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Introduction

The aim of this paper is two fold. Firstly to investigate if the levels of party unity are different in Western democracies as compared to Eastern democracies and secondly to see if the paths towards achieving a high level of unity differ from one region to another.  The analysis takes into account parliamentary political parties after 1996 in Central Eastern and Western Europe lower chambers, looking for patterns of achieving party behavioural unity across these regions. 

Why would party unity be important? Party unity, either in terms of attitude or in terms of behavior, is essential for political representation. Voters’ choice between the parties and the election of their representatives is very much related to party unity. The parties should be united “because otherwise they may prove incapable of translating their mandates into effective action and indeed because without cohesion [unity] the very concept of an electoral mandate is ambiguous. Only if the party acts together as a team, can the voters reward or punish it at the polls as a team. Only if each candidate advocates the same policies and can be trusted to act with his copartisans to carry them out … unless this condition is met, an election cannot truly be said to have given anyone a mandate at all” (Katz 1980: 3). A specific situation when misrepresentation of voters may occur is when a party, that has many factions, has parliamentarians who belong to only one of the party factions.

Another aspect with which the topic is associated is government performance and stability. Party unity is perceived as necessary to the delivery of efficient government and group cohesion is regarded as a good predictor for performance. A cohesive (united) party, as Ozbudun (1970: 304) contends, is supposed to govern better than a noncohesive one and party cohesion is a factor that “enables the party to enact its program into governmental policies”. 

Party unity is related to the parties’ public image. Parties in the parliament, parties in the government or opposition seek to behave as cohesive entities because the party’s popularity is related to a positive party image. Lack of party unity can damage party image (Boueck 2002), the party’s ‘brand name’, the party’s electoral expectations, government performance and ultimately, office holding. “The more a party presents itself as divided, the less confidence voters may have in its policy-making ability and the sincerity of its central policy commitments. It is precisely this competence and coherence of parties in dealing with hard policy choices that the mass-media and politicians in rival parties may wish to probe into in order to discredit a party in the eyes of at least moderately sophisticated voters” (Kitschelt et al. 1999: 136, 137). 

Some empirical studies revealed that “voters rely more heavily on the label of a more unified party” (Grynavski 2001: 13), the more ideologically and behaviorally homogeneous party having more value in the eyes of American voters. Boucek (2001) also showed that disunity has a damaging effect on the party’s electoral success. The perceptions of party unity among the voters were found to be highly correlated with the measures of party popularity for the Conservative and Labour parties between 1965-1997. 

The literature related to party unity refers to political parties and party systems, party decline issues, party organization, electoral systems, and coalition governments either by stating the importance of party unity or the implications of all the specified factors on it. No extensive comparative study has been conducted on the topic, with the exception of one tentative study, Ozbudun (1970), which remained at the stage of working paper and a recent work which focuses on Latin America (Carey 2007). Kitschelt et al. (1999), Kitschelt and Smyth (2002), Chaisty (2005), Kitschelt (2003) concentrated on Central Eastern Europe or Latin America, but the latter studies are related only to party programmatic cohesion (unity in terms of party policy positions). 

The paper proceeds as follows: the first section discusses the concept of party unity, the existing conceptual overlap, the measurements for party unity and comprises a short presentation of the factors considered to be influencing party unity, the second section brakes down the concept and deals with the validity and reliability of the measurements proposed and the third section examines the levels of party unity in Eastern and Western Europe and the ways of achieving it. 

1. UNITY-CONCEPTUALIZATION, MEASUREMENTS, INFLUENCING FACTORS

1.1 Party unity vs party cohesion vs party discipline 

There is a conceptual overlap and confusion between terms like party unity, party cohesion and party discipline. There are two common problems in the literature, the first one is related to the definitions offered for these three concepts and the second problem is the measurement used for them. Often, one step is missed when defining the concepts, and most scholars, overlooking a proper operationalization of the concepts, proceed directly with their measurement. 

 Jenkins (2001), Parker (2001), and Depaw (2003) use the concept of party unity to refer to the MPs vote inside the legislature. Most of the time, the concept is used interchangeably with that of party discipline and party cohesion, all meaning exactly the same thing: “the average percent of partisans who voted with the party line, on party votes during a given session” (Jenkins 2001: 9) or as a party unity vote “in which a majority of the voting Democrats oppose a majority of voting Republicans” (Parker 2001). 

In a similar vein with Owens (2003: 3), Heller and Mershon (2000: 3) define a party as cohesive when it is “made up of like-minded people who vote together because they share preferences”, and imply that uniformity in voting behavior and in preferences should coexist. On the same line, Janda (1980: 118) who used the concept of party coherence as equivalent with party cohesion in the ICPP project (International Comparative Political Parties) defines it as “the degree of congruence in the attitudes and behavior of party members.” The problem with these studies is that, as measurements for the concept they use roll-call votes, which are mainly a behavioral expression and do not necessarily imply an attitudinal similarity. Furthermore, no evidence has been advanced to show that behavior and attitudes are always correlated, or that the attitudes are a prerequisite for behavior. Kitschelt and Smith (2002: 1229) offer another approach to cohesion, and refer more to the preferences and attitudes when they define party programmatic cohesion as the “general agreement within a party organization on specific issue positions”.

