and
Merrill 2009). This echoes the logic of the protest-vote model, positing that
voters do not just vote for parties because of shared policy positions and
issue priorities, but that they could also consider their discontent with the
political elite (Kselman and Niou 2011). Voting for parties outside the estab-
lishment, such as new parties, has often been understood as an act of voters
with low political trust (Miller and Listhaug 1990; Bergh 2004; Bélanger and
Aarts 2006). Therefore, the literature on aggregate new party success has
often identified general political distrust as an important predictor (Harmel
and Robertson 1985; Hug 2001; Tavits 2006; Lago and Martínez 2011; Sikk
2011). Sikk (2011) shows that new parties can have the same policy positions
as established parties and still gain support by attacking established parties
on valence dimensions such as corruption. Therefore, we hypothesize that
voting for a new party is associated with higher levels of political
dissatisfaction.

Dissatisfaction Hypothesis: the more dissatisfied a voter is with politics, the more
likely they are to vote for a new party.

Alternative explanations

In the analyses, we control for a number of factors derived from the Michigan
approach to voting, which proposes that voters are socialized into voting for
particular parties by their social group (Campbell, Gurin, and Miller 1954). In
the Netherlands, the sociological approach to voting can be related to the
social institutions of pillarization (Lijphart 1968), where voting was structured
by class and religion. Non-religious people are more likely to vote for new
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parties than religious voters (Arzheimer and Carter 2009). During the era of
pillarization, working class voters were socialized to vote for social-demo-
cratic parties. Hence, people who identify as working class are less likely to
vote for new parties. We also included party identification in our models, as
voters who feel less attached to a party are more likely to vote for a new
party. The explanatory power of the sociological approach to voting has
decreased markedly between the 1960s and 1980s (Irwin and Van Holsteyn
1989, 2008), as the behavior of younger voters was no longer structured by
the same societal cleavages as their parents’ behavior. Therefore, people
who are born more recently are more likely to vote for a new party.

We also include gender. We expect that women are less likely to vote for a
new party, as women on average are more risk-averse (Eckel and Grossman
2008). Finally, we include education level without an explicit expectation of
the direction of the relationship: on the one hand, V.O. Key argued (1961,
304) that “education serve[s] to indoctrinate people into the more-or-less
official political values of the culture”. On the other hand, Dalton (2002)
argues that the higher-educated are less loyal to established parties
because of their better understanding of politics.

Country selection

This study focuses on the case of the Netherlands, as it qualifies as a
pathway case (Gerring 2007, 238–239). Such a case is used when one
wishes to delve deeper into the underlying mechanism of how a specific
theoretical account influences the dependent variable. Here, we are inter-
ested in linking micro-level political dissatisfaction, ideological distance
and deficit in attention to new party support. The notion that support
for new parties is underpinned by political dissatisfaction, ideological dis-
tance and a deficit in attention is established at the macro level
(Kselman and Niou 2011; Lowery et al. 2013; Spoon and Klüver 2019).
Yet, a solid micro-level test of this account is absent so far. That is where
a pathway case becomes useful.

By using a pathway case, one seeks to isolate the causal relationship of
interest from other confounding variables: we know that the electoral
system strongly affects the support for new parties (Cox 1997; Hug 2001;
Tavits 2006; Lowery et al. 2010). By choosing a proportional electoral
system that does not deter voters from voting for new parties, we isolate
the micro-level relationships that we are interested in (ideological distance,
open issues and political dissatisfaction) from this macro-level factor. The
Netherlands elects its parliament in a single district without a threshold. To
win a seat in the Dutch parliament, a party only needs to gain one seat
(with 0.67% of the vote). Therefore, the extremely proportional electoral
system in the Netherlands allows one to evaluate the effect of policy
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preferences and protest attitudes on new party support, isolated from the
effect of the electoral system. Earlier studies have also relied on the Dutch
case to study other determinants of new party support (Krouwel and Lucardie
2008; Lowery et al. 2013; Beyens, Lucardie, and Deschouwer 2016). By choos-
ing a single country, we also keep other institutional factors constant. Table
A1 in the Appendix lists the parties covered in our analysis.

Methods

We use almost three decades’ worth of data from the Dutch Parliamentary
Election Study (DPES) to test our hypotheses (CBS 1989; SKON
and Thomassen 1994; SKON et al. 1998, 2003, 2007, 2010, 2012; Van der
Meer, Van der Kolk, and Rekker 2017).

