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Scholars of party strategy and government accountability rarelylgicectnect
the priorities of parties’ principals, groups seeking to influence parties,itdheries of
electoral strategy, parliamentary behavior and policy outputs. | develop ¢ tfieor
strategic issue balancing that links parties’ goals to their behanitrsce areas:
electoral strategy, parliamentary behavior and government policies.d Idougrevious
theories by focusing on the issues discussed by their principals.

In particular, | conceptualize policy platforms as a balance betweeag)aaiicy
and electoral goals. | distinguish between statements reflectirggdbats by considering
the effect of the electoral context on the intra-party groups’ policy approactinedsy
predicts that party leaders add issues to their electoral platforms wheticcenigiad
intra-party groups to be pragmatic. They decrease the number of issueplatftiren
when electoral conditions lead intra-party groups to be more ideologicadlyParties
performing well in the previous election or that expect voters to reward thehefior t
participation in government cause intra-party groups to act more pragtyatimalever,
these groups become more ideologically rigid when the party lost seats in previous
elections or expect punishment for their economic record in office.

Upon taking office, | theorize that parliamentary leaders use procedatdsth
highlight and constrain information about their policy priorities to build the pamgge
of accountability with voters. Government leaders limit information to voters nesss
important to their ideologically motivated intra-party groups, but protectithage with
intra-party groups by discussing information about their policy agenda at tiis part
national meetings. Finally, | predict that ideologically cohesive gouents dedicate

greater more laws to the priorities of their intra-party groups than ¢éosvgjoals because



intra-party groups have greater information about the government’s behavi@mand c
replace party leaders through national congresses more frequently tian vot

| test my theory using a mixed-methods approach. In particular,rhteiteory
guantitatively in three sections. Using data on 24 countries between 1962 and 2008 from
the Comparative Manifestos Project and the OECD, | first predict the numbsued is
parties’ platforms based on the electoral context. | then use the resultthis analysis
to predict the application of legislative procedures and the amount of legislatissues
for parties’ principals in the Frend&ssemblée Nationafeom 1978 through 2007 with
data from the Comparative Agendas Project. Throughout these large-N ahélydes
evidence in favor of the theory; parties’ platforms respond to electoral argiti
government leaders use procedures on issues important to both groups and ideologically
cohesive governments devote a larger number of laws to intra-party groups.

Finally, following the logic of a nested-analysis, | undertake case stafite
FrenchParti Socialistés organizational behavior leading up to elections in 1993 and
1997 and its behavior in office following the 1997 election. | use evidence from news
reports, party congress and legislative debates, party nevsslatidrpersonal interviews.
The analysis indicates that intra-party groups influence partiesbedéaind legislative
strategies. The results suggest that intra-party politics hold broad conseduoences
parties’ behavior in office.
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ABSTRACT

Scholars of party strategy and government accountability rarelylgicectnect
the priorities of parties’ principals, groups seeking to influence parties,itdheries of
electoral strategy, parliamentary behavior and policy outputs. | develop ¢ tfieor
strategic issue balancing that links parties’ goals to their behanitrsce areas:
electoral strategy, parliamentary behavior and government policies.d Idougrevious
theories by focusing on the issues discussed by their principals.

In particular, | conceptualize policy platforms as a balance betweeag@aiicy
and electoral goals. | distinguish between statements reflectirggdbalts by considering
the effect of the electoral context on the intra-party groups’ policy approactinedsy
predicts that party leaders add issues to their electoral platforms whetiaranigiad
intra-party groups to be pragmatic. They decrease the number of issueplatftiren
when electoral conditions lead intra-party groups to be more ideologicadlyParties
performing well in the previous election or that expect voters to reward thehefior t
participation in government cause intra-party groups to act more pragtyatimalever,
these groups become more ideologically rigid when the party lost seats in previous
elections or expect punishment for their economic record in office.

Upon taking office, | theorize that parliamentary leaders use procedatdsth
highlight and constrain information about their policy priorities to build the pamgge
of accountability with voters. Government leaders limit information to voters nesss
important to their ideologically motivated intra-party groups, but protect thamge with
intra-party groups by discussing information about their policy agenda at tis par

national meetings. Finally, | predict that ideologically cohesive gowents dedicate



greater more laws to the priorities of their intra-party groups than ¢éosvgjoals because
intra-party groups have greater information about the government’s behavi@mand c
replace party leaders through national congresses more frequently tian vot

| test my theory using a mixed-methods approach. In particular, | tetstaogy
guantitatively in three sections. Using data on 24 countries between 1962 and 2008 from
the Comparative Manifestos Project and the OECD, | first predict the numbsues is
parties’ platforms based on the electoral context. | then use the resulthisanalysis
to predict the application of legislative procedures and the amount of legislatissues
for parties’ principals in the Frend&ssemblée Nationafeom 1978 through 2007 with
data from the Comparative Agendas Project. Throughout these large-N ahélydes
evidence in favor of the theory; parties’ platforms respond to electoral icorsglit
government leaders use procedures on issues important to both groups and ideologically
cohesive governments devote a larger number of laws to intra-party groups.

Finally, following the logic of a nested-analysis, | undertake case statite
FrenchParti Socialistés organizational behavior leading up to elections in 1993 and
1997 and its behavior in office following the 1997 election. | use evidence from news
reports, party congress and legislative debates, party nevsslattdrpersonal interviews.
The analysis indicates that intra-party groups influence partiesbedéaind legislative
strategies. The results suggest that intra-party politics hold broad consedoences

parties’ behavior in office.
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CHAPTER 1
STRATEGIC ISSUE BALANCING AND ACCOUNTABIILITY: A
THEORY OF PARY ELECTORAL STRATEGY, GOVERNMENT
RESPONSIVENESS, AND POLICY OUTCOMES

Following French President Jacque Chirac’s call for a snap election in 1997, the
major political parties in France prepared their political campaigndddtiens. Faced
with high levels of unemployment, low economic growth and low approval ratings in the
polls, the two parties in the governing coalition changed their electoral platiorm
opposing ways (“A Tough Time for an Election” 1997); although both the
Rassemblement pour le RepublidB®R) and th&nion pour la Démocratie Frangaise
(UDF) moved their policy statements closer toward<$Piei Socialiste(PS), the RPR
decreased the number of issues addressed in its policy platform, while fhady&ased
the number of issues addressed in its platform. The primary opposition parties adopted
similar strategies; both tHeSand theParti Communist¢PCF) moderated their policy
proposals and drastically reduced the number of issues in their policy platforms
(Klingemann et al. 2006).

Leading up to the election, some observers expected the results to be close due to
the low approval ratings for the PS and the PCF, despite a weak economy (“Crossed
Fingers in France” April 26, 1997). However, the results of the election overwiggymin
benefited the PS at the expense of the governing parties: the RPR and tha UDF. |
addition to the economic failures of the conservative coalition, many citinggssted
that the government’s losses could be blamed on the inability of the conservative prime
minister and president to articulate a clear economic policy program, leessvtieé

electorate’s general perception that the government’s muddled econoreratyaust



focused policy program was at odds with many of the goals included its previous
electoral platform (“Poor France” June 7, 1997).

Although the post-election commentary provides some direction for explaining
the conservative government’s electoral strategy and losses, theapstitence
literature suggests additional insight into the government’s electofatmpance and
strategic behavior. For example, Adams and Somer-Topcu (2009) might explain the
governing parties’ choice to moderate their policy positions as a strategypensate
for the government’s poor economic performance. Somer-Topcu (2009) would
potentially add that the election results were determined by the weak ecbroause
voters likely did not perceive the parties’ policy changes in the 1997 election. Scholars of
government accountability — the degree to which elected officials uphold tretorale
promises in office — would argue that voters choose to punish the conservative
government for their inability to grow the economy (Lewis-Beck 1990; Powell and
Whitten 1993; Whitten and Palmer 1999; Lewis-Beck and Stegmair 2000; Anderson
2007)

In addition to the insights provided by the post-election commentary and the
political science literature, a number of unanswered questions about the 199n @tecti
France remain. For example, why did the RPR decrease and the UDF inceease t
number of issues in their campaigns when faced with similar electoral pisispec
Similarly, why did the government’s economic policy strategy appear nuhddiat odds
with its previous electoral statements? Further, did the electorateéppens of the
government’s policies match its actual policy activities? In this deggmnt | propose a

theory of strategic issue balancing and issue accountability that pg@ndeers to each



of these questions by linking parties’ goals for policy and office to their bekarior
three distinct areas: electoral strategy, behavior in parliament ag potcomes.

| answer these questions by linking intra-party group priorities for polioffice
goals to their electoral strategies and platforms. | add to our understahg@igy
strategy and policy change in cases such as the French parliamestaonslin 1997 by
developing a theory focused on the number of issues parties address. In paittieular
theory of strategic issue balancing and accountability suggesthehaternal
distribution of groups in the RPR and the UDF may explain their divergent behavior.
Similar to spatial models of party platforms, | contend that party policioptas reflect
both parties’ policy and electoral goals. | distinguish between statethanhteflect these
goals by focusing on parties’ projected electoral success and theoéffieetelectoral
context on the types of groups attracted to parties. Parties that perfoathadtive past
or expect to be rewarded for their participation in government expand the number of
issues in their platforms to pragmatically attract voters. Howevdrepdnat lost seats in
previous elections or expect to be punished for their economic record in office focus or
narrow their attention to issues important to ideologically motivated gretlipis the
party.

Because intra-party groups can remove party leaders and vote on partitesakle
platforms in national congresses, party leaders construct their elgtédfarms to
balance the goals of the groups that participate and vote in the party’s natemataigs.
Following from Kitschelt (1989), | distinguish between ideologically pragireatd rigid
intra-party groups. Expecting the policy process to require policy compromises

ideologically pragmatic groups are willing to compromise their policysgaincrease



the party’s likelihood of controlling government in the future. Parties that include a
greater number of groups that favor more compromise and incremental approaches to
policy are also more willing to compromise their policy statements todustrategic
electoral goals. Conversely, ideologically rigid groups seek to avoidypmmimpromises
instead favoring ideological purity over incremental policy gains. Rastiech have a
greater number of ideologically rigid groups will favor less compromisaentess

willing to modify their policy statements for electoral purposes. Pagiggerience in
government, public opinion, and their previous electoral successes determine the types of
groups attracted to the parties and thus impact the relative distributiordadn
compromising intra-party groups. Because party leaders and platf@rolsasen from

and by intra-party groups at national meetings, party leaders’ relaitraypior policy

or office goals in their electoral campaigns depends not only on their electioraxt,

but also on the relative number of ideologically rigid and compromising supporters

within the party. Therefore, party leaders choose the number of issues ineitteirad

campaigns to balance the goals and the distribution of intra-party gkoups.
Following from parties’ electoral behavior, | add that partiestiradariorities

for policy and office goals also influence their choice between techniques for

implementing their platforms in office. The difference between thesesat#pends on

the amount of information publicized to voter groups. Whereas one legislative method

1 The recent literature on political parties andccetms has focused a lot of attention on actorarmhg
their goals. For example, Alesina and Rosentha@4)18uggest that voters balance parties in office t
moderate policy outputs. Kedar (2009) finds thaex®choose the parties they support at differrels of
government and in coalitions to balance out pabiaicomes. Similarly, Spoon (2011) describes the
tradeoffs small party leaders face in balancingr theals for policy and votes. My theory adds an
additional way that parties seek to balance the&gyfor policy and office, rather than focusingaty
their policy goals or their office goals.



may encourage debate and media attention, the other discourages public discourse. On
the one hand, party leaders use procedures that encourage an image of policy
accountability on issues voters support because voters have otherwise limit@ctioior
about government policies, but are necessary to win elections. On the other hand, party
leaders limit public discourse on policies supported by intra-party groups tmizeni
voters’ negative reaction because intra-party groups have additional ihtorrabout
government policies due to their relative proximity to party leaders. From this
perspective, the electorate’s unclear image of the French goverarpelities prior to
the 1997 election was a product of the government’s policy-making strategy.

Finally, I link parties’ electoral behavior and approach to policy-makirigeo
policies that governing parties pass. In particular, governing partiesy ptlategies
may free the government to focus its legislative resources on issues faytinedrira-
party groups while minimizing the negative reputational impacts of addrebsisw t
policies among supportive voters. Government policies should be weighted more towards
the priorities of the intra-party groups relative to voters because theges dnave greater
information and ability to punish government leaders for their policies. Ultiynate
expect that most of the policies the French government passed prior to the 196 electi
pertained to issues important to the parties’ activists and not the issues mottntrtpor
voters.

In this chapter, | develop my theory of strategic issue balancing and
accountability and describe my approach for testing the theory. | beginlioynaua
principal-agent framework connecting parties and their principals to paiesvior

both in and out of parliament. Following from a discussion of political parties and



accountability, | consider links between parties’ electoral stratexgid their party
platforms. | then discuss the theory in three primary sections as the takdeg to party
platforms, party behavior in parliament and policy outcomes. In the first ofskesens,
| focus on the number of issues in party policy platforms as a balance betweemlpotent
benefits offered to the multiple groups seeking to influence parties’ behawtbrs |
section, | propose a set of hypotheses connecting electoral conditions to the number of
issues parties address by considering parties’ strategies fotiagrand mobilizing
potentially supportive voters or rewarding the party’s activists. The discusf party
platforms and electoral strategies then leads into the propositions for paotieg-
making strategies. In the second major section, | consider the principal ageevbrk
and the policy-making strategies that parties in government use to incrdiasi¢
information about the implementation of their policy platforms to voters. In the final
major section, | propose a set of hypotheses in the third section that linkettteogff
competing principals’, voter and intra-party groups, knowledge of the policygsrtze
the distribution of laws of parties’ create in government. | conclude theechzapt
discussing my research design to test the hypotheses on party stratdwgesectorate
and in government using a cross-national analysis of 24 OECD countries from 1962-2008
and a case study of French parliamentary behavior from 1978-2007.
Political Parties and Accountability

Political parties are involved in principal-agent relationships with voters and other
groups that try to influence the behavior of the party’s elected officialgioBsescholars
using a principal-agent approach theorize that an actor (the principaltseeisence

the behavior of some other political actor (the agent) (Lupia and McCubbins 1994, 1998



and 2000; Lupia 1998; Carey 2009). Agents are considered accountable to their principal
if they act in a manner consistent with the preferences of the principaoMar agents

act accountably if they share similar preferences with their principalg are negative

costs associated with deviating from the principals’ preferences andpifiticgoal is

able to clearly monitor the agent’s behavior (Carey 2009).

According to many principal-agent accounts of government policy, political
parties work to maintain an image of accountability in office because thieyose@
elections in the future. Consistent with the definition used by previous studies of policy
representation, | define accountability as the degree to which partigerds act in
accordance with their principals’ goals (Carey 2009). Since voters pymatile policy
goals, they will not vote for a party they believe is untrustworthy regardfate party’s
policy statements or electoral strategies. Models of party stratelgyoing behavior
generally assume that parties produce policies consistent with tletaralgoromises or
the goals of their constituents upon winning office so that they might win futectogls
(Downs 1957; Carey 2009). In this dissertation, | seek to better understand government
accountability by exploring parties’ strategies for attractingrgpfer constructing an
image of policy accountability with voters and for allocating their lagist resources in
office on issues they include in their electoral platforms.

Previous studies of party accountability use a comparable approach focusing
instead on the relative difference in the location of parties’ preferencesnbr ihpe
types of issues the parties address and the relative importance paditsaach issue.
According to these accounts, individual citizens vote for the party with poliégrenees

closest to their own with the expectation that they will develop policies thettréfose



preferences in office (Lupia 1994; Lupia and McCubbins 1998; Bowler, Farrell and Katz
2001). Once in office, governing parties theoretically develop policies in lthesaters’
preferences to avoid a negative reputation (Downs 1957). Voters then punish
unaccountable parties in the next election by voting for an alternative pawis{Beck
1990; Powell and Whitten 1993; Lupia and McCubbins 1998; Whitten and Palmer 1999;
Lewis-Beck and Stegmair 2000; Carey 2009). Based on this simple account of party and
voter behavior, scholars suggest a number of factors that complicate tiosséi@
including multiple principals (Carey 2009), unclear policy signals (Powell amittéi
1993; Whitten and Palmer 1999) and uninformed voters with weak control mechanisms
(Lupia and McCubbins 1994; 1998 and 2000).

Treating parties as unitary agents, multiple principals may seek tonofubke
party and legislators including voters, party leaders, popularly electedteres, and
multiple branches of the party in multi-level systems. As a primary componant of
democracy, voters choose between parties at regular intervals in electiohsk The
between voters and parties has been greatly studied provoking debate over the degree to
which voters delegate or abdicate their authority to parties (Lupia and McCubbins 1994,
1998, and 2000, Lupia 2003, Carey 2009, Samuels and Shugart 2010). Scholars also
study party leaders’ ability to control representatives that might votesadlae party’s
policies in parliament. They find that party leaders are more successfuliamgstary
systems and when they have greater control over the selection of the glaxiosal
candidates (Bowler, Farrell, and Katz 2000).

Building on studies that only consider the influence of voters on party behavior,

Carey (2009) provides evidence that popularly elected presidents and muéd|paety



structures exert influence on legislators and the party leadership to followdhey
priorities in office. Carey’s (2009) addition of multi-leveled party structtoesystems

with federal or multiple levels of governance incorporates multiple, canfliprrinciples
within the party structure. However, he does not directly account for the indleénc
intra-party factions that are divided over policy preferences or issue emphassy
leaders’ behavior. Intra-party variation in policy goals occurs even a\thedf the

party leadership, and shifts in the dominance of intra-party factions or groupsanay le
changes in the party’s policy platform (Harmel and Janda 1994; Harmel and Tan 2003)
As an important influence on party platforms, | theorize that these intyafpeations

also seek to influence party leaders’ behavior.

Therefore, these studies indicate that party leaders have multiple principles
seeking to influence their behavior in elections and in government. In this aliesert
focus on the ability of voters and intra-party groups to influence party pretfor
parliamentary behavior and policy. Under contexts with multiple principals,sagey
be able to play principals off of each other to achieve the agent’s distinct goals. While
party leaders may be able to play voters and intra-party groups againsthesacpanty
leaders primarily motivated to win elections generally balance the gaotisiof
principals. In particular, party leaders propose policy platforms expgegseferences
that will maximize their votes while not alienating party activists and @tz
necessary to mobilize for elections (Schofield and Sened 2006). In addition, pdessle
may reward their principals with policy when they have enough information tohpainis

reward the party leadership (Carey 2009).
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In principal-agent models, the need for a principal to monitor an agent is limited
when the principal and agent have similar preferences, but becomes important when the
preferences diverge (Lupia and McCubbins 2000). Voters generally face theahoice
parties with preferences that diverge from their own (Downs 1957; Lupia and McCubbins
2000). Although they must choose between parties with more extreme preferererss, vot
expect that the party they vote for will not be capable of fully attaining itsypgdals in
office (Rabinowitz and McDonald 1989; Kedar 2005). Because party leaders seek to
accommodate both voters and intra-party groups with their statements of policy
preferences, models of party policy change and stability suggest the mechpaism
leaders use, as agents, to balance the preferences of their competinglprilrcthe
following section, | further discuss the relationship between party poétgnsénts and
electoral strategy.

Electoral Strategy and Party Policy

Scholars first explored the link between electoral strategy and party policy
following Downs’ (1957) theoretical proposal that parties use policy as a produdt to sel
to voters. Based on the median voter theorem (Black 1948), Downs argued that the
preferences of office-motivated parties competing in single membeacetéctoral
systems with two parties should converge towards the position of the median voter
because the parties require the median voter’s support to win an election. Agtordin
Downs, party preferences should not converge under proportional electoral rules or when
there are more than two parties in single member district elections.

Since Downs’ theoretical contribution, scholars have explored the relationship

between party policy and electoral strategy finding that parties do notyusoiallerge
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on the median voter in most contexts. For example, Wittman (1973) suggests that policy
motivated parties generally do not converge to the position of the median voter even if
the parties seek to control office instrumentally to pass policies. Symiatams (1999)
indicates that even vote motivated parties should not converge on the median voter in
contexts with more than two candidates or parties. Adams and Merrill (1999)
demonstrate empirically that parties do not converge on the ideological icenter
proportional elections.

In addition, scholars have considered the dynamic contexts under which parties
shift their policy preferences rather than the expectation of pacbastant convergence
on the median voter. Adams and Somer-Topcu (2009) demonstrate that parties shift the
location of their preferences when their votes decreased in a previous electies. Pa
also shift their preferences in response to public opinion (Adams, Haupt and Stoll 2009),
although voters do not respond to these strategic shifts until later elections-[Sxqpoer
2009).

The literature on party electoral strategy provides some evidence ttes pae
policy platforms as a tool to attract voters and activists in some contextsveiQuhis
literature leaves the degree to which parties choose the number and typessdbissue
attract groups unclear because of its limited conception of party stratebift in the
relative location of a party’s preferences. This limited theoretozald on the relative

spatial location of party preferences contrasts with some studies of potmyraability
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that suggest parties purposefully focus on some specific issues based on thetbeals of

primary supporters (Hibbs 1977; Budge and Farlie 1983; Kitschelt £989).

Comparable to studies of government accountability, Hibbs (1978) finds that
parties focus on the issues most important to the party’s key constituencies. Thus
socialist parties tend to focus on issues important to labor groups and conservatige partie
tend to address issues important to business groups. Budge and Farlie (1983) extend this
perspective, suggesting that parties from different historical partyiéarbignefit from
addressing specific issues associated with their traditional electmistituencies. For
example, parties historically belonging to the socialist party fagaily votes when they
focus more of their attention on labor and welfare issues. Kitschelt (1989) addethat t
degree to which parties focus their platforms on electoral or policy goals depetids
party’s previous electoral success and the goals of activists thabar@ent in the party
organization. Also, vote maximizing parties strategically choose betweealspp¢heir
core constituency or the broader electorate (Przeworski and Sprague 1986).

Furthermore, many studies of party policy statements assume only thes parti
prefer maximizing votes or policy, but do not fully specify the underlying mesmeni
motivating party behavior from a dynamic and longitudinal perspective (Stram. 1990)
Studies using these assumptions have provided insightful spatial models of party
strategies. Parties’ relative priority for policy or office gdidsly changes between
elections depending on the party’s governing status and the state’s curigas pol

Therefore, the electoral context in which parties compete may influencegitee de

2 There are a number of scholars currently workingliéferent conceptualizations of party policy cban
For example, DeVries and Hobolt (2012) considercibreditions under which parties act as issue
entrepreneurs, discussing issues which had notqusy been considered by parties in the country.



13

which parties will seek to represent their primary constituents or mhsgipporters in
the electorate and the degree to which intra-party groups with different golts/or
strategies may be involved in leading the party (Kitschelt 1989). By treatingspar
prioritization of these goals as static, previous studies may have ignored’ghmamic
electoral strategies. Building on Stram’s (1990) and Muller and Strgn99)19
perspective, | propose that the degree to which party lepdergize office or policy
goals in their policy manifestos depends on the leaders’ expectations for fatuozas!
success and the effect of these expectations on the distribution of groupsrvttig i
party’s national meetings. By focusing on parties’ relative prioritiegplore the
dynamic relationship between party goals for policy and office.

In the following section, | outline my theory of strategic issue balancihghw
predicts the number or breadth of issues parties address in their electyahgla
According to the theory, party leaders increase the number of issues thatyiooypars

in its platform to attract new supporters. Conversely, parties decrease thermmim

issues to maintain the support of ideologically rigid party actividtse theory suggests
that parties balance the number of issues in their platforms depending on tlse party
priorities for pure policy goals or pragmatically, controlling office.
The Number of Issues and the Strategic Scope of Conflict
In this section, | propose an issue balancing approach to party policy saategy

change. Previous studies studying issue salience indicate that pap@sdréo the

3 | define activists and intra-party groups moredally than Kitschelt (1989).use the term * intra-party
group’ to refer to all individuals seeking to irgloce the party’s platform and leadership who atieely
involved in the party’s organization. This inclsdepresentatives elected on the party’s labdljistst,
and members. Throughout the dissertation, | tef@ntra-party groups interchangeably with actiwiahd
members.
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economic goals of their primary supporters (Hibbs 1977) and that parties eraphasiz
issues that they have ‘ownership’ over to gain votes (Budge and Farlie 1983). | expand
upon these studies by focusing on the number and relative importance of issues parties
focused on prior to elections. Similar to spatial studies of party policy enhatgue
that parties use their statements to attract voters when political condéigahthém to be
more vote maximizing and to focus on the goals of the ideologically rigid paristsc
when these intra-party groups dominate the party.

In contrast to spatial models, the strategic issue balancing approacle meaye
instructive for predicting parties’ goals to satisfy or attractristyroups that hold
similar preferences spatially, but disagree on which issues should take pinoletd,
Downs (1957) and Carey (2009) suggest that parties should maintain similar peferenc
spatially between elections to avoid seeming unaccountable or fickle to ttoratkec
Parties may be able to include unaddressed policies to attract support fromsatherw
unmotivated voters holding issue-specific policy goals, rather than shiftimgpdsgion
towards the ideological center.

Schattschneider’s (1960) description of conflict between elites and the scope of
conflict provides a similar logic. Schattschneider proposed that in modern @&mescr
with full enfranchisement, elites address new issues to attract and machitiporters.
By addressing new issues, elites eventually increase the scope of the asrtfigir
competitors respond to address the issue as well. Political elites seekdeartbes
scope of conflict when they are beleaguered by their opponent or expect to lose. By
increasing the scope of conflict, political leaders draw support from prévious

unattached and inactive bystanders that value those issues. Since bystanders to the
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conflict value specific issues, these bystanders indicate their supportties par
advocating for their particular issue.

This framework easily maps onto electoral competition between politidedgar
Political parties write electoral platforms to attract both voters and imlile support
of the primary constituents and party membership (Kitschelt 1989, Harmel and Janda
1994). Assuming that parties seek to win elections, Schattschneider's appheates
that parties use their policy platforms to mobilize unattached or disint&resttrs when
they have information suggesting that they will perform badly in an upcomingpelecti
Therefore, parties mobilize on new issues to attract voters when they expedbotm
poorly in an election.

Indeed, increasing the number of issues in the party’s platform may be an
electorally safer strategy than shifting the location of the party’sadel preferences.
On the one hand, parties that change the location of their preferences fsequentl
dramatically may gain a reputation for inconsistency (Downs 1957). Bevatess are
policy motivated, they avoid parties that gain a reputation for frequent seemingly

insincere policy changes. Common political terms, such as to "flip-flopT Uk or

“backflip” exemplify the image parties seek to av8ids assumed by most models of
party strategy and accountability, voters should not vote for inconsistent or unacauntabl
parties (Downs 1957, Lupia and McCubbins 2000, Carey 2009).

On the other hand, increasing or decreasing the number of issues the party

addresses avoids the critique of unaccountability. Including or excluding an issue doe

4 For example, John Kerry was frequently accusetlipfflopping’ in the 2004 US Presidential electio
(Lempert 2011). In the UK, Margaret Thatcher fasigaccused her opponent for party leader of a ‘U-
turn’ in her 1980 speech to the Conservative Radgference (Kettle 2009). Finally, the term to ‘'kiip’

is frequently applied to candidates in Australiagfe 2010).
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not inherently demonstrate an inconsistency in a party’s preferences meteetons.
Voters may be less concerned or aware of parties’ exact policy locattbey ifely on
the party label as the primary information about parties’ policy goalsgland
McCubbins 1994, 2000; Lupia 1998). In addition, the directional voting literature
suggests that voters may be less capable of identifying the exaatochparties’
preferences than traditional spatial models suggest (Rabinowitz and McDonald 1989;
Kedar 2005). Instead, voters select parties that they expect to move polidy in the
preferred direction. While parties may be able to attract new voters hpgliieir
proposals towards the median voter in the electorate, mobilizing marginally support
voters by increasing the number of issues the party addresses mayteeappealing
strategy because it is likely more salient to voters concerned with eupartssue who
want policy moved in a certain direction and is potentially less damaging to tiis par
overall reputation.

Like Schattschneider’s perspective (1960), | expect that elites orlpadsrs
seek to expand the scope of conflict when they expect to be electoral losgrkedelmis
are electoral losers when they lose control of government or decreasetegibetween
elections. However, parties may not always choose to maximize votes wheanethey
electoral losers or choose to maximize votes even when they are not electesal lose
because party leaders must also balance the goals of intra-party growosiithaemove
them from leadership positions. Party leaders may act more vote-margmizen intra-
party groups expect them to seek to control government or less vote maximizing when

the party is dominated by more ideologically rigid groups.
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Therefore, the intra-party groups may also influence the degree to which party
leaders’ are more vote or policy maximizing because they can support or reantywe
leaders through the party organization. Like Kitschelt (1989), | arguehthattrty’s
leadership and its broader political goals depend on the preferences ofwisésacti
attracted to and influential within the party in that election. Kitschelt iilesntwo types
of activists based on their approach to the policy process: ideologues and ptagmatis
Ideologues highly value their ideological goals and avoid compromising theds tp
gain political power; pragmatists, however, are willing to compromise theaypgdals
to control office and to develop supportive legislation incrementally, although they ma
have similar spatial preferences to the ideologues. For example, marpe&n green
parties in the 1980s were divided betweenftimeli activists seeking to avoid
compromise and theealo activists that are willing to compromise to be part of the policy
process (Kitschelt 1989).

Based on Kitschelt’'s (1989) perspective, | expect that the groups that joas part
and seek to influence the party’s direction through national meetings hold preteoenc
the party’s approach towards the policy process. Unlike Kitschelt’'s dichotomous
classification of activists as either ideologically rigid or pragméatxpect that these
groups’ willingness to compromise is distributed on a continuum with some groups
preferring more compromise than others. The influence of these groups on yte part
leadership and platform at national meetings depends on the exact distribution of these
groups’ willingness to compromise and the party’s voting rules for party leaderhe

party platform.
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According to Kitschelt (1989), the distribution of activists depends on the
conditions favoring or attracting each activist group to the party. The plditingext and
the party’s previous behavior determine the type of activists attracted to thdmpar
particular, he finds that the type of activists attracted to the party depend alhew
the party’s primary cleavage is in the electorate, current governmeey palan issue
and the party’s previous electoral success. Lipset and Rokkan (1967) desctib&l poli
cleavages as the organized divisions within society that separate peogsdyyetigion,
political status or ethnicity on which groups mobilize for elections. For exasyialist
and conservative parties historically represent the conflicting digissons in society:
labor and the owners of capital. Following from Kitschelt’s perspectivefitradi
parties in Western Europe attract ideologically rigid activists wiseressof class are
more important. While there is evidence that the most important cleavagatased

somewhat stable since the 1920s in many European democracies (Lipset and Rokkan

1967), the salience of the issues associated with those cleavages variesbetwee
countries and has declined across elections within many countries (Dalton 200&x, Fur
the rise of parties organized to compete on post-material issues accompanied the
development of a post-materialist cleavage in the second half of tree@fury in many
European democracies (Inglehart 1977).

Kitschelt (1989) expects that the relative importance of these divisions and the
issues associated with them in the electorate influences the groups motyjated t

political parties. In particular, parties attract groups that are rdeatagically rigid

S Lipset and Rokkan (1967) hypothesized that the primary cleavage in Europezmmatses had
frozen around class divisions in the 1920s. More recent evidence suipgeéshese cleavages are
not as firm as Lipset and Rokkan suggest, but that class issues amgstitant in most

European democracies (Inglehart 1977; Dalton 2008).
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when the divisions and issues that the party represents are more salient indhatelec
Parties attract more pragmatic groups as these divisions becomédiézds Baerefore,
socialist parties should attract more ideologically rigid groups asddsaditionally
associated with labor groups, such as labor rights and unemployment become more
important to the electorate.

In addition, parties benefiting or expecting to benefit from the spoils of office
attract more office-motivated and pragmatic groups to governing péfttsshelt 1989).
For example, Przeworski and Sprague (1986) demonstrate this process in gariadist
across Europe. These parties attracted more pragmatic activists ovaurseaf the 20
century as they became accustomed to participation in government. Howeverjrgpver
parties’ attractiveness to potential activists and supporters also dependstbanit
implements its policy goals. Parties that seem unaccountable or irre$pdosghtheir
ability to mobilize either voters or activists in the future. Although partieg oe
unaccountable in many different ways, scholars note that voters frequently hold
governing parties accountable for the economy while they are in offigaartioular,
voters punish or reward governing parties for the state of the economy prior totemelec
(Lewis-Beck and Stegmair 2000; Anderson 2007).

Therefore, governing parties may attract more pragmatic groups webers will
likely reward them for the economy. On the other hand, more ideologicatlygrigups
seek to take control of the party leadership to focus on the party’s message when they
expect to be punished for the economy (Kitschelt 1989; Harmel and Janda 1994).
Similarly, the extent to which governing parties are perceived to be aabteifdr their

policy statements may also influence the relative willingness to congeahthe
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groups attracted to opposition parties. Parties that expect to benefit from the
government’s lack of accountability will attract more pragmatic grospkey expect the
party to gain the spoils of office in the future. Groups joining opposition partiesewill s
little reason to compromise their policy goals when they expect the govartorise
rewarded for a strong economy.

Finally, parties with some degree of previous electoral success valtattore
pragmatic activists and supporters in the future. As a party demonstratieifitygo win
votes and potentially control government, more pragmatic groups may beedttratte
party because they expect it to perform well in the future (Kitschelt 198%efdhe as
parties increased their votes, they should attract more pragmatic groupfuititbe
while parties that decreased their votes are less likely to attractgdragmroups.

By linking the willingness to compromise of intra-party groups to
Schattschneider’s scope of conflict perspective, | expect that plotiidées will increase
the number of issues in their platforms when the distribution of those groups voting at
party meetings is more vote maximizing. Because parties’ relatioeti@s for votes or
policy goals depends on the relative number of pragmatic and ideologically rig
members at these meetings, the number of issues a party campaigns on should be linked
to the conditions attracting each type of group to the party. The conditions radfracti
more pragmatic members likely lead parties to increase the number ofirsthuss
platforms, while the conditions motivating more ideologically rigid membleosild lead
parties to decrease the number of issues. Therefore, | propose that the nussvesa
party includes in its electoral manifesto should depend on the conditions influencing the

type of groups attracted to the party. These conditions are the salience ofytlse pa
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primary issue cleavage in the electorate, the party’s role in the cuonarhgient, the
economy, and finally, the party’s previous electoral success.
In particular, as a party’s primary issue cleavage becomes morgamporan
election, the party should attract more ideologically rigid groups maotivatehat issue.
| expect that citizens motivated to become active in politics by a spssfie join a
party that is viewed as having ‘ownership’ over that issue because thestsagew the
party as the most direct route to influence policy on that issue. Becausésthess
motivate groups that are more ideologically rigid to join the party, theyseglk to
influence the party’s leadership through their participation at nationdgingeeHoping
to protect their positions at the top of the party, the party leadership will sectiea
priority of these issues in the party’s electoral platform. This leads thetwtder of
issues in the platform to decrease as issues less important to the greaerofum
ideologically rigid member issues decrease in their relative impertanare dropped
from the platform altogether. Therefore, | hypothesize that increasing salience on
the party’s primary issues leads parties to decrease the number of isbig@s in t
platforms.
H1a) Political parties decrease the number of issues they include in their
electoral platforms when their primary issues become more salient to the public.
On the other hand, governing parties should attract more pragmatic activists and
supporters that are motivated by the rewards of office. Because thesg gxpept
voters to reward the party in the future, they will be attracted more strahgin the
economy does well. However, more ideologically rigid groups seek to regain control of

the party when they expect the party to be punished. To the extent that scholars have
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linked government accountability to electoral behavior, they have found that voters
punish or reward governing parties for the economy immediately prior to aiomelect
(Lewis-Beck 1990; Lewis-Beck and Stegmair 2000; Anderson 2007). Although voters’
ability to hold governing parties accountable is limited for numerous issupg(and
McCubbins 1998, Carey 2009), voters punish governments when they perceive that it is
performing badly by voting for an opposition party (Lewis-Beck 1990; Lewis-Bedk a
Stegmair 2000; Anderson 2007).

Thus, the number of issues governing parties address depends on the state of the
economy prior to the election because of the distribution of pragmatic and idedogical
rigid groups present at the party’s national meetings. As the partydaguprioritizes
gaining votes or controlling office when more pragmatic groups attenuhtiygs
national congress, the party should increase the number of issues in its pledgaating
to the increase of more ideologically rigid groups attending the partyahtiongress,
party leaders should prioritize policy goals and decrease the number of msthees |
party’s platform. Therefore, | hypothesize that economic conditions inflteraaumber
of issues in governing parties’ platforms.

H1b) Government parties increase the number of issues they include in their

electoral platforms relative to opposition parties.

H1c) Government parties increase the number of issues they include in their

electoral platforms when the economy is performing well.

While governing parties attract more pragmatic groups when the economy
performs well, the relationship between the economy and the groups that join opposition

parties reverses. The relationship reverses because opposition parhiessdcia
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controlling office in the next election decrease as the government’s iadreesuse of
economic conditions (Anderson 2007). Therefore, opposition parties attract more
ideologically rigid groups when voters will likely reward the governmenthe

economy. However, opposition parties become more attractive when the economy
performs badly. Expecting them to benefit in the future, more pragmatic grdupsdv
opposition parties more attractive when the economy performs poorly. As the economy
sours and groups more willing to compromise their policy goals for the rewanffscef

join the party, opposition party leaders prioritize their electoral glwafsarticular, |

predict that opposition parties will increase the number of issues in thearpiativhen

the economy is performing poorly.

H1d) Opposition parties increase the number of issues they include in their

electoral platforms when the economy is performing badly.

In addition to the party’s government or opposition status, the type of groups
attracted to parties also depends on the parties’ previous electoral subsessing a
party increase its vote in the prior election, more pragmatic groupg ékpect the party
to perform well in the future and potentially gain the rewards of controlling offiadies
that increased their votes in a previous election attract groups more pcagroaps. As
the relative number of pragmatic groups participating at the national ssrigoeeases,
party leaders prioritize more vote-motivated goals. Therefore, ptréieattracted votes
in the previous election should increase the number of issues in the following election.

H1le) Political parties increase the number of issues they include in theioralect

platforms when their vote share increase in the previous election.
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Because parties are dynamic organizations, the balance of intra-mang’gr
willingness to compromise can change between elections. Partiesraahmore
ideologues in one election and more pragmatists in the next or attract pragymapis
because of the economy and ideologues because of public opinion. Parties change their
platforms frequently between elections and these strategies maglicalcyA party may
increase the number of issues it addresses in one election and decrease thefnumbe
issues in the next election. The conditions leading parties to increase or eltueeas
number of issues in their platforms are summarized in Table 1.1 at the end of pies.cha
In review, | predict that the degree to which parties choose one strategy over anothe
depends on how the political context including the issues important in the electorate, the
parties in government, the economy and parties’ previous electoral sudftiesssce the
type of groups attracted to the party.

Following an election, parties participating in the new government develop
policies. In government, both voter groups and intra-party group expect the partg leader
to focus on the issues that mobilized them. Similar to the assumptions used in previous
studies of party strategy (Downs 1957), | assume that parties desire tappeating
unaccountable to either of these groups once to avoid being punished by them. In the next
section, | return to the principal-agent model to consider the control mechanisms
principals have to reward and punish parties for acting unaccountably and the
mechanisms parties use to construct an image of accountability. | then dddress
problem of multiple, competing principals and offer predictions about how this

competition impacts the policies parties develop in government
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Principals and Control Mechanisms

Although multiple principals seek to influence party behavior, the control
mechanisms available to each principal vary in the strength and frequenityethe&n
be applied. Control mechanisms can be either ex ante — occurring before thetagent ac
or ex post — occurring after the agent acts. Ex ante mechanisms, such as providing
detailed instructions, selecting an agent with similar goals (or begdaheragent), and
setting up mechanisms to monitor the agents’ behavior, are complemented by ex post
mechanisms that follow after the agent’s actions. Ex post mechanismslode inc
constant monitoring, or imposing a cost for non-compliance. Despite control
mechanisms, agents may be able to play competing principals’ prefergases aach
other and to pick their own most preferred policies, although principals’ preferamde
the range of policies (Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991).

Voters primarily control parties at election time. As a control mechamistimg
acts as both an ex ante and ex post mechanism of control. As an ex ante control, voters
cast their ballots for the party or candidate that most closely fuligis policy goals and
thus ensure that the party will work towards furthering their interestslaBiynvoting is
also an ex post control because citizens can punish governing parties that do not act
accountably or generate some form of cost relative to a status quo policy (Lupia and
McCubbins 1998, 2000; Lupia 2003).

Citizens face numerous limitations to controlling parties through voting, however
Different voting systems change the level at which the principal convesstiterity
from the individual legislator, as in single member district electora¢sysstto the party

in closed list proportional systems (Farrell 2001). In addition, voters often do not choose
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one party to have a simple majority or mandate from the electorate to govern i
parliamentary democracies (Lupia 2003). Voters’ ability to make informedehoi
between policies or parties may be limited as well because of theiltynabprocess
information. For example, Adams and Somer-Topcu (2009) find that citizens do not
recognize shifts in parties’ platforms in the same electoral dyatattoccurred. Party
cues may help alleviate that lack of information, but partisan cues likely wilkaist a
citizens in recognizing subtle or even major shifts in parties’ policies @Laml
McCubbins 1998).

Contrasting the controls voters have to influence party behavior, partydeader
have multiple tools to induce legislator behavior, such as legislators’ plateme
electoral lists, and the use of legislative procedures that control thetiggisigenda,
text of legislation and the governmental repercussions of support for legislatibar(H
1996; Bowler, Farrell and Katz 2000; Tsebelis 2002; Déring 2003; Doring and
Hallerberg 2004). Control over list placements and candidate selections fictcstn
act as both ex ante and ex post mechanisms while legislative proceduredypaichas
ex ante mechanisms for ensuring supportive behavior (Bowler, Farrell and Katz 2000;
Carey 2009). Carey (2009) adds that popularly elected presidents can help influence
political support for policies and in some cases can even veto policies to influence
legislator behavior. Similarly, national party leaders in federal sysface demands
from the representatives and organizations at lower levels of governnagay @009,
Samuels and Shugart 2010).