On the other side, “party discipline [emphasis added] as measured by the uniformity of legislative roll-call voting conduct among representatives of the same party… may be a matter of organizational coercion more than of programmatic cohesion” (Kitschelt 2000: 859). Parliamentary parties, as Heller and Mershon contend (2000: 3), are disciplined when “members of the same party vote the same way”. Discipline is also referred to as the sticks and carrots used in order to maintain the unified vote inside the parliament (Linek and Rakušanova 2002) and the same pattern continues with discipline, cohesion and party unity being used interchangeably. Fear of the consequences of disobedience (electoral consequences, policy benefits as a result of office holding) may materialize in tight discipline inside the party (Gallagher and Marsh 1988; Cox and McCubbins 1993) and the result is the MPs’ unified voting patterns. Although party discipline has been used more in relation to party behavior inside the legislature, there is still no clear separation between the concepts and some studies (Haspel, Remington 1998, Chaisty 2005) continue to use cohesion as denoting partisan loyalty in floor voting. 

Recent studies briefly mention that both party discipline and party cohesion are observations of party unity (Heller, Mershon 2000: 3) or that both discipline and cohesion are “overlapping routes to party unity” (Malloy 2003: 1) without too much clarification about the relationship that exists between concepts or in-depth research to bring more theoretical and empirical justification for their statements. 

Few authors draw a distinction between party cohesion and party discipline. Ozbudun (1970), Bowler, Farrell and Katz (1999), Kitschelt et al. (1999), Kitschelt (2000), Kitschelt, Smith (2002), Hix, Noury and Roland (2006) speak about party cohesion and party discipline as being different things. The trend among definitions, to which the author of this thesis subscribes, is that cohesion is in relation to the party members/representatives preferences, while discipline denotes uniformity of voting inside the legislature. 

What definitely needs to be clarified in terms of party discipline is that it has two components: similar action of different individuals (result) and a relation of power within the party when one part is obliging the other part to act in ways it would not otherwise do (i.e. imposing disciplinary measures). In other words one could speak of organizational discipline and acting discipline. In my analysis I will only use the concept of organizational discipline meaning the disciplinary measures imposed inside the party. On the other side, acting discipline is synonymous with behavioral unity, the latter being used as dependent variable in the present research. 

The same clarification has to be done for party unity. There are two aspects of it to be scrutinized. Unity in terms of attitudes (cohesion) and unity in terms of behavior. In order to avoid any confusion, conceptual or measurement overlap, the paper clearly differentiates between party unity in terms of attitudes - which materializes into party cohesion as far as the policy preferences of the party representatives are concerned, and unity in terms of behavior – which denotes congruence in the behavior of the party elite, manifested inside and outside the legislature.  
1.2. How to achieve party unity?

The factors which influence party unity could be classified according to their positive or negative influence, according to their short or long-term impact, strong or weak impact. Depending on their specific arguments and level of analysis the determinants could also be classified in system and party level explanations, or macro and micro. The systemic explanations mainly emphasize the role of state level factors in determining/influencing party unity. These theories highlight the role of the political system (Ranney 1965, Sartori 1997), the structure of state (Key 1964, Epstein 1967, Ozbudun 1970, Tan 2000), the type of electoral system (Carey and Shugart 1995, Janda 1980, Carey 2007) or party system (Sartori 1997, 1990) many of them with contradictory inferences relating to party unity and with no extensive empirical evidence. Party level explanations for party unity put emphasis on the political party characteristics: party size, party age, party origin, party centralization (Janda 1980, Harmel and Janda 1982, Janda and King 1985, Norris 1996, Reuven 2002). These studies relate party traits to party unity but do not have a particular theory about party unity. Without entering too much into details about the effect of each systemic or party level factor, the paper mainly investigates the effect of electoral system and party centralization on unity. Drawing from the theoretical work already existent, table A (Appendix) presents an overview of the factors influencing unity and relating hypotheses. The paper focuses on the  between party unity, electoral system and party centralization. 

According to the theorists of electoral systems the electoral formula, the district magnitude and the ballot structure are related to party unity. Party list proportional representation (PR) is expected to generate more united parties than single member district systems (SMD) using plurality or majority, because in the latter case, the relationship with the constituency makes the MPs less attached to the party at the central level (Taagepera and Shugart 1989). 