Our dependent variable is voting for a new party. As discussed in the intro-
duction, we define new parties as those who have never held representation
in parliament. That is: the relevant threshold parties need to pass to move
from new to “old” is the threshold of representation (Pedersen 1982).
However, if these parties are mergers or name changes from parties which
were previously represented in parliament, we do not code them as new
parties. This is in line with studies on new parties, that argue that parties
must be started without the help from existing parties to qualify as new
(Hug 2001, 79–80).2

We do include splits from parties represented in parliament as new parties,
as these do not receive help from established parties. The empirical findings
differ depending on which definition of new party one uses. Therefore, we
also run our analyses under a more restrictive, alternative operationalization
of “new party”: there, we employ on the threshold of authorization and only
code parties as new if it is the first time they participate in an election. Hence,
extra-parliamentary parties which never had representation are not new
under this definition. Table 1 elucidates these differences. In practice, this
implies that we see the left-wing Socialist Party (SP) as a new party in 1977
when it first contested the elections, but not between 1981 and 1994
when it attempted unsuccessfully to win seats.

To test the Distance Hypothesis (H1), we look at the absolute distance
between an individual voter’s left-right position and the position of the
most proximate established party.3 To determine where parties stand, we
rely on voter placements, which reflect the individual subjective utility of
voters (Westholm 1997).4 This may however lead to an endogeneity
problem: the new party voters may be more likely to place the parties
which they did not vote for far from their own position, in what is called a
rationalization effect (Blais et al. 2001). Therefore, we test the robustness of
our results based on two additional distance measures which, even though
they may seem less reasonable theoretically, exogenize the party positions.
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Specifically, we constructed two measures that consider the distance
between the respondent and the closest established party according to the
average placement of parties by all respondents and political experts
(Huber and Inglehart 1995; Bakker et al. 2015; Polk et al. 2017).5

To test the Attention Deficit Hypothesis (H2), we need to know which issues
the voter prioritizes and which issues the parties prioritize. As for voters, every
DPES since 1989 has included a question where respondents can indicate
which issue they feel is “the most important national problem”. The
answers that voters give were originally in string format. We have attached
substantive codes to their answers using the coding scheme of the Compara-
tive Agenda Project (CAP), which identifies 19 issues. 6 We deliberately chose
this scheme, as the Dutch election manifestos were already coded according
to the same classification scheme (Green-Pedersen and Otjes 2019). All
parties with parliamentary representation were included. We compare the
party and voter data in two ways. The first approach follows the logic of
the positional distance measure above. That is, the variable Maximum Atten-
tion reflects the share of attention for the voter’s most important issue by the
party that prioritizes this issue the most. Hence, higher values entail a lower
attention deficit. Second, we consider the average attention spent by all
parties in the system on the voter’s most important issue, the variable
Mean Attention. This measure thus captures the position of a voter’s most
important issue on the party system agenda (Green-Pedersen and Mortensen
2010).7 To consider that parties of different size are likely to affect party
system attention in different ways, we weight the parties’ issue attention
scores according to their vote shares obtained in the previous election. In
the Appendix, we consider alternative measures of issue attention incongru-
ence. These include a measure that uses the attention parties have spent on

Table 1. New party types.

Type Definition Example

Included in sample of new
parties for

Threshold of
representation

Threshold of
authorization

Birth Party formed without links to any prior
party

PvdD (2003) Yes Yes

Split Party formed by individuals previously
part of another party

DENK (2017) Yes Yes

Recidivist Party which has not yet won
representation, but has entered in
elections before

SP (1989) Yes No

Merger Party formed by two or more existing
parties

GL (1989) No No

Name
change

Party formed by a name change of an
existing party

RVP (1981) No No

Used in Models 1-2, A1-A10,
A13-A51

A11-A12
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the issue the voter prioritizes in their election manifestos for the previous
elections, as well as operationalizations that go beyond only the first issue
which respondents mention and also consider other issues they could
indicate.

