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37 Party identification in the NetherlandsParty identification as a cross-cultural concept: its meaning in
the Netherlands*
by Jacques Thomassen

The concept of Party identification
In the United States party identification has proven to be one of the most 
invaluable concepts in political research. It is defined as ’the sense of per
sonal attachment which the individual feels toward the (party) of his choice 
(Campbell, 1954, biz. 88-89).
In the election studies of the Survey Research Center of the University of 
Michigan party identification is measured by the following series of ques
tions: ’Generally speaking do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, 
a Democrat, an Independent or what?’ If the respondent answered ’Republi
can’ or ’Democrat’, he was further asked; ’Would you call yourself a strong 
Republican (Democrat) or a not very strong Republican (Democrat)?’ 
If, on the other hand, he had answered ’Independent’, he was further 
asked: ’Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or Democratic 
party?’
A seven-point scale emerges from this series of questions: strong and weak 
Democrats; independents leaning toward the Democrats, independents not 
leaning toward a party, independents leaning toward the Republicans; weak 
and strong Republicans.
This variable has two dimensions, the partisan direction of the identifica
tion and its intensity. The following properties have made party identifi
cation a key variable in much of the pioneering work in political research. 
1 - Party identification makes it possible to characterize a great number 
of people as Republicans or as Democrats.
2 - It is an attitude that is stable in the long run.
3 - Party identification is strongly related to the vote preference in a par
ticular election but can be distinguished from it. In each election there are 
people whose vote preference deviates from their party identification. For 
most people this is no reason to change their party identification as well. 
This makes it possible to distinguish short term factors (candidates and 
issues) from long term factors (Converse, 1966).
4 - Strength of party identification is an excellent predictive variable for 
many forms of political behavior.

The value of party identification in comparative research
The first attempts to use party identification in comparative political 
research were highly successful.

* An earlier version of this paper was presented at the workshop on participation, 
voting and Party Competition, ECPR Joint Sessions, Strassbourg, 28th March- 
2th April, 1974.
The following people commented on the first draft of this paper: E. Bijnen, 
H. Daalder, E. Heunks, G. Irwin, Ph. Stouthard, A. Vissers.

In a classic article Converse demonstrated that there is a relationship 
between the length of time during which a country has had a stable politi
cal system and the level of partisanship in that country. This phenomenon 
can be explained as a function of the experience people have with the party 
system and of intergenerational transmission processes. (Converse, 1969). 
The level of partisanship in a specific country is in turn indicative for the 
stability of its political system. A system where party identification has 
developed weakly is in danger of political instability because flash parties 
can easily garner a great number of votes. On the other hand when the 
great majority of people have developed a lasting attachment to a certain 
political party, the rise of flash parties is much less likely because party 
identification functions as a barrier against such changes in the party system 
(Converse and Dupeux, 1966, biz. 269).
However, the concept of party identification can only be meaningful in 
comparative research if party identification has the same meaning and the 
same properties in different countries. By definition, the concept refers to 
a psychological attachment to a party, which is relatively stable over time 
and which is to a certain extent independent of the actual vote.
There have been only few attempts to validate the concept of party identi
fication outside the United States.
Most studies escape from this problem by using only the second dimension 
of party identification, its intensity. A reason for the concentration on this 
dimension is probably that most of these studies have been done in Wes- 
tern-European countries with a multiparty system. This makes the construc
tion of a continuum analogous to the American seven-point scale too 
complicated. In most countries the intensity of party identification appears 
to have the same analytical value as in the United States. Thus the correla
tions between strength of party identification and such variables as politi
cal participation, involvement and stability of vote preference are of the 
same size as they are in the United States, or they run at least in the same 
direction. However, the meaning of these findings would be greatly reduced 
if the basic conditions of stability over time and of independence are not 
met.
The only serious attempts known to us to validate the concept of party iden
tification have been done in the Federal Republic of Germany. Max Kaase 
found that in december 1967 54 % of the adult population identified them
selves as convinced or weak adherents of a particular party. In 1969 this 
percentage was only 29 %. (The great difference between the two percen
tages can at least partly be explained by the fact that the question wording 
in 1969 was not exactly alike the one in 1967. In 1967 the names of the 
parties were mentioned in the question, in 1969 they were not). Over these
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two years only 19 % identified themselves consistently with the same party 
Kaase also found an almost perfect congruence between party identification 
and vote preference (Kaase, 1970). Apparently party identification in Ger
many does not meet the two requirements of stability and independence. 
Schleth and Weede tried to replicate Goldberg’s causal (Goldberg, 1966) 
model on American voting behavior with German data. In the American 
setting party identification fits into a model where it is causally prior to 
vote preference. Schleth and Weede had to reject such a model for the 
German data (Schleth, 1971).
In view of such findings, it is of interest to test the validity of the concept 
of party identification on Dutch data. The Netherlands offer a setting that 
is different from both the American and the German ones. In Germany 
the democratic process had been interrupted for a period of almost twenty 
years as a result of the Nazi-regime. The theory of Converse predicts that 
party identification should not reach a high level in such a political system. 
In this respect The Netherlands is more comparable with the United States. 
It has known universal adult suffrage for more than fifty years. In this 
periode the basic structure of the party system remained virtually the same. 
Until the provincial election of 1970 voting was compulsory. (More pre
cisely, one had to appear at the polls). Most people in a particular age 
cohort have therefore the same voting experience. Universal suffrage has 
existed long enough for the establishment of a process of intergenerational 
transmission of party preference. The only interruption of the democratic 
process occurred during the German occupation from 1940 to 1945. This 
interruption was probably too short to have a negative influence on the 
development of stable partisan attitudes, as becomes evident also from the 
virtually complete restoration of the pre-war system after 1945. In view of 
these system properties one would expect that the level of party identifi
cation would not be lower than in the United States. However, there are a 
number of differences between the United States and the Netherlands which 
make a comparison of interest.
The first and most important difference refers to differences in the linkage 
between the political parties and the structure of the society. In a two- 
party system like that of the United States the two parties are forced to the 
middle of the political spectrum to maximize their votes. (Downs, 1957, ch. 
8). As a result political differences between the two parties become minimal 
or at least less than in a multiparty system. Therefore the political plat
forms of parties give the voters insufficient clues over time for deciding 
for which party they should vote.
Shiveley states that in such a situation voters learn to associate themselves 
with a particular party to avoid the expensive task of gathering enough 