With proportional representation, a separate preference vote cast by electors choosing that party might determine the order in which candidates are declared elected. Katz (1980) developed an extensive study regarding the influence of preferential voting on party unity. Katz (1980: 34) argued that “the pattern of cohesion or disunity
 exhibited by a party in parliament can be predicted from district magnitude, the possibility of intraparty choice and the distribution of resources in the country”. His predictions relate intraparty choice with intraparty competition, which in turn, will determine a candidate’s electoral fortunes and consequently candidates’ behavior in maintaining separate campaign organizations.

Katz’s expectations concerning party unity were that whenever the preferential vote is allowed, parliamentary parties will tend to be disunited. “In the case of small districts, this will be manifested in personalistic factionalization. In the case of large districts, the pattern of party factionalism or fractionalism will reflect the distribution of ellectorally mobilizable resources” (Katz, 1980: 34). The empirical verification of these propositions in the case of U.S., British, Irish and French parties, led to the result that indeed, preferential voting and party disunity are positively associated. But Katz’s did not consider all the important parliamentarian parties and his analysis took into account only the US Democrats, British Conservatives, Irish Fine Gael and the French Communists. 

On the same line with Katz, based on electoral rules, Carey and Shugart (1995) developed a theoretical model in order to assess the relative value that each legislator assigns to personal or party reputation. In order to maintain party reputation, politicians should refrain from taking positions and actions that would contradict the party platform. If the electoral results depend on votes cast for individual candidates, then politicians need to evaluate between the value of personal and party reputation.

Among the factors that they considered to influence personal vote seeking is the lack of ballot control (the control that party leaders exercise over ballot rank in electoral lists), vote pooling (whether votes are pooled across entire parties or candidates), types of votes (whether voters cast a single intra-party vote instead of multiple votes or a party-level vote). As far as the district magnitude is concerned, they offered a more complex prediction as compared with Katz (1980). District magnitude, as Carey and Shugart (1995: 418) contend, “affects the value of personal reputation in opposite manners, depending on the value of the ballot. In all systems, where there is intraparty competition, as M [district magnitude] grows, so does the value of personal reputation. Conversely, in systems where there is no intraparty competition, as M grows, the value of personal reputation shrinks.” However their model, besides the fact that has not been empirically tested, keeps constant the other systemic factors that may influence party unity, such as the state structure, the legislative-executive power relations or the type of party system.

Another variable, often disconsidered and which could matter for the end result of voting on the floor are the parliamentary specific rules on the functioning of party parliamentary groups (PPGs). The rules can be expressed in the parliamentary rules or sometimes could be even stipulated in the party statutes. The more clear and strict these rules are the more united the behaviour of the MPs is expected to be. 

Related to party discipline, Duverger (1967) pointed out that organization is very important for the political party in controlling its parliamentary representatives. Based on his theory, Maor (1997: 137) formulated the following three hypotheses: “the more centralized [emphasis added] the party is, the higher its cohesion
, the greater its leftist tendency, the higher its cohesion; and the more ideologically extreme, the higher its cohesion.” The hypotheses were tested only in the British case (Conservative and Labor parties), in the period 1945-1995, without any possibility for a further generalization. 

Dalton (1985) also uses party centralization when relates party unity to responsible party government, which is the way to achieve political representation. The responsible party government presumes that the parties should act as a unitary body inside parliament and their unity of action is often linked to a centralized and hierarchical party organization. Comparing elite-voters opinion from nine countries, Dalton’s findings show that centrally organized parties are more representatives of their supporters, in terms of the voter-party agreement on policy issues. Still, the research was not carried further and no proof has been brought for the link between party centralization and unity in terms of elite opinion or behavior, although Dalton (1985: 294) suggests that a centralized party “is more likely to project clear party cues and …helps elites agree on a party’s general political orientation”.

Given all the justifications for achieving party unity, it is clear that before acting as a united body, political parties face a dilemma of matching two set of motivations: those of the voters whom they represent and who want to be confident that their elected representatives will stick to the party line and implement the promised policies and the individual motivations of some party representatives who compete for the same resources inside the party (i.e. position in committees, party groups, party leadership, governmental positions which are more scarce). Therefore usually it is up to the leadership to manage the internal conflicts, to stimulate the MPs and to achieve a high level of unity especially if the party is in an incumbent position. 

In the context of post-communist democracies and at the early stages of party development, there are many instances in which attitudinal homogeneity is not a prerequisite for behavioral unity. Those parties that have low attitudinal homogeneity will try to construct an organizational apparatus with strict disciplinary measures and high centralization in order to reach a high level of behavioral unity and implement the policies announced and these in turn will bring in time a high level of attitudinal homogeneity. 
Figure 1. Party level mechanism of achieving behavioral unity
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My model of party behavioral unity asserts that there is a trade off between attitudinal unity and organizational disciplinary measures, party centralization in order to achieve behavioral unity, especially for the Central East European parties. Behavioral unity can be the result of the attitudinal similarity of the party members, of the disciplining organizational rules, or the result of both. At the same time, in a context characterized by the lack of unity inside the parliament, an unfortunate event like a government defeat can oblige the party to increase the centralization and disciplinary rules in order to ensure an uniform behavior for the for the future. In other words, the democratic representation process can be fulfilled at the expense of intra-party democracy. High levels of internal and external democracy cannot always coexist and as Janda (2005: 50) stipulates, this goes at odds with the theory of parliamentary government. 