Regarding both the positional distance and the issue attention deficit
measure, we also consider two slightly different approaches. Instead of just
looking at the left-right position or issue emphases of the established
parties, we can also compare this to the position and issue emphasis of the
new party. That is, in case of party positions, we can look at the difference
between the absolute distance to the new party and the absolute distance
to the closest established party. A negative score implies that the new
party stands further away, a positive score means the reverse and the
measure equals zero if both stand equally close. By the same token, we can
calculate the difference between (a) the attention that the new party
spends on the issue and (b) the established party which emphasizes the
respondent’s most important issue the most.

Lastly, to test the Dissatisfaction Hypothesis (H3), we measure political dis-
satisfaction with a two-item additive political cynicism scale. This measure of
political dissatisfaction is available for the entire period.

As introduced above, we add seven control variables: We use the variables
for binary gender,8 class9, religious self-identification, 10 and education,11 as
well as a polytomous cohort12 and party identification variables.13 We
recode the cohort variable into a continuous variable where the oldest
cohort (1903) is zero and the youngest cohort (1998) is 19. This taps into
our expectation that new party voting linearly increases with cohort. An over-
view of the variables is shown in Table A2 in the Appendix, and Table A3
shows the correlations between them. We run multilevel logistic regressions
in which voters are nested within elections. The Appendix also includes a
standard (non-multilevel) logistic regression model.

Results

Below we will discuss the results of the regressions testing the hypotheses
and consider extensions of these hypotheses. The Appendix contains a
large number of robustness tests.

Regression results

Table 2 presents the results of the regression analysis. We present twomodels
which differ in how we operationalize the attention deficit for a voter’s most
important problem. Model 1 taps into the attention level of the party that
emphasizes the issue the most, while Model 2 focuses on the salience of
the issue on the party system agenda.
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The Distance Hypothesis (H1) holds that voters are more likely to cast their
ballot for a new party, the further away the established parties stand from the
voter. We indeed find a significant effect of ideological distance. If we go from
the mean distance (0.04) to the distance one standard deviation further (to
0.11), the chance to vote for a new party increases from 2.5% to 3.1% (a
23% increase). So, while overall the propensity to vote for a new party
remains small (new party voting is a relatively marginal phenomenon), we
find that ideological incongruence strongly increases its occurrence. Figure
1 illustrates this effect.

The Attention Deficit Hypothesis (H2) concerns attention incongruence: the
idea is that those who prioritize issues which established parties fail to
address are more likely to vote for new parties. As for our first measure,
Maximum Attention, which only considers the issue attention of the estab-
lished party that emphasizes the respondent’s issue the most, we find no
effect. We do find an effect, based on our second measure, Mean Attention,
that focuses on the saliency of the respondent’s issue on the party system
agenda. If we move one standard deviation down from the average attention
(from 0.08–0.03), the chance of voting for a new party increases from 2.5% to

Table 2. Multilevel logistic regression analyses.
Model 1 2

Ideological Distance 3.23*** 3.23***
(0.66) (0.67)

Maximum Attention −1.45 0.00
(1.06) 0.00

Mean Attention −6.52***
(2.46)

Cynicism 1.26*** 1.27***
(0.13) (0.13)

Party Identification −0.27*** −0.27***
(0.06) (0.06)

Education = Higher −0.27** −0.26**
(0.13) (0.13)

Gender = Female −0.40*** −0.39***
(0.11) (0.11)

Cohort 0.03* 0.03*
(0.02) (0.02)

Class = Working Class 0.13 0.13
(0.12) (0.12)

Religion = None 0.49*** 0.49***
(0.11) (0.11)

Political Interest 0.12 0.10
(0.20) (0.20)

Constant −4.40*** −4.12***
(0.49) (0.51)

Nrespondents 10196 10196
Nelections 8 8
Election Level Random Effects 1.16* 1.17*

(0.61) (0.61)
AIC 2953 2948

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01; Multilevel logistic regression.
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3.0%; this is an increase of comparable size to the increase we saw for pos-
itional distance (a 17% increase). 14 Figure 2 visualizes the effect.15

The Dissatisfaction Hypothesis (H3) posits that political distrust is what
moves voters towards a new party. We find a strong and significant effect
here, as shown in Figure 3. If we go one standard deviation up from the
average cynicism (from 0.44–0.88), the chance of voting for a new party
increases from 2.3% to 3.9% (a 69% increase).