political information to make their choice on some other basis. ’On the 
other hand, a voter who is a member of a clear and distinct social or eco
nomic group, for which he feels that some party or group of parties is the 
clear spokesman, may not need a further guide in voting. Since his social 
and economic position, coupled with the linkage of some party(ies) to that 
position, provides him with sufficient voting cues, he does not need to 
identify directly with a party’. (Shiveley, 1972, biz. 1222). This hypothesis 
is consistent with the statement of Campbell and Valen that in a party 
system with a close relationship between the parties and the social classes, 
it is difficult to isolate the independent influence which party identification 
by itself has on the electorate. (Campbell, 1966, biz. 268).
If these hypotheses are correct party identification should score low as an 
independent motivational force among Dutch voters. The linkages between 
the political parties on the one hand and religion and social class on the 
other hand have traditionally been very strong in the Netherlands. The 
history of the new parties which are not connected with any religious group 
or social class has been too short ’to develop a ’taught’ cadre of supporters’ 
(Jennings, 1972, bIz. 450).
A second major difference is the electoral system. The United States has a 
district system. In each election people vote for an individual candidate. 
Therefore the personal qualities of the candidates play an important role 
in American elections in addition to political issues and party identification. 
One of the major heuristic advantages of the concept of party identification 
is that it offers the opportunity to distinguish short term influences (candi
dates and issues) from lasting party attachment.
As election specific influences seem to be much weaker in the Netherlands 
than in the United States Dutch voters should not normally deviate from 
their possible party identification. The electoral system de emphasizes the 
role of individual candidates. A good description of the Dutch electoral 
system is presented by Daalder and Rusk: ’The electoral law provides for 
a party-list system of proportional representation, in which votes are aggre
gated nationally, seats are divided among numerous contesting parties ac
cording to the d’Hondt system of the largest average. Technically there are 
18 districts which coincide largely with the boundaries of the 11 provinces. 
Parties present individual lists across the country for seat allocation pur
poses. Each voter may mark only one candidate. His vote accrues first to the 
national party and then to the district list. He can effect the election of a 
given candidate only if this candidate by himself obtains one-half the dis
trict list quotiënt (which is slightly below 1/150 of the total national vote). 
But in practice the overwhelming majority of the electorate tends to vote 
for the top candidate on the party list. The rank-ordering of individual
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candidates on these lists, therefore, virtually decides a candidate’s chance 
of election to parliament. This system makes party rather than individual 
candidates the chief actors in political campaigns’ (Daalder, 1972, biz. 146). 
In other words candidates — as distinct from parties — play a very marginal 
role in Dutch politics. There is evidence that most people do not even 
know the names of the candidates. The impact of issues is probably also 
very modest in most elections. Therefore the sum total of election specific 
events has probably much less effect than in the United States. One should 
therefore expect a very high level of congruence of party identification and 
vote preference.