Finally, factional divisions competing within parties to control the leadersisp ex

in numerous advanced democracies. For example, Japan’s historically domingalt Libe
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Democratic Party (LDP) is notoriously factionalized. Until recently, ewgus political
outcomes such as electoral reforms, selection of the prime minister and evgn polic
directions were highly determined by the relative strength of the LiaBt®ns seeking
to influence the party in parliament, rather than by competition between ahd
other parties (Richardson 2001, McElwain 2008). Although less prominent than factions
within the LDP, factions in numerous advanced democracies also influence party
policies. Harmel and Tan (2003), for example, demonstrate that changes in dominant
factions of parties within the UK and Germany had substantial impacts on thiecspeci
policy proposals parties include in their platforms.

Regardless of factions’ level of institutionalization within political jegxttheir
mechanisms for influencing the parliamentary party and party leagéasgely rest in
their ability to win internal party votes and to control leadership positions. Although
internal party votes usually occur at more frequent intervals, political pastiedly hold
a national party congress or convention prior to an election. In these national party
congresses, parties frequently vote on proposals for the party’s electdoahpkatd
directly select the party’s leadership and candidates; however, the tegigieh party
members directly propose and vote on proposals varies across parties and elections.
(Hazan and Rahat 2006). For example, the PS in France meets at a national convention at
least every three years and before elections to vote on the party’sodiati leadership
including representatives from each region proportional to the size of the mbimbers
from that region (“Statuts du Parti Socialiste: Mis a jour apres le Codgrbtans”).

Therefore, | argue that the degree to which intra-party groups contrdeters

and candidates depends on their relative importance in the party decision-making
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structure (Harmel and Janda 1994). When party members directly propose and choose the
party’s electoral platforms and leadership, there exists the potentgdrtgrmembers to
influence their officials through both ex ante and ex post controls. Party merabers ¢
impose ex ante control based on their ability to choose a platform and leaders with

similar goals. In particular, | expect that party factions within the beeghip will

propose leaders and candidates with similar policy goals. By seleciohy$hip with

similar goals, these factions decrease the chance that the leddeeWwipolicy goals

different from his/her own. Similarly, party members can impose ex posbtsoaver

their leaders in party congresses by choosing new leaders or platform$oitothimng

party convention (Hazan and Rahat 2006).

Essentially, both voters and intra-party groups control party leaders and
candidates through elections. | argue that the primary differencedrethiese controls is
the frequency with which they occur. In contrast to voter controls of party & adety
members are given the opportunity to vote on the party’s priorities, leaders and
candidates prior to an election and at regular intervals between nationahslé&utough
national party congresses, similar to party members of the PS in Frangen&autters
also influence the party’s goals and learn about the party’s activities thicajlahd
regional meetings that occur more frequently (Hazan and Rahat 2006). In thenfgllowi
section, | discuss the principal-agent model when there are multiple agdrasnsider
the importance of an information asymmetry between principals. | thenreitpta
implications of this asymmetry for how parties develop legislation and thiemtage of

this information asymmetry through legislative signals.
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Principals, Information and the Policy Process

Under the principal-agent framework, the ability of a principal to punish agents
acting unaccountably through an ex post control mechanism largely depends on the
amount of information the principal has about the agent’s behavior. Importantly, a
principal without any information of the agent’s behavior will be unable to punish or
threaten to punish an agent for errant behavior (McCarty and Meirowitz 2009). While
both voters and intra-party groups use elections to influence party behavior, Ipolitica
parties have a greater informational advantage over voters than they do onef inter
factions. In particular, the information asymmetry between party leaahek voters is
greater than the asymmetry between party leaders and intra-party. droapsincipal-
agent framework, an information asymmetry is when the agent has greaiteratidn
about the agent’s behavior than the principal. Differences in the information asyesm
between principals and agents can lead one principal to have greater influertbe ove
agent’s behavior because the principal with greater information will be able to more
accurately punish or reward the agent for their behavior (Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991,
Lupia and McCubbins 1998, 2000; Huber and Shipan 2002; Carey 2009).

Although voters have access to multiple sources of information about government
behavior, they tend to be uninformed. For example, Lupia and McCubbins (1998) find
evidence that voters rely foremost on partisan cues for information about their
representatives. Many scholars argue, however, that legislative vetmgls are a
potential source of information about legislator behavior for more informed vbteys (
and McCubbins 1998, Carey 2009). In particular, Carey (2009) argues that legislative

voting records provide voters with information about government behavior.
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While voters may use public voting records as a source of information about
government behavior, legislative voting records do not present a full picture of the
parliament’s activities. There are several factors that indicatecputioll-call votes may
not be as directly representative of the legislature’s activities as shefies suggest. In
particular, roll call votes are not utilized systematically on a reptatve sample of the
total legislation, their use varies widely across democracies, andeefateges can often
abstain or simply not show up to avoid voting on contentious bills (Loewenberg 2008;
Gabel and Hug 2008; Carey 2009; Carruba et al. 2009; Clinton and Lapinsky 2009).
Therefore, public vote records are not a representative sample of theitagislat
governing parties propose and may mislead voters on the representatives’ and the
government’s actual activities (Lupia and McCubbins 1998, 2000; Carey 2009).

Although public votes may be a biased indicator of the parliament’s greater
legislative agenda (Loewenberg 2008), voters may use them to assess the mzgliame
legislative activities (Lupia and McCubbins 1998). If voters use public votesias the
primary source of information, legislative leaders should purposefully use pold to
develop an image separate from the greater legislative agenda. Howeegr(2080)
notes that opposition parties frequently frustrate government attempts to develop a
specific image by calling for public votes on issues the government prefeado a
publicizing.

In addition to roll-call voting procedures, | expect that governing parties ainaint
a larger set of tools to develop and pass legislation that also provide informationsbout it
priorities. Other legislative procedures may convey information about tieveel

preferences of the parties in parliament through encouraging debate andchhightige
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government’s proposals (Doring 2001). For example, the French constitution permits for
thevote bloquéor the package vote, which allows the prime minister to submit legislation
to parliament for an up or down vote without the addition of any opposition amendments.
As an electoral strategy, prime ministers in France have allowesseziatives

supporting the government to distinguish their exact preferences by usiogliratites

on amendments first, before forcing a final vote on the prime minister’'s mostrpcef
legislation (Huber 1996).

On the other hand, some procedures limit the degree to which legislation is
discussed or emphasized by avoiding debate through control of the legislatige voti
order, time for debate, or the details of the legislation. For example, thatigeil
procedure available to the prime minister of the House of Commons in the United
Kingdom strictly limits the voting order and period for discussion of legsigdoring
2003). While substantial literature details the behavior of legislativerketalsecure
their most preferred policies using legislative procedures, the extentdb pdaities
strategically use the full range of their procedures to limit or broaddasiation about
their legislative agendas to their principals is a relatively unexploredl topi

| theorize that parliamentary leaders choose between legislative presedur
intended to develop and pass legislation based on the information those procedures make
available to their principals. Whereas legislation passed with few or istatege
procedures reflects the everyday business of running government, parligneadars
have good reason to cultivate an image with their principals to avoid future punishment. |
expect that parliamentary leaders choose among legislative procexbigislight or de-

emphasize legislation to their principals.
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In particular, | add that legislative procedures have two roles in conveying
information about government policy: information generation or protectioorniration
generating procedures that draw attention to the government may intreasédncy of
a set of policies or an issue. For example, roll-call voting procedures provide mpposit
parties with the chance to highlight the legislative process through amesdment
debate (Ddring 2001). The media may also report on the application of theseilegisla
procedures, highlighting the legislative disagreement in the process. Rgolexa
prominent newspapers in France, suche®Monde frequently report on the usage of the
public votes used in affiliation with the package vote.

| label these legislative tools, such as roll call vatgsrmation generating
proceduredecause they allow for and encourage debate with opposition groups and
frequently attract media attention on the issues the government addiredsies| parties
may invoke or encourage legislative procedures to provide information about their
activities in government to voters. Huber’'s (1996) approach suggests a similaspnoces
which legislative procedures are used to protect legislative coalitmmsdefections for
electoral reasons by allowing dissenting members to express disagtaarough roll
call votes before being forced to vote for the legislation through the procedure.

Although many studies of legislative accountability focus on the infooméatiat
roll-call votes provide to uninformed citizens (D6ring1995; Loewenberg 2008; Gabel and
Hug 2008; Carey 2009; Carruba et al. 2009; Clinton and Lapinsky 2009), fewer scholars
consider the degree to which procedures can also limit the information avaitabke. S
legislative procedures leave less legislative space for public coimestat debate. |

propose that procedures that delegate powers to the government (away fronadee br
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parliament), limit debate or that limit the ability of the opposition to propose acel #or
vote on amendments, may serve similar bargaining purposes as other procedures such as
resolving tough legislative disagreements within parties (or within &iocoawithout
highlighting the disagreements and sending information about unpopular legislative
outcomes.

| label these procedur@sormation protecting procedurdsecause they suppress
the ability of the opposition and the media to seize on these issues by avoiding open
debate on the details of legislation. The closed rule limiting amendmentsstatleg
passed from committees in the US Congress, legislative decree rovesglihe
executive to set details of laws in France, and more generally lawsijrtiie role of

individual legislators in the legislative process protect legislativgaas within and

between parties without allowing for divisive debd&dske information generating
procedures, information protecting procedures provide the governing parties salbstant
control over the details of policy, but without facing potentially embarrassingypolic
debates and highlighting the government’s behavior to the otherwise relatively
unengaged voters. In addition to providing means to pass legislation that protects
legislative bargains from potential opposition groups (Huber 1996; Déring 2003) these
procedures also limit information about the details of the legislation beingddasse
reducing the length and the subject of the debate and essentially de-pujiticiz

delegating the details of the legislation.

6 This distinction is similar to Cox’s (2000) and frg’s (1995) discussion of the type of agenda int
Control over the voting order of the plenary agerideluding the period for debate, constrains the
information available about the legislative processe than blunt controls over the details of the
amendments adopted.
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The key distinguishing feature between information generating and protecting
procedures is that the first set of procedures highlights the policy debates/lming
the opposition parties and groups a forum to publicize and critique the details of the
legislative process. Protective procedures, on the other hand, minimize theaptdenti
critiquing the details of legislation. These laws limit the ability of theosfjn to
publicize specific policies during the legislative process. | expecsthett agenda
control and delegation powers minimize the appearance of public conflict while the
imposition of rules such as roll-call vote procedures increases the visibildgistation.

Assuming that legislative procedures have a key role in signaling informati
about the government’s legislative behavior, | argue that governing paniese
legislative procedures to send signals to their principals. The choice okgiigpa&inds on
the information asymmetry between the principals. If an information asymmxists
between the party and its principals than governing parties may be able t@foste
positive reputation for policy accountability with less informed principals throlg
signals they send about their legislative activities, regardless ohtttaal level of
accountability (Lupia and McCubbins 1998; Carey 2009). For example, a party may pass
legislation addressing some environmental reforms using an information gemerati
procedure to appease voter groups, while focusing most of their legislativecessonr
other policy areas such as health care or education policies.

Using legislative procedures as signals, governing parties candastgutation
for policy accountability with their less informed principals (voters), thinaihg more
blunt information generating procedures, while working on policies to satisfyoits

informed principals (party activists) through information protecting pra@sdby not
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encouraging public debate. Thus, political parties can provide different meabagés
the parties’ legislative priorities and activities to their principalsubh the strategic use
of legislative procedures.

Following from the theory, | argue that political parties use legisigrocedures
to construct an image of accountability. Because voter groups are less theche
connected to parties’ behavior in government, | expect that governing peseies
information generating procedures to highlight their legislative actiotessues that
they addressed to attract voter support. | summarize this logic in theifgjlow
hypothesis.

H2a) Political parties utilize information generating procedures in parliament on

issues important to their voters.

While the government maintains the sole authority to implement many
procedures, opposition parties can call for public votes in most parliaments (luege
2008; Carey 2009). | expect that opposition parties also take advantage of information
generating procedures to broadcast their policy agendas to voters. Althoughiapposit
parties may have little role in crafting policy or the greater policydgen some
parliaments, | hypothesize that they still seek to demonstrate their amaitipnon
issues that they use to attract voter support.

H2b) Opposition parties utilize information generating procedures in parliament

on issues important to government party activists.

Similar to Carey (2009), | also expect that opposition parties will use infiema
generating procedures to highlight aspects of the government’s agendagtitdtarm

its image of accountability with voters. Unlike Carey (2009), | arguegiinagrning
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parties can limit the damage from opposition behaviors if the parliamentaryncilese
information protecting procedures. In particular, governing parties dedreas#ect of
opposition- led information generating procedures by minimizing public defaie
legislation through information generating procedures. Because imtyagpaups have
greater information about the party’s behavior, parties will provide more direct
information to party activists at party meetings and through party nésvslabout their
policy activities. Therefore, | predict that governing parties willagilnformation
protecting procedures to pass legislation on issues important to partgtacBéacause
opposition parties use information generating procedures to highlight governtaekt’'s
of accountability with voter goals, opposition parties invoke information gengratin
procedures on issues that governing parties address to motivate partysactivist

However, many information protecting procedures such as executive orders or
ordinances that delegate authority to an executive also reduce the pernanency
legislation on an issue because they do not require new legislation for a futurévexec
to over-turn that policy. For example, Huber and Shipan (2002) indicate that parties
resort to executive orders and delegation more when they expect to be in office in the
future. When parties expect to not be in the next government, they are more likely to
write the details of legislation into law. If the information protecting pdaces limit the
long-term effectiveness of legislation, | argue that parties will seék to limit
information about a policy if they expect the opposition to highlight it. Thus;

H2c) Governing parties utilize information protecting procedures on issues

important to party activists.
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H2d) Governing parties invoke information protecting procedures on issues

highlighted previously by information generating procedures.

H2e) Governing parties invoke information protecting procedures on issues

important to opposition party voters.

Finally, the discussion of legislative procedures up to this point has assumed that
the government consists of one or only a few parties with similar polidg.doamost
parliamentary democracies this is unrealistic because governmenisritly include
multiple political parties with diverse political goals that support thegnrmister and
the cabinet. Further, in diverse coalitions with high levels of ideological eisiagnt,
governing parties may be incapable of passing legislation on a number of issues, muc
less agree on which issues to publicize or de-emphasize (Tsebelis 2002).

| expect that coalition governments will be less capable of purposefully
constructing their image through information generating and protecting presedur
controlled by the government. The extent to which coalitions can agree to ustupesce
will depend on the relative disagreement between coalition parties. Coalition
governments that hold relatively similar ideologies will use procedures tawcitsie
parties’ image more easily than coalitions with more divergent ideologiés t&avoid
seeming unaccountable and to avoid large policy compromise, ideological divergent
coalitions should generate little output. Coalition parties should seek to avoid pagliciz
information about government policy as the coalition party preferences divége.
following hypothesis summarizes the effect of ideological disagreeomecalition

government behavior.
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H2f) Coalition governments utilize fewer procedures as the level of ideological

disagreement increases between coalition parties.

The preceding hypotheses are summarized in Table 1.2 at the end of the chapter.
Because governing parties craft an image of accountability with wbtersgh the
selective use of legislative procedures, parties focus their attention mestdydon the
issues motivating party activists. In the next section, | discuss the roti@whation
asymmetries and competing principals for the types of policy governmddtsss.

Competing Principals and Policy Outcomes

In a world with infinite resources and time, governing parties may be able to
create legislation to accommodate all issues in their manifestos, proeidedhthe
stated policies are directly contradictory. Legislatures, howevelinated in their
capacity to enact legislation in terms of resources; legislatieemess include time,
staff, and access to information (Doring 1995, 2001, and 2003; Squire and Hamm 2005).
While access to information and staff can be bolstered through money and bygoinngin
informants, such as interest groups, the amount of time a legislature nuftds is
substantially limited (between mandatory elections at a maximumedntiee length of
the legislative session is also limited by practical concerns imgutle amount of time
individuals can continue working and rules regulating how the time will be used.
Although legislative procedures increase the amount of information avaiewdeers,
Doring (1995 and 2001) notes that procedures allowing for debate and amendments
provide the potential for legislative delays caused by opposition party behavior.

Starting with the assumption that legislatures are limited in the poli@gan

generate in office by time and resources, a governing party can purpoatfdate its
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legislative time and resources. | expect that governing partieshiohoice of devoting
time and resources to policies on some issues to the detriment of others. Thadireids
on the government’s agenda likely force governing parties to choose between the polic
goals of multiple principals with differing levels of information. Since gowe parties
can signal their policies to voters through legislative procedures, | ptiedic¢heir
underlying agenda may more closely reflect the policy goals of letbemed

principals: party activists. Because the government can send seledaiiveatibn to
voters about the legislative process, it is possible that governing partidswate most
of its resources to other issues. A governing party may generate theaapeair
focusing their attention on a certain set of issues by using informatienageqg
procedures for voters while devoting most of its resources on legislation intended to
satisfy other groups.

If legislative procedures act as signals to voters and intra-party grbaps, t
amount of legislation devoted to an issue will likely favor issues addressaiistg s
intra-party principals because of their decreased information asyynissues intended
to satisfy voters may be associated with great clamor and media attentido,nmitneed
to include substantial detail for the implementation and enforcement of thatiegis|
because voters pay less attention than party leaders to the details of tagdegis
Instead, voter knowledge of legislation is limited to general summaries@did sound
bites (Lupia and McCubbins 1998). From the perspective of governing parties, i expec
that the executive and the bureaucracy can use their resources to fill in tleel detai
minutia of enacting legislation leaving the governing party with the dgggadocus on

other policies by ignoring the details on these issues.
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On the other hand, issues the party addresses to appease activist groups likely
require greater resources because they are more attentive to tineeemhand
enforcement of legislation. Informed factional leaders and activistsvatge¢he political
process expect policies to have long term effects and may desire to avoidinglega
authority on policies where the executive may be controlled by a political oppaments
the future (Huber and Shipan 2002). In general, | argue that the amount ofitagisift
reflect the knowledge of the intended principal: voters or party actifistowing from
Huber and Shipan’s (2002) perspective, | expect that parties may be lesstwilling
delegate authority when they expect the executive to be controlled by an ioppguesity
in the short-term future.

In summary, political parties change their policies to accommodate multiple
principals with different levels of information about politics. When they enter i
government, | expect that parties prefer to present an image of consisten@rscanat
use legislative procedures that encourage debate and media attention to highlight t
work consistent with their party platform to voters. Alternatively, governinggsause
legislative procedures that avoid debate and attention to downplay policiesghabei
inconsistent with their platform or outside of the image the party prefers to gréonot
voters. Under parliaments where governing parties do not have informationipgptect
procedures or where all issues can be emphasized through the use of information
generating procedures, | expect that the government focuses itatiegistsources on
issues it addressed to attract voter support because the details of atidegsta

publically available, decreasing the information asymmetry between \astéractivists.
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However, in contexts with a greater range of procedural tools, governingpartie
should focus their legislative resources on issues that are important to betteedhf
groups because they can construct their image using these procedures. fEn¢hgrea
detail included in legislation, the more difficult it will be for future goveemts to repeal
the law (Huber and Shipan 2002). More legislative detail makes it more difbicult f
bureaucrats to ignore the government’s goals. Therefore, | expect thatartsamhere
parliamentary leaders utilize both information generating and protectwegqures, the
governing party or parties will develop more policy on issues that are moe¢ychosl
frequently monitored by their principals. In particular, | argue that gavgparties will
develop more legislation on issues monitored by party activists than issuegeiyyor
voters. Therefore;

H3a) Governing parties produce a greater number of laws on issues important to

their party activists than to their voters.

While governing parties may seek to produce legislation for both their principals,
their ability to pass legislation also depends on their coalition status (Bs20eh).

Similar to a veto player perspective, | expect that coalitions with divepgdioy goals
avoid passing legislation on issues that they strongly disagree. Legigiatduced on
issues on which the coalition parties disagree should reflect only the areasbrihghi
coalition can find agreement.

Otherwise, legislative bargains require more time and resources to develop whe
coalition partners disagree. For example, Martin and Vanberg (2008) find thatsdaivate
contentious issues require greater time as coalition parties use the tonemaomicate

their specific policy goals to their principals. As legislation requirgseater amount of



42

time to develop and parties’ ability to limit information about their policy agémaagh
information protecting procedures decreases, | expect that the asyereffett of party
principals’ goals on government policy disappears or reverses as ideological
disagreement between coalition parties increases. Governing paatdanit legislation
on issues important to their ideologically rigid principals altogether if thobeies
require substantial compromises. Following this logic, | predict the fallpWwypotheses.

H3b) Governing parties produce a greater number of laws on issues important to

party activists than to voters when there is little ideological disagreement.

H3c) Governing parties produce a greater number of laws on issues important to

their voters than to their activists as ideological disagreement increases.
These hypotheses suggest that the effect of parties’ issues depends on the levels of
ideological disagreement between coalition partners. The hypotheses formgent
policy outcomes are listed in Table 1.3 at the end of the chapter.

In summary, my theory of strategic issue balancing and issue accountaimliis
that political parties increase the number of issues in their manifestiiatd potentially
supportive, issue-focused voters. They decrease the number of issues in thegtosanife
to maintain and mobilize party activists. Once in office, governments prdegislation
using legislative procedures that craft an image of accountability tcswekele
simultaneously focusing their legislative resources on issues impartaatty activists.
Finally, policy outcomes from the legislative process better reflegdaks of party
activists than voters because of their greater ability to monitor and punigtegalers.

In the following section, | present a multi-method approach to testing they duadr

discuss the chapter outline for the remainder of the dissertation.
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Research Design and Chapter Outline

To test my theory of strategic issue balancing and accountability,d oaulti-
method approach. In particular, | develop a series of tests of the theory following a
nested analysis approach (Lieberman’s 2005). In a nested analysisetreher first
confirms the generalizability of a theory through a large-N stedistinalysis
demonstrating that the proposed correlations between aggregate indicaioiGmoe the
researcher assesses the theory’s external validity through thesh! esgfs, she/he then
turns his/her focus towards establishing the theory’s internal validity or ¢eedt®
which the general measures accurately explain the underlying proeesskogic using
multiple sources and types of data. Lieberman (2005) advocates either fanusimgse
or set of cases that are well explained by correlations in the large-iartaljocus on
the supporting the internal validity or by focusing on an outlier or deviant case to seek out
novel explanations for how the general theory can be revised to better explain the speci
case for future analyses.

As the first assessment of the theory’s external validity, | begin in GHaptigh
an examination of strategic issue balancing using a large-N cross-hatraaeries
analysis. In particular, | predict the relative number of issues partiegénio their
platforms based on the electoral context. These tests are designed to eRardewyee
to which electoral conditions influence the number of issues in parties’ platforms
focusing only on the conditions predicted to influence intra-party politics and thésparty
platform. The empirical tests in Chapter 2 assess the support for the hypotheses
summarized in Table 1.1. To implement the test, | use data on elections and party

platforms from the Comparative Manifestos Project (Klingemann et al. 1998 and 2006;
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Volkens et al. 2011) and economic indicators from the OECD. | propose a measure of the
effective number of manifesto issues as an indicator of the number of issues parti
address. The results of this analysis demonstrate support for the extadityl obthe
theory of strategic issue balancing in 24 advanced industrial democrace$362-
2008. By beginning with a large-N test of the theory, | not only demonstrate support for
the theory’s generalizability to many advanced industrial democréxiesalso link the
theory to traditional studies of party strategy that focus on party policiessi shene
democracies.

To examine the remaining hypotheses summarized in Table 1.2 and Table 1.3, |
develop a series of tests of political party behavior in government. Although a more
rigorous test of external validity of the theory would entail a cross-natmiadysis of

party behavior and policy outputs, data on parties’ behavior in government and policy

outputs is currently limited to a small number of countries and time pefiBesed on

the logic of Liebermann’s nested analysis approach, | narrow the anal@ispters 3, 4

and 5 to a country included in the analysis in Chapter 2 that contains parties that follow
the expectations from my theory. The results from the statistical amalyShapter 2

indicate that French political party strategic electoral behavior matichdg/potheses
summarized in Table 1.1. For this reason, | have chosen the French Fifth Republic as my

primary case.

7 In future extensions of this project, | intendetdend the analysis to a larger cross-national kaofp
parties and parliaments. Data collection of thi$ sobeing undertaken by the Comparative Agendas
Project, but is not yet complete. Further informatabout the Comparative Agendas Project can bedfou
at their website http://www.comparativeagendas.org/
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By selecting a set of parties that reflect the predictions from thststaltianalysis
in Chapter 2, the analyses in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 demonstrate the link between
parties’ strategic electoral behavior to their legislative behavior and olitpait.
relationship between parties’ principals and legislative behavior has beeougthevi
explored (Carey 2009), but scholars have not directly linked principals’ specifty poli
demands to legislative behaviors. To test the predictions from the hypotheses on
legislative behavior, | combine data on party policy change, legisiatoeedures, and
the policy content of legislation passed by the Frexsedemblée Nationafeom 1978-
2007.

Although parties in the French Fifth Republic match the hypotheses tested in
Chapter 2, | add that parties in France match many of Eckstein’s (1976a ddtea
critical case or George and Bennett’'s (2005) least likely case becalilisalgurty
behavior in France is complicated by a number of factors. According to Gamige
Bennet (2005), a least likely case is one in which there are numerous altdactve
that might explain the phenomenon under study. The logic follows that if a researcher
finds that the theory is true for a least likely case, then the theory should hcédésr
that have fewer complicating factors.

| argue that political party behavior in France is a least likely caadifficult
first test of the theory for a number of reasons. First, French partytaffisaend to be
volatile relative to other advanced industrial democracies (Dalton 2008). Thidityola
may make cues to intra-party factions less likely, since thosenstared activists
affiliated with the party are less likely to stay with the party in theréjtregardless of

the party’s level of accountability. Second, political parties in the Fraasbmblée
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Nationaletraditionally exhibit lower levels of party voting or discipline and higherléeve

of absenteeism than other European democracies (Sauger 2009). Thus, any cues to party
members, despite disunity among the parliamentary parties, should be cahsiderg
evidence for this hypothesis. Third, by focusing on France 1978-2007, | will beable t

test the hypotheses with respect to multiple partisan and institutional configarsiich

as coalition governments and the presence of cohabitation (where the primernmnist

parliament is from a different party than the president) that might lmiability of a

parliamentary government to send signals to their princi@IBourth, the legislative

context is relatively clear, since the constitution of the Fifth Republic pro\ndes t
government with procedures that allow for information production — roll-call votes — and
suppression — Article Article 38 /Empowerment statutee bloquéand Article 49.3
confidence procedures. In addition, bills tend to be relatively non-complex in terms of the

issues they contain making it easy to classify them according to sireglenated

number of issue areas (Baumgartner , Broaurd and Grossman 2009; Doring®003).

8 France is a semi-presidential regime. SimilaElgie (2004) | define a semi-presidential statermes in
which a “popularly-elected, fixed-term presideniséxalongside a prime minister and cabinet who are
responsible to parliament.” (Elgie 2004, 317). $anhy, “Cohabitation is the situation where a pdesit
from one party or coalition shares power with argriminister from an opposing party or coalitiorEldie
2004, 328).

9 The constitution of the French Fifth Republic esitlly includes provisions for the prime minister t
influence the parliamentary agenda in &ssemblée Nationalén particular, Article 44.3 provides the
prime minister with theote bloquéThe constitution provides that the parliament nmas’e an up or down
vote on the exact text of legislation the prime istgr submits. Article 49.3 of the constitutionoaits the
prime minister to attach votes of confidence to kgyslation proposed by the prime minister and his
cabinet. Finally, although Article 38 and 10 emposithe parliament to delegate the implementation o
policy on issues related to European policy toptime minister and cabinet, parliament has generall
interpreted Article 38 to include nearly any sepoficies.

10| am extremely grateful to Sylvain Broaurd, EmillaGrossman and the French Comparative Agenda’s
Project for graciously providing me with data ogitative procedures and the issue content of frenc
legislation.
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In Chapter 3, | further discuss the legislative procedures used in the French
Assemblée Nationabnd classify them according to their information providing
properties to test the hypotheses in Table 1.2. The statistical results frpperChalso
provide a means to classify the proposals in party electoral platfornthersogiented
towards voters or party activists. Thus, | use predictions from this anadytbis primary
independent variables predicting the application of parliamentary procedures agd poli
Based on the classification of statements in party platforms as eitheowateivist
issues, | provide a series of statistical tests of the hypothesedipgethe application of
legislative procedures in tiessemblée NationaleConsistent with the results from
previous analyses, the evidence indicates that both governing and opposition parties use
roll-call votes to publicize issues. | also find evidence, however, that parties us
information protecting procedures to limit information about issues they emplasize
support party activist policy goals.

Building on the analyses from Chapter 2 and 3, | develop a final set of statistical
models in Chapter 4 to predict the policy implications of information asymmetries
between competing principals summarized in Table 1.3 for policy outcomes from the
Assemblée National@he analysis suggests that parties reward better informed principals
differently than those that are less informed. This difference fades, howsen the
party expects to lose control of government in the future and for parliameetsipns
immediately prior to the next constitutionally mandated legislativeiefec

Following the statistical analyses in Chapters 2, 3 and 4, | demonstrate the
theory’s internal validity through a series of case studies of legislatiFrance in

Chapter 5. Using logic the logic of Liebermann’s (2005) nested analyscjd on the



48

PS’ intra-party debates leading up to elections in 1993 and 1997 in France. The large-N
results from Chapter 2 indicate that the PS’ platform in 1993 is closely explairied b
theory and the platform in 1997 is explained less well. However, in both cases the
evidence in Chapter 5 indicates that party leaders balanced the goals-parttrgroups
and voters in developing their electoral platforms.

| further extend the analysis of the PS’ behavior following the 1997 election to
explore the motives behind the PS’ priorities in office. In particular, | rethevdebates
on the use of an information protecting procedure to suggest that the procedbee has t
intended effect of limiting information about the government’s policy prioritrethdse
case studies, | use evidence from multiple qualitative sources includingepwtsy
legislative debates, party newsletters, and personal interviews wiyhnpambers. By
including several forms of data, | am able to further bolster the interndityaif the
study by indicating that the results can be verified using multiple souees(g 2004).
In addition, by tracing the issue balancing and accountability processroeenta
single party, | am able to evaluate the logic underlying the theory lonugdlydas well
as across cases (King, Keohane and Verba 1994). The results from the newvitislef
analysis offer strong support of the theory.

Finally, in Chapter 6, | consider several additional extensions for my theory of
strategic issue balance and accountability and consider additional cases imdetinced
industrial democracies that would provide strong tests of my theory. | conditida w
discussion of the theoretical and empirical implications of the theory. Thésrekthe
analyses offer a number of implications for the traditional political seiéterature on

party strategy and government accountability by providing a unified frarkdinking
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party electoral strategies to government behavior and outcomes. Althougdrschol
frequently study party electoral strategies and government accouwtabiklative
isolation, my theory suggests that the elements of Key’s (1955) tri-paatibedork of
party behaviors are intertwined. Similar to Key’s perspective, | expatscholars must
also consider parties’ electoral strategies and political partigah@ational structures,
to understand government policies.

In particular, this dissertation demonstrates that political parties use the
statements of policy to satisfy multiple groups. Although previous work indidétss e
address issues to win elections (Schattschneider 1960; Hibbs 1977; Budge and Farlie
1986), | add that political parties purposefully use this strategy not when thpyldical
losers, but when the party organization is willing. This theory offers an explamti
the underlying mechanism between strategic party policy change and Jwdgione
(Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009). If parties have multiple electoral stratibgies
incorporating their multiple strategies may lead to more conclusive d¢iseafrparty
behavior.

In contrast to the expectations from my theory, studies of government
accountability frequently conclude that voters can accurately controtréipegsentatives
through elections (Anderson 2007; Carey 2009). However, | add that parties’ electoral
strategies and government institutions limit their ability to punish or ceg@rerning
parties. Although a lack of accountability to voters may be normatively nef@atnaghe
perspective of democratic theory (Anderson 2007), it may illustrate whys\aanot

uniformly punish governments during a bad economy. My theory also highlights the
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conditions that should lead to greater voter accountability: when parliament Gamnot
information about the policy process.

Finally, my findings have practical implications for citizens seekingftaence
government policy on an issue. On the one hand, citizens may be successful at
encouraging parties to develop legislation on a given issue by voting for thehaar
discusses it during an election. On the other hand, the results indicate thasaitit be
more influential towards generating extensive, detailed and lasting poliag issue by

seeking to influence the party’s policy goals from inside.
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Table 1.1 Hypotheses on Party Electoral Strategy

Electoral Conditions >

Effect on Intra-party Groups > Number of Issues in the

Party Platform

Increasing Issue Salience
(H1a)
Opposition Parties and positive
economic conditions >
(H1d)
Previous Electoral loss
(H1e)

Ideologically Rigid

Activists 2> Decrease

Government Parties
(H1b)

Government Parties and Positive
Economic Conditions
(H1c) N
Opposition Parties and Negative
Economic Conditions
(H1d)
Previous Electoral Success
(H1e)

Ideologically Pragmatic

Activists > Increase

Table 1.2 Hypotheses on Party’s Parliamentary Behavior

Independent Variable

Dependent Variable

Government Parties

Government Party Voter issues
(H2a)

Ideologically Cohesive Coalition
(H2f)
Opposition Parties

Government Party Activist Issues
(H2b)

> Information Generating Procedures

Government Parties
Govern Party Activist Issues
(H2c)
Issues Highlighted by Information
Generating Procedures
(H2d)

Opposition Party Voter Issues
(H2e)
Ideologically Cohesive Coalition

(H2f)

> Information Protecting Procedures




Table 1.3 Hypotheses on Policy Outcomes
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Independent Variable

Dependent Variable

Government Party Activist issues with no
ideological disagreement >
(H3a and H3b)

Government Party Voter issues with no
ideological disagreement N
(H3a and H3b)

Government Party Activist issues

i >
Ideological Disagreement
(H3c)
Government Party Voter issues
i >

Ideological Disagreement
(H3c)

More Legislation

Less legislation

Less legislation

More legislation
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CHAPTER 2
STRATEGIC ISSUE BALANCING: AN ANALYSIS OF PARTY
ELECTORAL STATEGY AND ISSUE COMPETITION
Obviously, however, the cleavage between the sixty million and the forty million
could be exploited by a new kind of political effort devoted to the development of
an array of issues now submerged....The root of the problem of nonvoting is to be
found in the way in which the alternatives in American politics are defined, the
way in which issues get referred to the public, the scale of competition and
organization, and above all hatissues are developed.
E.E. SchattschneideFhe Semisovereign People
As Schattschneider (1960) suggests, parties and candidates win electoral
competitions in developed democracies by mobilizing voters with the issues on which
they campaign. Although parties mobilize their traditional electoral sugpditlibbs
1977) and party activists (Harmel and Janda 1994) by focusing on issues historically
important to the party, Schattschneider (1960) indicates that the relatiggdyniam-
voting public may be inactive because the issues they most value are not important to the
parties in the system. He expects that a party can activate these grpafenaélly
supportive voters by campaigning on these issues. In this chapter, | extend
Schattschneider’s perspective to consider the conditions that direct paltysl¢o

purposefully include new issues to attract voters or to narrow the partiesralect

campaigns to issues primarily important to party activists.

In particular, | conceptualize party electoral manifestas a balance between
the goals of ideologically rigid party activists and issues important to gaiaps. Party
leaders balance the goals of both groups because their support is necesagin their

leadership positions within the party and to win elections to government. The party’s

11 Throughout this dissertation, | use the terms manifesto and party platterchangeably to
mean the documents parties publish prior to an election listing the party's goidits.
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membership and the conditions that influence the party’s internal dynamiasideténe
platform party leaders’ select. Under conditions that attract more ideallygiigid
activists, party leaders narrow or decrease the number of issues in the platfgrm.
Under conditions that attract more pragmatic and compromising actividis|qzders
are free to incorporate issues into the party’s platform. In parti@ésmtoral conditions
indirectly determine party leaders’ balance of priorities at amgngnoment.

In this chapter, | further develop my theory of strategic issue balahging
considering the conditions that influence the relationship between party leaders a
activists. For the analyses presented in this chapter, | assume thpaiyrdynamics
are the mechanism that connects electoral conditions to the party’s platfdrat soan
focus the empirical tests in this chapter on analyzing the broader connectieemetw
electoral conditions and the party’s platform. | further explore the eiééetectoral
conditions on intra-party politics in Chapter 5.

Following the discussion of my theory, | propose the effective number of
manifesto issues (ENMI) as a new measure of parties’ policy statetenémsures the
increase or decrease in the number of issues in party platforms over timgbynge
the attention given to each issue in the electoral platform. After a sectioibohestite
data and methods, | present my analysis of the strategic issue balancigdpyheor
predicting the ENMI for parties in 24 OECD countries from 1962-2008. The resutts fr
the empirical tests suggest that my theory of issue balancing beitainexhe
relationship between electoral conditions and the number of issues in partyyatian
explanations that assume that parties are unitary actors or that parsasctly

motivated by a desire to win elections.
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Party Strategy and Issue Balancing

Scholars have long speculated about the relationship between the issues parties
address and their electoral success. For example, Schattschneider’s (@@®®oncal
boxing match expects political contests to be driven and won by competition over issues.
Schattschneider argued that elites campaign on new issues to attractlmatppbéders.
As competitors respond to the opposition’s issues, elites increase the scopeoaflibie
among themselves. Political leaders seek to mobilize new groups when they are
beleaguered by their opponent or expect to lose. By increasing the scope of, aditéls
can draw support from previously uninterested bystanders that value those issues. Since
bystanders to the conflict value specific issues, a political leader drasspport of
previously uninvolved observers, such as unmotivated voters, by including issues
important to this group in their campaign message.

| contend that Schattschneider’'s metaphor provides insights for electoral
competition between political parties. Political parties expand the scopefbEicby
writing electoral platforms or manifestos to attract both voters and to aethie
support of their primary constituents and party membership (Kitschelt 1989, Hardel
Janda 1994). Previous studies of party electoral strategy assume that unitargi, ra
vote-seeking parties use their policy platforms to attract voters whendkiey h
information suggesting that they will perform badly in an upcoming electiomada
1999; Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009). Whereas the literature suggests that parties shift
their policy platforms towards a hypothetical median voter under this circocesta
(Downs 1957, Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009; Adams, Haupt, and Stoll 2009), | add that

these vote-seeking parties have multiple strategies in their elecwitadt to counter
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conditions that would lead them to potentially lose an election. In particular,
Schattschneider’s perspective indicates that increasing the number a@h lofaadues
parties address may serve as an alternative strategy.

Political parties do not uniformly act as if they are only vote seeking, unitary
actors. Since Downs’ (1957) spatial description of party electoralgpgrateholars have
developed numerous theories suggesting that parties are either primacyynpolivated
actors (Wittman 1973) or balance their goals for policy and office (Strem 199@&rMul
and Strgm 1999). Focusing on parties’ strategic spatial shifts, studies that assume
balance or a mixture of party goals have provided insight into party elestiatagies.

For example, Adams, Haupt and Stoll (2009) find evidence that parties do not always
moderate their policy platforms in response to economic and public opinion data
indicating that they will perform poorly. Further, mainstream partiesstnategically
change their platforms only benefit from small increases in their votessfradams and
Merrill 1999 and 2005; Adams, Merrill, and Grofman 2005) and the benefit may not
emerge for some time (Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009). Similarly, niche orps=risds
frequently lose electoral support if they deviate from their traditional ppheferences
(Adams et al. 2006).

Scholars also suggest that parties do not act as if they are unitary actors in most
settings. They find that intra-party divisions and politics influence party bahéeading
parties to follow strategies that are not strictly vote motivated. For egafaimel and
Janda (1994) theorize that changes in the party organizational structure andythe part
membership influence outcomes such as party platforms, leadership and government

policies. Harmel and Tan (2003) demonstrate that changes in factional dominance in
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German and British political parties lead to shifts in parties’ eldgiatorms. Finally,
Laver (1999) shows that intra-party divisions frequently lead to policy shirkipgitiies
in coalition governments.

Further, Kitschelt (1989) suggests that parties differ in the types ofséstand
politicians that join the party. In particular, he demonstrates that pattest &wo types
of activists. Activists are ideologically rigid and uncompromising or Hreymore
pragmatic, accepting policy compromises to win votes and seek to implement
incremental policy changes. Activists’ willingness to compromise mayen€e the
strategies and approaches of the party leadership, although they may hold simiar pol
goals. Party activists play an important role in parties by running thegrgewization
for electoral campaigns and forming the pool from which parties recruit ellectora
candidates (Kitschelt 1989). Also, activists frequently vote on the partiestdbguland
its electoral platforms prior to elections (Harmel and Janda 1994).

Following from these studies of intra-party decision-making and partygsolit
argue that party activists and their divisions over policy or office godlentde leaders’
priorities for maintaining policy purity or controlling office. Although the paegders
play an important role in proposing and determining the parties’ policy andrelect
strategies, party activists are also frequently involved in the decisadimrg process
through national conventions and party primaries (Harmel and Janda 1994). Measures of
party activist goals and approaches are limited primarily to casestfdiesmall
number of parties and to limited time ranges (Kitschelt 1989; Harmel and Tan 2003).
However, the literature on party organizational dynamics indicatestegstifar

determining the influence of party activists on leaders’ goals by focositige
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conditions that influence intra-party dynamics (Kitschelt 1989, HarmelamthJ1994).
Therefore, | predict that party leaders alter the number of issuesripldtéorms in
response to the conditions that influence the party’s activists.

In particular, Kitschelt (1989) describes the conditions influencing thesisti
decision to join a party. He suggests that public opinion, current government policy and
the party’s previous electoral results determine the type of activisistat to the party.
More ideologically rigid activists join when the issues the party histtyicavns” are
more important to the public. Parties ‘own’ issues that were originallyeteneents of
their platforms and are associated with specific constituencies andgbgliticportant
ideological divisions in society (Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Budge and Farlie 1983). On
the other hand, as these issues become less important, less ideologicallyipsie @&e
attracted to the party. Focusing on party platforms and parties’ expemegovernment,
Przeworski and Sprague (1986) suggest that parties may deviate away fronothese
issues important to their traditional constituents after their experienoé®lling
government. Studying socialist parties in Europe over the course of'true2@iry,
Przeworski and Sprague find evidence that parties may increase tberatlsupport by
adding new issues to their platforms, but these parties also lose support from their
traditional constituencies in society by acting more strategically.