The results for the controls are shown in Figure 4: voters who identify with
a party are significantly less likely to vote for a new party. We find that secular
voters are significantly more likely to vote for a new party than religious
voters are. In turn, having a diploma of higher education decreases the

Figure 1. Ideological Distance and Voting for a New Party Predicted probability of
voting for a new party with 95% confidence intervals. X-axis depicts the distance
between a respondent and the closest established party. All positions were recalculated
to a zero-to-one scale, even when scales with different distances had been used. X-axis
cut at 0.4 although empirically the maximum value is 0.8, but only 48 cases (0.3%) are
higher than 0.4. Based on Model 2. Confidence intervals reflect both the uncertainty in
the coefficients and the random intercepts.
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chance that voters vote for new parties significantly. Next, we find that
neither a person’s year of birth nor their social class matters. Finally,
women are significantly less likely to vote for new parties than men.

Extensions

So far, we have assumed that electoral niches may emerge due to the behav-
ior of established parties. This begs the question of whether new parties actu-
ally fill these niches, or whether voters are prepared to try any alternative if
they experience incongruence with the mainstream. We can examine this
by analyzing the effect of the difference in absolute distance between the
left-right position of the new party and the closest established party. Simi-
larly, in case of issue agenda mismatch, we can test whether new parties
respond to the difference in attention between the new party on the one
hand, and the closest established party or the party system average on the

Figure 2.Mean Attention and Voting for a New Party. Predicted probability of voting for
a new party with 95% confidence intervals. X-axis depicts the weighted mean attention
that established party devote to the issue that voters prioritize. Based on Model 2. Confi-
dence intervals reflect both the uncertainty in the coefficients and the random
intercepts.
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other hand. The DPES only asks respondents to evaluate the policy positions
of new parties, if, based on election polls, they are expected to enter parlia-
ment. Therefore, this additional analysis is constrained to five relatively suc-
cessful new parties (LPF, LN, PVV, FvD and DENK) in only three elections
(2002, 2006, 2017).

The difference in ideological distance between the closest new party and
the closest non-new party is a strong and significant predictor of new party
voting, as can be seen in Figure 5. If respondents place an established
party closer to themselves than a new party by more than a quarter of the
scale, they have only a 3.6% chance of voting for a new party. Yet, if we
move one standard deviation up (to where the new party and the established
party stand roughly equidistant), the chance of voting for a new party
increases to 11.4%. This is a sizable effect. Yet it is also notable that when
the new and established party are equidistant, voters prefer the established
party, showing the valance advantage of the established parties.

Figure 3. Political Cynicism and Voting for a New Party. Predicted probability of voting
for a new party with 95% confidence intervals. Based on Model 2. Confidence intervals
reflect both the uncertainty in the coefficients and the random intercepts.
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Similarly, the more the new party emphasizes the respondent’s most
important issue in comparison with the established parties, the likelier it
becomes that the respondent will vote for it. This can be seen in Figure 6.
The average “issue attention” distance between a new party and the
weighted mean of the established parties is 0.03. Hence, on average, the
attention that new parties devote to the respondent’s most important
issue is 3 percentage points higher than the attention of established
parties. At that point, a respondent has a 6.5% chance of voting for a new
party. If we move one standard deviation up (to a difference in issue attention
of 0.075), a respondent has a 7.5% chance of voting for a new party. This
effect holds if we consider the mean of the party system instead of the
issue attention of the established party which addresses the respondent’s
most important issue the most.

All in all, we also find support for our hypotheses if we assume that new
party voters consider the difference between the policies offered by new
and established parties in terms of policy positions and issue emphases.

Conclusion

Where the study of new party support used to be occupied primarily with
cross-country institutional differences (Hug 2001; Tavits 2006), recent
research has turned towards more dynamic explanations new party
support (Lago and Martínez 2011; Lowery et al. 2013; Spoon and Klüver
2019). Our study provides an important test of the microfoundations of

Figure 4. Control variables Predicted chance of voting for a new party with 95% confi-
dence intervals. Based on Model 2. Confidence intervals reflect both the uncertainty in
the coefficients and the random intercepts.
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these theories. Specifically, we theorize that voting for new parties is to a
large extent connected with the failure of established parties and that new
parties are rewarded for addressing deficits in the party system.