The Dutch data
We shall test these hypotheses against Dutch data. These data derived from 
a three wave panel study that covers three successive elections, the provin
cial elections in 1970, the parliamentary elections in 1971 and the parlia
ment elections in 1972.
A nationwide random sample (N = 1838) was interviewed in 1970. Be
cause of panel mortality this number was reduced to 1266 in 1971, to 1972 
in 1972. Full panel data are available for 834 respondents. In all three 
panel waves party identification was measured by this set of questions: 
’Many people think of themselves as adherents of a certain party, but there 
are also people who do not’.
Do you usually think of yourself as an adherent of a certain party? (If yes:) 
Which party do you like best? Some people are strongly convinced adhe
rents of their party. Others are not so strongly convinced. Do you belong 
to the strongly convinced adherents of your party or do you not? (If not an 
adherent:) Is there any party that you are closer to than the others? (If 
yes:) Which? The questions are as similar as possible to the SRC-questions.

Distribution of party identification
In table 1 the distribution of strength of party identification as observed 
in the three panel waves is presented.

Table 1:
Distribution of strength of party identification in three successive elections

1970 1971 1972

strong adherents 18.0 17.1 22.3
weak adherents 26.7 23.7 21.7
leaners 32.2 31.5 33.6
independents 23.1 27.7 22.3

100% (1838) 100% (1260) 100% (972)

The aggregate distribution is quite stable over these three years. The per
centage of people who spontaneously call themselves adherents of a poli
tical party is lower than in the United States (Campbell, 1960, biz. 124), 
Britain (Butler, 1969, biz. 38), Norway (Campbell, 1966, biz. 251), Sweden 
(Särlvick, 1970, biz. 259) and Denmark (Borre, 1973, biz. 72) but higher 
than the percentage Max Kaase found with a similar question in the Federal 
Republic of Germany (Kaase, 1970, biz. 59).
It is hard to draw any direct inferences from the fact that the percentage 
of spontaneous adherents is lower in the Netherlands than in most of these 
other countries. There are at least two complications that make a direct 
comparison somewhat risky.
The Netherlands is involved in a process of political realignment. Especially 
the religious parties have lost a great number of their adherents. This makes 
it very likely that the level of partisanship has decreased in the last ten 
years. A second caveat must be made with respect to the question wording. 
In the SRC-questions the names of the (two) parties are mentioned. In 
Holland with its long list of parties this was not possible. The lack of this 
cue can lead to a lower number of spontaneous adherents. That this is so 
is suggested strongly by the fact that Max Kaase found 54 % adherents in 
1967 with a question wording in which the parties were mentioned and only 
29 % in 1969 when he used a question wording similar to ours. (Kaase, 
1970, biz. 59). More important than the overall distribution of party identi
fication, however, is the question whether party identification has the same 
properties in the Netherlands as it has in the United States.

The stability of party identification
An essential property of party identification is its long term stability. On 
the one hand the time between our first and last panel wave is too short to 
prove long term stability. On the other hand, if we were to find that party 
identification is not even stable over such a short time, we can be sure that 
there is no long term stability either.
There is no objective criterion to define how stable party identification 
should be, especially not in a time of realignment. However, if party iden
tification is a lasting psychological attitude toward a party that is relatively 
insentitive to short-term factors and does not completely define the vote, it 
should be more stable than vote preference. Even in a time of realignment 
one should expect that party Identification changes at a slower pace than 
vote preference.
In table 2 the stability of party identification is compared with the stability 
of vote preference.
Party identification is clearly less stable than vote preference. In all three
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Table 2:
Stability of party identification and vote preference

vote preference party identification

1970-1971 80.3 %* 76.1 %
1971-1972 77.7 % 74.6 %
1970-1972 71.1 % 62.6 %

* 80.3 % of the people who voted both times voted for the same party in both 
elections.

combinations of the panel waves the turn over of party identification is 
higher than the turnover of vote preference. A possible explanation for this 
surprising finding could be that party identification only indicates a lasting 
psychological attachment where this attachment is mentioned spontaneously. 
This applies to the strong and weak adherents. To test this possibility we 
have controlled the turnover tables for strength of party identification. The 
results are presented in tables 3 and 4.