Kitschelt (1989) indicates that when there is an increase in an issuesasatie
society, there will be an increase in the number of people that are driven tadeflue
policy on that issue. These motivated citizens then choose between parties that can
represent their preferences on this issue. According to Kitschelt, issuetetitzens

join parties based on their reputation for working on an issue. These citizensrare m
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ideologically rigid in their approach to the policy process because they aaripyri
motivated by policy goals. For example, socialist parties in Europe have Siwpiesver
labor issues because they historically organized and mobilized on these isglgess (B
and Farlie 1983). Following from Kitschelt's perspective, socialist paattesct more
ideologically rigid activists as issues traditionally associated wafibrlgroups, such as
labor rights, become more important or salient to the electorate.
Therefore, | expect that change in the salience of issues historicallytamiptor
the party will alter the activists that join that party and the distributiontviste within
the party. A party attracts more ideologically rigid activists as thg'pgurimary issues
become more salient to the public. An influx of more ideologically rigid actiwisks
seek to make the party’s leadership and policy statements more idecjopucall
(Harmel and Janda 1994). For example, the Tea Party movement in the United States
forced the Republican Party to focus on issues of taxation and deficit reductiomy leadi
up to the 2010 election (Karpowitz, Monson, Patterson, and Pope 2011; Bailey,
Mummolo, and NoeForthcoming. | argue that the party leadership prioritizes these
activists’ ideologically rigid policy goals by focusing its attention loeste important
issues and by decreasing the number of more peripheral issues in theinplathking
issue salience to parties’ platforms leads to my first hypothesis.
H2a) Political parties decrease the number of issues they include in their
electoral platforms when their primary issue becomes more salient to the public.
In addition, Kitschelt (1989) indicates that governing parties draw more pragmati
activists that are attracted by the spoils of office and the potentialuemat policy. For

example, Przeworski and Sprague (1986) demonstrate that socialist paaeedmore
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pragmatic activists over the course of th& 28ntury as they frequently participated in
government. However, Harmel and Janda (1994) add that perceptions of governing
parties’ policy accountability or success also influences the paatiesttiveness to
activists and voters. They suggest that activists seek to change the pegttisiwhen
they are unsuccessful at attaining their goals either for policy or office

Although they may perceive parties to be unaccountable on any policy area,
voters most frequently punish or reward the government for the state of the economy.
Scholars find that voters generally hold governing parties accountable foatéhefdhe
economy prior to an election (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier 2000; Anderson 2007). In
particular, citizens may reward governing parties with their vote wheacthreomy
grows, but give their vote to opposition parties when the economy shrinks (Anderson
2007). Activists seeking to influence parties may also react to the economy as a
indication of the parties’ policy accountability and future electoral sectesddition,
the full theory of issue accountability developed in Chapter 1 indicates that the gconom
is a clearer predictor of citizens’ perception of the government’s accolyttiah the
actual policy content if governing parties construct an image of accountalifienedt
from their actual policy output.

Therefore, | argue that governing parties attract more pragativsts when
potential activists perceive that voters reward the party for the ecodmdgr positive
economic conditions, more activists expect voters to reward the government in an
upcoming election. Noting the government’s potential success, activists radtbyathe
spoils of office and the future ability to influence policy will join governingipar

Following a similar logic, governing parties will generally attracrenpragmatic
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supporters than opposition parties because they have greater access to the fewards o
office. Pragmatic activists and party leaders that hope to continue to enjeyveres of
office will see little reason to change their policy strategy whenekpgct voters to

reward them for it. When the economy is strong, party leaders will indieaseimber

of issues because of the increase in activists favoring compromise and pragrngtic pol
goals.

Similar to Harmel and Janda (1994), however, | predict that activists will change
the party’s direction when they judge the party to be unaccountable for theair igoal
particular, ideologically rigid activists will take over the party leatg and refocus the
party’s message when the party is unsuccessful at implementing its dusgsvi©g the
party’s failure to manage the economy and expecting the party to decseasiétit to
attract voters in the upcoming election, the ideologically rigid activitady within the
party will reject the parties’ previous pragmatic electoral sjrase These activists will
focus more on the parties’ core policy goals. Party leaders will focugpthlagy goals on
the party’s tradition, core issues and abandon more fringe issues to accommodate the
increased prominence of the ideologically rigid activists.

Thus, the number of issues governing parties include in their platforms depends
on the economy prior to the election and its impact on governing parties’ activiste As
economy improves, the party leadership prioritizes gaining votes or controfiicg of
because of the increase in pragmatic activists attracted to the partyn@gymrties
with a strong economy will thus increase the number of issues. Declining economic
conditions will lead to an increase in the number and importance of more ideologically

rigid activists. Reacting to this increase, party leaders will pazerpolicy goals and



62

decrease the number of issues. This logic leads to the following hypothesesragldress
the behavior of governing parties.

H2b) Government parties increase the number of issues they include in their

electoral platforms relative to opposition parties.

H2c) Government parties increase the number of issues they include in their

electoral platforms when the economy is performing well.

In addition, | expect that public perceptions of government parties’ accoltgytabil
for their policy statements and the economy may also influence the activigtsrtha
opposition parties. Attracted to the potential spoils of office and the ability tendé
policy, more pragmatic activists join opposition parties when they behege fparties
will control or influence government following an election. Expecting voters to lpunis
the government, pragmatic activists may join prominent opposition parties under the
belief that the opposition will have a higher likelihood of controlling governmest aft
the election. The logic follows that as the economy goes sour and more pragmatic
activists join the party, opposition party leaders prioritize electords goa increase the
number of issues in their platforms.

However, this relationship reverses when the economy is stronger. Assuming that
voters will reward the government for a strong economy, pragmatic axtestlittle
incentive to work for an opposition party that is unlikely to have much of an influence on
the policy process. As more pragmatic activists dedicate their time souwtees to
alternative means of influencing policy, ideological rigid activists take tnveparty
leadership and narrow the party’s policy goals to a smaller number of.i$baesfore, |

propose the following hypothesis for opposition parties’ behavior.
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H2d) Opposition parties increase the number of issues they include in their

electoral platforms when the economy is performing well.

Finally, as a party demonstrates its ability to win votes and potentiallsotont
government, more pragmatic activists may find the party attractive. stst@xpect these
parties to perform well in the future because of the success of partiegysrevi
campaigns (Kitschelt 1989). Predicting benefits from controlling office ifutiuee,
pragmatic activists find joining these parties attractive. As thevelatimber of
pragmatic activists in the party increases, party leaders prioribze vote-motivated
goals. Parties that performed well in the previous election will inergeesnumber of
issues in the following election. This leads to my next hypothesis.

H2e) Political parties increase the number of issues they include in their elector

platforms when they increase their votes in the previous election.

By considering the electoral context and intra-party politics, | build on
Schattschneider’s framework by adding that party electoral strategylepends on the
electoral context influencing the distribution of activists within the pady. F
Schattschneider, party leaders are primarily seeking to win electionsegmgeent
positions. However, | expect that party leaders also must consider the sriof e
party’s organization for intra-party elections. Activists are the unaheylyiechanism that
influences the number of issues in the platform. The situations that attrasttatt a
party influence the number of issues that party includes in its electorphitamThe
circumstances attracting more pragmatic activists lead padeie to increase the
number of issues in their platforms, while those motivating more ideologiatly r

activists cause party leaders to decrease the number of issues.
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In conclusion, my theory predicts that parties increase the issues in tHemmat
under the following conditions: when the party’s core issues are less;sahentthe
party controls government under a strong economy; when the party is in the opposition
and the economy is weak; or when the party gained votes in the previous electios. Partie
decrease the number of issues in their platforms under alternative ¢anaaess when its
core issues are more salient or it controls government with a weak economyt ishen i
the opposition under a strong economy or when lost votes in the last election.

Because parties are dynamic organizations, they may attract molaiges in
one election and more pragmatists in the next. Parties change their plattxquently
between elections and these strategies may be cyclical. A party megs@the number
of issues it addresses in one election and decrease the number of issues in the next
election only to increase them again in a subsequent election. In summary,thatgue
the degree to which parties choose one strategy over another depends on how the political
context, including the issues important to the electorate, the parties in genértime
economy and parties’ previous electoral success, influences the underlyiitgtist of
activists motivated by strict policy or office goals

Data and Methods

In this section, | propose a test for my theory of strategic issue balarsthggmy
new dependent variable, the Effective Number of Manifesto Issues (EMipRuticular,
| test my theory using data on parties from 24 OECD countries from 1962-2008. The
sample includes every party and election from an advanced industrial demaocracy f
which there are publically available data available from the Compaidangestos

Project (Klingemann et al. 1998, 2006 and Volkens et al. 2011), the Parliamentary and
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Government Composition Database (Ddring and Manow 2010), and economic data from

the UN Statistical Database. The resulting sample for the economic atutaldata

includes 209 parties in 279 elections totaling 1415 party-election year obserdgtions.

In contrast to spatial analyses of party platforms, | operationaliziefrendent
variable as the effective number of manifesto issues. The literature prpplcy
preferences largely focuses on aggregated left-right positions of the éatjcsm
either from content analyses of parties’ policy platforms (Klingemann et al. 1998, 2006
and Volkens et al. 2011) or from expert surveys (Laver and Hunt 1992). Neither of these
data sources is ideal for generating measures of left-right placefrenexample,
expert surveys are limited over time and are not measures generatdg dir¢he party.
Similarly, there is some debate about the exact preferred method of tmaingftine
results from the content analyses to generate left-right scales of plalitorms (Benoit
and Laver 2007, Martin and Vanberg 2007a and 2007b, Lowe et al. 2011). While left-
right placements provide valuable information about the party’s policy prefetgheg
may not be ideal for indicating parties’ purposeful attempts to mobilize \atdrs
activists with specific issues (Ignazio 2003, Lowe et al. 2011).

Following from the strategic issue balancing perspective, | argushtlitst in the
left-right placement may be a limited way to focus on party strategy eoaeasures of

parties’ ideal points may reflect numerous motivations and do not provide a clear

12The sample includes parties from Australia(19607)0Austria(1962- 2002), Belgium (1965-1999),
Canada (1962-2006), Denmark (1964-2007), Finla®&Z-2003), France (1962-2003), Germany (1972-
2002), Greece (1981-2000), Iceland(1963-2003)airél(1965-2002), Israel(1965-1996), Italy (1963-
2006), Japan (1967- 2003), Luxembourg (1964-1388)Netherlands (1963-2003), New Zealand (1963-
2008), Norway (1965-2001), Portugal (1979-2002xi81§1982-2000), Sweden (1964-2006), Switzerland
(1963-2003), the United Kingdom (1964-2005), arel thnited States (1964-2008) . The addition of the
survey data results in the reduction of obsermatioom every country prior to 1970 and most non-
European cases including those from AustraliataysCanada, Finland, Israel, New Zealand, and the
United States.



66

measure of the number of issues parties address (Stram 1990, Harmel and Janda 1994,
Strgm and Muller 1999, Strgm, Muller and Bergman 2009). Additional problems arise
because the Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP) includes two typegeasiss
confrontational and non-positional. Confrontational issues are those where the CMP
separately coded the number of statements that are positive towards agieesnd the
statements that are negative towards that issue, such as the catdgjbteey:“Positive”
and “Military: Negative”. Non-positional issues are those where all seesan that
issue fit into one category. For example, the CMP includes all statementghabout
environment in one category because there are not positive and negative codes for non-
positional issues. (Lowe et al. 2011). Values in non-positional categories meaormore
less attention to the issue regardless of the ideological direction.

Therefore, aggregate measures of parties’ ideal points may appeansiabla
party drastically shifts the number of issues it focuses on, so long as thenpartgins a
similar balance of issues that are coded as left or right in its manifestmnge in a
party’s position on an estimated left-right scale could be driven by a shift issthes the
party addresses rather than a true change in the party’s ideal point béthas®ao-
positional nature of some issues coded in the CMP (Meguid 2005; Lowe et al. 2011).
Alternatively, measuring an expansion or contraction of the issues in a paatyifesto
reflects a change in the amount of attention the party gives to each issue lkacause
category measures the relative salience of these issues to the pasforéhé use a
weighted count of the number of issues the party addresses in an election as my

dependent variable.
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Based on the CMP’s coding, | measure the dependent variable by constructing the
effective number of issues that a party includes in its manifesto usingoLaiads
Taagepera’s (1979) formula for the effective number of parties. In partitbiegin by
finding the percent of the party’s manifesto dedicated to each issue. The CNialori
coding includes 56 issue codes. For the 14 confrontational issue codes indicated by Lowe
et al. (2011), | sum each of the confrontational pairings in the CMP so that they measure

the total percentage of the platform dedicated to each of the seven issuedl¢cty
regardless of ideological directioh3 Confrontational categories measure the number of

sentences on a topic in separate indicat8rgollowing from Lowe et al.’s (2011)
perspective, | argue that leaving the categories in each pair of confrnatassues as
distinct categories would over-predict the number of issues for parties dnatdeheir
positive and negative statements on a confrontational issue.

| then use the percentage of the manifesto dedicated to both the combined
confrontational categories and non-positional issues to develop the effective number of
manifesto issues (ENMI). After summing the 14 confrontational categateseven

issues, the maximum possible number of issues would be 49 based on the original 56

13 Confrontational issues are issues about whichpossible to make both positive and negative
statements. These issues are included in multgiables in the CMP data. For example, | sum catego
“Military: Positive” and “Military: Negative” to masure the amount of attention a party gives the
“Military” as a single issue.

14 Like the analysis in Lowe et al. (2011), | consithe 14 confrontational categories in the CMP to
include the follow categories: “Foreign Special &gnships: positive”, “Foreign Special Relationshi
negative”, “Military: positive”, “Military: negatie”, “Internationalism: positive”, “Internationalism
negative”, “European Community: positive”, “Europe@ommunity: negative”, “Constitutionalism:
positive”, “Constitutionalism: negative”, “Decenlisation”, “Centralisation”, “Protectionism: Posié”,
“Protectionism: negative”, “Welfare State Expangjdhvelfare State Limitation”, “Education Expansign
“Education Limitation”, “National Way of Life: posve”, “National Way of Life: negative”, “Traditioal
Morality: positive” , “Traditional Morality: negate”, “Multiculturalism: positive”, “Multiculturalign:
negative”, “Labour Groups: positive” and “Labourd@ps: negative”
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CMP categories. The percentage of the manifesto dedicated to eachfissteite
salience to the party and is not a left-right issue position. Using the formala, béind

each party’s ENMI. | define yas the percentage of statements about an issue, i. | then

square each nand find the sum of all these ter®.

1
ENMI = ——5=
Z(mf)

1

ENMI =
Y(.524.52+ 03+ -+ 0%5)

ENMI =2
For example, the second equation above demonstrates the situation in which a
party’s platform contains exactly two statements dedicated to two separa
confrontational issues. This results in an ENMI of 2.
Higher values of the ENMI indicate less focus on a specific issue andtargrea
distribution of attention across a greater number of issues. If the hypdtpatigawith
an ENMI of 2 added a third sentence on a new issue, the ENMI would increase to 3. The

party’s relative focus on each of the first two issues drops from 50% of itsrplath

33.33% of its platform as the party’s message broadens to include the nehfivghite
this change is relatively small, parties increasing their ENMI more diicatia water
down the relative importance of the issues that are already in the partiésmplas they

draw attention to additional issues. On average, parties in OECD countries haviglan EN

15 | aakso and Taagapera’s (1979) measure was ofigo@leloped to measure the number of parties that
won votes or seats in an election from Rae’s (19@&ictionalization index. Rae’s (1967) index was
equivalent to one minus a Herfindahl index of fimaalization and represented the “frequency witticlvh
pairs of voters would disagree if an entire elemtiminteracted randomly.” (Rae 1967, 55-56; Lijphar

1994, 68).

16 Interestingly, the effective number of issues meaproposed here is negatively correlated with the
CMP’s left-right scale and Lowe et al.’s (2011) rifiedl version. Because smaller values suggesttiieat

party is further left and larger values towardsribét, the negative correlations suggest thatigmdn the

ideological left tend to include more issues thanitleological right.
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of 13.13. In my sample, the French Gaullist Party in 1962 has the maximum observed
ENMI of 28.6. In 1999, the ultra-orthodox religious Israeli Shas party had the simalle
ENMI of 1.53.

Figure 2.1 presents the average ENMI for each party family over the otige
sample period. This figure illustrates a number of dynamics that indizdtthe ENMI
is appropriate to test the theory. First, the parties that traditionally cgotreinment,
such as the socialist, liberal, conservative and Christian democratic pevie the
highest ENMI. These parties would traditionally be considered the most tiikbky
catch-all parties, or parties make their political appeals to all comsties rather than a
specific, limited group (Kirchheimer 1966). Presumably, catch-all partiegdma
greater number of issues in their platforms than other parties to attraettergrumber

of supporters. As Przeworski and Sprague (1986) may have expected, soaiaést

have slightly increased ENMI over the course of the twentieth cehfufyrther, the
number of issues in communist party platforms varies more than some of the other older
parties, reflecting their electoral fluctuations and changing pesrgince the fall of
communism in Eastern Europe. Finally, both green and nationalist parties have lower
ENMIs than the traditional, mainstream parties. This may indicatehibse hiche or
issue-focused parties include more ideologically rigid activists thandimestream
parties.

To rigorously test the hypotheses, | develop a multivariate model. | operatgonal
the primary independent variables using a variety of sources. Firstsuragaarty issue

salience by combining data from the Eurobaromoter, the Comparative Studgtof&lle

17 This effect is clearer if the time-series useduerage the number of issues on which socialisigsar
campaign is extended to back to the 1940s.
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Systems (CSES), the World Values Survey (WVS), and various national election

surveysl8 Each of these surveys asks questions about the issues that the respondent
considers most important prior to an election. Although some surveys such as the New
Zealand Election Survey allow open-ended responses to these questions, most of the
surveys limit the range of responses. A common question across the range of surveys,
however, asks candidates how important a certain set of issues are cetagadlroader
value orientation.

For example, the World Values Survey asks respondents the following question;
“If you had to choose, which one of the things on this card would you say is most
important? 1) Maintaining order in the nation, 2) Giving people more to say in important
government decisions, 3) Fighting rising prices, [or] 4) Protecting freedopeetls”.
According to Inglehart (1971 and 1997; Dalton 2008), these potential responses allow
survey respondents to indicate their broader value orientation towards rshteeizus
post-materialist issues. Respondents could answer either one or three intheatingy
value issues related to human security and economic well-being. If a responde
answered two or four they suggest that they hold preferences for gedhpsession.
Therefore, these questions will provide a strong indication of how important the more
materialist or post-materialist issues are in an election.

Although the percent of respondents that consider materialist values most
important is not a direct measure of respondents’ goals for specific,igsaes

reasonable indicator of the importance of economic issues more genecaligbe¢hey

18 supplement the cross-national measures withfdata the Canadian National Election Study and the
New Zealand Election Survey. Future versions isf thapter will integrate additional National Eieat
Studies to extend the breadth of this variable.



71

are highly correlated (Dalton 2008). Because the traditional, mainstreaes pavn’

the economic issues in most advanced industrial democracies (Lipset and Rokkan 1967,
Budge and Farlie 1983), | expect that the percentage of respondents thatrconside
materialist issues as the most important in an election roughly indicatesidrece of

the specific issues on which the mainstream parties campaign. The logesftiiat as

the economic cleavage and the issues contained within it are more important to the
public, each of the parties associated with the traditional economic, messuied will

react. Similarly, parties associated with the rise of post-mastrisdiues, react in an
opposing manner to the relative importance of material issues, such as gresrapdrt
nationalist parties.

Based on Inglehart’s (1971) scheme, | operationalize the salience oftike’par
primary issues by measuring the relative importance of material isseash country.
According to Hla, a higher percentage of the public supporting the materialirssues
responses one and three indicate stronger support for the issues important to the

traditionally material focused parties: communist, socialist, liberal eteasve and

Christian democratic partid$ However, the theory suggests that the effect of this
variable is reversed for parties that are divided along post-matsuakissuch as green
and nationalist parties because these parties’ focus their platformsilgratarg post-

materialist issues, such as the environment or human rights. To allow theobféscie

19 Each of these surveys includes the following dqaaestf you had to choose, which one of the thiogs
this card would you say is most important?” “Maining order in the nation” “Giving people moresay
in important government decisions” “Fighting risipgces” or “Protecting freedom of speech”. Basad o
Inglehart’s (1971) coding, | sum the percentageespondents choosing maintaining order and fighting
rising prices as an indication of the importancéraditional material issues.
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salience to be different for green and nationalist parties, | include arctrgargerm that
multiplies a dummy variable for parties that are classified as greeratindalist parties
according to the CMP and issue salience.

Data on public opinion is limited cross-nationally and over the period of time
included in the sample. Therefore, | perform the analysis both with and without the
measure of issue salience. The sample is reduced to 529 observations in 17 countries
when the measure of issue salience is included.

Second, | use the Parliamentary and Government Composition Database (Doéring
and Manow 2010) to determine which parties were in the government cabinet. horeate
indicator variable that is equal to one if the party was in the last non-caresdkeet.

For the only non-parliamentary country in the sample, the United States,th&¢eatrty

of the president as the incumbent government. Approximately, 32% of observations in
the sample are classified as incumbent parties. To test the predictiecsthomic
conditions, | operationalize the expected economic growth as an indicator for government
success. In particular, | use GDP growth from the UN StatisticabBsg¢ato measure the
difference in the expected economic conditions. Similar to Powell and Whitten (1993)
and Whitten and Palmer (1999), | measure the difference between each sctbtRy’
growth and the average OECD performance for that year. According to Rowell
Whitten (1993), this measures the difference between the economic gropghciti
expected versus the country’s actual growth. The measure reflectaititeyts growth
relative to the greater OECD to account for differences in the overalsiiziee

economies of each country. Higher values indicate that the country’s GDIRemsing at

a faster rate than the OECD as a whole and lower rates suggest that théscGID®
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decreased more than or increased more slowly than other OECD countries. On average
the economy of each country in the sample grew at .16% more than the OECD average
growth in the sample.

Finally, to test hypothesis H1le, | include the proportion of seats the party

controlled in the lower house of parliament immediately following the previous

election20 All data on electoral results comes from the CMP (Klingemann et al. 1998,
2006 and Volkens et al. 2011). In the sample, parties held an average of 18.4% seats in
the lower house of parliament prior to an election.

To test potential alternative explanations of parties’ ENMI, | also comtrol f
variables traditionally considered important in studies of party electoaggy. In
particular, party leaders face the choice between electoragstand may use one

strategy as an alternative or to supplement the other. Therefore, | me@fiara

parties’ ideological preferences using Lowe et al.’s (2011) log scalartyf position®1

| generate a dummy variable equal to one if parties’ relative prefererciessithan the
mean party position in the sample. | multiply this dummy variable with shifts iregar
preference between elections to generate an interaction variable tingiuissies
between shifts towards or away from more extreme values on the ideolefjicalright.
If parties increase their ENMI as a supplement to shifts in their pnefesethen shifts

away from the extremes will increase ENMI. On the other hand, if ENMI aherpnee

20 operationalize this hypothesis using seats rather than votes becdawaselearer indicator of
the party’s success in the election than vote totals that aréateghdifferently depending on the
electoral rules. This choice does not directly influence the outobtine analysis. | have rerun
the analysis including the percentage of votes the party receivedddtomes to the lower house
of parliament rather than seats and the results are similar.

21 The choice between Lowe et al.’s (2011) log seore the CMP’s original Left-Right issue position
(Klingemann et al. 1998) does not influence resufithe analysis.
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shifts are alternative strategies, moderating shifts in partie®rpreee will decrease the
party’s ENMI.
To account for influences from competing parties’ strategies, | alkalanthe
country’s mean party system ENMI in the previous election. Similar teed opcu
(2009), I control for the electoral rules in the country with a dummy variable tmdjca
majoritarian electoral rules. | also control for the party system agunang the effective
number of parties in parliament. Following Powell and Whitten (1990) and Whitten and
Palmer (1999), | also include an indicator for minority governments to account for how
clearly the government can be punished based on the economic voting models. Data on
electoral rules and government composition come from the Parliamentary and
Government Composition Database (D6ring and Manow 2010). Descriptive stdtstic
the dependent and independent variables are presented in Table Al in the Appendix.
Because of the structure of the data, | use a time-series cross-$ectalysis
with panel corrected standard errors and a lagged dependent variable (Beckzand Kat
1995, 1996). | measure the independent variables as the change from the previous
election to the current election so that the coefficients reflect the telwpoetion in the

independent variables between elections, rather than the differences betwegn panel

(Beck and Katz 199532 In the following section, | discuss the results from my analysis

of the factors that predict a party’'s ENMI.

22Because the dependent variable is potentially cedsat 1 and 49, | rerun the analyses using a-cross
sectional time series Tobit model with random @femd a lagged dependent variable. The results fro
the analyses are listed in Table 2.1 and Tablel2.Pable 2.2, an observed variable is censorechvihe
range of the latent, underlying variable it is nigaroperationalize is truncated (Long 1997). ledty,
parties should be able to include an infinite hundf@ssues or include zero issues. ThereforeEtkisl
truncates the underlying number of issues thatty pauld discuss to a range of 1 through 49.
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Analysis

In Table 2.1, | present the results from the analysis. The first hypothedistpr
that parties decrease the number of issues in their platforms when th&éadgbe party
‘owns’ becomes more important to the public. The results from Models 2 and 4 indicate
little support for the effect of issue salience. In contrast to the theopdscpon, the
coefficients for issue salience are not statistically diffen@mhfzero and are in the wrong
direction for both models. Although the interaction term for niche parties and issue
salience are in the expected direction, they are not statisticallyediffieom zero. In the
sample, all parties increase their ENMI as materialist issuesrigemore salient in the
public, although the interaction indicates that niche parties increase theirdNhuch
higher rate when materialist issues become more important.

In contrast to the first hypothesis, the results better support the prediationg |
parties’ incumbent status and the economy to their ENMI as predicted in Hypotheses
H1lb, Hlc, and H1d. As predicted by H1b, the indicator variable for government
incumbency has a positive and statistically significant effect in each n@oatrnment
parties include a larger number of issues in their platforms than oppositiois.pgartiee
sample, government parties include 14 issues on average and opposition parties 12.7. The
inclusion of additional controls in Model 2, 3, and 4 increases the substantive magnitude
and the level of significance for the effect of parties’ incumbent statikodie! 4, the
coefficient for the incumbent parties indicates that incumbent parties ia¢rEasumber

of issues in their platform by almost 1.4 with a neutral economy.

The results from the analyses are nearly identiciie analysis using OLS, although the substantive
impact of a number of variables is slightly low€he similarity between the results is unsurpridiegause
no observation in the sample is actually censdfatlure analyses may find that censoring is a lasgee.
The CMP includes parties with an ENMI of 1, althbubey are not included in this analysis. |
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In addition, the results in Table 2.1 indicate that economic conditions influence
parties’ ENMI. The coefficients for economic change and its interactitngovernment
incumbency are statistically different from zero and in the expectedtiditen Models 1
and 3. The constitutive term for change in economic growth barely falls below the 90%
confidence level with a p-value of .102 in Model 4, although the interaction term is
significant with 94.7% confidence and has the largest substantive impact oftary of
models. The results from the models support my hypotheses, but the use of interactions
terms direct interpretation of the coefficients complex. Therefore, ¢ptréise marginal
effect on opposition and government parties’ ENMI of change in the countries’ economic
conditions relative to the OECD average in Figure 2.2. The 90% confidence miarval
Figure 2.2 are simulated using 1000 draws of the coefficient estimateshieovariance
covariance matrix from Model 3.

Figure 2.2 illustrates the conditional effect of economic conditions on parties’
ENMI. Consistent with the theory of issue balancing, government partiessadrear
ENMI relative to opposition parties. However, governing parties increase=tkil|
more dramatically when the nation’s economic growth relative to the OEGBgave
improves between elections. A change in the relative GDP growth betwesonsef
one standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean, leads
to a .38 increase in a governing parties’ ENMI or a 3% increase relative toean
predicted ENMI. This change is similar to the behavior of Japan’s ruling Libera
Democratic Party (LDP) prior to the election in 1986. Japan’s GDP improved by

approximately 2.23% more than the OECD average, or the magnitude of one standard
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deviation, between elections in 1983 and 1986. Similar to the predicted increase of .19
from Model 3, the LDP increased its ENMI by approximately .23.

In addition to the evidence for government parties, Figure 2.2 also presents
evidence for opposition parties as predicted by H3d. Opposition parties decr@ase the
ENMI when the countries’ economic growth relative to the OECD averageadesre
between elections. Conversely, they increase their ENMI when economic gtaleth/s
decrease in the relative GDP growth between elections of one standarcdabatie
the mean to one standard deviation below the mean, leads to an increase of nearly 1 in an
opposition parties’ ENMI or a 7.3% increase relative to the mean predicted. HIN#I
effect of the economy is much stronger on opposition parties than on governing parties.
In particular, Figure 2.2 shows that weak economic conditions lead opposition parties to
increase their ENMI more than governing parties. In general, the evidenigeiia £.2
demonstrates clear support for H1b, Hlc and H1d.

Finally, | find less support for Hypothesis Hle that parties decreasdtkpir
when they have lost seats in the previous election in Table 1. The coefficesimtgre
correct direction for each model, but none of them are statistically diffecemtzero at

conventional levels. The effect of parties’ seat share is almostistlystlifferent from

zero in Model 1 with 87.4% confidence from a two-tailed Z8sthe effect of changing
the parties’ proportion of seats is weakly significant in a one-tailed tdsgvaater than

93% confidence.

23 Replicating this model under conditions used lreomodels of party strategy influence the effdéct o
this variable. For example, the change in the ldggeportion of seats becomes significant with 90%
confidence when | exclude parties that receivetlegs 5% of the vote in the previous election, Ento
the models reported by Somer-Topcu (2009).
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Figure 2.3 shows the predicted effect of parties’ previous electoralssuwit@
90% confidence intervals. The predicted effect in this figure demonstnatebdange in
ENMI from parties’ change in electoral fortunes based on the estimatésdel 1. An
increase of 13% seats (two standard deviations) in the previous election inareases
party’s ENMI by approximately .3: approximately 2% change from the mil E

In addition to the primary independent variables, many of the control variables
perform as expected. In particular, an increase in the effective numbeliarhpatary
parties has a statistically significant and negative effect on ENMiodel 3, but does
not quite reach significance in Model 4. Minority governments decrease the &M
greater than 99.99% confidence in both Model 3 and 4. Parties in countries with
majoritarian elections also have higher ENMI than in countries with more piodrt
elections.

There is a statistically significant relationship between partiegsshif
preferences and their ENMI in Model 3, but not Model 4. The interaction and the
constitutive terms for parties’ preferences indicate that partiesasertheir ENMI at the
same time that they move their ideological preferences towards the melagickd
preference. Including the country’s average change in ENMI in the previouselecti
adds little explanatory value in Model 3 or 4. Finally, the lagged dependent variable is
positive and significant in each model. The coefficient for the lagged dependentevariabl
hovers around .5 in each model. Because the coefficient is less than one, partidly genera

decrease their ENMI between elections, holding the other independent variabtastcons
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Discussion

Like Schattschneider’s (1960) perspective summarized in the chapter
introduction, | find that political parties use the number of issues they addrass a
electoral tool. Unlike Schattschneider, | demonstrate that political pangvior is more
complicated. Parties do not respond to their electoral context as if thewyitany,
strategic actors. My results are consistent with an alternativenatiola that assumes
that party activists’ behavior mediates the impact of the electoralxtameparty
platforms. Although | do not directly test predictions on activist behavior in thigerha
previous studies on the determinants of intra-party politics indicate thairalect
conditions influence intra-party dynamics (Kitschelt 1989; Harmel and Janda 1994,
Harmel and Tan 2003).

| summarize the results from the analysis in Table 2.3. | find that padgria
strategies depend on the electoral context. In particular, the partysopgystatus, the
economy, and the parties’ previous electoral performance influence the nundseresf
in party platforms. Governing parties increase the number of issues in thieimpsa
when the economy is performing well, and opposition parties decrease the number of
issues in their platforms relative to parties in government. Similarliy [geaders
increase the ENMI when they increased their proportion of the vote in the tgirele
The results of my analysis indicate that by assuming a link between alecoditions
and intra-party politics, | better explain parties’ ENMI than approaabgsming that
intra-party politics do not influence their electoral platforms. My foctigms to analyze

evidence of the activist link through a series of case studies in Chapter 5.
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Although previous studies of party electoral strategy find some evidence that
parties use their policy platforms to attract voters in elections, they triogglate
measures of issue salience and the economy to parties’ strategic ethxtmiains
(Adams, Haupt, and Stoll 2009). The results from my analysis indicate that the
relationship between economic conditions and party electoral strategy is more
complicated. | find evidence consistent with my theory that suggests artsagolitics’
moderate the impact of the electoral context. Therefore, intra-party poligigdelp
explain previous scholars’ null findings relating the economy to party platforms.

Consistent with previous studies of party strategy (Adams, Haupt, and Stoll
2009), | find null results for the effect of issue salience, contrasting thetoedn Hla.
My analysis does not indicate that parties decrease their ENMI asties ithey ‘own’
become more important in the electorate. This finding may be a measuremegrnprobl
because the analysis lacks a cross-national measure of issue dali@aoh party. This
result may also be related to my operationalization of issue ‘ownershipd Badgudge
and Farlie’s (1983) analysis, | impose an objective indicator of issue ‘ownetfsaip’
may not reflect citizens’ individual assessments cross-nationallyrn@and Meguid
2008).

On the other hand, the results suggest that public opinion or issue salience may
not directly impact the issues parties address in their platforms. V.O. Key (1966)
described the electorate’s issue preferences as an echo-chambe&sdomké analysis of
issue salience may indicate a similar dynamic. In particular, suitseshow that parties

include fewer issues when their traditional issues are less salienheplulblic. Instead,
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the broader electorate potentially responds to parties’ previous platforms,tut par
leaders and activists are less reactive to the issues important tactbeasde

Using my measure for the ENMI, the analysis finds that political paatees
motivated to change the issues in their platforms at similar times and flar seasons
as other traditionally studied electoral strategies. In addition, thetibasdiason to
believe that adding or removing issues from the parties’ electoral campaligiase the
same harsh criticisms that they face by shifting the spatial locatibeiostatements of
preferences on an issue. The results imply that extant studies may undergads’
strategic behaviors by focusing solely on parties’ left-right issudi@asi

Finally, scholars frequently study party organizational behavior and electoral
strategies in relative isolation. As argued in the broader theory in thestdissn, |
expect that parties’ organizational behavior and electoral strategasfaience their
behavior in government and policy outcomes. The results from this analysis provide a
method to connect parties’ electoral platforms to their broader prioritigokcy and
office. Using the ENMI, it is possible to link the issues parties include inglsgforms
to satisfy the multiple groups seeking to influence their behavior. As partiédl EN
increases, the issues they add to their platforms are those they add teatigragtoups,
but are less important to the parties’ activists. However, parties thaased¢heir ENMI
focus their attention on issues meant to satisfy their activists. Simiaayt (1955), |
argue that scholars must consider parties’ electoral strategies anchppétiies’
organizational structures, to understand government policies. Therefore, indhenfpl
chapter | explore how party organization and strategy affects partiganpantary

behavior.



Figure 2.1 Change in the dependent variable by party family in 24 OECD
countries
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Figure 2.2 Marginal effect of GDP and cabinet incumbency
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Figure 2.3 Marginal effect of previous electoral success
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Table 2.1. Cross-sectional time series results predicting ENMI in 24ECD
countries

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
B p B B
P P P P
2.294 2.518 1.295 0.862
A% Seatg.) 0.126 0.330 0.384 0.735
Incumbent party 0.415* 0.645*** 0.798%** 1.393***
0.080 0.090 0.002 0.002
-0.254*** -0.249 -0.209*** -0.230
A expected GDP growth 0.000 0.114 0.001 0.102
A expected GDP growth X 0.273*** 0.248 0.292%** 0.404*
Incumbent Party 0.008 0.247 0.003 0.053
A Issue Salience 3.736 2.087
0.451 0.643
. . 3.370 2.207
A Issue Salience X Niche Party 0772 0.859
. -0.785 -0.894
Niche Party 0.281 0.183
A Effective Number of -0.355* -0.233
Parliamentary Partigs, 0.054 0.334
L . -1.075** -2.704%**
Minority Incumbent Cabinet 0.015 0.000
A Right-Left position X -1.235* -0.573
Left Party 0.019 0.509
A Right-Left position 1.336%** 0.541
0.001 0.408
1.978%** 1.915%**
Left Party 0.000 0.000
Majoritarian elections 0.756 1.750™
0.084 0.034
-0.062 -0.047
A Mean Country ENM(y, 0321 0.620
0.584**=* 0.559%** 0.520%** 0.449%**
ENMI .y
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 5.448*** 6.277%** 5.323%** 6.615***
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Root Mean Squared Error 3.818 3.786 3.648 3.602
R? 0.379 0.371 0.436 0.438
Y 440.760%** 143.248*** 710.931*** 253.532%**
N 1415 529 1415 529

Note: Estimates use panel corrected standard eanorénclude a lag of the dependent variable of one
election to correct for autocorrelation. Standardrs are corrected using the party as the panihla.
The independent variables are measured as theediiffe in the variables value between elections. The
estimated p-values are included underneath thdicieet estimates. Two-tailed significance testigate
significance at * p<.1, ** p<.05, and *** p<.01.
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Table 2.2 Cross-Sectional Time Series Tobit Results for ENMI

Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
B B B p
P P P P
2.369 2.383 1.395 0.927
0,
A% Seatgy) 0.131 0.374 0.352 0.717
Incumbent party 0.418* 0.657* 0.749%** 1.258%**
0.059 0.072 0.001 0.001
-0.254%** -0.252** -0.210%** -0.235**
A expected GDP growth 0.000 0.027 0.000 0.031
A expected GDP growth X 0.273%** 0.251 0.302%** 0.419**
Incumbent Party 0.004 0.178 0.001 0.020
A Issue Salience 3.771 2.339
0.277 0.483
. . 3.326 2.299
A Issue Salience X Niche Party 0.785 0.843
. -0.779 -0.872
Niche Party 0.236 0.162
A Effective Number of -0.365** -0.226
Parliamentary Partigs, 0.010 0.221
L . -1.297*** -2.883***
Minority Incumbent Cabinet 0.009 0.000
. . -1.238*** -0.590
A Right-Left position X Left Party 0.009 0418
. » 1.342%** 0.545
A Right-Left position 0.000 0.360
1.966*** 1.961***
Left Party 0.000 0.000
L . 0.772%** 1.680***
Majoritarian elections
0.004 0.002
-0.062 -0.059
A Mean Country ENMLy, 0.129 0.393
ENMI 0.584*** 0.56*** 0.522%** 0.456***
1) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Constant 5.438*** 6.255%** 5.3%** 6.500%**
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
¥ 674.116 244.856 809.821 302.9638
N 1415 529 1415 529

Estimates use cross-sectional time series stamdeos and include a lag of the dependent variabtse
election to correct for autocorrelation. Standardrs are corrected using the random effects trgdtie
party as the panel variable. The independent viesadre measured as the difference in the variables
between elections. The estimated p-values aredadiunderneath the coefficient estimates. Twodaile
significance tests indicate significance at * p<*1p<.05, and *** p<.01.
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Hypothesis Supportive
evidence

H2a) Political parties decrease the number of isstiney include in their electoral Not supported

platforms when their primary issue becomes moreisato the public.

H2b) Government parties increase the number oksshiey include in their Supported

electoral platforms relative to opposition parties.

H2c) Government parties increase the number okissley include in their Supported

electoral platforms when the economy is perfornvired.

H2d) Opposition parties increase the number oféssihey include in their Supported

electoral platforms when the economy is perfornvired.

H2e) Political parties increase the number of isstheey include in their electoral Supported

platforms when they increase their votes in thevipres election.
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CHAPTER 3
JANUS FACED PARTIES? HOW PARLIAMENTARY LEADERS USE
PROCEDURAL RULES TO CONSTRUCT AND IMAGE OF
ACCOUNTABILITY
...[llncumbents would do well to maintain symbolic visibility but to diffuse
political responsibility. In the election debates, they can then obscure the
weaknesses of their incumbency by blaming them on others who shared power.

Powell, Bingham and Guy Whitten, “A Cross-National Analysis of Economimyot
Taking Account of the Political Context.”

If politicians consider detailed policy provisions in an open legislative
assembly... voters will be in a position to learn far more about the policy
positions of various actors than if vague legislative statutes push the acailal det
of policy choice in to the less open forum of the executive.
John Huber and Charles Ship&mliberate Discretion
Following the 1997 parliamentary elections in France, the PS leader, Lionel
Jospin formed a governing coalition with the other parties of the left. Although the two
major coalition parties, the PCF and the PS, disagreed on how quickly they should enact
their policy agenda, the coalition began quickly creating legislation fingtsear
(Hainsworth 1998, Lazardeux 2009). The coalition lasted until the next parliamentary
election scheduled in 2002, despite policy disagreements between coalition parties a
President Chirac. In contrast to expectations from traditional theoriegisibtere
behavior, the “Plural Left” coalition made relatively infrequent use oglative
procedures to pass legislation and the opposition called for few public votes. Unlike the

position of the conservative government headed into the 1997 election, the parties of the

left had only rarely used the prominent package vote or vote of confidence insteayl rely

on a procedure that clearly limited the details of poliéf®3ospin’s government

24 Jospin’s government did not use the package votieeovote of confidence to ensure legislation
throughout the government’s term. 9.4% of legistatised urgency procedures and 9.9% were passed
using the public or roll-call voting procedures.
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contrasted the previous conservative government headed by Alain Juppé which made
slightly more extensive use of more contentious procedures, but also faced great
criticisms for acting unaccountably (Hainsworth 1998). As suggested by thé@uatory
guotes by Powell and Whitten (1993) and Huber and Shipan (2002), | predict that
parliamentary leaders such as Juppé and Jospin use legislative debates antgsrote
parliament for electoral purposes to create an image of accountability.

