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This chapter is concerned with the development of party organizations in
twentieth-century democracies, and deals specifically with the strifting bal-

Snce otpower bet Kk:ggArli., iKut, uni Mui, 1993;Em;A ifie"
three orsanizational 'faces' ofpartv: the partv on the eround. the oartv in cen-
#.,"fuA&"*r :--."......_.-:-"".
tral office, and the pA_tW in public office. We evaluate tlie tlianging balance

r*-l}F{".** :Ls*.,"+4,^_,-..,<\ ^among these three faces in the context of four nloj4loJ_pg$).qfgqni.Tation:
the cq_{eJg1 ellglggty, which was the d;n{inaffi?6ffi6iparty ofranization
prior to mass suffrage; the mass party, which emerged with, or in anticipation
of and to militate for, masdSilffffiand which was widely regarded, particu-
larly in Europe, as the'normal' or'ideal'form of party organization for most
of the twentieth century; the catch-all party, development towards which was
first commented upon in tl-dfiidfiffiTTfre 1960s (Kirchheimer 1966), and
which has come to rival the mass party not only in prominence (which some
have regarded as a bad thing), but also in the affections ofmany analysts, par-
ticularly in North America; and finally, what we have called tlS_gg.Il*_g?**
(Katz and Mair 1995; see also Koole 1996; Katz and Mair 1996), a new and
emerging model of party organization which we believe to be increasingly
evident among the established democracies in recent years. In tracing the
shifting balance of power among the three faces and across the four models
of party organization, we contend that the most recent stage of development
has resulted in the ascen*ncx q{1'1:pgly;hp*9li9gkk-+.*4$9 q9.g13*:
ant'relesation' oriil6ffiilffin orih#;ffii'iil" races. moreover. wnrle Dar-

ryixfrls_ r ' 'x -_ e5

ties on the ground sometimeS'continue to flourish. we suggest that the
ostensible .ripo*..*rnt of party memberships, or even their greater auto-
nomy, may nevertheless be compatibie with an increased privileging of the
party in public office. Finaily, we also briefly discuss both the sources and
implications of party organizational change, suggesting an association
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between the most recent shifts in the inlglnalbutep.g..gg,**93.tty_p-9y-gl'on
the o n e ha n d, an d th e a pp al gglgg*g jlq,: p_y 

! " 1,1:q 
t Fe"'-g-l+li: l" 1 l i9lt9 n

parties, on the other.
' Although, as we shall argue, this general pattern of organizational devel-

opment reflects a dynamic of stimulus and response, and so, in some ways, is

a natural sequence, its actual form is tut"g:ly;"p-."-."f-9J^o^W-91!qm Eulopg and

even within WesternTfri6p{ilfi66s"'m6ffi #diffi iiiy ChaiActerize the develop-

mental trajectory of every specific party. Rather, each model represents one

of a series of organizational'inventions'which then becomes part of an avail-

able repertoire from which political actors may draw directly' Moreover,
' since manv of the contextual facto-rs (lor example. the extent of enfranchise-

ment. ilsidrr[ 
"of"masiiommiiiiit ion. consensus rega rdin g the desirability

\ and nec.rsity of the welfare state) that were among the stimuli to which earl-

I ier pa.ties reiponded, and which conditioned their responses to other stimuli,

weie themselves temporally ord,elg! a19 lp.q,-t.it is no_t to be expecte{that

this developmental seque-r1ce will be tllave 6eenirep-ealSd glSqryhere' None the

leis, these four paiiy iyp.i lfittf intirtiaie the pr<iUii:ms that are generic to all

parties and form the currently available body of experience on which the

fuilding of new parties is likely to be based, and so the relevance and utility

of this treatment extend beyond its roots in the political history of Europe.