Table 3:
Stability of party identification, controlled for strength of party identification

strong weak leaners

1970-1971 92.2 % 76.3 % 64.3 %
1971-1972 90.6 % 74.5 % 65.3 %
1970-1972 80.4 % 63.9 % 47.2 %

Table 4:
Stability of vote preference, controlled for strength of party identification

strong weak leaners independents

1970-1971 91.8 % 80.2 % 70.8 % 65.1 %
1971-1972 90.2 % 76.8 % 69.7 % 58.8 %
1970-1972 82.3 % 74.8 % 56.5 % 44.9 %

Strength of party identification does make a difference: the weaker the 
identification, the more difference there is between the stability of party 
identification and the stability of vote preference. There is hardly any dif
ference between the stability of party identification and the stability of vote 
preference among strong adherents. Among weak adherents and leaners 

party identification is less stable than vote preference. These findings make 
the value of the concept of party identification in the Netherlands very 
doubtful.
Now that we have found that party identification is less stable than vote 
preference we should ask the question whether party identification is some
thing more than an expression of volatile positive feelings toward a certain 
party at a particular moment, which are caused by exactly the same cir
cumstances that determine the vote. If this should prove to be the case it 
is very likely that party identification and vote preference are measuring 
one and the same phenomenon: the preference for a particular party at a 
certain moment.

Party identification and vote preference
If party identification and vote preference are measuring the same pheno
menon, party identification loses one of its most important functions. In the 
United States party identification has become such an invaluable analyti
cal concept, precisely because it offers the opportunity to distinguish short
term factors from long-term influences. This made it possible to determine 
the role of candidates and issues in each election.
A distinction between long-term forces (party identification) and short
term forces can only be made when party identification and vote prefe
rence are really different concepts. A perfect congruence between party 
identification and vote preference does not necessarily mean that party 
identification and vote preference are conceptually the same. It could mean 
that in a particular election no short term factors are at work and that 
therefore everybody is voting according to this party identification. The 
more deviations there are between party identification and vote preference 
the greater the role of short term influences would be.

Table 5:
Party identification and vote preference, controlled for strength of party 
identification

1970 1971 1972

strong adherents 98.3 %* 98.5 % 96.1 %
weak adherents 92.3 % 92.9 % 92.2 %
leaners 83.9% 86.5 % 86.9 %

total 90.9 % 91.7 % 91.2 %

* Of the strong adherents who voted in 1970 98.3 % voted for the party they 
identified with.
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Counter evidence to the hypothesis that there is no conceptual difference 
between party identification and vote preference is presented in table 5. In 
all three years about 9 % of all voters with a party identification voted for 
a different party than the one they identified with. This percentage is lower 
than any comparable figure in the United States.
This is what we expected mainly because of the differences between the 
two electoral systems. But although the deviations are small, it appears that 
just as in the United States the relationship between party identification and 
vote preference varies with strength of party identification (table 5). In 
1970 the percentage of strong adherents who voted for the same party as 
they identified with is 98.3 % among strong adherents. Among leaners it is 
nog higher than 84.5 %. The traditional explanation for this variation is 
that people who do not strongly identify with their party are more sensitive 
to short term influences and are therefore more likely to vote for a different 
party. However, this explanation is not the only one possible. Our hypo
thesis that party identification and vote preference are measuring the same 
attitude-party preference at a particular moment — can explain the diffe
rent correlations between party identification and vote preference just as 
well. If we suppose that party identification and vote preference are two 
indicators for the same attitude, one should expect a certain level of un
reliability of measurement. One should also expect that this unreliability 
is highest among people whose attitude has been developed less strongly, 
that means among people with a low level of party preference. If this hypo
thesis is correct the different figures in table 5 are different levels of relia
bility. There is no way to test this hypothesis directly. But indirect evidence 
supports our hypothesis very strongly. To test the reliability of questions 
on voting behavior we repeated in the third wave the questions on voting 
behavior in 1971 that were asked in the second wave (Thomassen, 1973).
In table 6 the relationship between strength of party identification and the 
consistency of the answers to both questions about the vote preference in 
1971 is presented. The strength of the relationship is surprising. The diffe
rence between strong adherents and leaners is about 14 percentage points. 
This is more than the difference between strong adherents and leaners with 
respect to the congruence of party identification and vote preference.

If we now suppose that party identification and vote preference are two 
different indicators for the same concept we have found that the reliability 
of two different indicators measured at the same time is influenced by the 
same variable that influences the reliability of one indicator over time. 
Again, this is no direct evidence for the hypothesis that party identification 
and vote preference are measuring the same attitude, but at least this hypo-

Table 6
Strength of party identification 1971 and the consistency of answers to questions 
on vote preference 1971

strong weak leaners independents total

answers consistent 95.5* 85.7 81.0 76.9 84.7
vote preference not - consistent 4.5 14.3 19.0 23.1 15.3
1971

total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
(132) (161) (205) (104) (602)

* Of those who answered both questions on vote preference 95.5 % mentioned 
the same party.

thesis can explain the observed deviations from party identification just as 
well.