In this chapter, | explain the logic behind these parliamentary strategie
reviewing my theory of party issue balancing and procedural choice. | 8ten te
hypotheses with data from the Fremk$semblée Nationafeom 1978-2007. | focus the
theory on the incentives parties face to choose between legislative predetiemded to
enforce party discipline, advance legislation, and produce information about the
legislation. | argue that governing parties construct an image of policyraetdity
with voters and activist groups by linking the issues they strategicallydiedlin their
electoral platforms to the types of procedures they employ. On the one hand, gpvernin
parties utilize procedures that highlight the legislative process on isstdsethaeek to
emphasize to voters as their legislative priorities. On the other hand, govearieg
employ procedures that limit information about the legislative process clateg
initiatives important to ideologically rigid intra-party groups. My theadds that some
procedures limit information about parliament’s activities and that these presexiur
be linked to the issues debated on in intra-party debates.

Following a discussion of the theory, | develop tests of hypotheses from the
theory by linking data on party policy change to the application of legislaiboegures

in France from 1978 through 2007. The results from this chapter build on the analysis
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presented in Chapter 2 through connecting party leaders’ approaches towardsyhe poli
process to the issues the leaders’ principals support in their electoralmptatRResults

from the analysis suggest that party leaders choose between proceduwaiestheah in
passing legislation and enforcing party discipline by considering thesithage

procedures construct. My analysis builds on previous accounts of procedural choice by
directly operationalizing the role of parties’ electoral strategnesintra-party policy
debates and by considering a fuller range of procedures available to pathgme

leaders.

In the following section, | outline my theory of issue accountability and
procedural choice that | develop more extensively in Chapter 1. | begin bybdesthie
principal-agent model and reviewing the mechanisms parties’ principals haweiémce
party leaders’ behavior.

Principals and Control Mechanisms

As the analysis in Chapter 2 demonstrates, party platforms reflect thefoals
voter groups through the influence of ideologically pragmatic activists andguintists
with rigid preferences for policy on specific issues. Party leaders resptimese
activists and members because they select the parties’ leadership. sijfuedr voters’
priorities to win elections. Once in parliament, party leaders respond to these groups
differently because of the frequency that voters and activists can utiha®ic
mechanisms or remove the parliamentary leaders from power. In thanséctutline
the tools available to voters and party activists before considering the methods

parliamentary leaders use to respond to both groups’ demands.
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Multiple principals seek to influence party behavior; however, the control
mechanisms available to each principal vary in the depth and frequency thatrihey c
used. Control mechanisms can be either ex ante — occurring before the agent asts
post — occurring after the agent acts. Ex ante mechanisms, such as providiad detail
instructions, selecting an agent with similar goals (or becoming the agedt}etting up
mechanisms to monitor the agents’ behavior, are complemented by ex post nmeshanis
that follow after the agent’s actions. Ex post mechanisms can include constant
monitoring, or imposing a cost for non-compliance. Despite control mechanisms, agents
may be able to play competing principals’ preferences against each othemparidtheir
own most preferred policies, although principals’ preferences limit the i@ngplicies
(Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991).

Voters primarily control parties at election time. As a control mechamnistimg
acts as both an ex ante and ex post mechanism of control. As an ex ante control, voters
cast their ballots for the party or candidate that most closely fuligis policy goals and
thus ensure that the party will work towards furthering their interests.gslynvoting is
also an ex post control because citizens can punish governing parties that do not act
accountably or generate some form of cost relative to a status quo policy (Lupia and
McCubbins 1998, 2000; Lupia 2003). For example, voters may have punished President
Sarkozy and the UMP in the 2012 presidential and parliamentary elections ie fraac
weak economy and high unemployment rate by voting for PS or the PCF. | expect that
parties’ behavior in office is largely intended to avoid future, ex post punishments from

voters.
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In addition to voters, party activists and members also control party legders b
engaging in party decisions through internal party votes and national party ceagress
Although internal party votes can occur at more frequent intervals, politicedgart
usually hold a national party congress or convention prior to an election. In thesalnat
party congresses, the membership frequently votes on proposals for the pectgiakl
platform and directly selects the party’s leadership and candidates. Thetextéinth
party members directly participate in the party’s decision making [geeg®s across
parties and elections (Hazan and Rahat 2006). For example, the PS in France aneets at
national convention at least every three years and before elections to votgariytise
direction and leadership including representatives from each region propouitimal t
size of the membership from that region (“Statuts du Parti Socialisted Mdig aprés le
Congrés du Mans”).

Through institutionalized or less formal factions, intra-party groups influérece t
selection of leaders and party platforms on a regular interval in numerous €aufior
example, multiple political outcomes such as electoral reforms, selectioa pfime
minister and even policy directions were highly determined by the relatereyth of
factions in Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party (Richardson 2001, McElwain 2008).
Factions in numerous advanced democracies also influence party policiesicidgrart
Harmel and Tan (2003) demonstrate that changes in dominant factions of pahiies wit
the UK and Germany had a substantial influence on the policy proposals paittidsd
in their platforms.

Therefore, the degree to which party activists control their leadersaadiiates

depends on their relative importance in the party decision-making structoee. yerty
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members directly propose and choose the party’s electoral platforms andhgadbere
exists the potential for party members to influence their officials throutghdxoante and
ex post controls. Party members can impose ex ante control based on their ability to
choose a platform and leaders with similar goals. In particular, | efpqbarty factions
within the membership will propose leaders and candidates with similar pobty. @y
selecting leadership with similar goals, these factions decreaskahee that the leader
will seek policy goals different from their own. Party members canimlsose ex post
controls over their leaders in party congresses by choosing new leagktfcsms in

the following party convention (Hazan and Rahat 2006). Party members also influence
the party’s goals and learn about the party’s activities through local and regional
meetings that occur more frequently (Hazan and Rahat 2006).

Generally, both voters and party activists control party leaders and candidates
through elections. The primary difference between these controls is the frequenc
which they occur and the number of options they are offered. While voters can only
choose to cast a vote for a party with a pre-written platform and selected feather
activists have the opportunity to vote on the party’s priorities, leaders and candidates
Intra-party votes occur prior to an election and at regular intervals betva¢ienal
elections through national party congresses, as discussed in the French PS.

In the following section, | discuss the principal-agent model when there are
multiple agents and consider the importance of an information asymmetryebetwe
principals. | then explain the implications of this asymmetry for how partiedafe

legislation and take advantage of this information asymmetry through tegidanals.
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Principals, Information and the Policy Process

Following from the principal-agent framework, the ability of a principal to gfuni
agents acting unaccountably through an ex post control mechanism largely depends on
the amount of information the principal has about the agent’s behavior. A principal
without information of the agent’s behavior will be unable to accurately punish or
threaten to punish an agent for errant behavior (McCarty and Meirowitz 2009). While
both voters and intra-party groups use elections to influence party behavior, ety lea
have a greater informational advantage over voters than they do over interoakfact

In a principal-agent framework, an information asymmetry is when the agent ha
greater information about the agent’s behavior than the principal. Differenttes i
information asymmetries between principals and agents leads to greatendefover
the agent’s behavior because the principal with greater information will &écatviore
accurately punish or reward the agent for their behavior (Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991,
Lupia and McCubbins 1998, 2000; Huber and Shipan 2002; Carey 2009).

Although voters have access to multiple sources of information about government
behavior, they tend to be uninformed. For example, Lupia and McCubbins (1998) find
evidence that voters rely foremost on partisan cues for information about their
representatives. Many scholars find evidence, however, that legislative nextorgs are
a potential source of information about legislator behavior for more informed voter
(Lupia and McCubbins 1998, Carey 2009). In particular, Carey (2009) argues that
legislative voting records provide voters with information about government behavior.

While voters may use public voting records as a source of information about

government behavior, legislative voting records do not present a full picture of the
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parliament’s activities. Several factors indicate public or roll\gatés may not be as
directly representative of the legislature’s activities as sountkest suggest. Roll call

votes are not utilized systematically on a representative sample ofahledgatlation;

their use varies widely across democracies, and representatives cabeften or

simply not show up to avoid voting (Loewenberg 2008; Gabel and Hug 2008; Carey
2009; Carruba et al. 2009; Clinton and Lapinsky 2009). Therefore, public vote records
are not necessarily a representative sample of the legislation gayparties propose

and may mislead voters on the government’s actual activities (Lupia and McCubbins
1998, 2000; Carey 2009).

However, voters may use roll call votes to assess the parliament’stlegisla
activities anyways (Lupia and McCubbins 1998). If voters use public votes as their
primary source of information, legislative leaders should purposefully use pulditeot
develop an image separate from the greater legislative agenda. Carey (289 atot
opposition parties frequently frustrate government attempts to develop acspeade
by calling for public votes on legislation the government prefers to avoid pudjcizi

While most research on parliamentary procedures and position taking focus on
roll-call voting procedures, parliamentary rules provide additional toolsviel@eand
pass legislation that also shape information about its priorities. Othelategs
procedures convey information about the relative preferences of the partidsaimegyair
These rules and procedures allow for debate, force parties and represetutatpieon
a substantial number of detailed amendments, and highlight the government’s groposal
(Doring 2001). For example, the rules in the FreAsbemblée Nationafgdace few

limits on the number and type of amendments opposition parties can submit to vote on.
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Therefore, the opposition can use roll call votes and amendment procedures to highlight
parliaments work on legislation (Huber 1996).

The French constitution also provides for Wioée bloquéor the package vote,
which allows the prime minister to submit legislation to parliament for an up ar dow
vote without the addition of opposition amendments. However, the constitution forces the
parliament to first vote on each of the previously proposed amendments. As anlelectora
strategy, prime ministers in France have allowed representatives sogploet
government to distinguish their exact preferences by voting on amendments, befor
forcing a final vote on the prime minister’'s most preferred legislation€H1L®96).

While the roll call votes and amendment procedures may increase the inboratatiut
parties’ preferences, party leaders can then contain the ability of the apptisit
highlight the government’s behavior by voting on a larger more complex law.

Like the package vote, some procedures limit the degree to which the details of
legislation are discussed or emphasized. These procedures avoid debate threalgh cont
of the legislative voting order, time for debate, or the details of the legrsl&or
example, the guillotine procedure available to the prime minister of the House of
Commons in the United Kingdom strictly limits the voting order and period for
discussion of legislation (D6ring 2003). Delegating the details of I¢igisieo the
executive limits the opposition’s ability to amend or highlight those policiabéHand
Shipan 2002). While substantial literature details the behavior of legislesiters to
secure their most preferred policies using legislative procedures,témt exwhich party
leaders use these procedures to limit or broadcast information about trstatilegi

agendas to their principals is a relatively unexplored topic.
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| argue that parliamentary leaders choose between legislativedpres intended
to develop and pass legislation based on the information those procedures make available
to their principals. Whereas legislation passed with few or no legislaticequoes
reflects the everyday business of running government, parliamentarysléasergood
reason to cultivate an image with their principals to avoid future punishment. L expec
that parliamentary leaders choose among legislative procedures to highlit
emphasize legislation to their principals.

In particular, legislative procedures have two roles in conveying information
about government policy: information generation and information protectionmafimn
generating procedures that draw attention to the government may intreasédncy of
a set of policies or an issue. For example, roll-call voting procedures provide mpposit
parties with the chance to highlight the legislative process and forcespartieveal their
detailed preferences on the minutiae of legislation through the amendment process
(Doéring 2001). The media may also report on the application of these legislative
procedures, highlighting the legislative disagreement in the process.

| label these legislative tools, such as the roll call iafermation generating
proceduredecause they allow for and encourage debate with opposition groups and
frequently attract media attention on the issues the government addBgsaerscipating
reactions from opposition parties and media attention, parties can bringpatterttie
issues they seek to emphasize to voters. Political parties may invoke prededure
provide information about their activities or their opposition’s activities in igweent to
voters. Huber’s (1996) approach suggests a similar process in which legislative

procedures are used to protect legislative coalitions from defections faraleeasons
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by allowing dissenting members to express disagreement before twaed fo vote for
legislation using the package vote.

Although many studies of legislative accountability focus on the infooméatiat
roll-call votes provide to uninformed citizens (D6ring1995; Loewenberg 2008; Gabel and
Hug 2008; Carey 2009; Carruba et al. 2009; Clinton and Lapinsky 2009), fewer scholars
consider the degree to which procedures can also limit the information availdtgde. Ot
legislative procedures, however, leave less legislative space for pofiiestation and
debate. | propose that procedures that delegate powers to the governmeiftqiaviae
broader parliament), limit debate, or limit the details of legislation to bel \wrtenay
serve similar bargaining purposes as other procedures. These proceduresohalp re
tough legislative disagreements within parties (or within a coalitiotmowt highlighting
the disagreements and sending information about unpopular legislative outcomes.

| label these procedur@sormation protecting procedurdsecause they suppress
the ability of parties to seize on these issues by avoiding open debate on teetletail
legislation. The closed rule limiting amendments to legislation pass@dclsmmittees in
the US Congress, executive decrees in many presidential systematilegdstcree rules
allowing the executive to set details of laws in France, and more genavedl¥iiniting
the role of individual legislators in the legislative process protect &iyislbargains
within and between parties without allowing for divisive deb&tSimilar to

information generating procedures, information protecting procedures provide the

governing parties substantial control over the details of policy, but without facing

25 This distinction is similar to Cox's (2000) and frg’s (1995) discussion of the type of agenda int
Control over the voting order of the plenary agerideluding the period for debate, constrains the
information available about the legislative processe than blunt controls over the details of the
amendments adopted.
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potentially embarrassing policy debates and highlighting the governnhbetigsior to
relatively uninterested voters. In addition to providing means to pass legishaton t
protects legislative bargains from potential opposition groups (Huber 1996; Doéring
2003), these procedures also limit information about the details of the legislats®d pa
to voters by reducing the length and the subject of the debate or delegatietgpilseof
the legislation.

The key distinguishing feature between information generating and protecting
procedures is that the first set of procedures highlights policy debates by praokaling
opposition parties and groups a forum to publicize and critique the legislative process. On
the other hand, protective procedures minimize the potential for critiquing policieg dur
the legislative process by controlling or obscuring the voting process. hdahi strict
agenda control and delegation powers minimize the appearance of public conféct whi
the imposition of rules, such as roll-call procedures increase the visilbilggislation
and the parliament’s preferences. Therefore, | propose the following hyippthes

H3a) Political parties utilize information generating procedures in parliament on

issues important to their voters.

Assuming that legislative procedures have a key role in signaling informati
about the government’s legislative behavior, governing parties can usatiegis
procedures to send signals to their principals. | expect that the choice of signatisdepe
on the information asymmetry between the principals. If an information asymaxists
between the party and its principals then governing parties may be able t@foste
positive reputation for policy accountability with less informed principals throlig

signals they send about their legislative activities, regardless patitaal policy
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accountability (Lupia and McCubbins 1998; Carey 2009). For example, a party may pass
legislation addressing some environmental reforms using an information gemerati
procedure to appease voter groups, while focusing most of their legislativecesson

other policy areas such as health care or education policies.

Following from the theory, | argue that political parties use legisigrocedures
to construct an image of accountability. Because voter groups are less theoche
connected to parties’ behavior in government, | expect that governing peseies
information generating procedures to highlight their legislative actiotessues that
they addressed to attract voter support. While the government maintains the sole
authority to implement many procedures, opposition parties can call for pubkcivote
most parliaments (Loewenberg 2008; Carey 2009). Opposition parties can also take
advantage of information generating procedures to broadcast their pdicgas to
voters. Although opposition parties may have little role in crafting policy or teteyr
policy agenda in some parliaments, | predict that they still seek to demertisaiat
accountability on issues that they use to attract voter support.

Therefore, | also expect that opposition parties use information generating
procedures to highlight aspects of the government’s agenda that might harmmaigeir i
of accountability with voters. Unlike Carey (2009), | argue that governiriggp@&an
limit the damage from opposition supported roll-call votes through information pnotect
procedures. In particular, governing parties decrease the effect of opptesition
information generating procedures by minimizing public details of the lagrslat
Because intra-party groups have greater access to information about yteehedravior,

parties will provide more direct information to party activists at party imgseaind
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newsletters about their policy activities. Therefore, | predict thatrgowgeparties will
utilize information protecting procedures to pass legislation on issues imporfzarty
activists. Because opposition parties use information generating procedbigislight
government’s lack of accountability with voter goals, opposition parties invoke
information generating procedures on issues that governing parties addressateemot
party activists. Thus, | propose the following hypothesis;

H3b) Opposition parties utilize information generating procedures in parliament

on issues important to government party activists.

H3c) Governing parties utilize information protecting procedures on issues

important to party activists.

While opposition parties may use information generating procedures to highlight
their own platforms and to embarrass governing parties, the government hastthe abi
through information protecting procedures to reduce the impact of those procedures a
well. Governing parties may seek to limit the details of legislation higlelptitrough an
information generating procedure to avoid appearing unaccountable. Government leaders
may also to keep opposition parties from being able to highlight their goalvrens.
Therefore, | expect the following to hold;

H3d) Governing parties invoke information protecting procedures on issues

highlighted previously by information generating procedures.

H3e) Governing parties invoke information protecting procedures on issues

important to opposition party voters.

Finally, the discussion of legislative procedures up to this point has largely

assumed that the government consists of one or only a few parties with simdgr pol
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goals. In most parliamentary democracies this is unrealistic becausargents
frequently include multiple political parties with diverse political prefees that support
the prime minister and the cabinet. Further, in diverse coalitions with high tévels
ideological disagreement, governing parties may be incapable of passshatiegion a
number of issues, much less agree on which issues to publicize or de-emphasizes (Tsebel
2002).

| expect that coalition governments will be less capable of purposefully
constructing their image through information generating and protecting presedur
controlled by the government. The extent to which coalitions can agree to ustupesce
will depend on the relative disagreement between coalition parties. Coalition
governments that hold relatively similar ideologies will use procedures tawcitsie
parties’ image more easily than coalitions with more divergent ideologiés t&avoid
seeming unaccountable and to avoid large policy compromise, ideological divergent
coalitions should generate little output. Coalition parties should seek to avoid pagliciz
information about government policy as the coalition party preferences diverge. F
example, based on the theory, | predict that the grand coalition in Germany béteveen t
two largest ideological competitors Social Democratic Party (SPDha&n@liristian
Democratic Union (CDU) starting in 2005 would use fewer procedures than a more
ideological cohesive coalition, such as the coalition that formed in 2009 between the
economically liberal Free Democratic Party (FDP) and the conservdiie C
Therefore, this logic leads to the following hypothesis;

H3f) Coalition governments utilize fewer procedures as the level of ideological

disagreement increases between coalition parties.
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Data and Methods

To test the hypotheses, | combine data on party policy change, legislative
procedures, and the policy content of legislation in France from 1978-2007. | argue that
France is an appropriate, although difficult, first test of the theory for a mwhbe
reasons. First, the electoral and party context provides sufficient @artatithe
important independent and dependent variables to isolate the effects of the proposed
independent variables. Second, French party affiliations tend to be volatile reative
other advanced industrial democracies (Dalton 2008). This volatility may makéocue
party members less likely, since people affiliated with the partieasdikely to stay
with the party in the future, regardless of the party’s level of accountabititgd,
political parties in the Frenohssemblée Nationateaditionally exhibit low levels of
party voting or discipline relative to other Western European democracigge(&009).
Therefore, any cues to party members, despite disunity among the parligrpantas,
should be considered strong evidence for this hypothesis. Fourth, by focusing @& Franc
1981-2007, 1 will be able to test the hypotheses with respect to multiple partisan and
institutional configurations such as coalition governments and the presence of
cohabitation (where the prime minister in parliament is from a different e the
president). Finally, the legislative context is relatively cleacesthe French Constitution
provides the parliament with procedures that clearly allow for information produe
roll-call votes — and suppression — tlte bloquéArticle 49.3/confidence procedures,
and Article 38/Empowerment statutes). In addition, bills tend to be relatively non-

complex or limited in the number of issues they contain making it easy to claesify
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according to a single issue area (Baumgartner, Broaurd and Grossman 2009, Dori
2003).

Roll-call votes can be requested by any party group idssemblée Nationale
Therefore, both the government and the opposition can use roll-call votes to highlight it
legislative agenda to its electoral constituents. Roll- call votes were Hekih&s or on
roughly 20% of the total bills passed between 1978 and 2007. The packag®tete,
bloguéor Article 44.3 of the constitution, has historically played an important role in
policy formation in France. Theote bloquéllows the government to “decide by a single
vote on all or part of the text under discussion, on the sole basis of the amendments
proposed or accepted by the Government” (Grossman 2009, 50).

Similar to previous studies (Huber 1996), | classify the package vote as an
information protecting procedure because it is used to obscure representatives’
preferences for legislation and following the amendment process (Doring R@®8pte
of confidence (Article 49.3 of the French Constitution) is similar to confidence
procedures in other legislative contexts. Article 49.9 of the French Constitutars all
the parliament’s confidence in the governing cabinet to be attached tegsigtion.
Although votes of confidence have been noted to have an electoral dimension, they
obscure information about the governing parties’ preferences by making ¢heveotthe
parliament’s confidence in the government rather than the specifics of tlatiegi
(Huber 1996, Grossman 2009). Confidence votes were held 35 times in the sample
whereas package votes were used 93 times.

Empowerment statutes or Article 38 of the French Constitution provide the

government with a tool to avoid setting and debating the details of legislation in
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parliament. The French Constitution allows for empowerment statutes os vesee
parliament temporarily (although often for an unclear amount of time) dedematteority

to the executive to legislate on certain issues. After the parliament passes
empowerment statute, the prime minister can then write and implement lalat @stie
by writing legislativeordonnancesAn ordonnances a law that is written by the
parliamentary executive that must eventually be voted on by parliamewkaglan
empowerment statute, the cabinet can varttonnancesnd immediately begin
implementing the policy before receiving parliamentary approval of thel telassify it

as an information protecting procedure because it minimizes the role parllaenin
creating and discussing the details of the policy. While the increasioigisnon usage of
empowerment statutes tends to be viewed as of questionable constitutionafigyntly F
legal scholars, they have taken on great importance over the last decaderamgnts
have gone from approximately one statute per annual legislative session 10 avéne
12" legislature (Grossman 2009). Interestingly, Grossman (2009) notes that “there ha
been more empowerment statutes adopted in Parliament since 2000 than between 1958
and 2000” (53).

Initially, empowerment statutes allowed under Article 38 of the French
constitution were intended to be used as a means to transpose EU directives and to
implement policy, but have increasingly become a tool used by the executive tatdeal w
issues of implementation. This has led Grossman (2009) to suggest that empowerment
statutes that lead twrdonnanceso enact specific details of legislation may be replacing
thevote bloquéas a means for the government to secure its most preferred policy.

Importantly, empowerment statutes can be quite general allowing the g@vnom
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formulate the details of legislation. TAessemblée Nationaleas authorized
empowerment statutes for the government to emacinnance$9 times in the sample.
These empowerment statutes have led to ovepB&shnancesn the &' Republic,

although substantially fewer of theselonnance$ave been approved as law at the end

of the legislation sessic#f In addition, to roll call votes, the package vote and votes of
confidence, the analysis focuses on the empowerment statutes as a depentént varia
because they allow thessemblée Nationate delegate this authority to the government.
For further details of the legislative procedures included in the Fremshittition see
Appendix B.

Figure 3.1 presents the frequency of use of each procedure betweBri gt 6
legislative sessions in France that began in 1978 and ended in 2007. Although the French
constitution limits the legislative term to five years, legislategsgons are occassionally

shorter because popularly elected presidents can dissolve the assembly auegvhold

elections well before the five year linfif. As can be seen from Figure 3.1, roll-call votes
vary substantially across legislative sessions, whereas both confidees@andtthe

package vote are used relatively infrequently. Empowerment statutes also tendet be us
less frequently than roll-call votes, although the number increased over the sampl

period.

26 There are only 45 bills ratifyingrdonnancesn the sample, although each bill ratifies muéipl
ordonnances

27 For example, exercising his constitutional autiyao dissolve parliament, Socialist President Ecigm
Mitterrand immediately dissolved the conservatigatoolled parliament following his electoral vicyon

1981. Similarly, President Jacques Chirac heldyedéctions in 1997 with the hope of earning amctelel
mandate for many of his policy proposals. Parliat@gnelections were held before the constitutignall
mandated date in 1962, 1968, 1981, 1988 and 19&rg@Bnioux and Grunberg. 2005).
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To test the hypotheses on the application of legislative procedures, | amalyze f
separate dichotomous dependent variables intended to reflect the application of
information generating and protecting procedures on a piece of legislation. Thé unit
analysis is at the level of the individual bill. The dependent variables are theaappl
of roll-call votes, the package vote, the vote of confidence, or an empowerment statute
The first dependent variable is intended to test the hypotheses with respecthatiaior
generating procedures, while the three other dependent variables araifitiorm
protecting procedures. The dependent variables are coded for whether or radatveqgi
procedure was applied as the bill made its way through parliament. Out of the total 2722
laws voted on in the sample period, Assemblée Nationaleeld 601 roll call votes,
passed 59 empowerment statutes, 35 votes of confidence, and 93 package votes.

Although the dependent variables are relatively straightforward to operaenal
the primary independent variables are somewhat more complicated. Pretiolasssc
that link voter or intra-party groups to specific policies in party platformgjusktative
assessments of each group’s goals, surveys of members of parliamentavottiey
explicitly operationalizing intra-party groups’ preferences altogeffar example,

Harmel and Tan (2003) use secondary literature and party documents to asgess whet
parties experienced change across 17 issue variables, but avoid explidly party
factions with specific policies. Kam (2009) measures ideological diveviityn parties’
members of parliament in multiple countries with surveys of the membership. These
surveys allow for the analysis of a cross-section of parliaments, butHeranialysis to a
single point in time. Finally, Carey (2009) includes dummy variables to accouhgefor t

influence of intra-party organizations at regional levels that may hold distigicnal
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preferences or popularly elected presidents from the same party that ohayskiact
preferences from the party’s leadership.

| build upon these studies by using the theory of strategic issue balancing to
create more nuanced measures of principals’ goals. In particular,Heuserhber of
issues in the party’s platform and my theory of strategic issue balandilegermine
which issues are added to mobilize voters or activists. This approach allows me to
directly associate specific issues with parties’ principals, voteastivists, and to then
predict party leaders’ actions on these issues in parliament.

Based on the analysis from Chapter 2, | operationalize the primary independent
variables from parties’ electoral platforms. | construct measurekdqrimary
independent variables as a series of dummy variables based on parties/&Nectiber
of Manifesto Issues and the change in attention the party gives to an issue ctian ele
year. Data on parties’ platforms comes from the Comparative ManifestostR@ijéP)
(Klingemann et al. 1998, 2006 and Volkens et al. 2011). The Comparative Manifestos
Project measures the percentage of statements parties include acsssesni their
platforms. | operationalize the effective number of manifesto issues (Ebddé&d on
Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) function for measuring the number and distribution of
votes or seats parties receive in an election. The ENMI indicates the numbaesf iss

parties include statements on in their electoral platforms and the relatieutiien of

these statements across isstéBarties that increase the number of issues they discuss
in their electoral platforms increase their ENMI, whereas partiesiftaease the number

of issues decrease their ENMI. When parties’ ENMI increases, parfgrpiatinclude a

28 For a detailed explanation of the operationalgratif parties’ ENMI, see the discussion in Chagter
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larger number of issues or a greater distribution of statements acrosssegcim ithe
platform. The method I outline below identifies activists and voter issuesedifier
when the ENMI increases or the ENMI decreases.

As | show in Chapter 2, parties increase their ENMI to follow ideologically
pragmatic strategies to attract voters. Therefore, the issues altti¢o their platforms
when they increase the number of issues are intended to mobilize voters.ibopkzat
thesevoter issuess equal to 1 if the party increased the effective number of issues in its
platform prior to an election and that specific issue was one of the issues whose
percentage of the platform increased. For exampldRahne Socialiste(PS) increased the
number of issues in its platform in 1993. | categorize “Political Authority” FGddde
305) as a voter issue for the PS in 1993 because the number of statements in its platform
increased by 1.7% (from zero).

While new issues are coded as voter issues when the ENMI is increasimg, part
also include issues that are ideologically motivated by the party’'s &iivitheir
platform. The issues parties remove or water down when the party increases ltlee num
of issues are those that are important to the party’s activists. | opetiaedhakectivist
issuesas equal to 1 if the party increased the effective number of issues in itshplatfor
prior to an election and the specific issue was one of the issues whose perceihtage of t
platform decreased. This operationalization is similar to Przeworski andusjz€4986)
logic that issues important to parties’ activists become watered down witgtepders
expand their platforms to attract voters. For the PS’ 1993 platform, | code “ediicati
(CMP codes 506 and 506) as an activist issue because its percentage of the platform

decreased from 5.9% in 1988 to 4.8%.
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As | argue in Chapter 2, parties narrow or decrease the number of issu@s in the
platforms (ENMI) to accommodate ideologically rigid intra-partgugrs. Contrasting
voter issues, | also operationalize activist issues as equal to 1 if the gaegsed the
ENMI in its platform prior to an election and the specific issue was one ofstinesis
whose percentage of the platform increased. When the ENMI shrinks, issues teat parti
leave out or decrease in their platforms are thus less central to the pamtgs/moals
and are thus voter-motivated issues. Therefore, | operationalize voter isegeslas 1
if the party decreased the effective number of issues in its platform prior lectore
and that specific issue was one of the issues whose percentage of the platfeasedec

In 1997, the PS’ ENMI decreased. Therefore, | code issues that increase in the
party’s platform in that year as activist issues and those that detredke party’s
platform as voter issues. For example, | classify “Environmental Fmte(CMP code
501) as an activist issue because the PS increased its statements from 3.2%0in 1993 t
4.2% of its platform in 1997. | categorize “Welfare State Expansion” and “afiiont’ as
a voter issue for the PS in 1997 because it decreased from 8.8 to 4.9.

The following formulas summarize my operationalization of the primary
independent variables where subsciipgfers to individual issues in the party’s
platform,t refers to the most recent election, an equal to the percentage of the
manifesto discussing the given issue.

Voter Issue; = 1if ENMI,_; — ENMI, > 0and m;;_y —m;, >0
or ENMI,_; — ENMI, < Oand m;,_; —m;; <0

Activist Issue; = 1if ENMI,_; — ENMI, <O0and m;;_; —m;, >0

or ENMI,_; — ENMI, > Oand m;,_; —m;; <0
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My approach to operationalizing parties’ principals to specific issuestin pa
platforms is similar to previous studies of party electoral platforms. ticplar, my
measures follows the logic of Przeworski and Sprague (1986) who indicate thhstsocia
parties across Europe add issues to their electoral platforms as théy ateact voter
groups, watering down the issues important to their more ideologically aovises. In
addition, Sened and Schofield (2005) link shifts in party preferences on multiple
ideological dimensions as intended to attract voters, whereas party activiststen
traditional ideological dimensions emphasized in the party’s previous platforms.
Therefore, the measures of voter and activist issues reflect topicsthaplades in its
electoral platform and the principals that motivated statements on those topics

To connect the measures of voter and activist issues to legislation, | cbde ea
party according to its role in each legislative session: the prime misigéety, coalition
party, or opposition party. In each parliament, | operationalize the primsteni(iPM)
party’s voter and activist issues, the largest coalition party’s (CP) aoteactivist
issues, and the two primary opposition (OP | and OP Il) parties’ voter andistuies.
This scheme does not preclude one issue from being classified as a voter issue for all
parties or as an activist issue for some parties and a voter issue for\Wihiégghere are
other parties that played important roles as coalition or opposition parties imiple sa

period, these are the parties whose platforms are coded in the CMP throughout the

sample yearg?

29| excludeLes Vertsn the 11" parliament (1997-2002) because of the small diits parliamentary
delegation. The coalition government could havéyefsmed without the support dfes Verts This is
the only context in which there were three coatimarties (PS, PCF, LV).
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Finally, to link the data on parties’ platforms to specific bills, I connect the
categories in the CMP to their closest counterpart in the Comparative Adenogict
(CAP). Similar to the CMP, the CAP codes the text of legislation in Franeems of
the percentage of quasi-sentences or separate policy arguments dediaateste.
Unlike the CMP, the CAP uses a slightly different set of issue codes and does not to
account for the direction of legislation. Instead, the CAP addresses thargenés
legislative focus. Based on the CAP’s coding scheme, each bill is coded agdorthie

legislative text’s primary issue focus (Baumgartner, Broaurd and Gans2699; and
Lazardeux 200930 The CMP and CAP do not use exactly the same issue codes.

Therefore, | use the closest categories from the CMP to link to the CABldEable B1
in the Appendix lists the issue areas | use from the CAP linked to the CMPrisase a

To operationalize the hypothesis on opposition attempts to highlight government
parties’ activist issues (H3f) | include an indicator variable for idrethere was a roll
call vote on a bill as an independent variable for the three information protectinggmode
In addition, | include a measure of the ideological disagreement betiageeadlition
parties based on Lowe et al.’s (2011) log transformation of the CMP rigindefure to
account for hypothesis H2f. Table B2 presents the descriptive statistibe fdependent
and primary independent variables in the Appendix B.

In addition to the primary independent variables, | control for the complexity of

the legislation by including a dummy variable if more than one issue is addnmesked i

30 For more information on the Comparative Agendatgdtt, see the following web address:
http://www.comparativeagendas.org/.

31| treat the CAP as the more complete set of cdsesie CAP codes have multiple CMP codes and CMP
codes are sometimes applied to multiple CAP codeswhe CMP code includes multiple topics.
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legislation as measured by the CAP (Huber 1996). | account for temporatidgrzy
including a measure of the number of days that have passed since the beginning of the
legislative session to account for Huber’s (1996) suggestion that procedures mag becom
more likely near the end of the legislative cycle. | also control for themresf

cohabitation (when the president and prime minister are from different paeem)se

the presence of cohabitation may alter the legislative bargaining c8Atekere are

three periods of cohabitation in the sample: 1986-88, 1993-95, and 1997-2002. In
addition, based on Tsebelis and Money’s (1997) analysis, | include a dummy variable for
whether the government includes the Socialist Party, since the SocatistMil more

likely use legislative procedures to avoid having to contend with dilatoryddtim the
otherwise weak upper house. Finally, | include the percentage of seats conyrétlied b
governing party or coalition to account for the relative strength of the govetnme

because governments with smaller majorities may face greaieultyfimaintaining

discipline and therefore require the use of procedures intended to strengtblativegi
discipline (Huber 1996, Doring 2003).

Based on the dichotomous nature of the dependent variables, | use a series of logit
models with panel corrected standard errors treating the legislativersasshe panel
variable. For each of the four dependent variables, | run the analysisHoreéavant
hypothesis individually before undertaking a joint test of all the hypotlasese. |
then include a final model that adds control variables to account for additional,

potentially spurious relationships. The results from each of these 24 modelssardque

32 pdditional measures for coalition and minority gowvments were tested for, but the models failed to
converge because of large multicollinearity withestindependent variables and because of the timite
number of positive observations for the informatigmerating procedures.
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in the Appendix. | present the results from the joint test of the hypotheses for each
dependent variable as the predicted first differences with 95% confidence mierval
Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5.
Analysis
Information Generating Procedures: Roll Call Votes

To test the hypotheses, Tables 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 present the results for each of
the procedures. The models in Table 3.1 predict roll call votes, the only information
generating procedure in the analysis. In general, any party carstregjleall votes or
public votes on any amendment or law to be voted on in the AN. The theory predicts that
parties use these procedures to emphasize legislation on specific isqascular, |
expect that both government and opposition parties hold roll call votes to highlight
legislation on issues important to each parties’ voters (H3a). | alsotiteatiparties in
the opposition request roll call votes to highlight legislation on issues importéuet to t
government parties’ activists to suggest to voters that the government isifpicsiSi
resources on issues unimportant to voters (H3b).

The results in Table 3.1 provide suggestive evidence for the theory. First, there is
some evidence that governing parties emphasize issues to voters usirijvolesa
(H3a). In models 1, 5 and 6, the PM party voter issues are positively associatéwwith t
likelihood of a roll call vote. The coefficients for these issues are sigmilfycdifferent
from zero in both models 5 and 6 with greater than 96.9% confidence. For example, prior
to the 13" legislature, the UMP included statements on issues related to commercial
protections and business regulations to attract voters. The UMP requestelll votesa

on a number of bills on these topics, such as Loi 845-2005 modifying bankruptcy laws to
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allow the head of a bankrupt industry to remain in charge throughout the companies
bankruptcy proceedings. Based on Model 6, a PM voter issue has a .96 predicted
increase in the likelihood of a roll call vote over non issues.

Based on the results in Model 6, Figure 3.2 presents the predicted margictal effe
of each independent variable on the likelihood of a roll call vote along with 95%
confidence intervals. The dot in the center for each variable represents tiotegredi
effect on the likelihood of a procedure from an increase in the independent vafiable
to 1 for all of the variables except ideological disagreement. | presenttiietpd effect
of increasing ideological disagreement from the minimum to the mean value. The
perpendicular line bisecting the predicted first difference effect iteicahether the
95% confidence intervals overlap with a null effect. The predicted effectgune3.2
indicate that the marginal effect of a prime minister party’s (PM) uss$eles is positive
and different from zero with at least 95% confidence.

In addition, the coefficients for coalition party voter issues are positivelieckl
to roll call votes in Models 5 and 6. However, none of the coefficients for coalition party
(CP) voter issues are significant and the coefficient in Model 1 is megatd nearly
significant from zero with more than 89.8% confidence. The 95% confidence intervals
for the marginal effect of a coalition party (CP) voter issue in FigureeBaps the line at
zero. This signifies that, although the coefficient is positive in Model 6, teeté$fnot
statistically different from zero. The lack of significance may sugbesrelative
contribution the coalition partners provide in seats to the importance of the coalition
partner. For five out of the seven legislatures in the analysis, the priméemsnarty

controlled more than 42% of the seats in the legislature. In contexts whet®oali
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parties are generally closer in size, each coalition party’s votesissay be more

important33 Similarly, this difference between the prime minister party’s visgres
and its largest coalition partner’s issues may reflect the agenda settiags dvthe
prime minister on the cabinet and broader parliament.

Table 3.1 offers evidence for the second hypothesis on the role of opposition
parties (OP | and OP Il) and information generating procedures. Accaadigpothesis
H3b, opposition parties use roll call votes on issues important to government parties’
activists. In Models 2, 5 and 6, issues important to the largest opposition party’s (OP
Voter Issue ) voters have an increased likelihood of leading to roll call watie at least
97.7% confidence. Figure 3.2 presents the predict effect of opposition party soésr is
on the likelihood of a roll call vote based on estimates from Model 6. While the 95%
confidence interval appears close to a null effect, the confidence intervals do ey over
the center line at zero.

In the sample, roll call votes are frequently held on opposition party voter issues.
For example, the PS requested a public vote on law number 2005-380 reforming the
school system while in the opposition during th& Ijislature. The law had an
increased likelihood of a roll call vote for a number of reasons including that issues

related to education reform were important to both the PC and the PS voters and as an

issue important to the activists for both governing parties, the UMP and th84DF.

33A sub-sample analysis of the 422 bills voted othn€" (1978-1981) and"8(1986-1988) legislatures
indicate a positive and significant effect of ctah party voter issues on the likelihood of a wall vote.
PM voter issues are positive, but not significanthis analysis.

34 “Explications de vote et vote par scrutin publice séance du mercredi 2 mars 2005: Compte Rendu
Intégral.” http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/12/siess/avenir_ecole.asp#avenir_ecole, Accessed
2/8/2012.
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Following from the example of education reform in th& islature (2002-
2007), there is some evidence that opposition parties request roll call votes on issues
important to government party activists as a tool to highlight the governnaetivgies
on issues unrelated to voter issues. In particular, the coefficients forirspoggant to
the activists of the both the prime minister’'s (PM activist issue) party andrtest
coalition party (CP activist issue) are significantly more likely teeh@ll-call votes
requested in Models 3, 5 and 6. The results are statistically different fromiiero w
greater than 95% confidence in both Models 5 and 6. Similarly, the predicted effects
with 95% confidence intervals for both PM activist issues and the CP activist @sues
both positive and significant in Figure 3.2. As suggested by the education law,
government party activists’ issues have an increased likelihood of a roll @ll vot

Finally, there is some evidence in Table 3.1, that greater ideological @isegre
between coalition parties decreases the likelihood of information generaioeglpres.
Hypothesis H3f predicts that ideological disagreement limits the abfligpvernment
parties to use procedures for the purpose of constructing an image of accountability.
While the measure is static across issues for each legislature, fi@erds for this
measure in Models 4, 5 and 6 suggest that the greater ideological disagreetisemt lea
decrease in likelihood for roll call votes. The coefficients are significant zero at
greater than 95% in each of the models. This likely reflects the desiralibooparties
to avoid issues that might make future collaboration difficult. Despite |angfedence
intervals in Figure 3.2, the predicted effect of ideological disagreemergasiveeand
large for a change to the mean level of disagreement from a single panyrgexeor

no disagreement between government parties.
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Information Protecting Procedures: The Vote of Confidence

Similar to the results for information generating procedures, there is some
evidence that parties take advantage of information protecting procedurddas 32,

3.3, and 3.4. In particular, parties make use of the vote of confidence, empowerment
statutes and the package vote to craft information about the parliameinitgeeact
However, the results are not equivalent for each procedure, as their primaryepurpos
somewhat differ.

Similar to roll call votes, any party can request that a vote of confidence be
attached to the vote on a law. When votes of confidence are requested, the vote becomes
particularly important to the members of the government parties. A vote od@océ
that fails to gain a majority of the AN'’s support leads to new elections anddha ghat
government’s control of the executive.

Table 3.2 provides mixed evidence for the hypotheses on information protecting
procedures. For example, governing parties use votes of confidence on issuenimport
to the PM party’s activists, consistent with H3c. The coefficients for iheepninister’s
activists are positive in each of the models, but the effect is only stdiysticgerent
from zero in Model 7. The evidence for the vote of confidence is somewhat weak, as the
coefficients for CP party’s activist issues are in the wrong direction gndisant in
Models 11 and 12. The marginal effects for both PM and CP activist issues each of
variables from the joint test in Model 11 are not quite significant at the 95% auocdide
level in Figure 3.3.