THREE MODELS OF PARTY ORCANIZATION

The Elite Party

Early parliaments in the liberal and proto-liberal states of Northern Europe

*... 
"olIlpoted 

of replesentatives of local communities,..Organization, to the

extent rhar it existed it a1i, eivolvtiA-o; two Iev;F.Tf tlil6were division within

the community (generally meaning if there were division within the local

elite), there might be organization within an individual constituency to con-

test its seat(s).r To the extent that there were rqgglgl*p4j!9ltrs-dgqdt-cj
within the Parliament, those who found themselves generally in agreement

niight oiganize to"CooiAinate their efforts or demands. At the point when

theie two forms of proto-olganization began to interact, with iocal competl-

tion for seats at least in part structured by the same divisions that structured

cooperation and competition in the Parliament, a1d at least in part conducted

for ihe purpose of altering the balance in Parliament, it becornes reasonable

to talk about perrties in something approaching the modern sense'

Given the highly restrictive suffrage of most pre-twentieth-century

European elections, and the often even more restrictive requirements for par-

liamentary membership, Members ol Parliament (and also, therefore, the

members of the party in public office) of these elite parties generally were not
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simply representatives, but rather were themselves the leaders, or the direct
*?g_g!t_S,gf-!!g l-egderg, of the communities nominally..rgpf-e_lg1l*: neal^loTaf*
organization #ould only be'ne6essary in"itie evbnt ;ruffiffi;i;iiillenge, and
thus would be temporary in nature; to the extent that one could speak of an
enduring party on the ground, it would be virtually indistinguishable from the
personal network of friends and clier.rts of tl.re member or his principals (Ware
1987b: t20 t).

The second key fieature of the liberal elite party, along with the high .qual- ,) ,,'

ityirl! 9mq!].ngmbq1 of the membc.rs o!. qhe- party an rhe ground. is rhaiitre
party on the ground ar.rd the party in public olfice were so intimately related as .., y ;'11;
to be essentially indistinguishable. Moreover, where the party in public offlce , ' 

,

and the party on the ground were not simply the same people, the connection .i ,

b-elygg-t}"!bsl.w"o*wn.q fqcused"at.the ce+stJl,pency lev,,el:The essenie of tlie i:iit6 ;"' "' '
party is a srnall core of individuals with independent and personal access to
resourcgs able to place either one of their number or their surrogate in ,,,J.
Parliament as their representative (Duverger 1954 62-7: Ostrogorski I 902: i).

This local focus leads to the third key feature of the elite party: the weak- -{

lle_S.j{"-n_9.1th.g-litgp!. A_b99t9e, 9f t!e. p411y in.gentral office. This has severat '"

ioots.'Mosi"importantly, becar-rse the meinbers of ttri ;;;iy rn public office
can rely either on their own resources or else on the resources ofthe individ-
ual members ofthe party on the ground, they have no dependence on central
resources, and hence no need to defer to a central authority. While they may
create some central office as an aid to coordinating their activities in
Parliament, it will remain purely a service organization, completely sub-
ordinate to the party in public office. Further, so long as the primary func-
tions of the state are adrninistrative rather than directive (or so long as the
members of the party in public office would prefer such a state), there is little
need for reliable majorities, and hence little need for party discipline. Because
the party on the ground in each constituency is fundamentally independent,
these bodies as well have little need for a party in central office and no desire
to subordinate themselves to any central ar.rthority. Additionally, the philo-
sophical and social underpinnings of tl.re elite party are incompatible with the
idea that the local elite who comprise the party on the gror-rnd would be sub-
ordinated to such an authority. Another way ol sayir.rg this is that the elite
party is an agglonreration ol local parties more than it is a single national
organization (Beer 1982: ch.2).

Even allowing for the continLred prominence of a number of members who
owed their seats to the patronage of some'duke or lord or baronet'after the

9.g11i1g_qlsuflrtge expansion. it is probably fair to say that the parry in
p,rqryi;in;ir-*^t.l*-dgm'-1,qnl"&-cs!t.lf9-eIl1-pllll": ar leasr witn ,.grro ,o "
decisions taken in the Parliament. rhls iiJJrtdi-i-#6"'ieasons, borh of which .,.ir' '.i,
cast some doubt on the utility of talking about a dominant face at all. First, t,
thepartyinpublicofficetendstobet1reonlygrolrpinthepartytlrathaseither
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the need or the opportunity to make collective decisions; when one looks for
the locus of party decision-making at the national level, there is nowhere else

to look. Second, the individual members of the party in public office tend to
appeat unconstrained with regard to policy by the party on the ground, but
this is largely the result of the indifference of party on the ground to most pol-

icy, coupled with the identity of the party in public office and the party on the
ground.