Firstly, voters who experience a greater ideological distance between
themselves and the established parties are more likely to vote for a new
party, in particular if they place this new party closer to themselves than
the established parties. While the notion that incongruence between voters
and established parties plays a major role in new party formation has been
part of game-theoretical models of party competition (Downs 1957; Enelow
and Hinich 1984), this idea has not been tested systematically (Osborne
2000; García-Díaz, Zambrana-Cruz, and Van Witteloostuijn 2013).

Figure 5. Difference in Ideological Distance between the Closest New and Established
Parties. Predicted probability of voting for a new party with 95% confidence intervals. X-
axis depicts the absolute difference between the respondent’s left-right distance to the
closest new and the closest established party. Positive values imply a shorter distance to
a new party and negative values imply a shorter distance to an established party. Based
on Model A20. Confidence intervals reflect both the uncertainty in the coefficients and
the random intercepts.
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Secondly, we also confirm the Attention Deficit Hypothesis. Scholars like
Hug (2001), Lowery et al. (2013), Stoll (2011) and Meguid (2008), each in
their own way, theorize that the entry and success of new parties is linked
to the emergence of new issues. Yet, thus far, robust micro-level evidence of
this was lacking. We provide evidence for the claims made in the literature
bymeans ofmore fine-grainedmeasures capturing to what extend the political
supply caters to the individual-level issue preferences of voters. Our evidence in
favor of the Attention Deficit Hypothesis provides an important innovation to
the literature of issue competition. So far, this literature has only found limited

Figure 6. Difference in Attention between the Closest New Party and Weighted Mean of
Established Parties Predicted probability of voting for a new party with 95% confidence
intervals. X-axis depicts the difference in attention devoted to the issue the voters prior-
itize between (1) the new party that spend most attention to it and (2) the weighted
mean of established parties. Positive values imply that a new party spend more atten-
tion on the isue and negative values imply an established party spend more attention
on the issue. Based on Model A20. Confidence intervals reflect both the uncertainty in
the coefficients and the random intercepts.
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and conditional evidence for its effect on voting behavior (Van der Brug 2004;
Bélanger and Meguid 2008; Lachat 2014). We find evidence that respondents
are more likely to vote for a new party, the more their priorities differ from
the party system agenda. So, overall, our results suggest that issue agenda mis-
match is an important determinant of new party voting.

Thirdly, new party voting can be understood by the valence model of elec-
toral competition (Schofield 2003; Adams and Merrill 2009). We find support
that new parties attract support from voters who are dissatisfied with the way
established politicians operate in general. So, each of our hypotheses is
confirmed.

What is the relevance of our study beyond the borders of the Netherlands?
We selected the Netherlands as a pathway case because we wanted to look at
the microfoundations of new party success while keeping the dampening
effect of a disproportional electoral system both constant and minimal. In
countries with a more restrictive electoral system, we can expect voters to
be more likely to vote strategically, which comes at the expense of new
parties. However, that is not to say that the three factors identified here (dis-
tance to and dissatisfaction with established parties and open issues) are unli-
kely to play a role. While at the aggregate level, there may be less new party
voting in disproportional systems, we can expect that individual voters who
do vote for a new party are highly policy-driven (and voting for the new party
because it better represents its ideological preferences) or very dissatisfied
with the performance of established parties. These are the exact same mech-
anisms that we identify in this study.

Our study also has limitations. Firstly, to measure general political dissatis-
faction, we used a two-item political cynicism scale. This indicator was avail-
able for the entire period. Other indicators that measure political trust or
satisfaction with democracy are available for a shorter period. Further
research may want to delve deeper into which indicator of political dissatis-
faction drives new party support the most: political dissatisfaction, as we
studied here (also see Vidal 2018), or other more complex indicators such
as support for stealth democracy (Lavezzolo and Ramiro 2018) or voter-
level populist beliefs (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014).

Secondly, the question of causality arises here: do new parties exploit
existing dissatisfaction with democracy or do their electoral campaigns
increase dissatisfaction (Van der Brug 2003)? Similar questions about causality
also come to mind when looking at the measures of issue positions and sal-
ience: are these deficits between what voters want and what parties offer
created by changing party platforms, changing voter preferences, or both
(Spoon and Klüver 2019)? Future research may want to employ a panel
design to get a grasp of these relationships.

Despite these limitations, our study was the first to test the full range of
microfoundations of new party support on new parties in general.
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Notes

1. Below we also prove this valence disadvantage empirically: if the new party
stands equally close to the respondent as an established party, the respondent
will hold a very strong preference for the established party.