While there is weak evidence that governing parties use information prgtect

issues to work on their activists’ issues (H3c), the results suggest mowg\sthat
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governing parties use information protecting procedures to limit the abilignué s
opposition parties to influence their policy images (H3d). In particular, goesnsmse

the vote of confidence on issues important to the second largest opposition party (OP
Voter Issue Il). The coefficients for this party are positive, large aymifisant in

Models 8, 11 and 12. The marginal effects from Model 11 in Figure 3.3 demonstrate its
relatively large impact. This positive effect may suggest that oppositrtongusition-

taking amendments may lead the government to limit the information about that
procedure through the vote of confidence. Although the effect is positive and significa
for the second largest opposition party (OP Il Voter Issue), the effeegative for the
largest opposition party (OP Voter Issue ). The difference betwegoteenment’s
treatments of the opposition parties’ voter issues may reflect the govearires’

perceived threat of these parties on the legislative process. The tggesition party

may make use of roll call votes more to emphasize their voter issues becdese of t
relative size, whereas smaller opposition parties may focus more enefgy on t
amendment process to distinguish themselves from the larger opposition party. As Hube
(1996) indicates, the government may collaborate more with smaller opposities par
ensure the passage of legislation or in the case of the minority government'in the 9

legislature (1988-1993) relied upon these smaller opposition parties to maintain

confidence throughout the legislative sessien.
In contrast to the theory, there is little evidence that governing paréiks use of

confidence votes on issues previously highlighted by roll call votes (H3e). The

35 sub-sample analysis of the 438 laws passedtend# votes of confidence in th& Rgislature
indicates that the effect of these smaller oppmsitiarties’ voter issues is stronger in this peridee
coefficient is reduced by half and drops below @ntional levels of significance if the analysis lexies
the 9" legislature.
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coefficients for roll call votes are positive in Models 9, 11 and 12, but fail to meet
conventional levels of significance in any of the models. On the other hand, cabinet

ideological disagreement decreases the likelihood of a vote of confidence, asexligge

by H3f.36 As the marginal effect of increasing disagreement changes fronozéso t
mean level of disagreement, the chance of votes of confidence decreases.ifii&ris s
to the difference between the Socialist minority government inthegislature (1988-
1993) that used the vote of confidence 17 times and the coalition between the PS and the
PCF in the 7 legislature (1981-1986) that only used the vote of confidence 5 times.
However, the rather large range covered by the 95% confidence intervabifogtc
ideological disagreement in Figure 3.3 suggests that the results sxeelancertain
about the magnitude of its effect.
Empowerment Statutes

In addition, the results indicate that government parties use empowermeteisstat
on legislation consistent with the theory of issue accountability. Based iole/38 of
the French Constitution, parliament can authorize the government to legsiage
ordonnances Theseordonnancesnust eventually be approved by the parliament, but the
government can set the details of the legislation without allowing the opposition the
ability to amend or directly discuss the details in advance. However, partiame
frequently avoids votes to approve tirdonnancegor multiple years, long after the

government has enacted trelonnances

36 This effect may be largely caused by the one sipglrty government in the sample, which also happen
to be the only minority government in the sampl/hen a dummy variable for thé& gislature is

included, ideological disagreement is still sigrafit in the joint and the bivariate tests, but dosguite
reach standard levels of significance with addalarontrols.
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Consistent with Hypothesis H3c, the evidence in Models 13-18 suggests that
government parties authoripedonnance®n some activist issues. In Models 13, 17 and
18, the coefficients for both government parties’ activist issues are positiie. the
coefficients are not statistically different from zero in most of the mpthedyg are
statistically significant in Model 13 for the Prime Minister’s (PM)iast issues.
However, the coefficient for the prime minister’ party is not differemtfzero once
control variables are added.

Anecdotally, there is evidence that governing parties authorgannancesising
empowerment statutes on issues important to government activists. For example
parliament authorized the government to legislaterdpnnancehree separate times
(laws 1998-145, 1998-899 and 2001-503) under tHfedgislature to reform the laws for

its overseas colonies after the PCF included nearly 10% of its platfornués igsked to

the overseas colonies and government refdfrfihe parliament passed an empowerment

statute in law number 2006-1640 to pay for the state’s work healthcare and beteefits af

the UMP dedicated nearly 5% of its platform to issues of work protections aridsa®ar
Consistent with H3c, the marginal effects for the PM party and the CPgudirtist
issues presented in Figure 3.4 are positive based on Model 17, but the 95% confidence
intervals clearly overlap the null effect.

Governing parties also authorize empowerment statutes on issues important to
opposition voters (H2d). The coefficients for both the largest and the second largest

opposition party voter issues are positive and the effect is statisticallficant from

37 http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/11/documents&fimrdonnanced 1leg.asp, Accessed 2/13/2012

38 «ggcurité sociale : projet de loi de financememip2007” from http://www.assemblee-
nationale.fr/12/dossiers/plfss2007.asp, AccessE8I2012.
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zero for the largest opposition party issues (OP Voter Issues I). As theahaftects
in Figure 3.4 suggest, OP Voter Issues | have an increased likelihood of anesmpatv
statute with greater than 95% confidence based on Model 17. The lack of sigeifddan
the smaller opposition party (OP Voter Issue Il) likely reflects a prggaton of the
government with its largest electoral competitor near the center of thegaz=d|
spectrum.

As predicted by the theory, the results in Table 3.3 indicate that govermiigg pa
also use empowerment statutes to contain the effects of roll call voteslifH2e).
particular, the coefficients for whether a roll call vote was used in models 15, 17 and 18
are positive and significant at more than 95% confidence. The marginal effetbbase
Model 17 in Figure 3.4 demonstrates the increased likelihood of an empowerment statute
when a roll call vote is used.

In contrast to the theory, ideologically cohesive governments use empowerment
statutes at similar rates to more ideologically contentious governmerijs @though
the coefficient for cabinet ideological disagreement is negative in Models 16d11Ba
the coefficients are well below standard levels of significance. Huginal effect of
increasing ideological disagreement based on Model 17 presented in Figgre 3.4 i
negative, but the 95% confidence intervals include both positive and negative values.

The Vote Bloqué or the Package Vote

Finally, the package vote also offers some mixed evidence that government
parties strategically use information protecting procedures. AccotaiAgicle 44.3 of
the French Constitution, the Prime Minister can use the vote bloqué or the package vote

to offer a text of a law for a final up or down vote with only the amendments that the
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Prime Minister approves. | expect that governing parties will atthe package vote to
limit information about individual members’ preferences, particularly following
information generating procedures (Huber 1996).

In contrast to Hypothesis H3c, Prime Minister (PM) activist issues areveosi
but not significant in each of the models in Table 3.4. However, coalition party (CP)
activist issues are negative and significant in many of the models. Thus, thtfee is |
evidence that government parties use the package vote on government péxists’ ac
issues.

Government parties, however, use the package vote to limit information on issues
highlighted by votes of confidence and important to opposition party voters. Suggesting
additional evidence for the theory (H3d), the coefficients for roll call votdsodels 22,

23 and 24 are even larger than those for empowerment statutes and are syatisticall
different from zero at the 99.99% confidence levels. Roll call votes gieatBase the
likelihood of the package vote, as Huber’s (1996) study might suggest. The marginal
effects based on Model 23 in Figure 3.5 suggest that roll call votes greatigsathe
likelihood of a package vote.

Governing parties also utilize the package vote to limit information about
opposition party voter issues, as suggested by H3e. In particular, goveartieg limit
information on the largest opposition party’s (OP I) voter issues with at lea%b 99.6
confidence. Similar to the vote of confidence, this likely reflects the oppositigrispart
attempt to amend and embarrass the government on issues important to the opposition
party’s voters. However, the coefficients for the second largest oppositior(@&rty

Voter Issues Il) are negative, but only significant in Model 20. The mardfeats
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based on Model 23 in Figure 3.5 indicate that opposition voter issues are positively
associated with the package vote with greater than 95% confidence. Similar to
empowerment statutes, the use of the package vote on the largest opposition party’s (OP
) voter issues likely reflects the governments electoral concerns wildr tjest party

near the ideological center.

Lastly, there is little evidence from Table 3.4 that ideologically coresti
governments use package votes more or less than more ideologically cohesivamsoaliti
Although the predicted effect is in the correct direction, the large confideteceal for
cabinet ideological disagreement in Figure 3.5 demonstrates large umgerta

Discussion

As the statistical analysis suggests, the French government pagtiesi liple
legislative procedures to implement their most preferred policies to gonsteir images
of accountability. The specific procedure used, however, reflects both the itioraha
impact of the procedure and the legislative needs of the government. Theakthdts
analysis are summarized in Table 1. While procedures have been long noted to be used t
maintain legislative discipline and to expedite the legislative procegse(H 996;

Doring 2001 and 2003), | find evidence here that parties in governments are aware of the
role procedures play in constructing an image of accountability with multipke- extr
legislative groups, or principals.

Governments choose between legislative procedures that allow them to influence
legislation based on the information those procedures provide to groups important to the
future electoral, governing and policy success of the party. While others hai teoug

develop the degree to which parties are accountable to their principals (fqplexsee
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Carey 2009), this analysis suggests that parties use a broader rangdativiegis
procedures than previous studies suggest. In addition, | add that the specific issues
important to parties’ principals can be linked to parties’ attempts to conatrumage of
accountability.

For example, all parties in parliament use roll call votes to increase atform
about their voters’ issues. While there is clearer evidence of the theerynis of roll
call votes, the results for each procedure indicate a somewhat compliexséia
between the issues in parties’ platforms and their use of information gegenat
protecting procedures. Similarly, opposition parties may seek to highlighi@oalit
parties’ activist issues to embarrass the government, as shown by the PEFasd P
requests for roll call votes on education policies in tH2législature.

In contrast to roll call votes, governing parties have greater control overdipe us
of information protecting procedures. To limit information about their policies foy part
activists, governing parties use both votes of confidence and empowermens statute
limit information about these issues to voters. While votes of confidence allow the
government to change the topic of the vote from policy to the confidence in the
government, the vote of confidence allows governing parties to obscure information
about their behavior. Governments can use empowerment statutes to have a neore subtl
effect delegating the powers to the cabinet to cre@ennancesAlthough these
ordonnancesnay eventually be ratified in a public vote, the details of the legislation are
enacted long before they are voted on and provide the government a means ttscreate i

most preferred policy out of the public’s eye.
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Both the package vote and empowerment statutes tend to be used to limit
information about the opposition’s activities and to reduce information on issues
highlighted by roll call votes. This effect is particularly interestmgerms of its relation
to government accountability. If the government can limit the opposition’syatioilit
highlight issues to its own voters and to embarrass the government with roll cgll vote
then policy outcomes may be less accountable than voters perceive and many models of
legislative accountability predict (for example, see Loewenberg 2008 ang ZD1@).

Both of these procedures provide a means to avoid and limit the opposition’s influence on
the legislative process and thus the information they can highlight.

As the discussion of the principal-agent model above suggested, the ability of
principals to hold agents accountable depends on the principal’s information about the
agent’s behavior. Voters that seek to influence governing parties’ behaviefothe
may seek out information from roll call votes (Lupia and McCubbins 1998). However,
parties in parliament do not provide a representative image of their behavior thotbugh r
call votes (Loewenberg 2008). Moreover, this analysis suggests that this indormeat
further diluted or manipulated by empowerment statutes and package votes.

The evidence in support of the hypotheses on information protecting procedures
suggests that voters will not be able to accurately hold governing parties atbtedort
the issues they address in office. While party activists are alsodibytthe information
provided by legislative procedures, their direct connection to the party organiaat
leadership likely compensates for this limitation. The method employed here of
estimating the party’s ideological priorities as a means to predistdd@ge behavior may

provide a means to begin to disentangle individual MP’s’ roll-call voting behavior from
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their parties’ preferences and to assess the degree to which partieardadie on
voter and activist issues.

This method may also shed light on the relationship between government
accountability and ideological disagreement between coalition partners.dfoplexthe
effect of cabinet ideological disagreement on information protecting prasedppears
to be more subtle than the theory suggests, as cabinet ideological disagmembe
more important under alternative legislative contexts where coalition pacoetrol a
similar percentage of seats. It is not surprising that ideological disagn¢eecreases
the likelihood of votes of confidence, given that ideological disagreement ntathkea
government to fail in this context. The willingness of ideologically contentiolgicna
to use empowerment statutes and package votes at the same rate as lggsusonte
coalitions suggests that governments are quite willing to use procedures to limit
information about their policy activities, regardless of ideological difieze. Increasing
the ideological diversity of coalitions does not completely limit the alohty
governments to construct an image of accountability with their principals.

These initial results find suggestive evidence for the theory of issue adabtynta
in France. As the introductory quotes by Whitten and Powell (1993) and Huber and
Shipan (2002) suggest, parties in the French parliament seek to create an image of
accountability with voters and use legislative procedures that delegatdalie afe
policy to the executive to limit information about their policy agendas. OCtgesidtive
settings likely construct similar incentives for parliamentary lesad@r example, the
British Prime Minister can ensure its policy goals and limit inforamaéibout its

legislative agenda using its version of the guillotine procedure (Déring 20G3d Ba
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the support for my theory of issue accountability and parliamentary procedexegect
that other parliaments can limit information about the government’s policytjgsoloy
taking advantage of the institutional rules. For example, parliaments malelte amit
information about their policy agendas by providing legislative committees with
substantial powers, delegating authority to popularly elected executives or prime
ministers, or by delegating authority to regional or federal parliaments.

In addition, the results from the analysis also link to studies of political party
goals. Scholars of party politics argue for parties’ varied motivationshfmmges to
statements of party preferences cross-nationally for electoral agdquarsed reasons
(Downs 1957, Harmel and Janda 1994, Adams et al 2006, Meguid 2005 and 2008).
Based on this analysis, party behavior will reflect these motivations loegenter into
government because party leaders hoping to win future elections and control gowernme
seek to win elections and stay in the party leadership. It will be easiestetoetizese
strategic cues where there are clear information generating anctingpiaocedures. On
the other hand, governing parties may use other tools to provide information about their
behavior if legislative procedures do not provide this information. Additionally, the
choice of legislative procedures for information purposes may lead to additrpeadts
on legislation itself.

Finally, these results provide some evidence to suggest that it is necessary t
further consider the links between party ideological preferences aigesbehavior and
policy outcomes. In particular, information protecting procedures and the principals
motivating statements of preferences may undermine traditional modelsstHtleg

accountability by decreasing information about the government’s behavior. Without a
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representative image of the government’s policy agenda, voters may pabilecaf
accurately punishing or rewarding parties for their behavior in governmentn|n tur
uninformed voters may allow the government to focus on alternative policy pridrities
Chapter 4, | pick up where this chapter leaves off. In the following chaptetyranhe
degree to which the distribution of government policies reflects the policy goalsrof the

principals in light of information generating and protecting procedures.



Figure 3.1 Change in the dependent variable between 1978 and 2002
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NOTE: Note: Figure 4 presents the number of occurrences of each procedure in the legislative

sessions starting in the year listed on the x-axis. Figure 4 does not include the total
population of bills passed during this period. According to annual reports, there are more

empowerment statutes and package votes than | include in the sample. The sample is based on

each instance of the procedure in which it was reported in the official session overview

published at http://archives.assemblee-nationale.fr/. Any unreported usages are not included

in the analysis.

Figure 3.2 Likelihood of a Roll Call Vote
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Figure 3.3 Likelihood of a Vote of Confidence
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Figure 3.4 Likelihood of Empowerment Statutes

Article 38
PM Activist Issue - —|o—
CP Activist Issue —lo—
OP Voter Issue | ——
OP Voter Issue Il —to—
Cab disagreement | °
Roll Call Vote —
U T
-5 0 5

Predicted Marginal Effect

® Marginal Effect ——— 95% Cl

Note: The figure presents the predicted Marginal Effect of an increase

in each independent variable on the likelihood of the application of

Article 38. The change in the independent variables presents a difference

from zero to one for dummy variables and from the minimum to the mean value
for Cabinet Disagrement. Results are estimated from Model 17



Figure

PM Activist Issue -
CP Activist Issue -
OP Voter Issue |
OP Voter Issue Il

Cab disagreement |

Roll Call Vote -
T

3.5 Likelihood of the Package Vote
Package Vote
_.._
[ —
_._
——
——
T T T T
-6 -4 -2 0 2 4
Predicted Marginal Effect
® Marginal Effect —— 95% ClI

Note: The figure presents the predicted Marginal Effect of an increase

in each independent variable on the likelihood of the application of

the package vote. The change in the independent variables presents a difference
from zero to one for dummy variables and from the minimum to the mean value
for Cabinet Disagreement. Results are estimated from Model 23

131



132

Table 3.1 Roll Call Votes
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

B p p p p p
p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value
0.109 0.533** 0.455**
PM Voter Issue
0.319 0.011 0.031
Coalition Party Voter ~ -0.201 0.097 0.128
Issue 0.102 0.606 0.489
Opposition Voter 0.315%** 0.242* 0.241*
Issue | 0.004 0.036 0.038
Opposition Voter 0.033 -0.105 -0.113
Issue Il 0.764 0.376 0.343
. 0.064 0.493** 0.456**
PM Activist Issue
0.554 0.020 0.032
. 0.352%** 0.450** 0.456**
CP Activist Issue
0.005 0.025 0.022
, ) -2.809*  -3.251** -2.752**
Cabinet Disagreement
0.036 0.016 0.013
. . 0.0003**
Days in Office
0.024
Multiple Issues in 0.459%*
Legislation 0.001
0.897***
Cohabitation
0.001
0.484
Left Government
0.113
0.330
% Government Seats
0.826
-1.628***  -1.803**  -1.783** -1.268** -1,903** -2, 771%*
Constant
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.004
AIC 2355.448  2350.554  2350.545 2353.260 2343.886 27534
BIC 2379.084  2374.190 2374.182 2370.988 2397.068 10201
Log-Likelihood -1173.724  -1171.277 -1171.273 -1BB3 -1162.943 -1149.837
N 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722

Note: Models in Table 3.1 predict the likelihoddaaroll call vote. All significance tests are twailed
tests of the hypotheses. Significance * p<.1; **(bs *** p<.01. See the Data and Methods section
for operationalizations of the hypotheses. Coaddfitiestimates predict the likelihood of an inforimat
generating procedure being used by the governrogrdss a legislative item. The analysis uses panel
corrected standard errors with random effectsitrgdhe legislative session as the panel variable.




Table 3.2 Vote of Confidence
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Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11  Model 12
B B p p p B
p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value
. 0.681* 0.533 0.505
PM Activist Issue
0.056 0.144 0.172
. -0.788 -1.112* -1.133*
CP Activist Issue
0.219 0.088 0.079
Opposition Voter -0.130 -0.055 -0.063
Issue | 0.733 0.888 0.873
Opposition Voter 1.018*+* 1.037**  1.013**
Issue Il 0.005 0.004 0.005
0.389 0.384 0.389
Roll Call Vote
0.332 0.342 0.337
Cabinet -6.659** -5.921*  -5.638***
Disagreement 0.011 0.013 0.005
. . 0.0005
Days in Office
0.256
Multiple Issue in 0.353
Legislation 0.421
o -0.016
Cohabitation
0.979
0.368
Left Government
0.424
-1.624
% Government Seats
0.580
-4.877**  -5.138**  -4.746** -3.780*** -4,493*** -3.373*
Constant
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.079
AIC 358.383 355.760 361.074 356.777 352.291 360.115
BIC 382.019 379.397 378.802 374.505 399.564 436.933
Log-Likelihood -175.191 -173.880 -177.537 -175.389-168.145 -167.057
N 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722

Note: Models in Table 3.2 predict the likelihoddaovote of confidence. All significance tests are
two tailed tests of the hypotheses. Significanpa; ** p<.05; *** p<.01. See the Data and
Methods section for operationalizations of the Hijpees. Coefficient estimates predict the likelthoo
of an information protecting procedure being usgdhe government to pass a legislative item. The
analysis uses panel corrected standard errorgaittom effects treating the legislative sessiothas
panel variable.
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Table 3.3 Article 38
Model 13 Model 14 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17 Modél

p p B p p p
p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value
o 0.634** 0.236 0.269
PM Activist Issue
0.020 0.442 0.387
- 0.378 0.166 0.098
CP Activist Issue
0.219 0.623 0.775
Opposition Voter 0.911** 0.754** 0.695**
Issue | 0.002 0.018 0.032
Opposition Voter 0.357 0.265 0.301
Issue Il 0.187 0.378 0.320
Roll Call Vote 0.852*** 0.705* 0.665**
0.007 0.030 0.041
Cabinet -0.689 -0.534 -2.357
Disagreement 0.807 0.852 0.446
: , 0.0001
Days in Office
0.520
I -1.329
Cohabitation
0.273
. 0.641*
Multiple Issues
0.040
Minority -0.859
Government 0.506
-0.520
Left Government
0.578
% Government -0.032
Seats 0.994
-4.832%*  -4.981** -4.582%* -4270%** -5107**  -4.493*
Constant
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.094
AIC 524.007 518.776 522.429 528.748 521.131 526.626
BIC 547.643 542.413 540.157 546.475 568.404 609.353
Log-Likelihood -258.003 -255.388 -258.215  -261.374-252.566  -249.313
N 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722

Note: Models in Table 3.3 predict the likelihoddtwe application of an empowerment statute. All
significance tests are two tailed tests of the fiypses. Significance * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01.
See the Data and Methods section for operation@irof the hypotheses. Coefficient estimates
predict the likelihood of an information protectipgpcedure being used by the government to pass
a legislative item. The analysis uses panel cagtbstandard errors with random effects treating the
legislative session as the panel variable.
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Model 19 Model 20 Model 21  Model 22 Model 23  Mo@él
p p p p p p
p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value
. 0.042 0.196 0.210
PM Activist Issue
0.845 0.400 0.372
. -0.654* -0.726** -0.784**
CP Activist Issue
0.056 0.044 0.031
Opposition Voter 0.566** 0.629** 0.616**
Issue | 0.014 0.011 0.013
Opposition Voter -0.413* -0.348 -0.336
Issue Il 0.083 0.162 0.179
1.985%** 1.963**  1.918***
Roll Call Vote
0.000 0.000 0.000
Cabinet -2.285 -0.769 1.233
Disagreement 0.339 0.767 0.602
. 0.492*
Multiple Issues
0.066
o -0.423
Cohabitation
0.493
. , 0.0002
Days in Office
0.552
-0.907
Left Government
0.195
-6.699**
% Government Seats
0.044
-3.350%**  -3.586*** -4.127*** -3.144** -4,128*** 0.128
Constant
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.952
AIC 776.385 772.554 705.028 777.693 702.565 705.361
BIC 800.021 796.190 722.755 795.421 749.838 782.180
Log-Likelihood -384.192 -382.277 -349.514 -385.847-343.283 -339.681
N 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722 2722

Note: Models in Table 3.4 predict the likelihoddtiwe package vote. All significance tests are two
tailed tests of the hypotheses. Significance * p& p<.05; *** p<.01. See the Data and Methods
section for operationalizations of the hypothe&zsefficient estimates predict the likelihood of an
information protecting procedure being used bygbeernment to pass a legislative item. The analysis
uses panel corrected standard errors with randteuteftreating the legislative session as the panel

variable.
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Hypothesis

Roll Call
Vote

Vote of
Confidence
(Art. 49.1)

Empowerment
statutes
(Art. 38)

Package
Vote
(Art. 44.3)

H3a) Parties utilize information

generating procedures in parliament on

issues important to their voters.
H3b) Opposition parties utilize
information generating procedures in
parliament on issues important to
government activists.

H3c) Governing parties utilize
information protecting procedures on
issues important to their activists.
H3d) Governing parties invoke
information protecting procedures on
issues important to opposition voters
H3e) Governing parties invoke
information protecting procedures on
issues highlighted by information

generating procedures.

H3f) Coalition governments utilize
fewer procedures on issues important
to both party activists and to voters as
the level of ideological disagreement

increases between coalition parties.

Yes

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

N/A

N/A

Yes

No

No

Yes

N/A

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

N/A

N/A

No

Yes

Yes

No
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CHAPTER 4
ASSYMETRIC INFORMATION AND INFLUENCE?

It is in vain to say that enlightened statesmen will be able to adjust theksmgla
interests, and render them all subservient to the public good. Enlightened
statesmen will not always be at the helm. Nor, in many cases, can such an
adjustment be made at all without taking into view indirect and remote
considerations, which will rarely prevail over the immediate interest wirieh
party may find in disregarding the rights of another or the good of the whole.

The inference to which we are brought is, that the causes of faction cannot be

removed, and that relief is only to be sought in the means of controlling its

effects.”
James Madisorkederalist #10

Theories of democracy have long focused on the degree to which elected
representatives accurately represent citizens’ goals. For exavtgdeson explains in
Federalist #10 that democratic institutions can be used to prevent represefitaitive
focusing on the narrow interests of factional groups. Madison emphasizes thae thfe s
electoral districts, institutional checks and balances and competition bgtasties
reduce the impact of representatives’ parochial, factional interests. Fajltnom this
early perspective, scholars have further looked into the institutions that limit oolcont
the policies representatives pursue.

Although specific institutions and party competition can increase the degree of
representation, alternative political arrangements may also det¢heas
representativeness of political parties. In Chapter 3, | showed that pautizayne
procedures provide tools for leaders to limit information about their policy aesiut
the FrenchrAssemblé NationaldVly theory of issue accountability expects that in an

institutional context, such as the AN, policy outcomes will better refledepantore

parochial interests, rather than the broader goals of the electorate bbeagmestnment



138

leaders can obscure their parliamentary activities using legesfaiocedures. In this
chapter, | build upon the results from Chapter 3 to explore the relationship between
parties’ principals and the overall amount of legislation that governing partiate to
reward their principals. | predict that parliament passes moredggisbn issues
important to the government parties’ activists than to their voters becausagiaists
are more accurately able to sanction party leaders for acting unadidguhéan voters.

In this chapter, | first review the expectations of my theory of issue
accountability for governing parties that have a larger informatiomm@mgyry over one
group than another. | expect that intra-party groups, as principals with grezss &
information about the party’s behavior in office, will benefit from more legosiahan
principals with less information, such as voters. | then test predictions frotimeiory of
strategic issue balancing and accountability on the amount of legislatigyotteahing
parties create to reward their principals. In particular, |1 use atNedginomial
Regression Model to predict the number of bills on an issue based on the issues parties
use to either attract voters or appease ideologically rigid partysastiniFrance from
1978-2007.

The results indicate that parties pass bills to appease both groups, although the
degree to which they favor one group over the other depends on the government’s
ideological diversity. Under single-party and ideologically cohesbxegqments, the
number of policies on each issue reflects the goals of the prime ministéy sigiarists,
while policies from ideologically divisive governments better reflecigtbeds of voter
groups. These results suggest that bargains between coalition parties forte bletter

represent voter interests over intra-party goals. The evidence alsoesdltatthe prime
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minister’s party, as the agenda setter, is in a better position to regvprohdipals than
its coalition partners.

In Federalist #10, Madison expressed his fear that party leaders in contexts
without institutional checks would be able to create policies without regard toityinor
interests. The results of this chapter indicate that coalition governmenteruayas an
additional check on party leaders. However, party leaders in single paemngeents
can focus their legislative resources on policies important to the party’ spa@ehial
interests, ignoring the priorities of the broader electorate.

In the following section, | describe the connections between parties’ pitsicipa
and their policy outputs in office. | emphasize principals’ information about the
governments’ activities and the government parties’ tools for conveying informat
about their policy priorities. This discussion highlights the incentives p&atesn

government to balance their policy agenda between their principals.

Limited Resources, Information Asymmetries
and Policy Outcomes

Parties seek to reward their principals by providing them with supportive
legislation. In Chapter 3, | find evidence that parties use parliamentagdpres to
emphasize or constrain information available to its principals to maintain ge imha
accountability. These procedures allow governing parties to maintaimage iof
accountability with less informed principals. | argue that parties’ imagearfuntability
allows them to focus on alternative policy demands without fear of punishment feom les

informed groups. In this chapter, | add that governing parties dedicate mslatileg
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resources and legislation on issues for principals with greater informatiandsethey
seek to reward principals that are more likely to punish them for acting unaaglgunt
Faced with unlimited resources and time, legislative leaders may seekto ena
legislation on each issue in their party’s platform. However, governmentdaadst
divide their legislative resources between legislation important to theaigmals. As
finite resources, time in session, legislative staff and information alloergiong parties
to not only attain their legislative goals, but also limit parties’ lafiie activities
(Doring 1995, 2001, and 2003; Squire and Hamm 2005). Party leaders can increase both
access to staff and information by paying for larger staff and by hgngiinformants,
such as interest groups. In contrast to staff and information, legislatsierseare
substantially limited (between mandatory elections at a maximum) afi@quently
called earlier than constitutions mandate (Strom and Swindle 2002, Doring 2003).
Practical concerns such as the amount of time individuals can work, as wekss, rul
directing how time will be used in session also limits the legislative agé&iod example,
parliaments such as those in the France and the UK schedule time to allow individual
members of parliament and opposition parties to ask the cabinet questions in the prime
minister’s question time. Although legislative procedures increase the aofount
information available to voters, Doring (1995 and 2001) notes that procedures allowing
for debate and amendments provide the potential for legislative delays caused by
opposition party behavior.
Similar to Doéring (1995 and 2001), | assume that legislatures face limits on the
number of policies they can generate in office by time and resources. Knowing that they

have limited time in office, governing parties can thus purposefully alldoaite t
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legislative time and resources. Through legislative procedures and airitrel
legislative agenda, | expect that governing parties, in general, andrtteemnnister’s
party, in particular, tradeoff time and resources for policies on some tsstnes
detriment of other issues. Parties must choose between devoting time and sasdinee
policy goals of multiple principals with differing levels of informatiora¢€y 2009).

As established in Chapter 3, | argue that voters and intra-party groups are
involved in a principal-agent framework with party leaders. Both groups seek to
influence the issues parties discuss in their platforms and the policies thag pur
parliament. The distinguishing features between voter and party actreistsonships
with party leaders is the size of the information asymmetry between th@macipal
and the agent, party leaders, and the frequency that the principals can punish party
leaders. An information asymmetry is when the agent has greater infornmatiatrtize
agent’s behavior than the principal. Principals with greater information égreat
information symmetry) about the agent’s behavior will be able to punish or rewantd age
behavior more accurately than principals with less information or a greftenation
asymmetry (Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991; Lupia and McCubbins 1998, 2000; Huber and
Shipan 2002; Carey 2009).

Voters and party activists both have access to multiple sources of information
about the government’s behavior, although voters tend to be less informed (Seyd and
Whiteley 1992; Lupia and McCubbins 1998). Numerous studies suggest that voters use
party cues and legislative voting records as sources of information about their
representatives (Lupia and McCubbins 1998; Carey 2009). However, legislatig vot

records may not be a complete source of party and candidate behavior in office. Th
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results of Chapter 3 corroborate an increasing amount of research that firrdf das

votes are not utilized systematically on a representative sample of tHedation
(Loewenberg 2008; Gabel and Hug 2008; Carey 2009; Carruba et al. 2009; Clinton and
Lapinsky 2009). While opposition parties may be able to use roll call votes to highlight
policies that the government would like to deemphasize (Huber 1996; Carey 2009), | add
that voters’ information about government policies is further limited by the goeatsm

use of information protecting procedures.

On the other hand, party activists have a smaller information asymmdiry wit
party leaders. In particular, through local and national party meetings dand par
newsletters, activists have frequent and direct communication with partydeade
Similarly, party members and activists are directly involved in thetsmbeaf party
leaders at the party’s national congresses. By selecting leadeisimilar priorities to
their own, party activists can directly choose an agent that will see |lessivacto
deviate from their own goals (Harmel and Tan 2003; Hazan and Rahat 2006; Schofield
and Sened 2006).

In Chapter 3, | showed that government leaders purposefully construct
information about the legislative process through the use of information generating and
protecting procedures. | find that parties emphasize or deemphasize irdarataiut
their policy preferences using both types of procedures. Therefore, it ilsl@disat
governing parties will devote most of their resources to issues unrelated to thei
principals’ policy goals, but still maintain an image of accountability.dug on

Chapter 3, | predict that a governing party may generate the appearancasofd its
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policy attention on a certain set of issues by using information generatinglypreséor
voters while devoting most of its resources on legislation intended to satisfyathes.

Following from a principal-agent framework, | theorize that an agehtaoeilis
its attention on issues important to the principal with greater information siysnand
ability to sanction (McCarty and Meirowitz 2009). Whereas voters tend to be uninformed
and rely on roll call vote records (Lupia and McCubbins 1998), intra-party groups have
direct access to party leaders and can punish or reward them regularly atytse par
national congress prior to the general elections (Harmel and Janda 1994). Therefore
propose that the amount of legislation devoted to an issue will likely favor groups that
have greater access to the government process or alternative sourcesnaitiofor
because government leaders use legislative procedures to construagarofrtheir
priorities to voters and intra-party groups.

| assume that party activists have greater information symmetry withlpaders
relative to voters based on party activists’ direct access to rapagges through the
party organization. In general, members and activists within the pantyngaimation
about the government’s activities through the party’s national congressatatal
regional organizations with ties to the leadership, and party publications.dfplex
many parties hold national congresses that meet more frequently timarahalections
that allow the party’s membership to ask questions, and vote on the party’s electoral
platform and leadership (Harmel and Janda 1994). Therefore, government |lbad&ts s
emphasize issues addressed to satisfy activist principals because dé¢thesised

information asymmetry.
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Although voters have a larger asymmetry with party leaders than astthisy
also expect the government to act accountably. Citizens will punish governmes parti
they deem to be unaccountable in the next election (Lewis-Beck 1990; Lewisigeck a
Stegmair 2000; Anderson 2007). Issues that the government focused policy on to satisfy
voters may be associated with great clamor and media attention, but do not need to
include substantial details for the implementation and enforcement of thatiegis|
because voters pay less attention than party activists to the details gisteetian.

Instead, voters’ knowledge of legislation is limited to general summamigsnedia

sound bites (Lupia and McCubbins 1998). From the perspective of governing parties, |
expect that the executive and the bureaucracy can use their resources togolatioles

to the detailed minutia of enacting legislation. This allows government partiesus on
other policies by ignoring the details of these issues.

On the other hand, issues important to ideologically rigid activists likelyreeq
greater resources because they are more attentive to the enactment rmedhentoof
legislation. Informed intra-party groups observing the political processeppkcies to
have long term effects and may wish to avoid delegating authority on policies thker
executive may be controlled by political opponents in the future (Huber and Shipan
2002). In general, | argue that the amount of legislation on an issue will taect
knowledge or information asymmetry of the intended principal with the agent:
uninformed voters or attentive activists.

In summary, party leaders change their policies to accommodate multiple
principals that hold different information asymmetries with the leadership. Winggspa

enter into government, | expect that they prefer to present an image of caystste
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accountability to voters. Governing parties construct this image by ugistatese
procedures that either highlight or deemphasize their policy activities.tioubar,
governing parties use legislative procedures that encourage debate andteeiioa &0
highlight the work consistent with their party platform to voters. Governing paise

use legislative procedures that limit public information about the policyisleTaiese
procedures downplay policies that might be viewed as inconsistent with their platform
counter to the image the party seeks to promote to voters.

Parliamentary leaders with a greater range of procedural tools focus their
legislative resources on issues that are important to groups with small inéorma
asymmetries because they can avoid punishment from groups with largenetsgs
through legislative procedures. Future governments find legislation witlegdedil
more difficult to repeal (Huber and Shipan 2002). Similarly, more legislatied det
makes it more difficult for bureaucrats to ignore the government’s.goals

Therefore, | expect that in contexts where parliamentary leadere ldth
information generating and protecting procedures, the governing party os paltie
develop more policy on issues that are more closely and frequently monitored by the
principals with small information asymmetries. In particular, | athaégoverning
parties will develop more legislation on issues monitored by party activestadsues
supported by voters. This leads to my first hypothesis:

H3a) Governing parties produce a greater number of laws on issues important to

party activists than to voters.

While governing parties may seek to produce legislation for both their principals,

their ability to pass legislation also depends on their ability to coordinatehsith t
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coalition parties (Tsebelis 2002). Similar to a veto player perspective, dtekpe
governing coalitions with divergent policy goals avoid passing legislation on issues
which they strongly disagree. ldeological disagreement betweenaoalgrtners
influences a number of other political outcomes. For example, ideological disagtee
decreases the likelihood of coalition formation (Laver and Shepsle 1996), increases the
amount of time it takes to negotiate coalition agreements (Martin and Stevengyn 200
increases the likelihood of a coalition agreement (Timmermans 2006; Strem and Mulle
2008), decreases coalition duration (Warwick 1994), and increases the likelihood that
coalition partners monitor each other’s cabinet ministers with junior nmiailste
appointments (Stregm 2000; Thies 2001; Martin and Vanberg 2004, 2005; Gianetti and
Laver 2005; Kim and Loewenberg 2005). In addition, ideologically divergent coalition
partners will likely find little common ground to develop legislation on issuedlibgt
hold strong, ideologically divergent preferences.

Following from a veto players perspective, studies of policy outputs take party
preferences at face value. They find that more ideologically divergertiaoalrtners
pass less legislation (Huber and Shipan 2002, Tsebelis 2002). Building on this approach,
| expect that the effect of ideological disagreement between coalitibespain an issue
will depend on the principals motivating parties’ statements on those issuesgidaiol
disagreement increases the time and resources necessary to devdaitegis an
issue. For example, Martin and Vanberg (2008) find that debates on contentious issues
require greater resources and legislative sessions to discussitasncpaities use the

time to communicate their specific policy goals to their principals.
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The analysis in Chapter 3 found that ideological disagreement decreased the
ability of the government to construct its image of accountability with so@uwalition
parties that find it difficult to agree on the details of legislation on am iase also
incapable of purposefully coordinating their use of procedures to shape information about
their policy priorities. Therefore, | expect that the asymmetrecefif party principals’
goals on government policy disappears or reverses as ideological disagrbetween
coalition parties increases. Indeed, governing parties may avoid iegisia issues
important to their ideologically-rigid principals altogether if those pdicexjuire
substantial compromises. Therefore, | predict the following hypotheses;
H3b) Governing parties produce a greater number of laws on issues important to
party activists than to voters when there is little ideological disagreement.
H3c) Governing parties produce a greater number of laws on issues important to
their voters than to their activists as ideological disagreement increases.
In summary, my theory of strategic issue balancing and issue accountaimliis
that political parties increase the number of issues in their manifestiiatd potentially
supportive, issue-focused voters. They decrease the number of issues in thegtosanife
to maintain and mobilize party activists. Once in office, parties produrstalégn on
issues important to both party activists and voters to construct an imagewhtabdlity.
Governments pass laws using parliamentary procedures that craft aroimage
accountability to voters while simultaneously focusing their legislatseurees on
issues important to party activists. Finally, the amount of policy the goeatrparties
pass on an issue is commensurate with the amount of information the principal

supporting that issue has about the government process. Ideologically rigid part
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activists have a great deal of information and influence within the partyeageoters
tend to have less information about the legislative process. However, ideojoggdll
activists may also decrease the government’s ability to act in a@oaktting. Because
the activists are less compromising on policy, ideological disagreementoalition
partners on an issue will lead to less legislation. In the following sectiwapbse a
method for testing these hypotheses that follows directly from the asahy€dapter 2

and Chapter 3.

Data and Methods

Similar to the previous chapter, | construct the dependent variable with data from
the Comparative Agendas Project (CAP) (Baumgartner, Broaurd and Grossmarr2009)
particular, the dependent variable is the number of bills on an issue in a legigtative
based on the topics coding from the CAP. The CAP codes each law passed by the French
AN for the primary issue that the legislation addresses. For example,@lguvimarily
addresses the production of nuclear energy would be classified as “Eneaogy’ Folr
election years, | separate the year into two segments for thevgntiarior to and the
parliament following the election. The sample includes 36 legislative pear 24 issues
for a total of 864 observations. The average number of bills on an issue in a year is 3.15,
ranging from O to 36 bills. Additional descriptive statistics are included ireT@blin the
Appendix C.

| operationalize the primary independent variables based on measures derived
from the Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP) (Klingemann et al. 1998, 2006 and
Volkens et al. 2011). In particular, 1 code the percent of the manifesto dedicated to

activist and voter issues based on changes in the party’s Effective Numberifefstta
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Issues (ENMI) and whether or not that issue increases or decreasekddiihe
increases or decreases. The ENMI measures the number and relative idistobat
party’s platform dedicated to each issues coded by the CMP.

In my broader theory of strategic issue balancing, | argue that partiessadd to
their platforms to attract voter groups before an election. However, the parasies
the number of issues in its manifesto when the party is controlled by ideologigally
intra-party groups. In Chapter 2, | find evidence that parties increase therrofrigseies
in their platforms under conditions where the party’s leadership is more focusedron thei
electoral goals. Similarly parties decrease the number of issues lebemad conditions
lead party leaders to focus more on the goals of the party’s ideologieal bas

Therefore, parties indicate information about the policy priorities of their
principals on the specific issues they add or remove when they increase oralecreas
number of issues in their platform. | use this information to construct measunes of t
party’s policy priorities and the principals seeking to influence the pamjisypyoals.
Unlike Chapter 3, | use the percentage of the party’s platform rather than a dummy
variable on each type of issue. This continuous measure allows me to determine whether
issues given greater weight in the platform lead to a larger number of lawsdhas i
given less attention.

The total number of issues in the party’s platform indicates whether the party
prioritizes voter or activist goals. The party is more motivated by atigagdters when
it increases the number of issues in the platform and is more motivated divisdsac
policy goals when it decreases the number of issues in the platform. Theref@sudise

parties add to their platforms when they increase the total number of isseesthefl|
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priorities of the party’s voters. The percentage of the manifesto dedicatedhtofehese
issues increases when the ENMI or the total number of issues in the platforasescre
This logic leads me to operationalize voter issues as those that inordaselatform
when the number of issues in the entire platform increases. On the other hasdhesue
are diluted in the party’s platform when new issues are added play an intpolan
the party’s platform, but make up a relatively smaller percentage pfdtfierm as the
party pragmatically adds issues to attract voter groups. Becausesthess are watered
down or are diluted as the party expands the platform for electoral reasons, |
operationalize those issues that decrease as a percentage of the plaartheaparty
increases the total number of issues as activist issues. In addition, theeoaggses the
number of issues in its platform as it focuses its priorities on the goals cfivistebase.
This leads each activist issue to take up a larger percentage of tharpksftre party
decreases its ENMI or removes issues unimportant to the activists. Taglefiso
operationalize activist issues as those issues that the percentage dfdhm pledicated
to them increases when the total number of issues included in the platform decrease
Because the party’s priorities have shifted towards activist groups withpattyewhen
the total number of issues in the platform decreases, the specific isspagtyhe
decreases or removes are issues that they previously included in theimdadattract
voters. Issues that decrease in the party platform as the ENMI decnessks® a
operationalized as voter issues. | summarize the conditions for the operadiooralidk
voter and activists issues in Table 4.1.