The elite party model as just described reflects both the social and institu-
tional structures of Northern Europe in the nineteenth century. Towards the

end of the nineteenth century and into the twentieth, an alternative version of
the elite party arose in Southern Europe. The resulting system, identified as

cuciquismo in Spain, ot lrasJbrmismoinltaly, made a sham of electoral polit-
ics, relying more on centrally orchestrated corruption than on the locai stand-
ing of parochiai elites.2 In organizational terms, however, the resulting parties

were quite simiiar. The central organizers comprised the party in public offlce,
which, even more than in Northern Europe, clearly dominated.

Distilling the organizational essence of the elite party modei (a small party

on the ground in each constituency able to provide its own resources, close

and locally based ties between the individual members of the party in public
office and their individual parties on the ground, a weak or entirely absent
party in central office), however, suggests that parties quite similar to the

European model rnight emerge elsewhere as well. Indeed, Duverger (1954)

suggests that this is precisely what happened in the United Stalgs (see also

Epstein 1967: ch.5). There a local cadre of politicianS]1frffi;uAffi;;achine)
played the role of Europe's local notables while graft took the place of private
fortunes in providing resources. Similarly, Hoskin (1995) suggests that the

elite party model predominated in Colombia letween the 1850s and 1930s

lsee also kern 1973), while one mighi'dipifii'iotnd parties that closely fit the
elite model emerging particularly in the more traditional areas of the new
democracies of the late twentieth century.

The Mass Party

Even before suffrage expansion, some of the conditions that lavoured the elite
party in nineteenth-centr-try Europe began to change. The expansion,q-|"!b-e

' f,o_]-q..g1-g-o--ypru.-ment.(Fry"-19"7"9) an<l!!e Qgye-lopnrent of nofioris-fggl'epme-nt

, 1e-qponsibility. to Parlil,m"g-111.-(Jennings 1969: l7 18) increased the value of
\ reliable party cohesion within the party in public ofhce. It also increased the

national relevance of local elections, stimulating greater communication and

\ l, the number and significance of 'pocket boroughs', this shifted the balance of
power within European elite parties even more in favour of the party in pub-

, 
lic office over the party on the ground. But so long as active participation in

..t

i. "J i;
'4' 'i:1i ' i:!'

.r':.^'rpi'" r rl

' 
t' 't ""''5 '"
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electoral politics remained the preserve of a narrow stratum of society (or in
cases such as the United States, in which voters could be mobilized through
patronage or other personalis,tic ties), the divergence of class, interest, and

personnel between the party in public office and the party on the ground that

would be necessary before one could speak menningfully of dominance
remained minimal and the basic fr"rsion of these two faces of party remained

as weil.
With the expansion of the electorate fron thousands to hundreds of thous- ;

ands, raw ""ilbe;; 
#i;#; ;;il.b'6 political resotirce , and at the same time

more elaborate organization became a necessity. For those interests whose

potential strength lay in numbers of supporters rather than in the 'quality' of
their individual supporters, notably the working c,]a9s .qqd fundamentalist

PIgsSl!.$g-.]j]:_glr,)i modbl ilearly was inappiopriate. Archetypically. the

pariles tfatftveliiped-io"represeiit and iidvdrice'these"groups initially had no

party in public office, because they were excluded fiom electoral participation'

Even if their core organizers included a f-ew Members of Parliament elected

through one of the'bourgeois'parties, they perceived otre primary task to be the

formation of independent organizations that would mobilize their supporters,

first to win the right to vote, and then to provide both the votes and the other

resources required to win elections under the new conditions of mass suffrage.

Because these re-s-gurces had to be amassed on the basis of many small con-

tributions fro* ordini'iy-.pe,Spli rathdT thffb"omiii$'fr'orn-a few wbalth! or
powerriiilnai"itiiCii,-ttli .tii.f required a substantial party on the ground.