The question is who exactly within the party will increase the centralization and disciplinary measures? Will it be the party members or the party leadership? The answer inclines towards the party leadership. Cox and McCubbins (2005) argue that despite diverse policy preferences among the party members, in order to ensure unity the leader can control the agenda setting by filtering out the issues, which may cause discontent. But besides this, there are the disciplinary measures, and other diverse “carrots”, like diverse promises of promotion or party centralization. It is expected that in Central Europe, due to a low attitudinal homogeneity, the carrots and sticks to work better in achieving behavioral unity, while in Western Europe, where parties had a longer existence the attitudinal homogeneity to be higher and more important in explaining party unity in terms of behavior.

There has been too much emphasis put on the institutional determinants of party unity and their direct impact on it in the party literature. However, the systemic variables are too ‘far’ from the party behavioral unity and the intra-party dynamics may play an important role in facilitating or impeding their expected effect on party behavioral unity. The literature addressed mainly the question of a direct link between the system level factors and party unity without giving much importance to party organization factors, which may constitute an important intervening factor in achieving behavioral unity. It may be the case that some institutional factors directly affect party unity independently of the party organization features or, there is an indirect effect of the systemic factors on the behavioral unity through party organization features. 

Also, no clear connection between the institutional factors at the state level, party organization and party behavioral unity has been offered. It may be the case that some institutional factors directly affect party unity independently of the party organization features or, there is an indirect effect of the systemic factors on the behavioral unity through party organization features. 

Out of the mentioned factors, the present paper looks only at the electoral system, party parliamentary groups rules as institutional factors influencing unity and at the party centralization and attitudinal homogeneity as internal party factors. 

 2. Party unity-redefinition and measurements

This section focuses on the definition, operationalization, measurement and validation of the measurements for party behavioural unity.  As previously stipulated in section 1, my approach towards party unity is to distinguish between party unity in terms of behaviour and party unity in terms of attitudes. While party unity in terms of attitudes refers to the congruity of opinions/positions relating to the party platform, party ideology and is operationalized in terms of cohesion regarding the party policy positions, party behavioural unity refers to the overt actions (behaviour) of the party MPs inside and outside the legislative arena. That overt behaviour can take many forms: from legislative roll-call voting, writing a letter, a petition or a question in the parliament, to active participation in an informal or formal party faction, public declarations against MPs colleagues or party leaders, occurrence of party splits, defection to another party etc. 

The party elite’s overt behavior can be portrayed by indicators such as roll-call voting counted in Rice’s index, the existence of party factions and other measurements like the MPs’ attitudes towards behavior, supplemented by expert surveys. The first step will be to discuss the strengths and weaknesses of each indicator and the second part of this section will be to check the validity and reliability of these measurements. 

2.1 Behavioural unity: dimensions and indicators

Voting unity (inside the parliament)

Roll call votes are by no means a perfect measure of behavioural unity.  Roll calls are a limited measurement and this can be demonstrated by a number of things. First of all they may not be called on all issues and the sample of roll-call votes in a legislative session is necessarily selective (Owens 2003: 11) plus the issues’ importance may differ from one country to another. Secondly, legislators are able to voice dissent by other means like early day motions, private members’ initiatives and amendments, questions writing and petitions, but due to party leadership strategies meant to change and arrange the agenda setting of the parliament in order to give priority to those issues which would not cause a negative vote, the result on the floor may show a relatively united party, while in reality this is only on the surface (Hix 2006: 145).

“Roll-call votes”, meaning the records of the voting positions of individual legislators from each political party, are usually a public record. The most famous and used index in the literature concerning party unity is the mean index of cohesion, used under the name of Rice’s index. The index was developed by Stuart A. Rice in 1928, and is calculated as follows: 


The index is useful to describe the behavior of a group of elected representatives. Its values range from 0 to 1, the zero value is less frequent and signifies that the members of the party that are in Parliament are splitting 50-50 their vote on a piece of legislation. The index has value 1, when all MPs of a certain party vote in the same way, which may be all “Yes”, or all “No”. If the index is taken as a mean, the formula shows “the average index of all bills voted on” (Janda 1980: 118).

The comparisons using roll-call measures has to be done according to the issue importance; certain issues (war, EU, student loans, education) can shatter unity and support, especially if the proposed action is unpopular with the voters (and the electoral system is a plurality single member districts or PR with preferential voting). Also what needs to be taken into account (for cross-national comparison) is the fact that the rate of legislative activity is not constant either across countries or within the same country across time, therefore weighting according to issue importance and number of recorded votes is going to be applied in order to conduct a valid cross-country comparison.  