To allow for the potential agenda setting powers of the prime minister’s party,

organize each party’s voter and activist issues according to the partys tioée i
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legislature. In particular, | code voter and activist issues in terms of tiyésgeosition as

the prime minister’s party or the largest coalition party. While | eixiiee hypotheses to
hold for all coalition parties, the results should be clearest for the primegensigarty
because of the party’s relative size advantage in the legislature amal owetrthe

cabinet’'s agenda. On average, the prime minister’s party dedicated ageavedb% of

its platform to each activist issue and 2.1% to each voter issue. The largestrcpality
gave similar amounts of attention to each type of issue including an average of 3.1% to
each activist issue and 1.8% to each voter issue.

To indicate the amount of disagreement between coalition parties, | use Lowe et

al.’s (2011) transformation of the CMP’s right-left ideological sé@émeasure the
distance between the coalition party’s ideological positions to indicateatiéan’s
level of ideological disagreement. | use the absolute value of this disagtesnibat
larger values mean greater disagreement and lower values indicaterelssld an
interaction of this measure with the measures of voter and activist issuesciesti@te
the impact of ideological disagreement on government parties’ policutsutp

In addition, I include controls for a number of potential confounding variables.
Similar to Chapter 3, | add an indicator variable that measures colmblativeen the
popularly elected president and parliament. | also measure the peecehthg seats

controlled by the coalition parties to account for the government’s abilitynto w

39 Lowe et al. (2011) transform the CMP'’s left-rigitiale of party positions to a logged scale to agtou
for some of the issues with the CMP’s measure. detal. (2011) described two major issues with the
CMP’s measure of parties’ left-right ideologicalsitmn. First the measure was capped on both ends a
and 1, so parties were limited in terms of howente their position on an issue could be. Secdwd, t
impact of each additional statement on an issaeusited the same regardless of how many other
statements the party has already made. For exathpleddition of an additional statement as pasitiv
negative would have the same impact on the oveosition regardless of whether the party had ajread
made 100 similar statements or no similar statesnent
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important votes in parliament (D6ring 2003). | also use a dummy variable tom@eas
whether the government includes the Socialist Party. The SocialistviRthrtyore likely
use legislative procedures to avoid having to contend with tactics designed toglaw
the legislative process from the weak upper house (Tsebelis and Money 1997), Finally
account for dynamics caused by the length of the legislation sessiorabynng the
number of years that the parliament has been in session. Similar to Huber (19063t | ex
for parties to increase the amount of legislation it passes near the endegigtaive
cycle, although | also expect that parties will pass a large amounisdatem near the
beginning of the legislative cycle to counter much of the previous government’s
legislation (Martin and Vanberg 2011). Therefore, | include the years ioisessl a
squared version of the years in office to allow for this non-proportionality. |qbriit
the first and the last year in session will include a larger amount ofligisthan the
years in between.

As the dependent variable is a count of the number of bills passed in a year, | use
a Negative Binomial Regression Model to test the hypotheses (Long 1997). The alpha
parameter for each model indicates that the dependent variable is overedispiéns
greater than 99% confidence. This suggests that the Negative Binomial is more
appropriate for testing hypotheses than the Poisson Regression Model (Longri997). |
the analysis, | account for heterogeneity caused by the legislassiers®y including
random effects for the legislative year. | present the analysis indparae regression
models in Table 4.2. The first two models show the results of the tests of the individual
hypotheses. Model 3 is a joint test of the hypotheses without any controls and Model 4

adds control variables to the joint test.
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Analysis

The results from the analysis are presented in Table 4.2. At first glaece|gh
evidence across the models that the government passes more legislatsuesn is
important to government parties’ principals than on issues they do not discuss in their
platforms. In particular, the coefficients for voter and activist issues forgaoties are
positive and statistically different from zero with over 99.9% confidencé flevthree
out of the four coefficients in Model 1. In this uncontrolled, simple model, coalition party
activist issues are negative, although not quite statistically differentzeoon The
coefficients for these variables from the more complex models are also paditieeigh
both the magnitude of the coefficients and the levels of significance decreasb®nc
interactions and controls are included. Both the PM party’s activist issues and it
coalition partner’s voter issues have a positive effect on the number of bills on those
topics in each of the models.

Unsurprisingly, the basic results suggest that parties create liegisiatissues
included in their platforms. However, the evidence for the theory from hypothesis H3
a little less clear. Government parties do not always focus more tegista issues
important to their activists. Reflecting the more complex relationskeighgied in H3b
and H3c, the coefficient for the prime minister party’s activist issussaller than voter
issues in Model 1 and only larger than voter issues in Model 3 and Model 4, once the
interactions are included. For the largest coalition partner, therendesgeevidence for
H3a. The coefficient for the primary coalition party’s voter issues isip@sind
significant in each model, whereas the size of the coefficient for theshcssties is

smaller and not statistically different from zero in any of the models.
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While there is little evidence that parties create more policies onsaessues
than on voter issues in the simplest model, Model 1, the results in Models 3 and 4
indicate that the relationship between parties’ platforms, their principalscdicgt
outcomes is more complicated than the relationship argued for in H3a. Thetioterac
terms in Models 3 and 4 account for the moderating effect of ideological disegree
hypothesized in H3b and H3c. Consistent with Hypothesis H4b, the constitutive terms for
activist issues are positive for both the coalition partner and the prime msnpstety
and statistically different from zero for the PM party in Models 3 and 4. Howéweer, t
constitutive term for voter issues is also positive and significant in these miéoietbe
PM party, the magnitude of the effect of voter issues is smaller than aisguss in both
models, but is only statistically different from zero in Model 3. In contrasgpgothesis
H3b, the coefficients for voter issues are much larger than activist isslisgasistically
different from zero in both models for the coalition partner. This result likelgates
the importance of the prime minister’s agenda setting powers in a coalitiog.se

To aid in the substantive interpretation of these results, | follow Kam and
Franzese’s (2007) recommendation to plot predicted effects. The predictésliresul
Figure 4.1 illustrate support for Hypothesis H3b by plotting the effecicoéasing the
percentage of manifesto on an activist and a voter issue from the prime rsipiater
on the number of laws on each issue when there is no disagreement between coalition
parties. | simulate 90% confidence intervals from 1000 draws of the coeffistenates
from the variance-covariance matrix used in Model 4. Although the effect is/pdsit

both types of issues, the substantive impact is greater for activist issuesjiaegrboy
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H3b. However, activist issues only lead to a greater number of policies witkveis bf
ideological disagreement for the prime minister’s party.

Based on the predicted effects in Figure 4.1, an increase in the percentage of the
prime minister party’s manifesto on an activist issue leads to an increageexpiected
number of laws. A similar increase for voter issues in the party’s maniézgls to a
smaller change in the expected number of laws. An increase of one standard deviation
(.061) in the percentage of the manifesto dedicated to an issue increases the expecte
number of laws on activist issues by 11%. The change for a voter issue of the same
magnitude is only an increase in the expected number of laws by 1.47 % increase.

The 9" (1988-1993) legislature is a clear case where there is no direct
disagreement between coalition partners, as the Socialist partyitefeamarty minority
government throughout this period. Prior to the 1988 electioRdhte Socialiste
increased the percentage of its platform on health policies up to almost 6%. Based on
Model 4, this increase should lead to an increase in the expected number of laws on
health policy in the @ legislature by a factor of 1.1 or approximately 10.8%. On
average, the Socialist-led coalition passed 3.6 laws on issues related to healthgobl
year of the 8 legislature.

Similar to health policies, the PS also dedicated approximately 6% of ftarplat
to issues related to education policy, a voter issue in this election. According tb4vlode
this amount of attention should increase the expected number of laws by a factor of
1.014, or a 1.43% increase. On average, the PS passed 1.4 education laws each year of

the 9" legislature. These examples suggest that the number of laws for health and
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education policies during th&'egislature follow the expectations from Hypothesis
H3b.

Consistent with the expectation that the prime minister’s party has greater
influence over the legislative agenda, the impact of issue type reverdes toatition
partner when there is no ideological disagreement. The coefficient for sstesiis
positive, statistically different from zero, and substantially larger thacdefficient for
activist issues in each of the models. Activist issues have the largest impéodel 4,
although the coefficients are never statistically different frora.4arcontrast to the
expectation from H3b, an increase in the percentage of the manifesto of one standard
deviation on an activist issue (.068) increases the expected number of laws by just over
8%, although the predicted effect is not statistically different from. zAn increase of
one standard deviation for a voter issue (.034) increases the expected numbebgf laws
29%. The smallest level of disagreement for a multi-party government ianimgesis
.014, suggesting that these numbers may be different if there were a coalitiomgavier
with no disagreement.

The theory of issue accountability predicts, however, that the balance betwee
voter and activist issues changes in contexts where there is large ideological
disagreement. There is some evidence supporting hypothesis H3c. Thaerasffor
the interaction between parties’ voter and activist issues with the aoalitileological
disagreement is positive for both sets of issues and is significant or stadidyically
different from zero in Models 3 and 4. Consistent with the Hypothesis H3c, the
coefficients representing voter issues for the prime minister's pegtgubstantially

larger than the coefficients for activist issues.
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To graphically present the results for H3c, Figures 4.2 and 4.3 demonstrate the
predicted change in the expected number of laws on an issue from an increase in the
percentage of the manifesto for activist and voter issues at multiple ¢égglsernment
disagreement. The top row of graphs in each figure presents activistassutbe
bottom row of graphs shows voter issues. While Figure 4.1 shows that astviss i
have a slightly larger effect on the expected number of laws than voter issuetheree
is no ideological disagreement between the coalition partners (H3b), Figure 4.2
demonstrates that the size of the effect evens out or becomes strongerfesueteas
coalition partners’ level of disagreement increases. The number of bills on botloftypes
issues increases for the prime minister’s party as the level of ideslldggagreement
with its coalition partner increases. As H3c predicts, the effect of \ast@es on the
number of bills is slightly greater than activist issues at the largess @vieleological
disagreement for the prime minister’s party.

Interestingly, these results do not follow the expectations from the draalitreto
player literature. This literature argues that the total number of biltseakszs as
ideological disagreement increases between coalition partners. Insiaeddhhbt the
number of bills on the PM party’s issues increases as ideological disagréecneades.
This counterintuitive result may reflect the decreased use of legigtateedures that
shape the party’s image when coalition partners disagree, as suggestedvigehee in
Chapter 3. More ideologically cohesive coalitions use procedures such askiigepac
vote or delegate the authority to the executive thramrgbnnanceshat decrease the
need for multiple separate legislative bills. These procedures reduce dhiemee

additional legislation on these issues. For example, the single-party sngmrérnment
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in the 9" legislature (1988-1993) used the package vote multiple times to bundle together
extensive, detailed legislation. Similarly, the relatively cohesive (.Dﬁ%}egislature
(2002-2007) extensively used legislatwelonnances Therefore, these parliaments may
not have passed as many separate laws on these issues as they would havéeg&out t
procedures.

The explanation for these counterintuitive results for the PM party’s issues is
similar to the results for the coalition partner. Taking advantage of itsqoagithe
legislative agenda setter, the PM party may seek to limit the ability & ieologically
contentious coalition partners to generate an image of accountability. This logic is
consistent the results in Models 3 and 4. In particular, the coefficients frormtbesés
indicate that the impact of the coalition partner’s voter and activist issaesades the
expected number of bills at higher levels of coalition disagreement.

The predicted effects of the coalition partner’s issues in Figure 4.3 further
illustrate this dynamic. The coalition partner’s activist issues negeifisantly impact
the expected number of bills on an issue. However, the coalition partner’s voter issues
increase the expected number of laws when there is little disagreentdnghéy levels
of coalition disagreement, the effect of the coalition partner’s voter issubse ergected
number of bills diminishes. For example, at the mean level of disagreement (.147), a
standard deviation increase in the percentage of the manifesto on voter issues (.034)
increases the expected number of laws by 18%. At the maximum value of ideological
disagreement, the effect of a voter issue only influences the expected nuthabes oy

3.87%.
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Finally, the controls included in Model 4 mostly match predictions from the
previous literature. During periods of cohabitation, the expected number of bills
increases. As Doring (2003) suggests, the government passes moredagigiam it
controls a greater number of seats. As Tsebelis and Money (1998) mighgadetici
Socialist-led governments pass more legislation than governments led byvatinse
parties to over-rule the more conservaBénat The coefficients for the year in office
and its squared term predicts that parties increase the number of laws thegqhagear,
but eventually decrease the number towards the end of the legislative sessotralst ¢
to Huber’s (1996) perspective, these results suggest that parties may fulisptises
most legislation to occur in the middle of the parliamentary session. Howeveuyitet c
results do not directly indicate which issues the party chooses to focus on at the

beginning and end of the legislative session.

Discussion

The results from the analysis in this chapter provide some compelling evidence
for the theory. They indicate that the principals supporting issues partiessdistsir
platform influence government policies. As H3b predicts, single-party antbgieally
cohesive governments focus legislation on issues primarily important Rivtlparty’s
ideologically rigid activist base. The results also support the logic from H3c
Ideologically divisive coalition governments take a mixed approach andlgdaals
more on issues important to the prime minister party’s voters. Howevetjatali
decrease the amount of legislation on issues important to the coalition partrenss vot

These results complement the results from Chapter 3, which demonstrate that

parties use legislative procedures to construct an image of accountaltiiugh
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voters’ image of parties’ accountability may be important to parties’ddlactoral
success, their large information asymmetry with party leaders maythik@erception
of parties’ accountability easily influenced by parties’ use of latii@ procedures.
Instead, parties reward their principals with a smaller information mgym by focusing
their legislative efforts on the issues important to the party’s idealogise.

Government parties’ ability to use procedures that constrain information about
their legislative agenda in ideologically cohesive coalitions allowtseegan construct
their image of accountability. However, ideological disagreement betvgedition
parties can decrease their ability to coordinate their legislataegies. This effect may
actually lead to an increase in the total number of laws as governing paitéesut the
details of legislation rather than bundling legislation together through thegeacte or
delegating authority on the issue through legislatrgnnances

While previous scholars of government accountability suggest that opposition
parties use public votes to highlight government policies (Carey 2009), coalitteas pa
may also serve in this capacity for their own electoral gain. The combnukddgs of
chapters 3 and 4 indicate that coalition governments limit the ability of lpaders to
construct an image of accountability different from their actual policyiaes and force
party leaders to focus their policies more on voter issues than on those primarily
important for party activists. However, coalition partners’ ability to imfleethe
legislative agenda on issues important to their voter or activists is limited under
ideologically contentious coalitions. In divisive coalitions, scholars should éthlet
priorities of the prime minister party’s voters to predict the governmejfisid¢ive

agenda.
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Single party and ideologically cohesive governments face fewer incembive
completely transparent about their policy priorities. Instead, single gavgrnments can
focus their legislative resources primarily on the issues important tqpathagroups
and only dedicate a limited amount of resources to those important to voterso@oaliti
partners in ideologically cohesive cabinets also gain some benefits imfigdine
legislative agenda to address a greater number of issues linked to thercpalither’s
voters, but not activists.

For scholars interested in the contexts that lead parties to act accounthbly wi
voters, the results from the analyses may suggest that coalition governmertnbet
somewhat ideologically diverse parties may increase government tramsparhis
result is similar to previous studies that indicate that increasing idealalisagreement
between veto players in coalition governments tend to moderate spending changes (Baw
1999; Tsebelis 2002; Ha 2008).

To limit the fractionalization of parliament created by the institutions of the
French 4 Republic, the Constitution in the FrenchBepublic gives the prime
minister’s party substantial parliamentary powers. These powers ¢dheasstitutional
checks imagined by Madison in the introductory quote. Because of the lack of
institutional checks on the French prime minister, a PM that controls a majority
parliament cannot only focus his policy attention on the interests of his own party, but
also use the institutional rules to maintain an image of accountability witlsvoter

As Madison may have expected, a party leader may focus his resources and
attention on his own faction or party’s interest when there are no institutional or other

checks on the party. The results of this chapter suggest that these powers eantde us
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create an image of accountability separate from the party’s parliampeatord.
However, coalition governance may perform as an additional means of conttodling t
effects of factions described by Madison. Coalition governance and ideological
disagreement between coalition parties decreases the prime risrpatey’s ability to
obscure its parliamentary record.

In Chapters 2, 3 and 4, | have presented large-N quantitative evidence that
supports the generalizability of my theory of issue balancing and accoumgtabili
multiple stages. Thus far, evidence for the underlying mechanism connéetsegstages
is somewhat limited. | provide little direct evidence in these chapters tiaigotvists
or intra-party groups moderate the effect of electoral conditions on patipele
campaigns or that they seek to hold their leaders accountable for these issuleynce
enter into office. In the following chapter, | delve deeper into the data to search f
gualitative evidence for my broader theory of party issue balancing and aadmbtynt

| begin by discussing the intra-party politics and national congresdes Bfénch
Parti Socialistein the campaigns leading up to the elections in 1993 and 1997. Following
the discussion of the Socialist Party’s electoral platforms, | exploreShese of
empowerment statutes to limit information about its party’s activiseseuring the 1
legislature. Based on news reports, intra-party debates, party newsleée¢ext of
electoral platforms, parliamentary debates, personal interviews amety wh secondary
sources, | illustrate the impact of intra-party politics on party eldquatorms, the

party’s leadership and the party’s legislative approach.
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Figure 4.1 The Marginal Effect of Issues for Single Party Governments

PM Party Issues
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Figure 4.2 The Marginal Effect of Issues for the Prime Minister’s Paty
PM Party Issues

No Disagreement Mean Disagreement Max Disagreement
[}
% © © el
-
Bo © ©
@
Qo
Evx < <
b4
=l
QN N N
°©
[
%O o o
w T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
.05 . .15 2 0 .05 .1 .15 2 0 .05 1 .15 2
Percent Activist Issue Percent Activist Issue Percent Activist Issue
No Disagreement Mean Disagreement Max Disagreement
[’d
% © © el
-
§ © © ©
[
Qo
Evx < <
z
o
Q o~ o~ ~N
o
[
g_C> o o
w T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 .05 1 .15 2 0 .05 1 .15 2 0 .05 1 .15 2
Percent Voter Issue Percent Voter Issue Percent Voter Issue

NOTE: 90% confidence intervals are simulated from 1000 draws of the variance
covariance matrix. Predictions are based on the estimates in Model 5.



164

Figure 4.3 The Marginal Effect of Issues for the Largest Coalition Party

Coalition Party Issues
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Table 4.1 The Operationalization of the Primary Independent Variables

ENMI % of platform on the issue
Increases Increases
Voter Issue
Decreases Decreases
Decreases Increases
Activist Issue
Decreases

Increases




Table 4.2 Negative Binomial Estimates of Laws Passed

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
p B p p
p-value p-value p-value p-value
L 2.692%** 2.278*** 1.720**
PM Party Activist Issue 0.000 0.010 0.045
3.145%** 2.187** 0.213
PM Party Voter Issue 0.000 0.049 0.857
Coalition Party Activist -0.965 0.266 1.353
Issue 0.169 0.838 0.257
o 5.240*** 6.747*** 7.571%*
Coalition Party Voter Issue 0.000 0.000 0.000
. . -0.377 -0.115 0.195
Cabinet Disagreement 0.356 0816 0.782
PM Party Activist Issue X 9.569 12.053*
Disagreement 0.124 0.047
PM Party Voter Issue X 19.377** 26.317**
Disagreement 0.023 0.003
Coalition Party Activist -13.779* -17.640***
Issue X Disagreement 0.051 0.010
Coalition Party Voter Issue -21.411* -24.177**
X Disagreement 0.032 0.015
o 1.766***
Cohabitation 0.000
L 0.372
Minority Government 0.153
1.290*
Government Percent Seats 0.098
o 0.360*
Socialist Government 0.059
. ) 0.434***
Years in Office 0.002
. . -0.084***
Years in Officé 0.003
Constant -0.394*** -0.178* -0.359%** -1.788***
0.000 0.061 0.002 0.001
AIC 3844.536 3894.833 3847.896 3781.63
BIC 3877.867 3913.88 3905.035 3867.339
Log-Likelihood -1915.27 -1943.42 -1911.95 -1872.82
N 864 864 864 864
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Note: Models in Table 4.2 predict the number Igass on each topic in a legislative year using a
Negative Binomial Regression Model. All significaniests are two tailed tests of the hypotheses.
Significance * p<.1; ** p<.05; ** p<.01. Coeffient estimates predict the change in the expected
number of laws on an issue. The analysis uses pan@cted standard errors with random effects

treating the legislative session as the panel biia




Table 4.3 Hypothesis Table
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Hypothesis Support
H3a) Governing parties produce a greater numbdeaafs on issues important to Yes
party activists than to voters.
H3b) Governing parties produce a greater numbdaafs on issues important to
o o . . Yes
party activists than to voters when there is littleological disagreement.
H3c) Governing parties produce a greater numbedaefs on issues important to Yes

their voters than to their activists as ideologicidagreement increases.




168

CHAPTER 5
ISSUE BALANCING, LEGISLATIVE STRATEGY AND ISSUE
ACCOUNTABILITY IN THE PARTI SOCIALISTE

The analyses in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 have tested the external validity of a theory
that answers a number of questions about parties’ electoral strategiesitanehaor
in parliament. The theory offers explanations of the following questions; why tiespar
choose the number and range of issues that they include in their electoral ptatforms
How do voters’ perceptions of the government’s accountability influencegarti
strategies? And in parliament, why does the government focus its attentiamaam ce
issues and not others? In this chapter, | respond to each of these questions bydoacusing
the role of intra-party politics in the theory of strategic issue balanam@ecountability
developed in Chapter 1. Building on the results from previous chapters, | construct a
series of case studies of tRarti Socialistés behaviorin the French Fifth Republic.
These case studies illustrate the role of intra-party politics on padgr&lectoral and
parliamentary strategies.

In my theory of strategic issue balancing and issue accountability, | {ptfeatic
parties add issues to their platforms to attract voters when intra-partgaliow
leaders act more pragmatically and decrease the number of issues avimtratparty
groups are more ideologically rigid. In government, parties then focus ossthesi
important to intra-party groups and voters using procedures that help construct@an imag
of accountability with voters. To bolster their image with voters, party tsache
procedures to purposefully limit information about intra-party issues. Thayataltheir
image of accountability with intra-party groups through the party orgamzdtinally,

ideologically cohesive or single-party governments dedicate greatasrces to the goals
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of their intra-party groups over those of voters because intra-party greulpstiar
informed of the government party’s priorities.

In previous chapters, | examine the theory using large-N statisttailtteassess
the evidence for the theory at key points: party platforms, legislative belaadqgolicy
outputs. | argue that intra-party bargaining acts as an underlying processpllaats
these empirical results. | predict that the balance of ideologidgitiyand pragmatic
groups at parties’ national congresses determines parties’ elettatagies, choice of
legislative procedures and policy priorities in office. In Chapters 2, 3 and shond¢rate
that parties act consistently with the predictions from theory. Howeveg, #ralyses
have not yet demonstrated the direct impact of intra-party politics on padgrk’
behavior.

In this chapter, | explore the relationship between intra-party politicsatyl p
leaders’ behavior by focusing on the biggest winner of Chirac’s earlyogiethe French
Parti Socialistg(PS). | expect that the debates at the PS’ party congresses wbik exhi
greater intra-party divisions under conditions that lead the party’s legulévdte more
pragmatic, but that the intra-party groups will act more cohesively wherntiomsdead
the party leaders to act more ideologically rigid. The primary goal ®ttrapter is to
illustrate the intra-party decision-making processes that lead up to tlser&8gies
before parliamentary elections in 1993 and 1997 and then to highlight the impact of these
decision on the parties’ behavior in thesemblée National@N) after the 1997
election. | add to the previous analyses evidence that intra-party politicgicsyilg
members’ and leaders’ preferences for ideologically rigid or pragmalicy outcomes,

directed party leaders’ choice of electoral and parliamentary sest@dpe analysis
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extends the theory to suggest that the party’s organizational structurerplaysoatant
role in linking the party members’ preferences to party leaders. Follohenggic of my
theory, the case study of the PS pieces together a dynamic stomagdarly debates,
leader issue balancing, legislative strategy and issue accountability

In the following section, I review the basic outline of the issue balancihg an
accountability theory and discuss the results from Chapter 2, 3 and 4. | then briefly
describe the history of the PS in the French Fifth Republic. To connect the nesults f
Chapter 2 to the Socialist’'s behavior in the Fifth Republic, | then focus on the PS’
participation in government, electoral conditions and intra-party debatesdref®78
and 2002.

Following from this discussion, | narrow the analysis of the party’s girdtethe
parliamentary elections in 1993 and 1997. This section first demonstrates that the key
elements discussed in the decisive meetings of the party’'s membersderd &a
determined by the primary independent variables from Chapter 2: participation in
government and economic conditions. Next, | discuss the links between intra-party
debates at these meetings to the PS’ electoral strategies and platf@888 and 1997
to illustrate the importance of intra-party groups on the leadership’saeisi

In the final section, | then turn my attention to the Socialist’s time comigolli
parliament from 1997 to 2002. Previous studies describe the ways that procedures can be
used to increase or highlight information about legislation (Carey 2009), my thiesy a
that parties may also use parliamentary procedures to decrease imiorabaut their
parliamentary agendas. Parliamentary leaders focus these procedwsagegnmportant

to intra-party groups because they can protect their image of accountabilityhtkineirg
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activities at party congresses. In Chapters 3 and 4, | find evidence thatiggyarties
use procedures on legislation about which they may want to constrain infornratios.
section, | highlight evidence that intra-party groups benefit from aczéiss t
government leadership and its detailed legislative agenda through therngartization.
Similarly, the analysis suggests that the Jospin government used ilegidonnances,
an information protecting procedurg,the FrenchAssemblée Nationate limit
information about its policy agenda.

In each section, | use primary sources including transcripts of partyedepatty
platforms, news reports, party websites, party journals, personal intervidweeeondary
sources to describe the PS’ behavior. My approach in this chapter uses a singil@r logi
Liebermann’s (2005) nested analysis where cases are selected fapzegnt
resemblance or lack of semblance to the large-N expectations from the theory.
Liebermann (2005) argues that in depth study of a small number of cases can both
illustrate the causal mechanisms underlying the trends from largelp¢@mand can also
be used to inductively determine the reasons for any shortcomings of the previous
analysis. Therefore, | select the Socialist Party’s platform in 1998fsimnilarity to the
theory and in 1997 because the quantitative analysis under-predicts the change. By
comparing evidence from the same party over time, | can explore the iofjghenging
electoral conditions at multiple points as they unfold on the party’s strategy, (Ki
Keohane and Verba 1994). In both cases, | find evidence that the underlying mechanism
moderating the Socialist leadership’s behavior derives from internal pokiitally, the
analysis of legislative procedures in thd' arliament extends the logic of a nested

analysis to determine the validity of the quantitative analyses in Chapteds43 a
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In each of the analyses in this chapter, | find evidence that intra-paittggpol
influences party leaders’ strategies. Outcomes such as elector@arpsatparliamentary
behavior and government policies reflect party leaders’ attempts to managjarare the
goals of the party’s primary principals: intra-party factions and votergy.

Issue Balancing and
Parliamentary Accountability Reviewed

Since Downs’ (1957) influential study of party preferences, scholars of party
electoral strategy have focused on the relative location of party preferen the most
important issue dimension in most modern democracies: economic policy (see Adams et
al. 2006; Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009; Somer-Topcu 2009). However, there is less
research indicating why parties include the number and range of issuasctbdg in
their platforms. Budge and Farlie (1983) suggest that parties benefit frasirfigon
issues most important to their primary constituency. For example, Sogalies tend
to benefit when they focus their attention on issues related to labor rights and
unemployment. However, their study does not provide an indication of why parties
include a larger number of issues.

From a theoretical perspective, Schattschneider (1960) proposed that candidates
and parties will benefit by addressing a larger number of issues. Irufaartiee
suggested that voters are motivated by specific issues. Candidates thatrfdloase
issues and expand the scope of the political conflict may be able to mobilize mgderate
supportive voters that otherwise would not have participated in the election. However,

Schattschneider expected that parties and candidates would only expand the scope of
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conflict when they were electoral losers because they have little me¢nithange their
platforms when they are electoral winners.

My theory builds on Schattschneider’s perspective by arguing that that part
electoral platforms and strategies are the products of intra-parsyotescbecause party
leaders and platforms are subject to the approval of the party’s memberssoh€K
1989, Harmel and Janda 1994). While party leaders generally favor strategies that
maximize their electoral prospects, they balance their goals with dfhtise party’s
membership to protect their leadership positions (Sened and Schofield 2005). Accounts
of parties’ membership and activists suggest that they tend to be motivatediypbma
attaining their policy goals (Whitely and Seyd 1990; Sened and Schofield 2006).

However, party members’ approach to the policy process differs in tertmsirof t
willingness to compromise their policy goals (Kitschelt 1989). Ideologipaigmatic
members are willing to compromise their short term policy goals to forwagbtdef
winning elected office, whereas ideologically rigid members avoid any comges to
their policy goals. Parties include members with differing degrees lafignéss to
compromise (Kitschelt 1989). Because members select the party’s lepderd
platform at party congresses, | propose that party leaders’ approach tayh@gitorm
and the policy process reflects the balance of party members’ willsgmesmpromise
their policy goals at these meetings (Kitschelt 1989; Harmel and Janda 1994).

Therefore, | argue that the conditions that influence the balance of more
ideologically rigid and pragmatic members that participate in the padytpran
election predict the number of issues the party includes in its electofatmplat When

the balance is more ideologically rigid, party leaders decrease the nundsresfin
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their platform. When the party becomes more pragmatic, party leadeissimtine
number of issues to attract the support of a larger number of voters. Following from
Kitschelt (1989), | expect that more ideologically rigid activists and suppdrésome
more influential when parties lose control of office, lose votes in an election, atéape
perform poorly in an election because of the current economic conditions.

The analysis in Chapter 2 finds evidence that the conditions Kitschelt (1989)
identifies that increase the number of ideologically pragmatic astiaist lead parties to
increase the number of issues in their platforms. Conditions that increase the atimbe
ideologically rigid groups lead to a decrease in the number of issues pastigkeiin
their platforms. In particular, parties in government have a larger numbeues isg&n
opposition parties and government parties increase the number of issues in tioemplatf
when the economy is stronger. However, parties decrease the number of idseies in t
platforms when they lost seats in the last election or are in the opposition andaduring
growing economy.

These previous results demonstrate that electoral conditions lead to party
platforms that are consistent with the theory of issue balancing. HoweveteChaloes
not include any evidence for or against the expectation that intra-party greups a
mechanism that directly impacts the party’s platform. In this chagteedict that intra-
party politics moderates the impact of electoral conditions on party leastiategies.

The party’s organization and membership influences party leaders directlytthroug
elections at the party’s national congresses. In this chapter, | presentcevidsuggest
that party leaders and the party platform are products of these intra-pastgrieand

the overall orientation of the party’s membership present at the partyds megtings.
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In addition, | predict that parties which control government also respond to intra-
party, as well as voter demands. Upon taking office, government parties seek to shape
their image of accountability with the groups seeking to influence the partydbauler
behavior. Although voters tend to have low levels of information about the government’s
policy agenda (Lupia and McCubbins), previous studies have found evidence that parties
use legislative procedures, such as roll call votes, to highlight informatitmefor
electoral supporters (Carey 2009). | add that parties may also work tanfionthation
about their policy priorities to voters on issues important to other groups. In g@ayticul
predict that parties also use procedures that limit the details and infamrabbut the
policy process to the public on issues important to intra-party groups.

Although party activists and members also expect party leaders to act abtpunt
on issues important to them, | predict that they have greater information abpattthe
leaders’ activities in office. Intra-party groups attain this aalu information through
the party organization’s national meetings where party and governmeetdehscuss
their policy priorities. In Chapter 3, | find evidence consistent with the yhbat
governments in France use information generating procedures on issues thakhey se
highlight to voters and information protecting procedures on issues they seek to li
voter information on.

Following from these results, the theory adds that parties should produce a larger
amount of policy on issues important to intra-party groups because they have higher
levels of information about the government’s policy priorities. While voters may
perceive the government to be accountable because it highlighted legislatssaes i

important to them, government parties can mask their legislation to reward party
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members and activists. The analysis in Chapter 4 provides evidence that sitygéepa
ideologically cohesive governments produce a greater number of laws on issues
important to their activists than to their voters. ldeologically contentioudiooalfocus
more on issues important to their voters.

The results in Chapters 3 and 4, suggest that parties use legislative proaedures
dedicate legislation on issues consistent with the broader theory. However, neithe
chapter demonstrates evidence that party activists can gain informatigrafnd
influence, party leaders once they are in government. Similarly, Chapter 3suniyes
that information protecting procedures limit the information available to the public

In the rest of this chapter, | present evidence on the Socialist Paahdsibr in
the French Fifth Republic. I build on previous chapters by focusing on the role of intra-
party politics and debates to illustrate their ability to influence partietsabefore
elections and the role of party congresses as a means to increase iafoabatit the
party’s activities in government. | then provide evidence to illustrategbetiative
ordonnancedimit information to voters about the government’s policy activities. In the
following section, | begin by providing a brief description of Beeti Socialistés
experiences in the French Fifth Republic as a background to the party’satlector
strategies in 1993 and 1997.

The Parti Socialiste in the French Fifth Republic

Prior to 1981, the PS’s experience in the French Fifth Republic was characterized
as oppositional in nature because of its inability to win elections for the pregidied to
become a member of a coalition government. Although the PS had been involved

extensively in coalition governments during the Fourth Republic which ended in 1958,
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the institutional changes adopted along with the Constitution of the French Fifth iRepubl
initially led to a limited governmental role for the PS (previously known aSelegon
Francaise de I'Internationale Ouvriére The PS consistently attracted votes at the
national level and controlled a large number of local offices, but it did not play ae acti
role in controlling government until Francgois Mitterand won the Presidency in 1981
(Knapp and Wright 2006). Tables D1 and D2 in Appendix D list the prime ministers
(Table D1) and presidents (Table D2) of the Fifth Republic.

The PS’ poor electoral performance following the start of the Fifth Republic in
1958 was marked by the initial need to seek out electoral and political allid&haeg
with the addition of a popularly elected president and changes to the executive’s
parliamentary powers, the new republic created two ballot electorafoulesats to the
Assemblée National&nder these new electoral rules, the candidate that won a majority
of votes in the first round was elected. If no candidate received a majovityesfin the
first round, any candidate that won more than 5% of the vote in the first round of voting
progressed to the second round two weeks later. The 5% threshold was increased to 10%
and later to 12.5%. Only the two candidates with the most votes advance to the second
round in the presidential elections (Knapp and Wright 2006).

During the Fourth Republic (1946-1958), the parliament never included a
majority party. Instead, parties organized coalitions to form governnieite/ére
frequently incapable of influencing the majority of the vote in the parliament fpr ve
long. This changed along with the new electoral rules. Many of the smaliesparder
the Fourth Republic disappeared as the party system decreased in size. Thidatarsoli

of parties in the Fifth Republic eventually benefitted the center right and tefter
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parties, including the PS; however, tharti Communiste Francaig@CF) (which was to

the economic left of the PS) attracted much of the vote as the largest oppositi@i part

the until the late 1960s. Due to the decrease in the number of parties, elections fér the A
in the Fifth Republic regularly have led to coalition governments with the support of a
majority of seats in the parliament. Along with the new powers provided to the
parliamentary cabinet, the new parliamentary context left oppositioegparith little

influence on government.

The presidential election in 1969 marked a nadir in the Socialist party’s support.
The PS candidate, Gaston Deferre, received only 5% of the vote in the first round without
any electoral alliances, losing to the successor of the previous Presi@detyt <3eorges
Pompidou. The following year, Francois Mitterand successfully won electithre t
party’s top position, First Secretary, and began to reform the party’s directmmthast
to previous strategies pursued by the Socialists, Mitterand prioritizedraleslliances
with other parties of the left. One year later (1972), the PS had signed an alligmttes
PCF under the Common Program or in French “Programme Commune”. Many voters
rewarded the party’s new approach in the following presidential elections, dthoug
Mitterand did not win the election.

As the PS’ presidential candidate in 1974, Mitterand made it into the second
round of voting, but lost with just over 49% of the vote. The PS also performed well in
the parliamentary elections in 1978 and then won majorities in both the presidechtial a
parliamentary elections in 1981. As listed in Table D1, Pierre Mauroy actbhd Bsime

Minister in the new Socialist led government until an economic downturn forced the
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government to change its direction in 1983.To highlight the PS’ policy shift, Mitterand
replaced Mauroy with Laurent Fabius as the new Prime Minister.

Following the economic downturn and a shift to proportional electoral rules, the
Socialists lost their majority in parliamentary elections in 1986. The negulti
conservative government reinstated the double ballot electoral rules, whichehad be
place prior to 1986. However, the PS returned to power in the parliamentary elections
called by Mitterand immediately after winning his reelection bid for arsseven year
term for President in 1988, as illustrated in Table D2.

Following a series of minority governments led by the PS, the party suffered a
historic defeat in 1993, losing most of its parliamentary delegation and then losing the
presidential election in 1995. However, the party returned to power along with its
electoral allies (the “Gauche Plurielle”) with the PCF, the Gre@hsuid theParti
Radical de Guach@RG) in 1997 before losing control of parliament again in 2002.
Throughout this period, the PS experimented with numerous electoral strategies that
resulted in mixed levels of success. The choice among the party’s strategeser,
depended not only on exogenous political conditions, but also the divisions within the PS.
In the next section, | describe the internal structure of the SocialtgttBatustrate the
methods that intra-party groups can use to exert their influence on the phatysal
platform and leadership.

The Party Organization

Throughout the Fifth Republic, the Socialist Party held a national congresstat |

once every three years. All party members are welcome to particimhtege in the

Congress. The specific speakers and proposal on which participants vote aieedrgg
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the 306 member national council. The national council consists of 204 members elected
by the party congress and the 102 first secretaries of the fedenaizatgms. The first
secretaries from the federal organizations are selected by ed aetmbers of the local
party organizations (Bergounioux and Grunberg 2005, Lefebvre 2009).

The national council meets numerous times throughout the year to approve
important decisions made by the two other leadership organizations: the nafiiceal of
and the national secretariat. The national office (54 members) is alseddgthe
party congress. The national secretariat is chosen by the national esuhisi directed
by the party’s first secretary. Together these organizations mémagarty and
implement the decisions made by the party congress in between meetings.

Before the national congresses, members of the National Secreikciat s
opinions from party members on their policy goals. Party leaders then orgasie the
opinions into a single document to propose as the party’s platform at the national
congress. Any party leader can create proposals to be voted on. Prior to 1995, the first
secretary was also selected in the same vote as the party’s platfothe party
congress, the platform with the plurality of the vote wins. At most congresses, member
only vote on two proposals, one from the national council and a single alternative
(Lefebvre 2009). In the following section, | review the primary findings fronph&
for the PS in the French Fifth Republic and discuss the impact of the primary inelepend
variables on the Socialist party’'s membership before the 1993 and 1997 elections

(Bergounioux and Grunberg 2005, Lefebvre 2009).
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The Parti Socialiste and Electoral Strategy

According to my theory of strategic issue balancing outlined in Chapter 1spartie
add and remove issues in their platforms to reward their principals: intyagpaups and
voters. The link between electoral conditions and party strategies depends on the
principals influencing the party’s leadership through the party congreseeso an
election. More pragmatic activists and leaders add issues to attractglgteapportive
voters, whereas more ideologically rigid ones narrow the party’s focus onlarsmal
number of issues. | predict that the influence of these groups is determined by whic
groups are attracted to the party because of the electoral conditions.

Because previous chapters present limited evidence for the effect of électora
conditions on the party’s platform, an in depth analysis of the electoral rasiiftstia-
party debates leading to each party platform will be instructive for higiniggtite
underlying mechanisms. According to the logic of a nested-analysis, aptmstiedy of
a case can be used to both illustrate the causal mechanisms underlyiegdbéaund in
regression results. Case studies can also be used to better understanddbefdiie
previous analysis (Liebermann 2005). In the following analyses, | illagtratreasons
that the large-N results explain the PS’ behavior better in some electonsthers. In
this section, | first review the large-N evidence and its links to intréy dabates prior
to the elections in 1993 and 1997.

The results from Chapter 2 suggest that the electoral context substantially
influences the number of issues in the party’s platform. In particular, IHatd t
economic growth, whether the party is in government, and its previous electaedsuc

lead to changes in the number of issues parties include in their platform. | exp#dwt tha
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specific reason that these conditions impact the party’s platform is bebhaydgadt
influence the activists and representatives that join the party and pagticiphaé party’s
national congress. The primary impact of intra-party divisions (betwees mor
ideologically pragmatic and rigid groups) is that when the party has beessuteg
gaining votes, controlling office, or expects to be rewarded for perforweiign office,
leaders propose more pragmatic platforms. Party leaders respond to margicddiypl
rigid groups when they perceive that the party’s more pragmatic stéateye failed.
Ideologically rigid supporters become more influential when the party losesivabes
previous election, is in the opposition and expects the government to be rewarded for its
positive economic performance.

The history of the PS during the Fifth Republic indicates support for this
perspective, although I find that the story behind its strategies is more gdimhethe

theory initially suggests. Here | will discuss the post-1969 context for the iSstrate

these dynamic80 After the presidential elections in 1969, there were seven
parliamentary and five presidential elections. The PS wrote manifesteadh of the

parliamentary elections. Figure 12 presents the effective number oestarigsues

(ENMI) in the PS platform for each election in the Fifth Repufi@ased on the

40 The discussion focuses on the period in whichP8es the largest party of the left in Fifth Repeibl
Prior to 1969, the PCF attracted a greater numbentes and won more seats to parliament than $ie P

41 operationalize the effective number of manifastues using Laakso and Taagepera’s functiorhéor t
effective number of parties. | use the formula leto compute each party’s ENMI in an election where
refers to the specific issue antrefers to the percentage of the party’s platfoadicated to that issue.
The ENMI theoretically ranges from 1 to 49 becanfstne number of categories included in the
Comparative Manifestos Project.