And because the demands of these groups involved fundamental changes in

r.rational policy, it also required organization and coordination across coll-

stitrrencies, that is to say, et substantial party in central office. Both of these

requirements wcre heightened by the strategy of encapsulation, which
. required the maintenance of a panoply of ancillary organizations, and by the

fusion of electoral mobilization with additional activitics such els the provi-
sion of proto-welfare services (e.g. Roth 1963). The organizational form that

evolved to meet these ueeds is the mass party.
Whether the palty.inllgug,Lglg.-Cg*as formed first {br the purpose of cre-

ating a pg$---gl-jhS..8l-gll!$..or was formed as ern umbrella for the

politicaVeGctoral activities of previously existing organizations (for example,

churches or trade unions) is less significant than the symbiotic relationship

between the two. The party in centrai office provides support for the expan- -

sion of the party on the ground and central co-ordinstion lror its activities,

while the party on the ground provides the resources that are necessary for the

existence and success of the party in central office. As in any symbiotic rela-

tionship, it is difficult to say whether the party in central office or the party on

the ground will be dominant, or even what dominance would mean.

In the ideology and formal structure of the mass party, the party in central

office is the agent of the party on the ground (Beer 1982: ch. 3). Its leading

F

, t. i.
.).,,iJ j .. ..,,"'',, '.i,'

'\ter'
i
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officials are elected at a party congress as the representatives of the mass

membership. But having been elected by the members, and therefore occupy-

ing a position presumably subservient to the party on the ground, the leaders

of the party in central office also have been given a mandate to manage the

party, and presumably to make rules for and give directives to the party on

the ground (McKenzie 1955). It is particularly in this nexus that questions

about party democracy and the iron law of oligarchy are raised.

While the power relationship between the party in central office and the

party on the ground is somewhat ambiguous, the fact that these two faces are

separzrte is perfectly clear. The party in central office is stafled by full-time
professionals; the party on the ground is overwhelmingly made up of part-

time volunteers. People in 1-hg,par1y. in cantral- offlce.are-W"lg" !-9 -b-C 
149-Sr!e$i

people in the party-bn the ground generally must pay.in o-rder t9-pe.m91!.91r-

The party in Central oifi"ce and the party on the ground are likely to be moti-

vated by different varieties ofincentives, and to measure success by different

standards (Panebianco 1988: 9 11,24-5,30-2). None the less, their relation-

ship can be fundamentally harmonious. Even where the party in central olfice

is clearly dominant, it claims to exercise this dominance in the name of the

party on the ground, while to the degree that the party becomes a single

national entity, dominance by the party on the ground can be exercised only

through a strong party in central office.
The mass party model also clearly separates the party on the ground lrom

the party in public offlce. No longer an informal caucus of a few individuals,

.t.., i' the party on the ground grows to include hundreds, if not thousands, of mem-

, . bers. The Member of Parliament can no longer be seen as simply one of the

:i,. ' I '\party elite taking/serving his turn, but rather Member of Parliament has

o,l*" [..onl. u distinct orsanizational role. Moreover, #ithiri-iG iaeof ogv oi itre
' , role of M.-b.t ol pittiament' and hence the party in public,r ii . maSS party, th(

',, office, is clearly to be subordinate to the membership organization. In the elite': 
party, party organization is instrumental to the achievement of the goals of

the individual members of the party in public office. In the mass party, the

party in public office is instrumental to the achievement of the goals of the

party organization. ln this respect, the party in central office has another

function, that of supervising and controlling the party in public office on

behalf of the party on the ground. ."! ,: .

The idea that Member of Parliament is a-Pglg!o19 conflicts, however, with

the previous idea that Member of Parliament is ap.p"blig;g!9_. Even if the elite

party did represent particular interests within society, it claimed to represent

the interests of the nation as a whole, and the members of the party in pr.rblic

offrce claimed to be the leaders of the communities they represented taken as

wholes.3 (The latter claim is, of course, less true of the elite parties of
cacitlttismo or trasJbrmismo, where conflict is avoided by conceding that the