Party identification and vote preference; causal sequence
The theory of party identification is very clear on the causal sequence of 
party identification and vote preference. Party identification is defined as a 
lasting psychological attachment toward a party, the relationship between 
party identification and vote preference is described as the relation between 
’the psychological state and its behavioral consequences’. (Campbell, 1960, 
biz. 122). Goldberg observes that a causal model in which party identifica
tion is causally prior to vote preference fits indeed data on American voting 
behavior (Goldberg, 1966).
Our findings in the last paragraph suggest that party identification is not 
conceptually different from vote preference. Another way to formulate this 
statement is, that party identification is simply a reflection of the vote pre
ference. This implies that in a causal model party identification should be 
found to be posterior to vote preference.
If party identification really is a lasting psychological attachment to a party 
a change in vote preference should not immediately be followed by a change 
of party identification. A change of party identification on the other hand 
- which should not occur very often - would normally not occur unless 
vote preference changes as well.
No other country than the United States is likely to have such a high degree 
of independence between party identification and vote preference. Butler 
and Stokes have shown that party identification changes more often in Bri
tain than in the United States. Their conclusion is based upon a comparison 
of the relation between the stability of party identification and the stability 
of vote preference in Britain and in the United States (Butler, 1969, biz. 38).
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Table 7:
Stability of party identification and vote preference in three American elections

vote preference
stable not stable total

party not stable 2 6 18
identification stable 76 16 92

total 78 22 100 %

Table 8:
Stability of party identification and vote preference in three British elections

vote preference
stable not stable total

party stable 75 8 83
identification not stable 4 13 17

total 79 21 100 %

Table 9 presents similar data for the Netherlands. Stable vote preference 
means that a respondent voted for the same party in 1970, 1971 and 1972. 
Stable party identification means that a respondent identified with the same 
party in all three panel waves.
There is a dramatic difference between the Dutch data and the British and 
the American data. Not less than 23 % of all the voters in this table changed 
their party identification as well as their vote preference at least once. (We 
did not go into the question whether changes were symmetric).
The most striking finding in this table is the difference between the upper 
right-hand and the lower left-hand cells. While only 6 % of the respondents 
change their vote preference without changing their party identification, 
10 % change their party identification without changing their vote prefe
rence. This finding is the exact opposite of what was found in Britain and 
in the United States.
Again one could think that our definition of party identification was too 
broad. One might argue that only when party identification is mentioned 
spontaneously, one can be sure that it refers to a lasting psychological at
tachment. This argument is refuted, however, by the evidence of tables

These relationships are presented in tables 7 and 8. In both countries party 
identification is more stable than vote preference.
There is a limited number of voters who change their vote as well as their 
party identification within the period of three successive elections (three pa
nel waves), although in Britain this percentage is twice as high as in the 
United States. In both countries the percentages of people who change their 
vote preference but not their party identification is higher than the per
centage who change their party identification but not their vote preference. 
However, in the United States the difference is more marked than in Britain. 
In the United States the quotient is 8 : 1, in Britain 2 : 1. So in Britain 
party identification is much less independent from vote preference than in 
the United States.

Table lOalc:
Stability of party identification and vote preference in three elections controlled 
for strength of party identification in 1970

Table 10a
Strong adherents

vote preference
totalstable not stable

party stable 80 3 83
identification not stable 5 12 17

total 85 15 100%

Table 9:
Stability of party identification and vote preference in three Dutch elections

vote preference
stable not stable total

party stable 61 6 67
identification not stable 10 23 33

total 71 29 100 %

Table 10b:
Weak adherents

vote preference
stable not stable total

party stable 61 5 66
identification not stable 12 22 34

total 73 27 100 %
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vote preference
stable not stable total

Table 10c:
Leaners

party stable 41 9 50
identification not stable 13 37 50

total 54 46 100 %

10 a/c. In these tables the relationship of table 9 is controlled for strength 
of party identification in 1970.
As we already observed the stability of party identification and the stability 
of vote preference vary with strength of party identification. However, the 
essential message of table 9 is supported by the three subtables. In all cases 
the percentage of people who change their party identification but not their 
vote preference is higher than the percentage to which the reversed process 
applies.
These findings suggest very strongly, that party identification is not causally 
prior to the vote, but simply a reflection of the vote and therefore causally 
posterior to the vote. We will now test this proposition by using a formal 
causal modelling technique, the Simon-Blalock method. (Blalock, 1964). 
That this technique is very suitable for panel data was demonstrated by 
Boudon (Boudon, 1968).
The causal model that we will test has six variables, party identification and 
vote preference, each measured at three different times. To explore the 
causal relations between these variables we will use the product-moment 
correlation coefficient (Pearson’s r). This statistic can only be used for con
tinuous variables and in a two by two table. Neither party identification 
nor vote preference meets this requirement. However, both variables can 
be made dichotomous if we restrict the analysis to one party. We will take 
the P.v.d.A. (Labourparty) as an example.
Party identification then has these two categories:
1 - all respondents who identify with the P.v.dA.;
2 - all respondents who do not identify with the P.v.d.A.
Vote preference has these two categories:
1 -* all people who voted for the P.v.d.A.;
2 - all people who voted for a different party.
The analysis has been restricted to those voting in all three elections and to 
those for whom complete panel data were available.
The correlation matrix for the six variables is presented in table 11.