Expressed voting dissent 

Intended behavior (expressed dissent) is a measure borrowed from political psychology, which argues that attitudes are a good prediction of future behaviour (Eysenck 1998, Tetlock 1989). The questions in the elite surveys point at MPs’ future behaviour in the parliament in hypothetical situations. The measure has its limitations but it does constitute a very good proxy for party behavioural unity. The standard questions used for MPs all over Europe is: “If an MP has to vote, but holds an opinion which is different from the one held by his parliamentary party, should he then vote in accordance with the opinion of the parliamentary party or should he follow his own opinion?” or “ If you would ask a written question, would you seek prior approval from the: chairman of the parliamentary party, the parliamentary party meeting, someone else or I would not ask prior approval)”. If the legislator response is mainly in favor of not asking prior approval, that is considered to be a low level of party behavioral unity.
Factionalism (outside and inside the parliament)

Besides the fact that they can be perceived as having an integrative function and helping the parties to clearly define their profile (Kopecky 1995), factions are ‘instruments of division and conflict’ and have the power to split parties (Carty 2004: 12).  

This measure of party behavioural unity, party factions give an image of the party’s representatives’ behaviour better than the roll-call votes simply because if existent, they are more visible to the voters’ eyes. While party factions can exist inside the parliament among the party’s MPs, party factions can exist outside the legislature as well in a formal or informal manner. Usually the case is that party factions inside the parliament reflect (include) the party factions outside the parliament. What can differ from party to party is their degree of institutionalisation. I use the term factions following from Zarisky (1960: 33) as “any intra-party combination, clique, or grouping whose members share a sense of common identity and common purpose and are organized to act collectively-as a distinct bloc within the party-to achieve their goals” and Janda (1980) to which I add the faction status in the party statute, which can be formal or informal, thing which could make the party more or less united in terms of behaviour. 

There is theoretical justification for considering party factions both as a dimension/element of behavioural and attitudinal party unity. Typologies of factionalism like those offered by Sartori (1976), Hine (1982), Bettcher (2005) consider factional conflict based on dimensions like organization, coverage, policy/ideology, which show the existence of conflict either in terms of behaviour or in terms of attitudes. That intra-party conflict can be based on leadership, issues, strategies, tactics. However as Janda (1980, 1993) contends, all types of factionalism are interrelated like leadership factionalism is closely related to ideological or issue factionalism

Factionalism is a negative measure for party behavioural unity, it denotes low unity but not necessarily complete disunity. Some scholars argue that factions are ”a fact of life within most political parties…” (Harmel, Heo, Tan and Janda, 1995: 7) and consequently in this situation, in order to maintain the power position and their image in the voter’s eyes, party unity can be achieved, provided that the party finds the appropriate mechanisms to deal with it. In this case it is up to the party leaders to manage the factional battles and to keep the party united in parliament and in the public’s eyes.

High values of Rice’s index are expected to go hand in hand with low levels of factionalism, if these two indicators are to measure the same thing and to be also associated with low levels of expressed voting dissent. 

2.2. Measurement Reliability and Validity 

After presenting the operationalization and measurements of party behavioural unity, the next step is to check the validity and reliability of party behavioural unity. Internal and construct validity are of interest here because the main objective is to see if indeed what is measured is party behavioural unity.  One way to estimate this is to look for a correlation between the three measurements of party behavioural unity and then to use factor analysis as another tool which  per se relies on the notion of internal and construct validity. Indicators uncorrelated to others used to portray the concept of interest are made automatically suspect by this analysis. According to one extreme of this analysis if all he three indicators measure the same thing, their mutual correlations are very high and therefore they are almost interchangeable and have only one dimensional structure (Tacq 1997: 267). 

If the three proposed measurements go together and are correlated then it is justifies to use them as a measure for party behavioural unity, and employing factor analysis a common index could be created. If the measurements are not highly correlated could suggest that they represent different aspects of party behavioural unity. It may be that roll-call votes are more a matter of behavioural party unity only inside the parliament while party factions deal both with the intra and extra-parliamentary organization as mentioned earlier. 

The first step is to see if all the indicators of behavioural party unity go together which will validate them and then to check the reliability of the measurements by comparing them to the expert assessments of party unity (measure available only for Central Eastern Europe). From the table 1, 70.2 percentage points out of those MPs in 1996 who would express dissent by following their own opinion in voting confess that factionalism exists inside their parliamentary party. 