1
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operationalization in Chapter 2, the ENMI is a weighted measure of the numtmres is
parties include in their platforms. In Figure 5.1, the number of issues in therelisct
indicated as an X during the years where the party controlled the Primstéviand is
listed as a dot otherwise.

The PS increased the number of issues in its platform in 1968, 1975, 1978, 1988
and 1993, while it decreased the number in 1963, 1981, 1986 and 1997. Based on the
PS’ role in government and the economy, the PS should have increased the number of
issues in its platform when the economy performed worse than the OECD average and
the party was in the opposition. The theory also predicts that the SocialisivBalty
add issues when the party was in government and the economy performed better than the
OECD average.

Based on this large-N evidence, the economy was a major factor in some of these
elections. In 1973, 1978 and 1988, France’s economy grew at a negative rate relative to
the OECD average as shown in Figure 5.2. As predicted by the theory, thedaSadcr
the number of issues in its platform in each of these elections. The PS increased the
number of issues in its platforms while in the opposition in 1973, 1978, 1988, and in
2007. When the economy was growing and the PS was in the opposition, the PS
decreased the number of issues in 1981 and 1997, but in contrast to the theory increased
the number of issues in 2007.

For the most part, the results support the theory for the PS’s time in office. The
issue balancing theory predicts that the party will increase the numbsue$ mwhen it is

in office and will increase the number more if the economy is performing Tl party
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increased the number of issues in 1993 and 2002. However, it decreased the number in
1986 even though the economy was slightly better off than the OECD average.

The intra-party dynamics leading up to the elections in 1993 and 1997 provide
some evidence that the economy played an important part of the PS’ strategies in thos
years. The debates at the party congresses prior to the legislatitiens included some
discussions of the economy. At the last party congress prior to the election in 1993, the
1992 Congrés de Bordeaux, most references to the economy were linked to specific
policy proposals with few direct references to the party’'s strategy amdtined state of
the economy. For example, the first direct statement on the general ecdribey a
Congrés de Bordeaux suggested that the party should renew its messageibhgifg.br
together the activities related to the world of work, the economy, society areiJthe
relationship with labor unions” (Jacques Hableau, July 10, 1992, 23).

While it is hard to see the direct impact of the economy on the PS’ strategy in
1992, the party focused much of its attention on other issues presumably because it did
not worry about voters holding them accountable for a poor economic record in 1993.
Most of these discussions suggest that the PS should protect the mixed economy and the
role of workers in the French economy. For example, Gerard Lindeperg, a mertiteer of
Party Secretariat from the Loire valley region in 1992 and 1993, stated that Showtkl
place employment at the center of our debates” (July 10-12, 1992, 34). Thierry Mandon,
the party’s speaker on social policy added later that “...we will have to explée
French that our top priority, the primary objective of our efforts is to sustairediige

unemployment” (July 10-12, 84).



185

Others related the economy to the broader globalization movement, the European

Union, the failure of communism, the environment, or foreigrf*gith particular, Louis
Mermaz, the Minister of Agriculture from 1988 to 1992, described other issues as
extensions of the Socialist Party’s focus on regulating the economy.

“We also know that the state must play its role in the econ@ggin as a

regulator and sometimes as a stakeholder.... We need to analyzeuste

explain, we need to invent, build on what we've done for ten years! sao®

the promotion of human rights, international politics, internationabmct.”

(Louis Mermaz, July 10, 1992, 66)

The attention given to many of these issues, including globalization, defedse, a
environmental policy, increased in the party’s platform in 1993, but the PS did not
directly discuss foreign aid in its electoral platform. Consistent withalleeof the
economy suggested by the theory, the party discussed the economy in this elettion as i
links to each of these issues while they are in government and that the individuatspeake
used the economy to support their own pet issues.

In addition, members of the government cabinet present commented on the
opposition’s critiques of the Socialist government’s economic record. In particular
Thierry Mandon mentioned that the parties of the right would argue that that thef‘cos
work” and production in France was too high and that France’s inability to cobate |

was caused by these high costs. (Thierry Mandon, July 10-12 1992, 85). Similarly, Pierre

Bérégovoy, the Prime Minister at the end of 1992, critiqued the goals of the patties

42 The PS increased the focus on the following topitacroeconomic Policy(1), Health (3), Agriculture
(4), Environment (7), Energy (8), Justice and Cr{t#), Urban and Territorial Housing (14), Economic
Regulations and Consumer Protections (15), Deféb3ekoreign Trade (18), Government Operations
Policy (20), Public Lands and Water Management,(@t4{l Local Politics (24). They decreased the
percentage of the platform addressing these isslienan Rights (2), Worker Protections (5), Eduaatio
(6), Transport (10), Social Policy (13), Spaceg8fce, Technology and Communication (17), Intermatio
Affairs and Foreign Aid (19), Culture (23), and $3¢29).
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right “to liberate society from its rules, even more to dismantle the coexxicial
protections...” (Pierre Bérégovoy, July 10-12 1992, 118).

Finally, there is some direct discussion that suggests that the economy should be a
consideration in the party’s electoral strategy. For example, the Miofségyriculture,
Louis Mermaz commented that the PS should not “...forget the way to defend our record,
the success of the French economy, inflation controlled, the trade balance adjusted,
growth resumed and that this puts us in the top of OECD countries...” (Louis Mermaz,
July 10-12 1992, 65). Mermaz'’s list continues by describing a number of additional
policy successes, indicating that the economy was viewed as a policyssinateshould
be linked to the PS’ other policy priorities. Another speaker suggested that the economy
could be used to encourage participation of young people, but primarily by incrémsesing
number of jobs available (Yannick Bodin, July 10 1992, 30).

Consistent with the party’s role in the opposition, the debate prior to the election
in 1997 took a markedly different tone in its approach to the economy. These discussions
focused instead on using the economy as a means to distinguish the PS from thefpartie
the economic right. Now in the opposition, the Socialist Party was freed to diseuss t
negatives associated with the economy. In 1997, the economy became more of a central
issue in the PS’ platform. For example, the party’'s First Secretary, Llospin,
suggested that the economy should serve as the primary division between the PS and the
conservative government. Following a discussion of the economy, Jospin stated that “We
must feel and express the aspirations for change, to take our distance from i loéha

the right, clearly mark our differences with her.” (Jospin, February 8 1997, 41).
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In the final meeting of the party’s National Council prior to the election, dsspi
language further highlighted this approach. Although Jospin’s focus on the economy
decreased somewhat from the previous national convention most of his statements
included the following sentiment:

“The right fails in the economy, it leads a national, European and strategic plan

(when you see [the right’s] attitude toward the United States and NATO), which

weakens the state’s economic and social defense of the country and, also, in some

ways affects its identity.” (Jospin March 22, 1997, 7).

Most of the speakers’ comments on the economy at this meeting were negative
and used the issue as a starting point to describe how the Socialist Party werudd off
solution that protected a large majority of citizens.

These statements suggest that the economy played a central role in degermini
the party’s approach to its electoral strategy. In 1993, the party wasdibé&an
focusing on its economic priorities because of the economy’s moderate growth @énd use
the success of the economy as a way to create positive links with its previoiespil
1997, the economy became more central to the party’s platform as a means to distinguish
itself from the opposition. The PS linked the economy to the conservative government’s
platform by demonstrating the slower growth the economy had relative podiious
election.

In 1997, the PS used the economy as an issue during its national convention to

highlight factors that decreased within their platform, such as nationalseed@d

consumer protections, as well as some issues that they increased withiratfaimpl

such as social policieés3 The theory of issue balancing predicts that a slightly positive

43Based on the coding from Chapter 3, the PS tadgetter groups on issues related to macroeconomic
(1), health (3), urban and territorial housing (l#Honomic regulation (15), defense (16), and guwent
operations policy (20). Human Rights (2), Agricuét§4), Education (6), Environment (7), Energy (8),
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economy would lead the PS to attract a larger number of ideologically rigitsscand
focus its platform on the issues important to these groups. Expecting votersitd tiee
government for positive economic growth, more pragmatic groups will deedigtson to
dedicate its resources to a party in the opposition.

The specific language the Socialist leaders used suggests thatutsiis of the
economy was still linked to the issues important to voter groups in both electoral
contexts. In 1993, competing factions used the economy to support their own pet issues,
whereas in 1997, the party’s leadership used the country’s slower growth levelays a
to distinguish itself from the economic priorities of the sitting governmeatiepaWhile
the leadership’s discussion of these issues suggests that there is aal @ectwction
between the economy and voter issues, the party’s platform reduced the relatverfoc
these issues, such as macroeconomic policy and economic regulations, while focusing
greater attention on issues such as human rights agriculture or education.

This evidence provides limited evidence of a direct link between the economy and
the type of activists attracted to the party. In contrast to the Jospiesetas, party
leaders may focus their attention on non-economic issues to avoid reminding voters of
the somewhat positive economic growth. However, this situation also allowstye pa
leaders to focus their attention in greater detail on issues important to grithipshe
party that are normally overwhelmed by voters’ economic priorities.

In addition to the economic context, | also find some evidence in Chapter 2 that

the party’s previous electoral success influences the party’s policyrplatitthough the

Transport (10), Justice and Crime (12), Socialdydi3), space, science, technology and commupitati
(17), international affairs and foreign aid (19)pic lands and water management (21) and cultural
policies are all labeled as activist issues.
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results are relatively weak. In particular, the PS’ electoral sesutigest an unclear link
between the Socialist party’s previous electoral success and their plaklimyms. |

predict that parties that increased their seats in the previous eleatamh @ibre
pragmatic groups and increase the number of issues in their platforms indthenigl|
election. The PS gained seats in 1978, 1981, 1988 and 1997, but only increased the
number of issues in two of the elections that follow these gains.

Because the evidence for the effect of previous electoral results on the party’s
platform is mixed for the Socialist Party, an in depth analysis of the edeotsults and
intra-party debates leading to each party platform will be instructive gbfigiting the
underlying mechanisms. Using the logic of a nested-analysis, the fajjonvdepth case
study first illustrates the causal mechanism, intra-party politics riyimtgethe regression
results from Chapter 2 using the election in 1993 (Liebermann 2005). | then study the
period between 1993 and 1997 to better understand why the large-N results under predict
the change to the 1997 platform. In the following section, | provide a brief destbt
the PS’ experience in power from 1981 leading up to its major electoral defeat inl1993.
then focus my discussion on the intra-party debates and factors leading up to ibeselect
in 1993 and 1997.

The 1993 Electoral Defeat and 1997 Reversal

By 1993, the PS had controlled the presidency since 1981 and the parliament for
all but two years (1986-1988) in the same period. During this time, the Sociatist Par
changed from a party of the opposition to a party accustomed to participation in
government. The PS came to power in 1981 at a point in the party’s history in which it

was dominated largely by the party’s ideological left. Prior to Mitt@isaelection in
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1981, the party had abandoned earlier moves towards the ideological center asithe maj
faction (known as aouran) of the left, the Committee for Socialist Education and
Research (CERES), hoped to form a joint program with the PCF. Leaders of the party
ideological right were mostly absent from the party. For example, GuigtMalleader

of thecourantof the party’s ideological right, had been marginalized in the party
congresses in 1973 and 1975. In the 1978 party congress, Guy Mmlatstlargely
disappeared following his death and Michel Rocard, who had just recently rejoined the

party, began to organize a new courant near the ideological center (Bergounioux and

Grunberg 2005, 309-316f

Consistent with the makeup of the party prior to 1981, the PS quickly began to
implement its policy goals once in office, nationalizing most of the major banks and
reforming the labor laws: such as reducing the maximum hours an individuabdamw
a week, protecting paid leave, and increasing the minimum wage (Bergoungux a
Grunberg 2005, 324-326). The Socialist Party’s plans, however, were short-lived. In th
fall of 1981, France’s decreasing exports and increasing government leeficcita
weakening of the franc and an increase in government debts (327). In response to the
worsening economic situation, the government refocused its policy goals on stopping
inflation and managing the economy. In 1984, the Socialist party moderated many of its
policy goals and President Mitterand replaced the parliamentary cabewtinge
Laurent Fabius as the new prime minister. At the same time, the PS publistietnest
on its changing approach toward the economy. Its position had shifted from a “rupture

with capitalism” to a “modernization” of it (Bergounioux and Grunberg 2005, 328).

44 Rocard founded the PSU as a division from the SRITH57 over disagreements with the SFIO’s
position on the Algerian war. He rejoined Soctaftarty under Mitterand’s renewed direction in 1974
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Under the leadership of President Mitterrand as both the popularly elected
President and the party’s First Secretary, the party maintained thispdeigely until
the late 1980s. Throughout this period, the party became increasingly hiethrchica
organized and dominated by Mitterrand as it moved away from the more extreme left
positions of the CERES. Similarly, the party’'s membership and activista befmce a
malaise as the party became more ‘presidentialized’ despite its preftatisnas of the
conservative parties’ centralization (Bergounioux and Grunberg 2005, 338). Following
his re-election in 1988, however, the leaders loyal to Mitterrand splintered into 3 groups
led by Laurent Fabius, Lionel Jospin and Michel Rocard (Bergounioux and Grunberg
2005, 339).

While Fabius had the support of Mitterrand and the political baggage directly
associated with Mitterrand’s policy reversals, Jospin organized anaite® courant
antagonistic to many of Mitterrand’s policy reforms. Jospin called fawed reforms of
the ‘inflexible’ institutions of the Fifth Republic. In particular, Jospin sougheunify
the executive (similar to the fourth republic) and to provide the executive widategr
connection to the legislature by tying the single executive to parliargeagproval.
Further, he hoped to link the discussion of increasing ‘presidentialisation’ vhthin t
party to the broader context of the institutions of the Fifth Republic. On the other hand,
Mitterrand’s repeated endorsements of Fabius in the party Congrésses in 198&iand ag
in 1990 linked Fabius to the party’s experiences under Mitterrand (Bergounioux and
Grunberg 2005).

The trend towards greater hierarchy and political pragmatism within ttye pa

increased under Mitterrand until disagreements between the party’ssleade to a
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head during the Congrés de Rennes in 1990. At this party Congréss, the party voted on an
unusually large number of proposals for the party’s platform and leadership that we
divided between Mitterand’s two successors: Fabius and Jospin. In previous party
congresses, only one or two proposals for the party platform linked to a particsiar Fi
Secretary are put to a vote. The final vote of the membership determined both tlse party
platform and the party’s leadership positions. While there may be competing psdposal
most party congresses, they rarely gain more than a small percentage/ofe relative
to the proposal by the leadership which regularly receives greater than 85% ogthe vot
(Bergounioux and Grunberg 2005; Oral interview with Pierre Kanuty, party historian on
08/18/2008).

At the Congrés de Rennes, however, seven leaders submitted distinct proposals
that would determine the party’s leadership and the party’s prioritiesddra93
election. Although Fabius and Jospin largely agreed on their relative prefertdmece
large number of proposals suggested the importance of the party’s leadershigp and t
belief that the party leader would then likely become the next presidentiafiaendihe
ultimate winning proposal was viewed as a synthesis developed by Jospin of the
proposals by Mitterand’s chosen successor, Laurent Fabius and the more extreme
position of Pierre Mauray. In particular, the ultimate vote came down to projgsals
Fabius and Jospin and was decided by less than one percent of the party vote. Breaking
with Fabius and Mitterand, Jospin organized this new coalition into a new, lasting
courant. By incorporating a large number of intra-party groups that had previoesly be
associated with alternative courants, Jospin’s new courant was able to oabviote F

supporters (Congrés de Rennes, March 15-18 1990). This highly contested votesslustrat
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the large number of groups seeking to control the party’s leadership and themteed f
new party leader to balance the goals of these groups.

This vote laid the groundwork for the larger change in priorities that occurred
following the electoral defeat in the 1993 parliamentary elections. Jospin’s pdropnsa
have won, but the pragmatic compromise also reflected the synthesis of Mitteaadd’
Fabius’ priorities with Jospin’s new supporters. The shift in priorities would not be
completely evident until the development of electoral platforms for the prasident
election in 1995 and the parliamentary election in 1997.

Interestingly, the Congrés de Rennes represented a disappearance of the most
ideologically left faction within the party. News reports of the congressl lbéeabsence
of Jean-Pierre Chevéenement, the leader of the courant farthest to the idetdftgieat
examplelLe Mondesarcastically described the winning proposal as a moral victory for
Chevénement’s faction as his courant voted against the winning platform. Indeed, the
Congrés de Rennes marked the final decline of his faction as Chevénemeetdadiar
he would not put himself forward as a candidate in the future and his faction lacked any
new “présidentiable” candidates as his previous supporters and friends hdy laiftea
the party (Andreani 1990).

Further, Jospin’s new faction represented a break between older factions linked to
Mitterand (represented by Fabius) and Chevénement. This new faction took atjgragma
but more direct approach, towards issues previously downplayed in the partgeplatf
such as expanding France’s participation in the EU and the centralization oftyhe par
(Andreani 1990). This new approach reflected many of the issues that the PS had been

forced to confront in government over the previous decade, since the party’spcagm
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change in direction beginning in 1983 (Andreani 1990). Similarly, the compromise that
emerged in 1990 reflected a final break from the coordination Mitterand had previously
organized with the ideological left of the party and the PCF.

To summarize, the Congrés de Rennes included a proliferation of new factions
and saw the disappearance of older, more ideologically partisan factioostitiued the
trend started by Mitterand of focusing more on the party’s electoral andemeal
goals, but abandoned more traditional linkages with the other parties of the lé&. Whi
there were two more party congresses prior to the next election, the newdklshlance
within the PS remained until the disastrous elections of 1993.

The final platform and leadership for the 1993 election was developed at the
Congrés de Bordeaux in 1992. At this party congress, the debates focused more on
reforms to the party structure and on ways to open the party structure towatds gre
participation. Similar to the logic of the theory, the expectation of the [gaiganas that
in order to maintain electoral success, the party had to be open to groups with diverse
interests. Although there were divisions between the courants, the leaders hieseed t
divisions as inevitable from the presidentialization of the party as well agattyes
“pluralism” (Daniel Vaillant, Congrés de Bordeaux, July 10-12 1992, 5). These s#aluctur
reforms were intended to make the party more democratic and accessible tualdivi
members.

Near the conclusion of the Congrés de Bordeaux, Jean Crusol, an academic and
member of the government cabinet, presciently described his reservatiotisewi
platform that was going to be adopted. He focused his comments on the role of the

party’s program and the activists’ levels of mobilization. In particulars@rargued that
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the parties’ platforms, although clear and appropriate, did not engage the party
supporters or the “majority of citizens” (July 10 1992, 200). Further, the partiegstsct
are not engaged by the program for the following reasons;
“...because the language used in the platforms is too sophisticated and
excessively technocratic, the texts are too long, because our proposelenilat
distantly to the real problems citizens face in their every-day hfit pacause
these proposals are not sufficiently relevant to their specific situation in the
district, in the city, in the rural commune, in the departments and the regions.
Finally, when these proposals are in the right direction, they do not go through
and are not acted upon [by the party leaders in government].” (Crusol, 200)
Crusol’'s comments suggest that the party’s program had increasingly become
disconnected from the party’s traditional activist base. Although he does ndidirect
discuss the number of issues included the platform, his specific criticisntdinkg
contention that the platform relates to a broad class of groups that are not tles&iadi
focus of the party’s activist base. This suggests that the platform in 1993 inghgasi
reflected diverse electoral interests and not the goals of the pattyistaupporters.
Following from the logic of the theory advanced in Chapter 2, the new, more
moderate and ideologically pragmatic party dominance should have led theoparty t
increase the number of issues in its platform. The PS had gained seats in the previous
election, controlled the prime minister and expected to benefit from positive eéiconom

growth. Its platform followed this expectation. The Socialist Party cordintaesarlier

strategy from 1988 of expanding the number of issues in its platform. The party’s 1993

platform covered both a wide range of issues, but gave little attention to trgdt>
According to the Comparative Manifesto Project, the PS dedicated an avefla@&%f

of its platform to each issue. The party dedicated over 5% of its platform toaanly t

451n an analysis of the substance of the party’tfanian, | find that a major section of the platfofatused
on the government’s accomplishments in office.
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issues: social justice and expansion of the welfare state. In total, the 1988platf
dedicated only 9 and 11 sentences to these topics (Klingemann et al. 2006).

In the 1993 parliamentary elections, the PS faced a historic defeat, loarhg ne
all of its parliamentary delegation (from 260 to 53 seats). The 1993 parliagnentar
election was preceded by large losses in regional and cantonal electionertlyegrand
was followed by losses in European elections in 1994. By 1995, the PS began to change
its strategy in response to these failures. While the party increasedntifoer of issues in
the previous election, the strategy had changed by the 1995 and 1997 elections when the
party decreased the number of issues in its platform by refocusing itsgmesseore
issues central to the party’s platform.

Following its rebuke in the 1993 elections, the party held a number of meetings to
determine the roots of its electoral defeat. The general sense framtbesngs was that
the party had lost its connection with its membership and activist base. For example
Daniel Percheron, the organizer and President of the Congress and the fikst aptee
Congrés de Liéven, began by describing the large range of groups present before
suggesting that the primary method to keep the party’s diverse interests tagerilter
be through its decentralized federal structure. Percheron stated that thecgrdapsed
within the Socialist party “...would not have happened without the opportunities
provided by decentralization” (Percheron, November 18-20, 1994, 4). Countering the
divisions generated in 1993, Henri Emmanuelli, the party’s First Secretidugy tame,
suggested that the party needed to appear to be “a united party, while thekghtte
a battle between its leaders, which | believe is devastating itskd# atdment and gives

the worst image towards public opinion.” (November 18-20, 1994, 16).



197

The timing of the movement towards limiting divisions occurred at a time that
benefitted Jospin’s priorities because the leadership bodies, which had been s¢lect
earlier party congresses, were largely dominated by Jospin and his suppbrtiensthe
influence of Jospin, the party’s new set of priorities reflected his courant’y polic
additions from the platform developed in 1993. According to the theory, more pragmatic
activists and members should have seen little reason to stay within the pattg pady
leaders should have needed to focus their attention on the goals of the activistsbage t
in power. From a practical standpoint, many of the previous elected officials\aere
longer in office, as the party lost over half its vote (from 36.56% to 17.6%) and a larger
percentage of seats (from 260 seats to 54) from its parliamentary delegatiorany
more at the local and regional levels. The party leaders after 1993 had to balewce a n
set of priorities within the party. The supporters that remained with the pegght
reflected its new priorities and the coalition of supporters organized by Jospin
(Bergounioux and Grunberg 2005).

In the first National Council meeting following the 1993 defeat, Fabius exglaine
that the critiques of the party’s policy behaviors and the economy “...would have been
less strong if we had evidence of a stronger social boldness and in the tredtment
unemployment” (National Council, April 3 1993, 7). He goes on to list a number of
specific failures in the party’s policies towards economic growth, soctaiguend
working conditions. As a member of the older courant that had become marginalized
within the party, Fabius’ suggestions largely focused on issues that had eéedneas

attention in the 1993 platform.
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Although Jospin lost to Chirac in the presidential election held in 1995, the party
regained much of its footing attaining a respectable 45% of the vote. Unlike 1993, the
party faced little internal debate leading up to the 1997 election. Jospin assgméens
of his courant to write the platform for the party. Following the failure afevénd’s
pragmatic approach in 1993, the party congress held in 1994 set out a new direction.
Where intra-party divisions characterized the votes at the Congrés de Reanes, t
Congrés de Liéven in 1994 provided a clearer direction than previous national meetings.
The motion deposited by Henri Emmanuelli to return to the heart of the socialist
discussion, the “indispensable redistribution of wealth,” gained over 92.5% of the vote
(Bergounioux and Grunberg 2005).

By 1997, the platform the parliamentary election reflected a paired down set of
priorities, but with substantially more detail. The program itself had beemngm
written by a supporter of Jospin’s courant, Pierre Moscovici, to reflegiattg's
renewed focus; however, Jospin was also involved in writing the program (Bergounioux
and Grunberg 2005). None of tbeurantsopposed to Jospin presented serious
challenges to Jospin in the lead up to the presidential election in 1995 or the program
written for the parliamentary election in 1997. Similarly, the motion by Biang

Hollande, Jospin’s handpicked successor to be the First Secretary in 1997 following the

Congrés de Brest, met little resistance and gained over 84 % of tHvote.
In the 1997 election, the party’s platform was no longer weighed down by the
party’s defense of its policies from nearly a decade in office. The 1997 platfgan be

with the statement “We change the future, we change the majority.” The irttosduc

46 http://www.france-politique.fr/congres-ps.htm Assed 5/14/2012
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immediately contrasted the 1993 platform. The previous manifesto focused on the party’
prior achievements in office and described the issues on which it hoped to expand future
policies. Instead, the 1997 platform stated that “... we want for this campaidovtcaal

true discussion of ideas that provides a fully well-informed choice.” Following tinesn
statement the discussion of specific issues forms the bulk of the 1997 platform. For
example, the PS included almost 12% or 17 statements each on the European Community
and social justice issues (Klingemann et al. 2006). Following the logic ofstne is

balancing theory, these issues were of particular importance to Jospin’s courant

(Andreani 1990).

The selection of these issues relates to the intra-party discussions fgllowin
Jospin’s selection as the First Secretary in 1995. In the first PS National ICneeting
following his selection in December 1995, Jospin laid out his policy priorities and
directly linked them to the goals of the party’s activists and members:

“... New economic policy, financial reform, city politics and inclusion of youth:
for these issues | plan to create a council of mayors in liaison Bernard Poignant
and the FNESR [National Federation of Elected Socialists and Republicans] and
renew our policies on Europe, defense and modernization of public services in
France and Europe. These are the subjects that among the others in which the
Parti Socialistewill redefine the positions and arrange our strongest case in the
next confrontation with the people. Isn’t this what the party membership would
want?” (Jospin, December 16, 1995, 12)

His final statement indicates that these issues should be of primary impddanc
the party’s supporters. Following this National Council meeting, Jospin calldaefor t
organization of a number of working groups that specifically tackled each of $sees i
and allowed the party’s activists and members to provide comments. For exaenpe, Pi

Moscovici, a supporter of Jospin’s courant, led a committee to further researchsthe PS
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position on the European Union. Muscovici presented the committee’s proposals at the
subsequent National Council meeting March 2-3, 1996. At the March meeting, the PS’

central debates centered on his comments to which the priorities of the memberghi

then added’ By the end of March, the party’'s members voted in support of Jospin’s
proposal with over 92% of the vote.

Similarly, other committees were formed to discuss employment and social
actions, defense, local politics, globalization, the federal treasuryyuluigrecand social
movements. National officials also attended meetings at the local level onieadutbe
definition of Europe, industry and the left and the nation. These meetings set theg/prim

topics for the national council meetings and the party dedicated a number of specia

editions of “Vendredi” the party’s newsletter to these same ikies.

These discussions were important because they represented the partiiifgaders
attempts to work with the party membership to build the party’s policy goals on these
issues. These meetings also allowed the leadership to evaluate edsrsigguert and
integrate the party’s regional organizations by bringing members framregional
grouping together. Importantly, these discussions were being held iyeahgaince of the
next scheduled election. While the PS had numerous meetings leading up to first the
Party Congréss in 1992, the discussions centered mostly on internal reformstaggl.stra
The primary debates addressed how to reform the party’s organization toalimere
democratic procedures, to energize both “activists and sympathizersigSisevenard,

Congrés de Bordeaux, July 10-12 1992, 15).

47 parti Socialiste Conseil Nationale (December 29896).

48 parti Socialiste Conseil Nationale (March 2-3, Mdy June 8, September 21 and Novermber 9, 1996).
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This detailed approach had influenced the substance of the party’s platform. For
example, the PS increased the number of issue statements in its platform on the
environment from two statements in 1988 to three statements in 1993; “[The PS will]
move towards environmentally sustainable growth: promote clean technologies,
renewable energy, develop new services in the field of the natural environmeré¢.dnd li
In 1997, the discussion of the environment became much more specific. The 1997
manifesto included the following statements:

“Economic policy must be respectful of the major ecological balance. We want
economic development that is sustainable. Our collective responsibility is
committed to future generations. We will give priority to public transport through
the development of public rail, the development of public transport in the city,
and by encouraging goods to be carried by rail. We will rebalance thetegat
different fuels based on their character as more or less polluting. Wefwidls

the energy policy of France by introducing a moratorium on the construction of
nuclear reactors, by increasing incentives to energy saving and the developme
of renewable energy. We will close the megawatt ‘Super Phoenix’. We will
abandon the canal project that will only hold small boats in the Rhine, Rhéne,
Sabne.” (Klingemann et al. 2006)

Although neither discussion of environmental policies is very long, the 1997
manifesto reflects a longer discussion with specific and detailed policy jpitepdhis
length and detail reflects the party leadership’s increased focus orler smmber of
issues.

These policy proposals directly reflect the intra-party divisions andnekter
conditions leading up to the 1997 platform. For example, the motion that served as the

basis for the platform used in 1993 was first set out at the Congrés de Rennes in 1990.

Out of the seven proposals, three of them received over 20% of the interrs? Tote.

49 http://www.france-politique.fr/congres-ps.htm, Assed 5/14/2012
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voting members at the party Congress are selected as represemataehfof the
regional departments for the party (Pierre Kanuty, personal interview)ditisgn
reflected not only real disagreements over who would lead the party next, but also both
the policy priorities of the party and even the issues the party would discuss. fifse par
previous successes in office and the breakdown of Mitterand’s dominance forced party
leaders to garner support from as many groups within the party as posfifténgethe
party leaders’ willingness to be pragmatic when the party expected toldo wel

The situation changed following the electoral defeats at the local, regiothal
parliamentary elections between 1992 and 1994. The number of motions proposed by
party leaders and voting members of the party congress decreased Gragticalnly
one coming from the party leadership and only one or two proposals from small factions
at Lieven in 1994 and then at Brest in 1997. There are some important conclusions to
take away from the debates leading up to both of these elections. In partictianafa
disputes tended to occur in the debates following the previous election. The new
dominant faction within the party was determined in response to previous electoral
conditions. However, the platform that emerged immediately prior to theoslechis
initially a compromise between the leading factions at that time.

By the PS’ 1997 electoral success, the organization and policy proposals reflected
a greatly changed party. Prior to the 1993 election, the PS was hierarmividaid on
strategic lines and paid little attention to policy details in their proposats997, the PS
reformed its organization, was mostly dominated by a single faction suppdrspom,
and focused substantial attention on its policy proposals. The debates in the party’s

national congresses and National Council meetings indicate that the chratiges
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party’s approach largely resulted from the effects of its experiargavernment,
previous electoral losses, and the party’s potential future electoral swecctse
willingness of intra-party groups to be pragmatic. This evidence also adustteetry of
strategic issue balancing that the party’s organizational structurelasglay an
important role in determining the impact of each intra-party group on the leaders’
choices. In the following section, I build on this story of party strategydnudsing the
links between the Socialist Party’s electoral strategy and its behgoarentering
office.
Socialists in Power 1997-2002: The Activists’
Veiled Influence
After the parliamentary elections in 1997, the PS completely reverseéatsral
fortunes from the previous election. Not only had the PS increased its peecefitiag
vote and number of seats in the AN, but also was able to easily form a majority
government along with the support of the PCF lagsl VertsIn the French Fifth
Republic, the President selects the cabinet, which is then approved by the AN. Under
situations where the President is from a different party than the parlemynemjority,
the President generally selects the head of the largest party in parlisnteafaime
Minister. Following the 1997 election, the PS now controlled the parliament, but it stil
had to contend with a conservative, popularly elected President Chirac that cofad cal
new elections after a year.
Following the theory and results from Chapters 3 and 4, the PS focused its policy
attention on issues important to its principals, voters and party activists, in thenAN. T

large-N results indicated that the PS passed legislation for both voters angbirty
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groups using a range of legislative procedures. The theory of issue adxliynt
developed in Chapter 1 and analyzed in Chapters 3 and 4 predicts that parties use
legislative procedures to construct an image of accountability witihsvioyeusing
procedures that highlight issues important to voter groups and using procedurestthat li
information about policy activities on issues important to other groups. | expect that
voters have a larger information asymmetry with parties than intrg-graips and are
therefore more susceptible to the influence of parties’ procedural stgategie

The analyses in Chapters 3 and 4 indicate that parties use legislative prottedures
construct their image. These chapters link the issues parties discuss jtatif@ims to
the parties’ use of legislative procedures and the amount of legislation onathiss
government passes. The results, however, do not fully line up with the theory. In
particular, parties use procedures to highlight voter issues for the membwsgs of
government, but mostly use procedures to limit information on issues that have been
highlighted by procedures already. Governing parties inconsistently use atifamm
protecting procedures to limit information on issues important to their intta-graups.

In this section, | build on this analysis by further exploring the motives behind the
use of information protecting procedures. In particular, | follow Liebermga085)
recommendation to review the theory in a representative case. The goal nalysssas
to review the underlying mechanism and to determine whether the logic of theitheor
valid for these cases. | focus this discussion on two points which the analyses gr£hapt
3 and 4 do not fully address. First, the theory of issue accountability assumesdhat intr
party groups have a smaller information asymmetry than the informatiometgyn

voters have with government leaders. | predict that intra-party groupsesoiur
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information is through party congresses and that intra-party groups can use party
congresses to directly discuss their concerns and even hold leaders accourtiabée at t
meetings. Second, the analysis in Chapter 3 fails to find evidence that patesres
information protecting procedures on issues important to intra-party grougstiast to
information generating procedures, such as roll call votes, that highlight infmnmat
about specific policies, | argue that information protecting procedurddgiimimation
about specific policies. For example, legislatwvdonnancedimit the opposition’s
ability to directly debate and critique the details of the government’sgmlintil long
after they have been implemented by delegating the legislative dettits éxecutive.
According to Article 38 of the French Constitution, parliament can delegatettierisy
to write the details of legislation to the Prime Minister and governingheatiirough
legislativeordonnancesTheseordonnancesnust eventually be approved by parliament,
but are frequently left unapproved. While | find evidence that the governmenhases t
procedures to shape the information about issues highlighted by other procedures, the
motive for using information protecting procedures is less clear. In thisiselctieek to
find additional evidence for the theory of issue accountability by describing thetiRS
party debates immediately before and after the 1997 election. | find egitteigarty
leaders, both those holding government positions and those not in the government, sought
to use the party’s national congress at the end of 1997 to inform and interact with the
party’s diverse activist and supporter groups from across the country.

Next, | review the parliamentary debate surrounding the use of legislative
ordonnancedollowing the 1997 election. Although parliament had previously allowed

the government to use legislativelonnance®n occasionthe government headed by
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Prime Minister Lionel Jospin passed a greater numberdainnanceshan any previous
government. The AN choose to debate the ethics of using this procedure on a law in 1997
that was listed as a voter issue in the analysis in Chapter 3. To better understand the
government’s motive for using information protecting procedures on this law, | review
the main debates concerning the law and determine that the theory’s predietiens
explain the situation than the large-N analysis in Chapter 3 suggesteduldeotinat the
debates related to the usag®afonnancesuggest that members of the AN shared
concerns about the usageonflonnanceso limit information to voters. These concerns
highlight additional support for the logic behind the theory of issue accountability.

In the following discussion of the PS’ experience in office during this period, |
demonstrate that parliamentary leaders maintain connections with intyagparps to
maintain an image of accountability with these groups and find that parliamksadeys
use legislative tools to de-emphasize legislation important to these seargairty
groups. | begin by providing some evidence that the informational advantage party
leaders shared over intra-party groups was smaller than their advantage witrougps
because of the parties’ national conventions and party congresses.

| then review the PS’ use ofdonnancesand decrees during the 11th legislature.
Both the government and opposition parties can highlight legislation through roll call
votes. However, only the government can use legislatidennanceso limit
information about the details of their policy agenda. Unlike Chapter 3, | find that
government parties usgdonnance®n issues important to intra-party factions in

addition to issues highlighted by opposition parties. In the following discussionnl begi
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by describing the connections between the party’s legislative stratdggtea-party
groups before specifically analyzing the PS’s use of legislatilennances

Shortly after the 1997 election, the newly chosen Prime Minister, Lionel Jospin,
spoke at a meeting of the PS National Council outlining his approach for his policy
strategy in government. Although he only briefly mentioned his specific pybials, he
described his priorities as dealing with social and economic demands such as feconom
growth, development, employment, the fight against inequalities that are the @zonom
realities and not a social supplement” (Jospin 1997, 5). Jospin also discussed hissprioritie
as reviewing France’s relation to the European Union, reconsidering imiargoaticy
and reforming the institutions of the French Fifth Republic.

Notably, these issues are split between those important to the parties’ ndters a
intra-party groups based on the analysis from Chapter 3. Prior to the 1997 election, the
party included the following issues to attract voter groups: macroeconomid, ebén
and territorial housing, economic regulation, defense, and government operations policy.
The following issues were important to groups within the PS: human rights, ageacultur
education, environment, energy, transport, justice and crime, social policy, space
science, technology and communication, international affairs and foreign aid, public
lands and water management and cultural policies are all labeled as asuast i

Somewhat more important than the specific issues Jospin mentioned, he described
his relationship with the Socialist Party from his new perspective asithe Flinister.

In particular, Jospin delegated the position of First Secretary to Frangitasitle — who
later went on to receive the support of the membership in the following party congress

and called for a regular liaison between the new government and the partgHgader
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Hollande further elaborated that the party’s commissions and committees aguilalty
work with the parliamentary delegation and that the party’s policy committeesishoul
work alongside the parliamentary committees. For example, he states that:

“the parliamentary groups..., but also the party committees should have a role in

the development of [any significant] legislation. | think we cannot leave the

Government alone to develop these principles.” (Hollande, June 14, 1997, 15)
He later stated more forcefully that the party:

“... demands to participate in the development of our policy choices. The

Socialist Party is not an observer, it is not confined to the role of zealous applause

for each statement [from the government] and it must be an actor, it means that

the party must participate... in the development of the [government’s] policy

choices.” (Hollande, July 5, 1997, 9).

Later, Henri Emannuelli (1997, 25), the party’s previous First Secretary and the
losing candidate for the party’s presidential nomination in 1995, suggested that the
national congress be held sooner than it was originally scheduled. He added that

“I want this conference to be held as quickly in the fall as possible. Then we do

not let the activist Socialists, for three years, be deprived of any oppottunity

debate, to make a judgment on what is being done, and exercise. | dare not utter
the word "Control" because it would be legally improper to say that the party

controls the government - | am not going to say this, but | say, ...that thetactivis
should have the opportunity and ability to assess government policy....”

(Emannuelli, June 14, 1997, 2%)

These statements all indicate that national congress served as a \aaypiarty
activists and membership to review and guide the representatives. While Jaggiava
been selected to be the Prime Minister, intra-party groups could remove anéefthe
selection of leaders and platforms in the future.

During the next meeting of the National Council on JdlyBaniel Vaillant

began with a presentation in his new capacity as the National Secretargrdfration

50 This guote may suggest that parliamentary leasteyald be timing their policy goals around party
conferences in similar ways to how we would exypesty leaders to time them with national elections.
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between the party and its parliamentary delegation. In his description oflibenpat’s
activities, he described first how the specific activist groups’ proposalbden
integrated into the government’s social and economic policies before elapamathe
success of passing an immigration bill submitted by a parliamentarpendiailant,
July 5, 1997).

At this same meeting, Jospin described his strategy for the timing of his
legislative agenda. He stated that “I also want a government strategyghatainable
based on the calendar, a pace of reforms compatible with economic and sated,real
but also compatible with the parliamentary calendar, with the goal of st¢desgin,
National Council July 5 1997, 6). Central to his goals was developing a budget and
legislation that makes clear “that employment is our priority.” (Jospitiohi Council
July 51997, 9)

In Jospin’s opening comments to the AN on June 19, 1997, he directly discussed
his approach to the legislative process. In his opening speech, he explained that his
government would respect the demands of the French people for specific and detailed
policies as well as a transparent policy process. In particular, he ttatehe French
people had expressed a number of specific demands on the new government. According
to Jospin, the French people;

“Demand respect, starting with giving them our word. The commitments made to
the French people during the campaign will be honored. The French people
demand efficiency. Gradual, controlled, and recorded over time. The approach
that | assign to my Government is essential to me, because it determines the
effectiveness of its action. The French people demand understanding. Our attitude
towards the French people must be that of continuing dialogue, scrupulous
attention and constant accessibility. Finally, the French people demand change.
The new majority was chosen by the French because they thought it is bést able
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embody not "change" in general, but a specific change, which is impartant t
outline the undertaking.” (Jospin, June 19 1997)

These statements in parliament indicate that Jospin’s priority would be ongganizi
legislative resources in such a way to prioritize French voters’ preoritie

Based on the analysis in Chapter 4, | find that Jospin’s broader policy agenda
reflects the goals of both intra-party groups and voters. In addition, thesriesGhapter
3 demonstrate that Jospin’s government used roll call votes to highlight theoRs’s
issues and delegated policy details to the executive asiloginance®n issues
highlighted by roll call votes. Further, the results in Chapter 4 indicate tHditocoa
parties generate more legislation on issues important to the intra-paidpgac
particularly when the party is unconstrained by the ideology of its coalitibmepar
Before discussing the Tparliament’s behavior, | first describe the primary information
protecting procedure used in the AN: legislativdonnances

Using Article 38 of the French Constitution, parliament can delegate the power to
make and enforce policies to the Prime Minister and the government cabinet. These
empowerment statutes provide the government with substantial leeway to develgp poli
without direct interference from parliament until the government depositsdivedual
ordonnanceo the parliament for discussion and parliamentary approval. While they are
required to be deposited in parliament after they are put into effect,ordmynances
are not voted on until many years after they have been implemented. Similatiglem
ordonnance®n different topics are frequently bundled together to be approved all at
once.