Table 11:
Correlation matrix party identification and vote preference P.v.d.A. 1970-1971- 
1972

1 2 3 4 5

2 .56
3 .49 .60
4 .77 .65 .61
5 .59 .86 .67 .71
6 .52 .67 .80 .66 .75

1 = party identification 1970
2 = party identification 1971
3 = party identification 1972
4 = vote preference 1970
5 = vote preference 1971
6 = vote preference 1972

Two different models will be tested. Model 1 represents the traditional 
theory of party identification. Party identification is stable over time and 
defines the vote preference at each election. (The impact of other variables 
is excluded from the model). The stability of vote preference can be ex
plained by the fact that party identification is stable. Vote preference has 
no stability of its own. The alternative model 2 assumes that vote preference 
is stable (for whatever reason) and that party identification is no more than 
a reflection of the vote preference. Party identification therefore has a cer
tain degree of stability because vote preference is stable.

Model 1

1------------ >2------------ *-3

V V i
4 5 6

Model 2

12 3
A A

4------------►S------------->6

By calculating partial correlations we will test which of the two models fits 
the data best.
The minimal requirements for model 1 are that r 45.12 and r 56.32 are 
equal to zero. In model 2 r 12.45 and r 23.56 should be equal to zero. The 
observed values are r 45.12 = .30, 156-23 = .30, 112.45 = .08 and 123.66 
= .02.
In model 1 party identification cannot fully explain the stability of vote 
preference. So the first revision that has to be made in model 1 is a direct 
link between the vote preference of the successive elections. This has been
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done in model 3. explanation should be found outside the model.

Model 3
1.------------>2------------>3

' '----------- >5------------ 6

A complete test of model 1 and model 3 is presented in table 12. It is clear 
that model 3 does not fit the data at all. Only three of the partial corre
lations that should not significantly differ from zero, are less than the 
critical value of .10 (with the number of cases in our analysis (± 620) par
tial correlations of ± .10 are significant when a = 1 %)•

Table 12 \

model 3 
partial 
correlation

expected 
value

observed 
value

model 2 
partial 
correlation

expected 
value

observed 
value

r42-i 0 .41 r 42*5 0 .11

r 15*24 0 .01 r 43*56 0 .12

r 43*12 0 .29 r 46*5 0 .27

r 46*1235 0 .14 r 13*456 0 .02 a

r 13*2 0 .23 r 15*4 0 *10 1

r 16*2345 0 -.04 r 16*45 0 -.03 j

r 26*53 0 .05 r 35*6 0 .18 j

r 35*2 0 .38 r 26*5 0 .07 '
r 12*45 0 .08
r 23*56 0 *02 1

Model 2 on the other hand fits much better. Not more than 4 of the partial 
correlations are higher than .10. The highest partial is between vote pre
ference in 1970 and vote preference in 1972. This would suggest that people 
who change their vote at time 2 tend to return to their preference of time 
1 at time 3. However, one should be cautious with this interpretation, be
cause in the second category of vote preference all parties but the P.v.d.A. 
are included. But if this interpretation is correct, it fits very well in the 
theory of voting behavior. The problem is that this ’homing’ tendency is 
normally explained by the fact that people now and then change their vote 
preference, but are inclined to return to their traditional choice, because 
they have developed lasting feelings of attachment to this party. This ex
planation cannot be correct in this case, because in the model no causal 
impact of party identification on vote preference is assumed. Therefore an

Model 4

1 3 3
A A A

Table 13: 
model 4

partial 
correlation

expected 
value

observed 
value

r 24*5 0 .11
r 34*56 0 .12
r 13*456 0 .02
r 16*4 0 .10
r 16*45 0 -.03
r 35*46 0 .11
r 26*45 0 .05
r 12*45 0 .08
f 23*456 0 .01

In model 4 the arrow from 4 to 6 has been drawn. Table 13 shows that this 
model fits the data almost perfectly. To account for the few minor devia
tions from the model in the data we must assume a direct link between 
party identification at each successive point in time. This model 5 fits the 
data completely as is shown by table 14.