Table 1.
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 A close look at the figures in the table above shows that there is no association between the existence of factionalism as recognized by the MPs and their decision as to which opinion to follow when it is about expressing the vote in the Parliament. Lack of party unity is manifested even among those who declare that there are no party factions 29.5 percentage points of those who would toe the party line on the floor and follow their own opinion declare that there are no party subgroups within their parliamentary party; vice versa, over 60 percentage points of every level of party unity declare that there are party factions inside the party, which clearly shows that there is behavioral unity even when factions are present inside the party. The most striking and unexpected result is that the frequency of the MPs manifesting high behavioral unit (in terms of intended behavior) is three times higher for those who declare that there are party factions as compared to those who deny the existence of party factions. This indeed shows that factionalism is a fact of life in most of the Central Eastern European parties in the 1990s and regardless of it, parties  vote as unitary bodies in the parliaments.  

There is a very low correlation at the limit of statistical significance between the two measurements for party behavioural unity. Explanations for this could be: 1. the fact that behavioural unity depends on the issue (or other factors) and those issues are not always associated with factionalism 2. the lack of honesty in the MPs’ declarations, 3. the issue at stake goes beyond the party interests and appeals to the local constituency interests or  to the MP’s conscience (i.e. in the UK, the deputy chairman of the House of Commons has resigned over the issue of renewing the British nuclear fleet, issue considered to go against his beliefs). 4. voting in the parliament is a static process, less frequent while factionalism is a dynamic process which doesn’t show and cannot predict how united the party will vote as a whole on a certain bill.

These results suggest that at least in the Central Eastern European case, there are levels/dimensions  of party behavioural unity in which different factors play the decisive role in influencing behaviour. Factionalism can be manifested every day, in the parliament meetings, in the media, in the party meetings, while roll-call voting (voting unity) is just a small but decisive part of the party elite behaviour, very important for the future of the incumbent party/ies and for their policy influence.  

Fig. 2
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The figure 2 above clearly shows a different ranking of countries in terms of factionalism level and voting intention based on own opinion. The most obvious example is Poland, which experiences the highest level of unity in terms of voting following the party line but also the highest level of declared factionalism which would mean also the lowest level of unity. 

Moving to the third measure, the roll-call votes and the Rice’s index, the aim is to see if any of the previous measures go hand in hand with it. High levels of Rice’s index are expected to go hand in hand with high levels of voting intentions following the party line and hand in hand with low levels of factionalism. 

Fig. 3 
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Aggregated at the country level in terms of the actual voting unity (figure 3 above) shows Czech Republic with a higher level of voting unity as compared to Poland, again in a reversed ranking order as compared to the voting intention measure as far as the CEE countries are concerned. As mentioned above, there is no correlation between the level of declared factionalism and the expressed voting dissent, very low correlation (0.14) between the Rice’s index measures and the level of expressed dissent and a slight correlation (0.29) between the level of declared factionalism and the Rice index. The later does not justify however the usage of both measures as a factor or index of party behavioural unity. 

The same procedure was repeated for the Western European countries in the sample. Zero correlation has been found between the Rice index levels and the declared dissent levels. The most striking example is Germany, where 70 percent of the MPs declared that they would follow their own judgement when voting as compared to only 16 percent who declared that they will definitely follow the opinion of their party. 

As a consequence of these results, the proposed indicators of party behavioural unity – voting unity as measured by roll-call votes, factionalism as declared by the MPs and the intention of dissent will be treated separately as different dimensions of MPs behaviour. Even in theory the concepts should be related, in practice party behavioural unity seems to be a dynamic process. Voting unity, which is the most important expression of MPs’ behaviour, seems to be the most valued and it is manifested even in conditions of factionalism or intended dissent. Whether the high levels of voting unity are achieved as a consequence of the institutional constraints or because of party internal constraints is a question to be answered.

3. East-West differentiation of party unity in Europe?
This section will investigate the existence of different levels of party unity in Central Eastern Europe as compared to Western Europe if any, and also the channels of achieving behavioural unity in both regions. As mentioned in the previous sections, Eastern Europe is expected to have lower levels of voting unity given the differences between the age of the party systems operating in a democratic environment. Stable Western democracies, with elites used to the rules of the game were therefore expected to show higher levels of party unity. 

Table 2 bellow presents an overview of party behavioural unity in both regions. In terms of voting unity, there is a clear distinction between Western Europe and Central Eastern Europe. There is a low range of Rice index values in Central Eastern Europe (bellow 0. 80 as compared to values over 0.90), which means that the Eastern European MPs have a bigger room for manoeuvre before voting. 

Table 2 

	Country
	Expressed dissent 

(following own opinion)
	Unity (voting according to the party view)
	Voting unity

(Rice Index)

	BE      
	43.2
	16.7
	0.97

	FR      
	78.1
	8.2
	0.85

	GE      
	70
	2.2
	0.90

	IR      
	49.3
	12.7
	.

	IT      
	62.8
	7.4
	0.80

	LU      
	60.7
	17.9
	.

	NE      
	43.1
	21.5
	0.90

	PO      
	29.6
	14.8
	.

	SP      
	20.8
	43.1
	.