In 1997, the governing coalition led by Jospin also included the PCF and the

Greens. Although neither party contributed a large number of seats, their iddologica
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constraints should have decreased the likelihood of the PS focusing solely on issues
important to its activists. The Socialist Party had formed pre-eléctmahtions with

both the PCF and the Greens to limit the chance that the presence of multiple eandidat
from the left in a district would split the vote and prevent any of them from advamocing
the second, decisive round of voting (Blais and Indridason 2007; Spoon 2007, 2011).
The pre-electoral coalitions organized between these parties may hawvegriham

with an organizational method to negotiate their policy differences, although thes
coalitions may have had little impact on the government’s ability or willingioesse
ordonnancedecause of the coalition parties’ larger ideological differences.

Based on the government’s policy proposals, the AN delegated the authority to
createordonnance®r decrees on a number of issues between 1997 and 2002. In
particular, the 11 legislature enabledrdonnance®n three laws on macroeconomic
policy, justice and crime, and government operations. On each of these issues, most of
the bills on which the PS voted were also highlighted using roll call votes. &his fi
clearly with the results from Chapter 4, suggesting that the government should use
ordonnancedgo limit and control the impact of information generating procedures.

The details of the legislation that empowered the government with the autbority t
write ordonnancegprovide some evidence that the PS umelbnnanceso limit
information about their legislative agenda. In particular, the Socialist Ratronly used
ordonnancego control information about highlighted legislation, but also to focus it on
the details of issues important to intra-party groups. In particular, L&09%-on justice
and crime suggests that the issues delegated are meant to control the imricatbit

the government’s priorities.
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Passed in one session on November 23, 1999, Loi 1071 led to a series of debates.
While | argued the role of Article 38 was to limit the information about thefgpec
policy, it seems that the process is somewhat more complex. During the deteg le
up to its adoption, speakers for each party in parliament expressed large ieservat
regarding the use ardonnancedor the PS’ expressed purposes. The supposed
explanation for delegating authority was to expedite and avoid the proliferation of
governmental code that had arisen from previous reforms.

Although the coding used in Chapter 3 provides some support for the theory, 99-
1071 suggests that the government’s userddnnancess actually more complicated
than the coding initially suggests. This law actually authorizedaorish@nnance®n
varied issues. The topics of thesdonnancesvere rural land management and
agriculture, education, public health, commerce, the environment, justice, roadls, soci
action and the monetary and financial codes. Six of these issues were consit\astd a
issues in the party’s platform and the other three were voter issues. Thig gpecd of
legislation suggests that the government esdsnnance®n its policy priorities to both
voter and activist groups. Consistent with the hypotheses tested in Chapter 3, the
parliament empowered the government to creedennance®n mostly on issues
important to intra-party groups.

Following from the theory, the critics of this specific legislation suggethat
theseordonnancesvould limit information about the government’s activities, despite the
speaker’s insistence to the contrary. Both opposition and coalition parties egpress
major reservations about these empowerments. For examplénitire pour la

Démocratie Francais€UDF) believed that this usage of Article 38 was counter to the
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Constitution. This law eventually went to the Constitutional Council and was appréved.
The UDF also argued that the major issue with this usage of Article 38 is #hiced

the role of parliament in the legislative process. From the perspective obthe U
speaker, Christine Boutin, this application of Article 38 is equivalent to assitjr@ng
government a “blank check” to re-write previous laws (November 23, 1999).

The PCF’s speaker, Patrice Carvalho, (November 23, 1999) stated that despite the
government’s contention that its use would clarify law, it would actually makeri
difficult for citizens to understand. Speaking for the PCF, Carvalho agreed with the
position of a previous parliamentary review of these procedures. He stated that
“confusion for voters would be likely... [and would lead to] legal uncertainty...”
(November 23, 1999, 6).

Following the parliament’s support of these empowerments, the government
wrote 10 separaterdonnance®n these issues. In particular, the government created
specificordonnancesssociated with social and family actions, monetary and finance
policy, the environment, commerce, public health, justice, rural land managerdent a
two ordonnance®n road policy. Most of theswdonnancesvere approved by
parliament at some point, although most of them were not approved until after the new,
conservative government took over in thé' 1&yislature.

By not approving theserdonnancesthe Jospin government essentially avoided
direct debate in parliament on many of these issues prior to the election in 2002. The

stated intent of therdonnancesvas to make the legislative code more direct and

S1 After parliament has passed a law, members of parliament can requést @anstitutional
Council determine whether that law fits within the legal confiféleconstitution. The
Constitutional Council can block or return laws to parliament that giders unconstitutional.
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efficient. However, the use of Article 38 allowed the government’s misigtezach
policy area to re-write the legislative code on that policy to make it maetdi
presumably so that citizens could more easily understand the codadbn@anceslso
allowed the government to legislate on those topics without having to referehce eac
previous and relevant law. Further, the cabinet ministers in each policy area were
delegated to undertake these revisions.

While the revisions to these codes were not necessarily intended to infloence t

substance of the legislation, the clarification of the codes allowed ministeash area

to more clearly enforce existing laws and make future altera®®rgor example, the
ordonnanceon environmental issues was delegated to the environmental minister,
Dominique Voynet, the one green party member of the cabinet. While much of the
previous code was directly referenced to make the new code, some of it was padaphras
or re-written. In accordance with the constitution, Voynet deposited a lawfyotine
ordonnancawo months following its publication on November 15, 2000. Similarly, the
law was deposited to be ratified by thénatin February, 2001.

The law was never voted on by itself as it remained at the committee lelvel in t

Sénatfor the rest of the T1legislature®3 However, theordonnancavas eventually

ratified during the 1% legislature along with additional modifications on April 19,

200324 The outcome of the vote suggests that the final bill adopted was lessveftécti

the PS’s goals than in its initial form, as the party voted against the lallgerte PS’s

52 www.assemblee-nationale.fr/11/documents/indedennancesd 1leg.asp#codes_hab, Accessed
5/23/2012.

53 http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/11/projets/pR2&8p, Accessed 5/23/2012.

54 http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/12/ta/ta0132.Asgessed 5/23/2012.
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choice to not force a vote on this legislation and its eventual rejection of thatiegigh
the following parliament suggests that the reforms to this legislatiosmegrjust to
simplify the legislation on the books, but to actually cover the details of th&ategison
an issue important to intra-party groups in the PS and the primary issue impnaaet t

of the PS’ coalition members.

Discussion

In this chapter, | presented qualitative evidence for my theory of issueipglan
and parliamentary accountability. In the first section, | considered tloeyhastd
electoral strategies of the PS in the French Fifth Republic. By takingpardeek at the
topics and details of the Socialist Party’s national congresses and raextihgir
national leadership, | presented evidence that intra-party politics greflinices the
party’s strategies prior to and following elections. Consistent withhiay of party
issue balancing, the PS was divided into numerous courants that had to be reconciled in
1993, but the number of groups and the dominance of Jospin’s courant within the party
consolidated before the election in 1997.

The large-N analysis predicted an increase in the number of issues in yfg& part
platform in 1993 and a decrease in the number of issues in 1997; however, the analysis in
Chapter 2 under-predicted the degree of consolidation in the party’s message in 1997.
The gqualitative evidence suggests that in both cases, the underlying mechajeshegr
by the theory is correct. Intra-party politics and debates influenced tharplat
eventually adopted by the party’s leaders. Party leaders balance ityrgrpaps’
differences over the party’s approach towards the policy process beuayisee forced

to form intra-party policy coalitions to win intra-party votes.
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In the case of the 1997 platform, a number of additional elements may have
exacerbated the factors influencing intra-party politics that werdireattly captured in
the large-N analysis. For example, the electoral losses that the &@dufflocal,
regional and parliamentary elections between 1992 through 1994 was only repregented b
the number of seats lost in the 1993 election. Incorporating regional and supranational
elections into the analysis may better capture this dynamic. In addition,ghke rul
determining the ability of the intra-party groups to select the party’srig@geand
platform also influence the extent of the party organization’s impact. The PS’ move
towards allowing greater participation by groups in the party’s 1997 platf@yrheip
explain the larger than predicted change. This suggests that the partypizatigaal
rules should be added to future analyses.

In addition, election timing may have played an important role in the 1997
election. The theory did not directly consider the role of election timing in previous
chapters because it is unclear how the timing of elections would influenceitstsact
and supporters attracted to the party. However, it is possible that Chirac’sleetilgn
left the PS’ leaders unprepared to offer a more comprehensive platform. Rather
quickly take an unpopular or unprepared position on an issue, the PS leadership may have
chosen to exclude that issue. Following the five year electoral calendat setle
Constitution, the Socialist Party’s leaders expected elections to be heitcily
scheduled in 1998 rather than 1997. Chirac’s dissolution of parliament may have caught
the Socialists off guard. Similarly, the PS’ party congress was s@ueftulNovember
1997, well after the actual elections took place. Future analysis should conhsitieks

between strategic electoral timing, intra-party politics and the numbesugfsisn parties’
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platforms. Finally, the analysis of specific issues within the PS mémifedicates that
the measures used in Chapter 2 to operationalize the number of issues in the platform
have some face validity.

The second section focused on the PS’s experience in office following the 1997
election and sought to establish support for two assumptions in the large-N analysis
First, the party’s activists and membership influenced the party’s dinettiough
national congresses and conventions while in office. Jospin and other leaders’ comments
immediately following the 1997 election suggest that the party leadeescarcerned
with the supporters within the party. By setting up a liaison with Daniel VVadlaaht
considering the proposals to be voted on for the Congrés de Brest in 1997, Jospin sought
to maintain a link with the party’s organization that could serve to inform inttg-par
groups of the government’s behavior. Further, these actions suggest that Jespin wa
concerned about maintaining the support of the membership.

Finally, the PS’s behavior in office following the 1997 election reflects thg'pa
goals of representing issues important to both voters and intra-party groaps.th&
party focused its attention on issues salient to both groups, a detailed review of the
ordonnancegassed during the T1egislature suggests that thesdonnancesvere held
mostly on issues important to Jospin’s faction within the party and that marpréetéer
theseordonnancess attempts to limit information about those policy areas. A closer
reading of the legislation also suggests that the analysis in Chapter 3 magnoaed
this potential by focusing only on the predominant issue discussed in the legislatgon. Thi
finding may be less surprising if the party purposefully tried to downplay thesdips

by grouping them into one piece of legislation.
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In conclusion, the case studies in this chapter indicate support for the logic
underlying my theory of strategic issue balancing and accountability. IBaders’
decisions are influenced by intra-party factions and their prioritiesiceafiay more
closely reflect the goals of this group than those of their more tenuous suppanters.
The support for the logic behind the theory in this dissertation, however, provides ample
guestions for future analyses of parties’ electoral strategies antiehavior in elected
office. In the final chapter, | review the primary findings from eaclptehdefore
discussing some additional research suggested by the theory and evidence in this
dissertation. | also review a number of important implications from the th@opgarties’
behavior in office, citizens’ understanding of their behavior, and representation more

generally.
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Figure 5.1 TheParti Socialiste’'s Effective Number of Manifesto Issues, 1973-
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CHAPTER 6
BEYOND STRATEGIC ISSUE BALANCING AND
ACCOUNTABILITY

Although studies of party election strategy and government accountaliNiger
important insights for understanding political party behavior, there dra stimber of
unanswered questions. For example, why do political parties add or removeassues t
their electoral programs? How do government parties use their behavioiampat to
highlight or limit information about policies on these issues? Which groups anddssues
governing parties better represent? In this dissertation, | have develdeedyacf
strategic issue balancing and accountability that answers each of thssengugy
linking the groups seeking to influence parties’ behavior in three areasspeleieoral
campaigns, parliamentary strategies and their legislative agendathenny of strategic
issue balancing and accountability predicts that the Socialist Badgrks preparing for
the elections in 1997 balanced their own pragmatic goals for controlling ofticehei
more ideologically rigid policy goals of its membership. The electoral kbatel the
policy approach of the groups mobilized to join the parties prior to the election
determined the degree to which the leadership represented the group’s gsals i
electoral messages.

Upon taking office, the theory hypothesizes that party leaders use procedures tha
both highlight and limit information about their policy activities to construct agenod
accountability with voters. To limit information to voters, government leadsss
procedures that constrain information about their policy activities on isspestant to
their ideologically motivated intra-party groups. However, governinggsamaintain a

positive image of accountability with intra-party groups through informatoneyed at
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meetings of the party’s organization. Finally, unconstrained governmentddades
greater attention on the priorities of their intra-party groups than of vgtaits because
intra-party groups have greater information about the government’s poéogagnd
can punish the government leaders for acting unaccountably more frequently than voter

In this chapter, | review the empirical evidence for the theory from Clsapter
and discuss their implications for the study of party electoral stratedpnpantary
behavior and government accountability. | first discuss parties’ electatges based
on the results from Chapters 2 and 5. | then consider parties’ legislatiegistsadnd
their implications for parties’ accountability with their principals follogithe results of
Chapters 3-5. In both sections, | consider empirical and theoretical extenfsions
theory for understanding parties’ electoral and parliamentaryggatem additional
contexts. Finally, | conclude by discussing some of the implications of thegts fer
government accountability for parties, activists and voters.

Parties’ Electoral Strategies: Strategic Issue Balancing

Based on the theory of strategic issue balancing, | predict that paditeeus
issues in their platforms to mobilize voters and intra-party groups. Both groups can
punish or reward the party’'s leadership through elections to government or to party
leadership positions. However, platforms more closely reflect the partivstst and
members’ priorities and approach because they can regularly remove bleselers and
the platform at national congresses. Therefore, the conditions that influencentinethe
party’s membership at these meetings is more ideologically rigid omptagdetermine

the number of issues in the platform. | hypothesize that the party adds isstiexto at
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voters when its membership is more pragmatic and narrows its platform tdler sma
number of issues when the national congresses are more ideologically rigid.

In Chapter 2, using cross-national data from the Comparative Manifestos Project
and economic indicators from the OECD for 24 OECD countries from 1962-2008, | find
that the number of issues in parties’ platforms is based on the electoral coralitbres
economic conditions, which parties are in government, and their previous electoral
success. The electoral conditions | expect to attract more pragmatictetppmparties
result in party platforms with a larger number of issues. For example, ge@rnm
parties’ manifestos have a larger number of issues than opposition parties easkeincr
the number of issues in their platforms when the economy is growing. Oppositi@s parti
on the other hand, decrease the number of issues in their platforms in a growing
economy. Parties also respond to their previous electoral successes, orsnortdase
percentage of parliamentary seats they control, by increasing the nundsresfin their
platforms in the next election.

However, | find little support in Chapter 2 for the link between issue salience and
the number of issues in party platforms. | argue that these weak resultstgshggpublic
opinion may not directly lead to changes in which issues appear in partiestipitbut
that the relationship may be reversed, as V.O. Key (1966) expected. Issues hemem
important to the public in opinion polls when parties address issues important to those
groups. Scholars focusing on shifts in the relative location of parties’ preésras an
electoral strategy have found at best weak evidence that partiesepoefe respond to
public opinion (Adams, Haupt and Stoll 2009). However, there is clearer evidence that

voters respond to parties’ changes in preferences (Adams et al. 2006; Adams and Somer-
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Topcu 2009), although voters’ response to parties’ change in preferences magunot oc
until later elections (Somer-Topcu 2009). Future analyses should further cdhsitiek
between public opinion and the issues parties use to mobilize voters.

Building on the results in Chapter 2, the qualitative case study of the Frarich
Socialistein Chapter 5 shows that the divisions between intra-party groups played a role
in determining changes to the party’s platform. In 1993, the incumbent PS confronted a
growing economy and had gained seats in the previous election. The NationalsSesigre
leading up to the election illustrated a party divided by diverse groups hoping to take
control of the party’s leadership and platform. Observing the need to appeal tgése lar
number of groups in the party, party leaders increased the number of issues in the
platform. Essentially, intra-party groups vying for the party’s lestdp had to offer a
proposal that appealed to the largest number of groups to win the intra-petipnslat
the National Congress.

By 1997, however, the Socialist Party’s repeated electoral defeats |lesbjora
shift in approach. The party leaders held numerous meetings prior to the 1997 etections
discuss in detail the party’s policy goals. In the opposition, the moderateliy@osi
economic growth led intra-party groups to emphasize other topics during irtya-pa
debates. The PS’ massive electoral defeats in regional, European andguaaigm
elections led it to refocus on the party’s core, central issues. In sum, ulis ires
Chapters 2 and 5 indicate that party’s electoral platforms are by-products didoth t
current electoral conditions and the party’s internal political divisions.

Although my theory of intra-party politics and issue balancing is based on

previous more general studies of party organizational behavior (for exampgleheit
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1989; Harmel and Janda 1994, Harmel and Tan 2003), the analysis in Chapter 5 leaves
unresolved the degree to which intra-party political divisions depend on the specific
context of the French parties’ organizations. According to my theory, the primary
mechanism that parties have for influencing party leaders is intyaglactions. The
analysis from Chapter 5 suggests that parties that have an internal siruethieh
intra-party groups can influence the selection of party leaders and thelp#idym
through elections will also likely demonstrate similar dynamics to theckhrES. Future
large-N analyses or comparative case studies that make focused conspaetsceen
parties with and without clear mechanisms for intra-party influence would pravide
useful additional test of the theory’s external validity.
Going Beyond Strategic Issue Balancing Implications
for Party Electoral Strategy and Voter Behavior

The theory of strategic issue balancing predicts that parties add issugis to th
platform to pragmatically attract issue-focused voter groups. The findfrigs analyses
in Chapters 2 and 5 suggest a number of implications for voters’ behavior. For example,
voters that care intensely about an issue may be more likely to vote for & gaetparty
increases its attention to an issue prior to an election. | predict thahsiizid relatively
similar preferences to a party or close to multiple parties may be nectitatvote for a
party that discusses issues important to them when other parties do not.

This perspective parallels that of theories developed in studies of diréctiona
voting. According to this perspective, voters decide which party to support in anrelecti
based on the relative direction the party would shift policy on an issue if it controlled

government. Voters select parties or candidates that have more extremasa inte
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preferences than their own goals on an issue, assuming that parties arecusidie t
their true policy preferences because they are forced to compromise inrgeaer
(Rabinowitz and McDonald 1989; Kedar 2005). Support for my prediction would suggest
that parties should include issues in their platforms with greater support in tiee publ

Like Schattschneider’s (1960) standpoint, the theory suggests that the winners and
losers of elections may be determined not only by parties’ relative predstdyut also
by which groups of voters are motivated to turnout based on the issues included in major
parties’ electoral campaigns. If Schattschneider is correct, | etipqiarties which
purposefully add a salient issue to their platform will likely benefit from alldition.
When a large number of parties in a system increase the total number of isha#s in t
platforms, this may lead to an increase in overall levels of voter turnout, pahyicala
systems with a large number of parties with diverse ideological preferépecedict that
systems in which parties include a broader number of issues in their platfolofewil
voters a greater range of choices on those issues

In addition to showing how intra-party politics influenced the PS’ platform, the
results in Chapter 5 add a number of additional factors that influenced the issues in the
Socialist Party’s platform. In particular, | find evidence of a numbelemhents that may
have motivated the PS to decrease its number of platform issues in 1997. For example,
the measure of the PS’ parliamentary seat loss in 1993 did not fully convey thesSocia
Party’s electoral losses in regional and supranational elections Hefdt897 election.
The analysis in Chapter 5 indicates that by focusing only on parliamergatipes$ in
Chapter 2, | under-predict the extent of the Socialist Party’s losses piter 1997

elections. The fact that Chirac called the election early may haveralsadlithe number
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of issues the party added to its platform in 1997. Future studies of party electoral
platforms should consider regional and supranational electoral results as el
impact of election timing on parties’ strategies to determine the extetithilyaf these
factors on parties’ electoral strategies.

Consistent with Meguid’s (2005, 2008) perspective, the theory of strategic issue
balancing also may indicate that parties’ electoral strategesattwith the behavior of
their electoral competitors. The results from Chapter 2 provide some evidengarties
increase the number of issues in their platforms when the other parties ind¢ne dgs
They may also respond to their competitors’ previous strategies over the course of
multiple elections. Finally, parties may adopt strategies from pantiegher countries
that face similar political or economic conditions (Brooks 2007). The degree to which
parties respond to their competitors’ strategies or learn from otherspadigires
additional research.

Parties’ Legislative Strategies: Procedural Choice and
Parliamentary Signals

In Chapters 3 and 4, | analyze the issue balancing theory’s predictions iies’part
behavior in office. Upon entering office, parties’ principals — voters and ststiviexpect
party leaders to implement policy on the issues important to them that are included in
their policy platforms. Parties in government value maintaining their image of
accountability with both these groups for the same reasons that their issinetudex
in the parties' platforms. This image consists of citizens’ perception detiree to

which a party passes legislation consistent with its policy platform. Baotxpairty
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groups and voters can punish party leaders either by removing them from party
leadership positions or by voting them out of office.

However, the theory adds that the ability of voters and intra-party group to hold
party leaders accountable depends on their information about the policy process. Voters
tend to be uninformed about the government’s legislative agenda. On the other hand,
intra-party groups stay abreast of the government’s behavior through rsestthg
party organization.

Voters’ primary source of information about the policy process comes frdgn par
cues and roll call votes (Lupia and McCubbins 1998). While roll call votes may increase
the amount of information available to voters, they may not convey a complete image of
the parliament’s activities. Similarly, | predict that government garnay be able to
constrain information about their policy priorities to voters by using procedoaé limit
the details of legislation or obscure the primary issue to be voted on in legislation. The
evidence in Chapter 3 suggests that parties use procedures in the French Fiftit Republ
on issues important to both voters and intra-party groups.

In particular, the analysis in Chapter 3 builds on the results from Chapter 2 by
linking each issue in the parties’ platforms to the groups (voters and &§tsgsking to
influence their platforms. Unlike previous analyses (Carey 2009), | measussube
preferences of parties’ principals by classifying statements irepaplatforms using my
theory of party issue balancing. By connecting the principals’ preferanttethe use of
legislative procedures in the Frensbisemblée Nationaldl), | find evidence the
parties use roll call votes on issues important to their voters. In addition, opposition

parties request roll call votes on issues to embarrass the government.
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However, government parties use additional procedures on issues important to
their activists. For example, the analysis in Chapter 5 adds evidence that the Jospin

government in 1997 used legislatmeonnance®n issues important to the Socialist

activists2® Similarly, the parliamentary debate leading to the votes that authorissl th
ordonnancesndicated that this procedure limited information about the government’s
policy activities both to voters and to parliament. Consistent with the theorystliesre
from Chapters 3 and 5 add that government parties use legislative proceduretictcons
an image of accountability with voters. They also suggest that parliamenbagdures
which limit information about the government’s policies play a key role in aarisig
this image.

Going Beyond Asymmetric Influence: Implications of

Parliamentary Strategy and Information Asymmetries

If parties can construct an image of accountability that deviates franatheal

agenda with voter groups than the theory of issue accountability predicts that the
government’s policy priorities reflect other groups seeking to influenaeptblicy
outputs. Unlike voters, intra-party groups have more frequent access to party leaders
through their National Congresses. In addition to providing a means to reward and punish
their leaders, these meetings also offer intra-party groups a source ofatdor about
the party’s leadership. By reviewing the transcripts of intra-pastyudsions at meetings
of their National Congress and of their national executive bodies, | find evidence in

Chapter 5 that the PS’ leadership purposefully set up close connections with the party’s

55 Article 38 of the French Constitution allows therlpament to delegate the details of legislatiotht®
prime minister and the cabinet. The cabinet can theate legislation viardonnanceghat must
eventually be approved by parliament.
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membership through meetings of the National Congress to keep them informed and to
solicit their opinions.

Building on principal-agent accounts (Kiewiet and McCubbins 1990; Lupia and
McCubbins 1994, 1998 and 2000; Lupia 1998; Carey 2009; McCarty and Meirowitz
2009), the theory of issue accountability posits that a principal with greater itiftmmma
and ability to punish and reward an agent will have greater influence over the agent’s
behavior. Therefore, a government party with the ability to protect its image of
accountability has little reason to worry about voters’ punishment for its paudtoyties.
Using evidence of the number of laws passed by the AN from 1978 to 2007, | find
evidence in support of the theory that government parties reward activist groligs wi
larger number of laws on issues important to them than issues important to voter groups.
Consistent with a veto players perspective (Tsebelis 2002), | also find evitlahogore
ideologically contentious coalitions are less capable of purposefully martaging
image of accountability. In this setting, the government represents abtessmilar
level as activists.

However, the analysis in Chapters 3 and 4 suggest an additional agenda setting
dynamic for coalition governments that favors the prime minister’s @vty. While the
PM’s party passes laws on issues important to both its activists and voterstioncoa
settings, the government only develops legislation on issues important to theyprim
coalition partner’s voters. However, the amount of legislation for the coalitiomepar
voter groups also decreases with higher levels of ideological disagreemes¢tetw

coalition partners.
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| argue that this difference in representation stems from the agehdg pewers
of the PM. Although | assume the primary coalition partner seeks to implesient it
agenda like the prime minister’s party, | find evidence that the largdgiaropartner
focuses its attention on the goals of its voters. | expect that coalition panaerdewer
resources and mechanisms to influence the PM party’s agenda and therefore, fheus on t
goal of winning control of office in the future. | show that coalition partners raggot
with the PM’s party to gain some policy benefits from joining a coalition.

Single-party governments are uncommon in many democracies. Therefore, |
predict that ideologically similar parties may be willing to compronuseesof their
policy goals so that their coalition partner may be able to gain support in flectieres.
In parliaments that provide the executive with information protecting proceganties
may also then use these procedures once these policy disagreements have been
highlighted to assure the PM party’s ideal policy preference on that idgwkthat the
prime minister’s willingness to assist its coalition partner(siefectoral reasons
decreases as the ideological distance increases. Future analyseotmdhmformation
protecting and generating procedures and intra-coalition dynamics would ledtter
understanding of the exact methods that the PM party uses to attain more supportive
legislation than its coalition partners. Similarly, comparisons betwa&amants with
and without information protecting procedures would extend the external validity of my
theory.

The multi-method research design | employ throughout these chapters provides
multiple types of data and cases to test and illustrate the issue accayrtadnly’s

internal and external validity within France. However, the external vabditlye
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theory’s predictions for activists’ influence is unknown outside of France. Like Huber
(1996), | chose the French AN because it is a most difficult test of the the&stdiac
1975). Relative to parties in other parliaments, the parties in the AN changeritly
and the parliamentary groups show less voting cohesion than other parliamentg (Ddrin
2003). The logic of the most difficult case study suggests that parties shoutd bette
represent the goals of activist groups in parliaments with greater tabiljty and voting
cohesion, such as the British House of Commons (Eckstein 1975).
Going Beyond Issue Accountability: Implications of
Party Policy Strategies and Issue Accountability

Following from the analysis in Chapters 3 and 4, the existence of an image of
accountability may help explain why voters primarily hold parties accourftatilee
economy. While many issues have clear and immediately observable conseguience
may be difficult for voters to directly associate policies with partiggoivernment,
particularly where there are multiple institutional or partisan veteptayiowever,
voters may find their broader impressions of the economy to be a clearer imiage of t
government’s accountability than the signals they receive from roNats. Voters
may perceive the economy to be a broader measure of how accountable government
parties policies are towards the traditional economic left-right division, magyr issue
dividing the mainstream parties of most advanced industrial democragest(aind
Rokan 1957; Inglehart 1997; Dalton 2008),

The results from the analysis suggest a number of implications for parties’
behavior in government. The evidence from Chapters 3 and 4 indicate that parties use

legislative procedures to influence their image of accountability. Th@agpthat | use
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to link issues to intra-party and voter groups provides a tool to establish whether intra
party groups have asymmetric influence in a number of additional areas db@aatyior
such as coalition bargaining, government oversight of the bureaucracy and theoarcoali
partners, international treaty negotiations, and the implementation of Europigan U
directives.

For example, | predict that parties dedicate greater resources to thglavars
issues important to the party’s activists than to voter groups. Using arsapyliaoach to
the analysis in Chapter 3 and evidence from seven Western European democracies
between 1960 and 1998, Greene and Jensen (2012) find evidence that parties are more
likely to use junior ministers to oversee the behavior of cabinet ministers techtogl
their coalition partners on issues important to parties’ activists than on cthes.is
Greene (2012) finds evidence that coalition governments in 11 Western European
democracies from 1960 to 1998 which contain parties with a larger number of issues in
their platforms have longer coalition durations in the face of ideological disagnée
than coalition governments comprised of parties with a smaller number of isetles. B
studies suggest further evidence that the issues parties include wherctbage the
number of issues in their platforms are primarily added for pragmaticieasat
ideologically rigid policy goals.

Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies:
Implications for Voters, Activists, and Parties

The theory of strategic issue balancing and accountability suggestsaaferi

considerations for citizens, activists and parties. Decrying voters’ laokoomation

(Lupia and McCubbins 1998), observers of legislative behavior suggest that citizens ca
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gain information about their representatives by observing roll call votesy(2&a09).

Citizens can then control their representatives through elections (Anderson 268y; C
2009). The evidence from this dissertation suggests that voters have some influence over
parties’ behavior in government, but that their influence is not as strong as tlo¢ impa

from other groups in contexts where parties can limit information about theiy polic
agendas. Given the choice between issues important to voters and intra-party groups,
party leaders dedicate greater resources to issues important to rtgrgrpaps in this

context.

Although the results of the analysis suggest that parties do not completely ignore
voters’ goals, parties’ image of accountability may be more positive tharfulheecord
warrants. From the perspective of a democratic reformer, there mayitweiorsil
solutions to correct for the difference in voters’ perceptions and the goversiaangl
levels of accountability. Following from Madison’s perspective, instituticefarms that
limit the ability of one party or leader to dominate the policy process méaythienability
of one party to set the entire legislative agenda. Procedures sorcioasancesn
France and executive decrees in presidential systems limit thy abdpposition
groups to highlight the policies to voters which would damage the government parties’
image of accountability by directly discussing, amending and voting on tistatem.

On the other hand, the theory indicates an alternative strategy for céesking
to influence policy on an issue. Rather than simply voting for the party that dscusse
their issues the most, citizens can actively join parties and stay involved invitiesn
they control government, parties dedicate greater resources toube tisat stay in the

party’s platforms over multiple elections. In addition, intra-party groupssgnificant
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information about the parties’ policy activities through their access to leadgrs at
national meetings.

This conception of citizen participation implies that those groups most willing to
dedicate their personal resources and time to an issue and a party have théueosei
over the government’s activities. This theoretical perspective may not bedorefi
groups with little resources or for those that conceive of the requirementsad a g
citizen as limited to regularly voting. However, democratic theoristsargye that it is
normatively good that citizens who seek policy on an issue can potentiallyegailed
and lasting policy by working within a party organization. This impliesdhabre active
and partisan citizenry may lead to a more representative democracy.

Finally, the results of the analysis demonstrate that the specifiegiart
government have consequences for policy outputs. Parties develop legislatien that i
important totheir principals. Scholars lament the decline of party organizations and the
number of partisans in the electorate across the democratic world (Dalton tiadbAia
2000), these results add to previous research that shows that parties still organize
parliaments and government (Hibbs 1978; Hicks and Swank 1992, Thies 2002, Caul and
Gray 2002, Jensen and Spoon 2010). In addition, if the primary strategy for groups
seeking to influence government priorities is through the party orgamzatiptheory
suggests that parties’ seeking to make themselves more relevant asrapatign and to
increase partisan identification in the electorate may benefit from mgwtoups with
specific policy goals on an issue over the course of numerous elections. The current

decline in both partisan identification and in party organizations may reverseatlychs
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groups find that they are able to have more influence as activists and mentliers

party organizations than as independent voters.
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Table Al Descriptive Statistics for Chapter 2

Variable Mean Star)da)rd Min Maximum
Deviation
ENMI 13.135 4.836 1.528 28.6
A % Seatg.y -0.001 0.066 -0.566 0.396
Incumbent party 0.322 0.468 0 1
A expected GDP growth 0.067 2.307 -8.698 10.573
A Issue Salience -0.005 0.050 -0.235 0.161
Niche Party 0.072 0.258 0 1
A Effective Number of Parliamentary Partiegs ~ 0.06 0.689 -2.856 2.961
Minority Incumbent Cabinet 0.044 0.205 0 1
A Right-Left position X Left Party 0.095 0.327 -0.949 3.143
A Right-Left position 0.076 0.432 -0.996 3.143
Left Party 0.416 0.493 0 1
Majoritarian Elections 0.158 0.3652 0 1
A Mean Country ENML, 0.161 2.453 -11.246 16.273
ENMI .y 12.971 4.954 1.576 28.6

Note: The sample size for most of the variablesiis5 observations. The measure of change in issue
salience is only for a reduced sample 529 obsemngin 15 countries. For the measure of incumbent
cabinet party and niche party, the mean colums st percentage of the observations that are
incumbent parties or niche parties. The analys&s# account for some of the missing data bygusin
values of issue salience from one year beforeter #fe election, if available. The coefficient fssue
salience and its interactions are not significantainy of the analyses if values for issue salieree

used from up to 5 years prior or after the electi@xpect that as | include additional surveysxtend
the time-series and cross-section, the measussoé isalience will not be significant.
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Table B1 Issue areas used to link the CMP to the CAP

CAP Topics

CMP Codes

Macroeconomic policy

404 Economic Planning
408 Economic Goals
410 Productivity
415 Marxist Analysis
416 Anti-Growth Economy

Human Rights

201 Freedom and Human Rights
202 Democracy
503 Social Justice

Health

504 Welfare State Expansion
505 Welfare State Limitation

Agriculture

703 Agriculture

Labor and employment

701 Labour Groups: positive
702 Labour Groups: negative
704 Middle Class and Professional Groups

Education

506 Education Expansion
507 Education Limitation

Environment

416 Anti-Growth Economy
501 Environmental Protection

Energy 501 Environmental Protection
601 National Way of Life: positive
Immigration 602 Nationgl Way Qf Life: nggative
607 Multiculturalism: positive
608 Multiculturalism: negative
Transport 411 Technology and Infrastructure

Criminality and Justice

605 Law and Order

Social Politics

503 Social Justice
504 Welfare State Expansion
505 Welfare State Limitation
705 Minority Groups
706 Non-Economic Demographic Groups

Housing

504 Welfare State Expansion
505 Welfare State Limitation

Economic Regulation

401 Free Enterprise
402 Incentives
403 Market Regulation
405 Corporatism
409 Keynesian Demand Management
412 Controlled Economy
414 Economic Orthodoxy

Defense

103 Anti-Imperialism

104 Military: positive

105 Military: negative
106 Peace

Space, Tech, Science,
andCommunication

411 Technology and Infrastructure

Exterior Commerce

406 Protectionism: positive
407 Protectionism: negative
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Table B1 Cont.

CAP Topics CMP Codes

101 Foreign Special Relationships: positive
102 Foreign Special Relationships: negative
International Affairs and Foreign 107 Internationalism: positive
Aid 108 European Community: positive
109 Internationalism: negative
110 European Community: negative

203 Constitutionalism: positive
204 Constitutionalism: negative
301 Decentralisation
302 Centralisation
303 Governmental and Administrative Efficiency
304 Political Corruption
305 Political Authority
413 Nationalisation

Government Affairs

Public Lands and Water 501 Environmental Protection

Management
502 Culture
601 National Way of Life: positive
602 National Way of Life: negative
603 Traditional Morality: positive
Culture

604 Traditional Morality: negative
606 Social Harmony
607 Multiculturalism: positive
608 Multiculturalism: negative

301 Decentralisation

local or regional issues S
9 302 Centralisation

Natural Disasters None

Accidents None

Sports 502 Culture




Table B2 Descriptive Statistics for Chapter 3

Mean S.D. Min Max

Roll Call Votes 0.165 0.371 0 1

Vote of Confidence 0.012 0.110 0 1

Empowerment Statutes 0.0200.139 0 1

Package Vote 0.030 0.170 0 1

PM Voter Issue 0.442 0.497 0 1

CP Voter Issue 0.414 0.493 0 1

Opposition Party Voter Issue | 0.4070.491 0 1

Opposition Pﬁlrty Voter Issueo_390 0.488 0 1

PM Activist Issue 0.459 0.498 0 1

CP Activist Issue 0.258 0.438 0 1
Cabinet Disagreement 0.1470.133 0 0.349

241
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Table C1 Descriptive Statistics for Chapter 4

Mean Standard Minimum Maximum
Deviation

Number of Laws 3.150 0.358 0 36
PM Party Activist
Issue 0.035 0.061 0 0.283
PM Party Voter Issue 0.021 0.041 0 0.269
Coalition Party
Activist Issue 0.031 0.063 0 0.339
Coalition Party Voter
Issue 0.018 0.034 0 0.179
Cabinet
Disagreement 0.147 0.136 0 0.349
Cohabitation 0.069 0.254 0 1
Minority Government 0.167 0.373 0 1
Government Percent
Seats 0.604 0.107 0.490 0.797

Year in office 2.194 1.631 0 5
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Table D1 Prime Ministers in the French Fifth Republic

Prime Minister Dates in Office Party Name
Michel Debré 1/8/1959- 4/14/1962 Union for the NBepublic
Georges Pompidou 4/14/1962 - 7/10/1968 Union ferNlew Republic
Maurice Couve de 7/10/1968 - 6/20/1969 Union of Democrats for thetsic
Jacques Chaban-Delmas 6/20/1969 - 7/6/1972 Uni@eofocrats for the Republic
Pierre Messmer 7/6/1972 - 5/27/1974 Union of Deratscfor the Republic
Jacques Chirac 5/27/1974 - 8/26/1976 Union of Deatedor the Republic
Raymond Barre 8/26/1976 - 5/21/1981 Union for FreDemocracy
Pierre Mauroy 5/21/1981 - 7/17/1984 Socialist Party
Laurent Fabius 7/17/1984 - 3/20/1986 SocialistyPart
Jacques Chirac 3/20/1986 - 5/10/1988 Rally forRbeublic
Michel Rocard 5/10/1988 - 5/15/1991 Socialist Party
Edith Cresson 5/15/1991 - 4/2/1992 Socialist Party
Pierre Bérégovoy 4/2/1992 - 3/29/93 Socialist Party
Edouard Balladur 3/29/1993 - 5/18/1995 Rally far Bepublic
Alain Juppé 5/18/1995 - 6/3/1997 Rally for the Raljmu
Lionel Jospin 6/3/1997 - 5/6/2002 Socialist Party
Union for a Presidential Majority
Jean-Pierre Raffarin 5/6/2002 - 5/31/2005 (later changed to Union for a Popular
Movement)
Dominique de Villepin 5/31/2005 - 5/17/2007 Uniar & Popular Movement
Francois Fillon 5/17/2007 - 5/15/2012 Union for@pBlar Movement
Jean-Marc Ayrault 5/15/2012 - 7/2012 Socialist yart

Table D2 Presidents in the French Fifth Republic

Party

President Dates

Charles de Gaulle 1/8/1959 - 4/28/1969

Alain Poher 4/28/1969 - 6/15/1969

Georges Pompidou 6/15/1969- 4/2/1974

Alain Poher 4/2/1974 - 5/19/1974
Valéry Giscard d'Estaing 5/19/1974 - 5/21/1981
Francois Mitterrand 5/21/1981 - 5/17/1995
Jacques Chirac 5/17/1995 - 5/16/2007
Nicolas Sarkozy 5/16/2007 - 5/15/2012

Francois Hollande 5/15/2012 — present

Union ferftew Republic
Progress and MoBemocracy
Union of Deatsdor the Republic
Progress and Mo@emocracy

Wrfar French Democracy

Socialist
Rally forRepublic
Union forop®ar Movement
Socialist
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NOTES
Survey Questions for the Analysis in Chapter 2
Canadian National Election Study
“Here's a list of FOUR goals. Which goal is MOST important to you personally?
1 fighting crime
2 giving people more say in important government decisions,
3 maintaining economic growth
4 protecting freedom of speech
8 don't know
9 refused”
Eurobarometer

There is a lot of talk these days about what this country’s coals should be for thennext t
or fifteen years. On this card are listed some of the goals which different pempte
give top priority (show card).
Would you please say which one of them you yourself consider the most important in the
long run? (Show the card) (One answer only).

1. Maintaining order in the nation

2. Giving the people more say in important government decisions

3. Fighting rising prices

4. Protecting freedom of speech

0. DK/NA”
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World Values Survey

“If you had to choose, which one of the things on this card would you say is most
important?” “Maintaining order in the nation” “Giving people more to say in impbrta
government decisions” “Fighting rising prices” or “Protecting freedospech”.

New Zealand National Election Survey

Survey questions in the New Zealand National Election Survey are based on
Inglehart’s (1977) questions used in the World Values Survey. The exact question
wording is not available on the NZES website. For 1993, 1996, and 1999, | use
responses to the following question “If you had to choose, which one of the things on this
card would you say is most important?” “Maintaining order in the nation” “Giving
people more to say in important government decisions” “Fighting rising pioces”
“Protecting freedom of speech”.

The NZES did not include this survey question in the 2002 and 2005 national
election surveys. Instead, | use responses to the open-ended question on what is the most
important issue in the election. The question wording is not available from the NZES
but asks respondents what is the most important issue that comes to mind in this election.

Constitutional provisions for legislative procedures
in the French Vth Republic
Vote of Confidence

Article 49.1 The Prime Minister, after deliberation by the Council of Ministers,
may make the Government’s program or possibly a general policy statementeanfia
vote of confidence before the National Assembly.

Package vote
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Article 44.3 Members of Parliament and the Government shall have the right of
amendment. This right may be used in plenary sitting or in committee under the
conditions set down by the Rules of Procedure of the Houses, according to the flamewor
determined by an Institutional Act. Once debate has begun, the Government oy obje
to the consideration of any amendment which has not previously been referred to
committee. If the Government so requests, the House before which the &lieg shall
proceed to a single vote on all or part of the text under debate, on the sole basis of the
amendments proposed or accepted by the Government.

Ordinance/ Empowerment statutes

Article 38. In order to implement its program, the Government may ask
Parliament for authorization, for a limited period, to take measures by Orditfatare
normally the preserve of statute law. Ordinances shall be issued in the Council of
Ministers, after consultation with ti@onseil d’Etat They shall come into force upon
publication, but shall lapse in the event of failure to table before Parliamentltte Bil
ratify them by the date set by the Enabling Act. They may only be ratifiexlicit
terms. At the end of the period referred to in the first paragraph hereinabove Ordinances
may be amended solely by an Act of Parliament in those areas governatluteylatv

(http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/english/8ab.aspAldtessed 6/21/2012).
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