Model 5

A revision of model 3 such that the final model fits the data is quite com
plicated. Model 6 does fit the data, but leaves only three partials to predict, 
(r 16.24 = .01
r 16.2345 = .04
r 26.1345 = .02)
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Table 14: 
model 5

partial 
correlation

expected 

value

observed 
value

r 24-15 0 .04
r 34-1256 0 .08
r 13-2456 0 .02
r 15-4 0 .10
r 16-45 0 -.03
r 36-1246 0 .08
r 26-145 0 .04

Model 6

The problem now is that we have no criterion to decide which model is the 
correct one, model 5 or model 6. The technique of causal modelling does not 
enable us to prove whether a certain model is correct. Both models do fit 
the data. However, model 5 is more parsimonious than model 6. We feel 
that this information, in addition to the evidence that we have presented 
before is a sufficient argument to draw the tentative inference that party 
identification is not causally prior to vote preference.

The two dimensions of party identification
On the basis of this analysis we might tentatively conclude that the concept 
of party identification has no real meaning in the Netherlands. However, 
we have concentrated on one dimension of party identification only: its 

partisan direction.
Using the same data we are using Kent Jennings found, that strength of 
party identification - the second dimension - correlates highly with voting 
turnout and other forms of electoral participation in The Netherlands. The 
correlations are even higher than in the United States. The same is true for 
consistency of voting, decisiveness of making electoral choices, correctness 
of fit between self image and party profile. (Jennings, 1972, biz. 468-469).

How to account for these findings? If party identification is not a psycho
logical attachment, but simply a reflection of the vote preference, one 
might advance the hypothesis that the intensity of party identification really 
refers to the motivational strength of the vote preference at a particular 
moment. That the strength of the motivation to vote for a particular party 
is correlated with the variables we have just mentioned can easily be ex
plained.
More confusing is the fact that there is a correlation between age and 
strength of party identification. The classic issue is whether this relationship 
represents a lifecycle effect or a generation effect. A possible explanation 
for a generation effect could be that the traditional motivational forces of 
religion and social class have lost much of their impact on political behavior 
among younger people. However, we have no evidence to support this hy
pothesis. The relationship between age and strength of party identification 
that has been found in several countries is usually explained as a life cycle
effect. Jennings observes, that this age-effect should not be interpreted as 
an effect of growing older, but as an effect of experience.
’The more often the voter reaffirms his conviction by supporting the party 
at the polls, and the more accustomed his perceptual and coding devices 
become to handling information about the parties in a standard fashion, 
the more entrenched becomes his attachment to the party’ (Jennings, 1972, 
biz. 450).
If this conclusion is correct, it is not inconsistent with the results of our 
analysis per se. It would mean that there is a certain psychological attach
ment to political parties. However, party identification is certainly not a 
strong attitude, when even among strong identifiers this attitude cannot 
resist a change in vote preference.

Conclusion
Let us now summarize the essential conclusions of our analysis. The evi
dence on the question whether party identification in the Netherlands re
presents a psychological attachment to a political party or not is inconclu
sive. However, a number of observations make the use of party identifica
tion in relation to voting behavior in The Netherlands very doubtful:
1 — party identification is less stable than vote preference;
2 — the little evidence there is, that party identification and vote preference 
can be distinguished, can also be explained as unreliability of measurement;
3 - there is strong evidence that party identification is not causally prior 
to vote preference.
These results leave us with two intriguing questions: Why have lasting psy
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chological attachments to the political parties - as distinct from consisting 
voting records - developed in the United States but not - or less so - in 
The Netherlands? And, secondly, if Dutch people did not develop strong 
and lasting attachments to their political parties, how could the party system 
remain relatively stable for such a long time?
The — speculative — answer to both questions is to be found in the Dutch 
system of verzuiling or segmentation. Definitions of verzuiling have tended 
to differ and the number of zuilen or pillars one chooses to use in analysis 
depends on the definition chosen.
Catholics and protestants have organized themselves separately at almost 
every level of the society. Lijphart mentions the ’algemene’ or general zuil 
as a third pillar. (Lijphart, 1968, ch. 2). This really means lumping the 
remainder together. Within this group social class is an important dividing 
line. Especially the socialists have constructed their own network of orga
nizations, in a way that was very similar to the way catholics and prote
stants had organized themselves. Therefore the socialist subculture is so
metimes called a pseudo-zuil. (Thurlings, 1971, biz. 15). Each pillar tra
ditionally has its own political party (or parties). The catholics were politi
cally organized in the K.V.P., the socialists in the P.v.d.A. The political 
organization of the protestant pillar was more complicated. The A.R.P. had 
its clientele mainly among the orthodox calvinists, the C.H.U. among the 
Dutch reformed, G.V.P. and S.G.P. are two conservative splinter parties 
with an othodox calvinist background. The V.V.D. is the fifth traditional 
party. It is the antipole of the P.v.d.A on the social class line and is sup
ported mainly by the upper-middle class. So the traditional political parties 
are deeply rooted in the social structure of Dutch society. For a long time 
politics provided set alternatives to a great number of Dutchmen. Belonging 
to a certain pillar one voted almost automatically for the party that was 
associated with in. This rigid relationship of the political parties to the dif
ferent subcultures can explain why there was weak psychological attach
ment to political parties as such and why yet the political system could 
remain very stable. The identification with the political parties was for most 
people only indirect. Voting for the catholic party was for a catholic part 
of his role behavior. As far as group identification was important in this 
process, the identification was probably more with the catholic subculture 
and much less the identification with the associated political party per se. 
An analogous process applied to calvinists and socialists. At the same time 
the system could remain stable as long as the relative strength of the dif
ferent subcultures remained the same and as long as the relationship 
between religion and social class on the one hand and political behavior 
on the other hand did not change. The rapid changes in the Dutch party 