	PL      
	12.7
	34.1
	0.44

	CZ      
	50
	10.7
	0.87

	SK      
	34.4
	16.7
	0.82*

	HU      
	30.9
	11.7
	0.80*

	RO      
	.
	.
	0.90*

	RU      
	.
	.
	0.55


*preliminary counting.

What can be observed from the East-West comparison is that while on average there is almost around 16-18 percent of the MPs who would not toe the party line, a much higher percentage of MPs declare that they would follow their own opinion in voting even though in reality, the figures of voting unity as measured by Rice’s index are higher than expected. 

A comparison between the propensities of MPs to vote according to their own opinion or to follow the party line is shown by the next figures 4&5. The mean unity expressed by the MPs from Eastern Europe is higher as compared to their Western counterparts, but when it comes in terms of actual voting unity (Rice index), their scores are lower. This leads to the hypothesis that the level of coercion whether coming from the internal party organization or from the systemic factors in Western Europe is higher and more effective in achieving high levels of voting unity.

Fig. 4
Fig. 5 
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4. Institutional or internal constraints? How do they work for the two regions?

After looking at the countries in our West European sample, two patterns seem to emerge in order to generate party unity. The first pattern that we can distinguish is that whenever we encounter party decentralization and the systemic factors do not favor party unity (federal state, intraparty change allowed) the PPGs are very powerful and their functioning explains the very high or high level of party behavioral unity (Germany, Ireland, Norway). The second observed pattern is an association of electoral system, which uses plurality formula or preferential vote with high party centralization in terms of leadership selection and candidate selection. 

One explanation for the high level of party unity in Germany resides in the discipline that is established inside the party parliamentary groups. The complex organization of the parliamentary party helps maintaining unity and consensus formation. Formally, parliamentary party group’s caucus is the highest decision-making body and their decisions are binding for the MPs. The decisions of the caucus are prepared by the working groups, which in the two major parties reflect most of the federal government’s departments. These groups attempt to resolve conflicts within the parliamentary party group before the issues are referred to the caucus. Their chairpersons are usually part of the core leadership of a parliamentary party group along with the parliamentary party group’s chairpersons, a number of backbenchers and the party whips. Another factors that contribute to unity inside parliamentarian groups are the substantial resources at their discretion. In this regard, given the fact that the high degree of party unity coincides with substantial aid from the state (Koole 1992,1994), the party’s parliamentary groups are defined as being a “parliamentary party complex” with full time MPs and the subordinating staff. 

Belgium is a case in which the hypothesis about the relationship between the electoral system and party unity is not verified. The country has a proportional representation electoral system, which allows preferential vote. This type of electoral system should favor disunite parties but the situation is the opposite because Belgium has a high level of party unity (88 per cent in 1991 and 1995). We have a multiparty system with selection of the candidates highly centralized, the president of the party is usually very powerful and the parliamentarian fractions are kept under control (Mair 1994: 105). Another explanation for the party unity is the discipline administered by the parties. Party statutes stipulate a variety of sanctions for the rebelling MPs and parliamentary groups can enforce a vote of discipline to which all parliamentarians must adhere. Party group leaders usually try to keep the potential defectors in line with the party position and correct their behavior by talking separately with each of them. Another aspect that favors discipline is the fact that most ministers and party presidents were members of the Parliament and they were a source of party discipline because they regularly attended the meetings of their parliamentary group (Lieven De Winter and Patrik Dumont 2000: 127). 
The expected effect of electoral system on behavioral unity was in relation to the ballot structure and district magnitude. The expectations were that the level of behavioral unity would be low for the MPs elected in the single member districts and in the multimember districts with preferential vote allowed. The electoral mechanisms did not seem to have the expected impact on the party behavioral unity (voting unity) and this questions the relevance of existing theories linking party unity and electoral systems. Being elected in a single member district did not lead to a lower level of unity, but preferential voting in multimember districts had as well a small negative impact on the behavior on the floor since the same percentage of MPs elected under all the different ballots show degrees of unity and disunity at the same time.

Systemic constraints can come from the parliamentary rules regarding the PPGs as predicted. Before 1996, the rules approved by the Slovakian parliament were such that any group of five MPs could form a PG, and at the same time the constitutional framework does not provide a mechanism to ensure that the MPs will remain loyal. Article 29.2 of the Constitution stipulates that the MPs “shall be the representatives of the citizens, and shall be elected to exercise their mandates individually and according to their best conscience and conviction. They are bound by no directives” (Malová and Krause 2000). This clearly leaves space for maneuver for MPs, which in this case are becoming trustees and not necessarily delegates.