2. We include voters who were classified as voting for “other”, as these could be
extra-parliamentary parties.

3. We use a single-dimensional approach to the Dutch political space based on
theoretical reasons and due to empirical constraints. The theoretical models
we seek to test use are unidimensional. Moreover, one could employ a three-
dimensional approach looking at an economic, migration and morality dimen-
sion. Party positions on these issues are only asked for half parties in parliament
in the DPES, which means that we cannot apply the key logic of our paper,
namely that the positions of all parties in parliament matters for the entry of
new parties, not just the major ones. Moreover, the relevant migration-
related questions have only been asked since 1994.

4. All positions were recalculated to a zero-to-one scale, even when scales with
different distances had been used.

5. We link the election survey to the closest Expert Survey by year of the survey,
choosing a later year if there are ties.

6. Answers that could not be coded in the CAP scheme are marked as missing
data.

7. Parties’ issue emphases are derived from election manifestos presented in the
same year as the voter survey (so the 2002 manifestos for the 2002 survey).

8. Measured by means of a binary gender variable.
9. The question was whether respondents are a member of religious

denomination.
10. With a five-point class ladder reduced to a binary working-class variable.
11. With multi-step education ladders reduced to a binary higher education

variable.
12. The lowest level of aggregation possible are five-year cohorts, such as those

born between 1998-2003.
13. In four steps.
14. 1Mean attention performs better than maximum attention because of theoreti-

cal andmethodological reasons. Firstly, the mean attention measure reflects the
party system agenda (Green-Pedersen andMortensen 2010). It shows howmuch
attention the party system as a whole devotes to the issue the voter prioritizes
(Lowery et al. 2013). A small party that already spends considerable attention
to the issue does not dissuade voters from voting for a new party. Secondly, it
may be the case that if the party system attention is high, multiple parties
spend attention on the issue, covering multiple perspectives on the issue
(Meguid 2008). Thirdly, more than a quarter of the respondents who voted for
a new party in 2002 voted for the anti-immigration List Pim Fortuyn (LPF). The
exceptionally large support for this party is covered by random intercepts in
the multilevel model. In a non-multilevel model (Table A5 in the Appendix
models A9 and A10), the maximum attention is a significant driver of new
party support, because the issue-driven LPF support is not explained by the
random intercept.

15. In the Appendix, we look at alternative operationalizations, which all support
the patterns found here. Firstly, if we determine the distance to the most
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proximate established party based on the average placements of parties by all
respondents or by experts, we find effects of similar size (Table A6, models A13
and A14).

Secondly, (in Table A5, models A11 and A12), we look at our results if we only
consider parties that compete in elections for the first time (that is applying the
threshold of authorization). In that case, the same pattern is visible as the one
that is presented in Table 2.

Thirdly, instead of looking at the first issue which respondents mention, we
look at all of the issues they mention as important problems. For the mean
attention, we take the average of these. For the Maximum Attention
measure, we pick the lowest value out of the levels of attention that the
party which spends the most attention to any specific issue devotes to said
issue. As before, only the mean-based variable has a significant effect (Table
A7, model A17 and A18).

Fourthly, instead of looking at the manifesto for the election the respondent
voted in, we could look at the previous manifesto. In that case the analysis does
not give significant results. This means that voters react to the priorities of
parties expressed in the election they are voting in, not to older information
(Table A7, model A21 and A22).

Fifthly, we look at models with interactions between key variables in two
clusters (Table A8, models A23 to A28): one looking at the interaction
between religion and party identification and our measures of interest and
another looking at the interaction between ideological distance and attention.
Adding these interactions does not markedly increase model fit.

Sixthly (Table A9, models A29 to A32), we look at models where we differ-
entiate between support for new right-wing populist parties and other new
parties. As new right-wing populist parties supply almost half of the new
party voters, our results might show why voters vote for these parties
instead of for new parties in general. Our results for “other” new parties
(mainly of the left and centre) do not differ from those we present in the
paper.

Finally, we look at models that include closely related variables (Table A10,
models A33 and A34), specifically ideological distance and ideological extre-
mism (that is distance from the centre) and maximum and mean attention.
In these models the variables of interest (ideological distance and mean atten-
tion) do not perform different from the models we present in the paper.
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