system of the last decennium can to a great extent be explained by two 
processes. First a great number of people lost their religious attachment and 
therefore indirectly their attachment to the associated political party. Sec
ondly, a number of people no longer allowed their political choice to be 
determined by their religious attachment.
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Opleiding en werk voor politicologen; een onderzoek naar de mening van 
afgestudeerde politicologen over hun opleiding en hun werk en enkele 
gedachten over de toekomstige werkgelegenheid voor politicologen 
door Fred van Delft

Dit onderzoek moet beschouwd worden als een vervolg op het onderzoek 
dat verricht werd door W. J. P. Kok, G. P. Noordzij, J. Verhoef en P. J. M. 
Verschuren op initiatief van de Nederlandse Kring voor Wetenschap der 
Politiek. (Acta Politica VII, afl. 3, juli 1972). Als basis is dezelfde vragen
lijst gebruikt, sommige vragen zijn iets gewijzigd, enkele vragen zijn eraan 
toegevoegd. Alle politicologen die tussen 1 januari 1972 en 1 oktober 1973 
zijn afgestudeerd zijn in het onderzoek betrokken, terwijl die uit Leiden 
wegens technische moeilijkheden niet zijn opgenomen.
Aanleiding om met dit soort onderzoek door te gaan, is geweest de behoefte 
de vinger aan de pols te houden wat betreft sollicitatieproblemen, de aard 
van de werkkring en de relatie hiervan met specialisatie, de aard van de 
opleiding etc.
De laatste jaren bestaat de veronderstelling dat het steeds moeilijker wordt, 
voor politicologen in het bijzonder, een baan te vinden en dat de banen 
waarin men terecht komt meestal van dien aard zijn dat de politicologische 
opleiding er niet de meest geschikte opleiding voor is of dat men ze met 
willekeurig welke academische opleiding kan vervullen of misschien zelfs 
wel zonder academische opleiding.
Is de situatie voor politicologen werkelijk zo slecht? Hoe is de verhouding 
tussen politicologen en afgestudeerden in andere richtingen wat deze pro
blemen betreft? Hier zal een poging worden gedaan een begin van een ant
woord te formuleren op deze vragen, die des te dringender worden naarmate 
het aantal afgestudeerden met de jaren snel toeneemt.
Volgens gegevens uit Acta Politica waren er in 1967 126 afgestudeerde po
liticologen, in 1969 166 en per 1 januari 1972 321. Per 1 oktober 1973 wa
ren er in totaal (Universiteit van Amsterdam, Vrije Universiteit, Rijksuni
versiteit Leiden en Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen) 458 afgestudeerd. Dat 
betekent een toename van 137 in ruim anderhalf jaar, meer dan er in de 
eerste 18 jaar zijn afgestudeerd.

Hef veldwerk
Van alle afgestudeerden kon via de administraties van de universiteiten het 
laatst bekende adres verkregen worden, waarna via telefonische controle 
en via contactadressen het definitieve adres kon worden vastgesteld van op 
1 na alle 133 in ons onderzoek betrokken afgestudeerden. Ook de mensen 
die in het buitenland verbleven zijn in de enquêtepopulatie opgenomen. 
Uiteindelijk zijn dus 132 vragenlijsten verstuurd, waarvan er na een rappel 
92 werden terugontvangen, zodat de respons 69,7 % bedraagt (bij de vorige 
enquête was dit 81 %). De percentages verschilden nogal wat voor de af
gestudeerden van de diverse universiteiten. Zo bedroeg de respons van de