Czech parliamentary rules were stricter. Even if at least 10 members of parliament were needed in order to form a parliamentary group (Kopecký 2004), there are specific restrictions as to what happens if such a group forms a fraction with different views as compared to the rest of the parliamentary party most of them having to do with the material and financial benefits, which will be much lower than of the rest of the parliamentary groups. Article 26 and 27.1 of the Czech 1993 Constitution stipulates that ‘Deputies and Senators shall exercise their office in person and in conformity with the oath they have taken and in doing so they shall not be bound by any instructions…No Deputy or Senator may be disciplined for his or her voting in the Chamber of Deputies or in the Senate, or in their bodies.’ MPs have in this way a freedom of action and may be very hard to keep them loyal.

Specific Hungarian parliamentary rules regarding the parliamentary groups encourage defection and the formation of parliamentary fractions. The Hungarian parliamentary rules stipulate a number of at least 15 seats in the parliament in order to be entitled to form an official group. This is why former party MPs, who defected from the party and joined another one, could all form another party fraction together (Benoit 2005: 246). Article 20.2 of the Hungarian constitution specifies that ‘Members of Parliament act in the public interest’, with no other details as compared to the Polish, Czech or Slovak cases.

Polish MPs are the most united in their behaviour and the Parliamentary rules concerning the PPGs are about the same as in the rest of the countries, 15 MPs are required to form a group. Article 104 of the Polish Constitution stipulates that ‘Deputies shall be representatives of the Nation. They shall not be bound by any instructions of the electorate’.

Parliamentary rules for PPGs are different in their provisions and do not have the expected impact on the MPs behaviour. The minimum number of MPs required to form a PPG is more or less similar. The differences appear though in the specific restrictions about groups formed out of defecting MPs but even more differences appear in the constitutional provisions, which encourage defection as in the Slovak case. 

As predicted, the more centralized the party is, the more unity will show on the floor. As the results show, there is a positive correlation between the reported levels of party unity and the level of party centralization. As most of the decisions are taken by the party executive in terms of party policy, the unity of voting increases (Pearson correlation coefficient 0.16). 51 percent of those who are disloyal declare that there is a low level of centralization in their party and 30 percent of them declare that the demands of party discipline inside the parliamentary party should be stronger than those existent at that time. 

Pertaining to the programmatic party cohesion, a relative high level of it in economic areas most stringent at that time is shown by most of the parties. For example, the MPs consider almost unanimously the importance of social security and inflation, unemployment issues with no big differences of cohesion between parties. Still other economic subjects like foreign investment, income taxation do not illustrate the same similarity of opinions between the parties’ MPs. Abortion, European issue, decentralization, immigration, autonomy are subjects on which apparently the parties did not have a clear stance at that time because the rates of parties’ deviation from the mean position is quite high. What can be concluded from this is that indeed, in some areas attitudinal unity goes hand in hand with behavioral unity, and this happens for the stringent economic issues at that time in Central East Europe. Some issues were pressured by social protest like the miners strike in Poland at the end of 1992. On other subjects, which are still important, but with not such economic pressure, the attitudinal unity varies from medium to low, and so do the scores for behavioral unity on topics like moral issues and important legislation concerning the constitution.

Concluding remarks

Behavioral party unity is a dynamic phenomenon and has more than one dimension: voting unity inside the parliament, factionalism outside the parliament being two of them. Clearly as shown by the data, unity inside the Parliament it is not the same with the unity outside the parliament and party centralization (CEE) or PPG rules (WE) play an important role in the process of achieving a high level of voting unity in the parliament.

The conclusion is that party unity across West and Eastern European countries is a present phenomenon and there are degrees of it. It is relevant in the case of the Scandinavian countries, Spain, Germany, Ireland at a very high level. It remains the norm in the British parliamentary groups, in France, Switzerland, Netherlands and Belgium where a high level is present and after that comes Italy with the lowest level of party behavioral unity. The lowest levels are encountered in some Central Eastern European countries like Poland and Russia. 

While there are differences in the levels of party unity across the two regions, there are not really big differences in the ways of achieving party unity. While the electoral system does not show the expected negative effect on party unity, the later seems much more influenced by the levels of party centralization, and the party parliamentary groups rules in the parliaments. 
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�EMBED Equation.3���








� Katz used cohesion and unity as synonyms and according to him, we speak about cohesion when the “party acts together as a team” (1980: 3), when it lacks internal conflicts and more precisely when parties vote the same way inside the legislature (1980: 4-5). His approach towards party unity was more on the behavioral side and operationalized the concept as the level of factionalism existent inside the party and the leadership concentration (the number of individuals claiming a share in leadership of the party). 


� Maor (1997: 136) has an extensive definition of party cohesion:”discussions of party cohesion cover several angles of intra-party consensus. First, the object of consensus with respect to the following: (I) general values, that is societal or communal values not peculiar to the organization under study; (ii) the means available to the organization for achieving goals; (iii) the organizations’ goals; (iv) participation in the organization; (v) performance obligation, that is, who is to carry out what duties.” However Maor’s definition is too broad and too general, incorporating behavioral and attitudinal elements at the same time, for which, it is difficult to find reliable empirical indicators.
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