role of MP is a 'private' one.) To the extent that this were true, the party and
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public roles of members of the party in public ol'fice could not be in conflict.
The mass party, on the other hand, is explicitly the representative of only one
segment of society. This, coupJed with the idea that the member of the party
in public office is in the first instance the agent of his or her party organtza-
tion (whether the party on the ground or the party in central office as the
agent of the party on the ground), sets Llp a potential conflict, which is only
partially mitigated when the introduction of proportional representation
allows the idea that each constituency is represented by its parliamentary
delegation as a whole, rather than by each MP as an individual, partially to
Je_concile loyalty to party with loyalty to constituency. Each member of the
party in public office has iwo"groups to whom he or she is responsible (the 

l
partyorganizationandtheelectorateasawhole);twoSetSofincentivesand
constraints (those stemming from the desire to maintain and enhance a posi-
tion within the party and those stemming l'rom the need to win elections); two
sources of legitimacy (as the agent of the party and as the holder of a public i

mandate). Coupled with the difference in perspective between those in office, '',1,

with both the responsibilities of power and direct evidence of the limitations
of that power, and those in the party on the ground for whom the simple
answers of ideology are not directly confronted with the hard realities of prac-
tical politics, this leads to the substantial possibility of confiict between the
party in public office and the party in central office/party on the ground, and
thus to the increased importance of the question of relative influence or
power.

The mass p"arty model is the first to involve a clear distinction among the 'l

three faCes"ofpgriy at the empirical lgv-_el (distinct and separate organizational''_i"-"';**Ft+#
presences: made up of dillerent types of'people: different and potentially con-
flicting incentive structures) and notjust at the theoretical/conceptual level. It
implies a particular organizational form (local mernbership brancires supple-
menled by ancillary organizations; a representative party congress electing a
central party executive; etc.), but it also depends on a parrticular balance
among the three faces. In the early days o1'the rnass party n.rodel, and gener-
ally in the early days of any party organized in this fashion, the party in cen-
tral office, whether acting independently or as the real agent of the party on
the ground, is likely to be the dominant face, as required. It cor.rtrols the
resources. The party in public office will not have experienced either the .i .

demands or the rewards of control over the government.-Particularly once

1!,._ qe{y 1n pu.pJt .'gnSg.g"gilr"l.ag.:"gls. j_9,![ ,resources .ef .so-v.emmenr,-hqry-
ever, it is likely to assert greater independence, and thus to threaten the 'mass
partyness' of the organization.*As'\,i;ith 

elite pziiii.e{, i6bre were significant differences in the evolution of ";,f.! '.'l' ,
mass parties in different parts of Europe, and these could have a substantial ,r '"

impact on this process. Where the powers of the rtgime censitaire were effec- -,', o ,

tive in managing elections and suppressing real competition (for example, ,l ,. . 
-

) /t'r' Lt
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Italy and Spain), demands for effective participation were more likely to be

me;with suppression than with incorporation. C)ne resuit te'ded to be the

radicalization of the left, in particular with communist rather than social

democratic parties predominating. Their organization tended to reflect their

circumstancis, with strong.centralization in the party central office. While
,this increased the subordination of the party in public office to the central

roflice, it also minimized the internal influence of the party on the ground' By

conrrasr. where liberal regimes.already tolerated" 1r-aga-uni9ns.-bgf-or-e- lhe

effective extension ol sufkige tJ ib.e working clai,d (flir example. the United

Kingdom), the unions oft"n Ueca*. the basis for party organization. One

organizational consequence might be that corporate members (those who

belame ,members' of the party through their union membership), although

numerically predominant, would be represented in party circles by their

gnions rathei than as individuals. And whiie this too might result in a weaker

(because less necessary) party on the ground vis-ir-vis a party central office

both paid for and controlled by the unions, it would also serve to weaken the

legitimacy of the parliamentary party's claim on the loyalties of MPs, leading

toa somewhat more independent party in public office'

The Catch-All PartY

This alteration of the balanqe oi pq111e1 within an established mass party is

one source of evolution towards the catCh-ell model of party organization. A

r second source is change in the,g-tructure of the.societies in which the elite and

mass parries arose (see arro u"ioio.'tfie-eii.iiJ"paiat i; the party of a securely

dominant upper class; the mass party is the party of an excluded subculture.

As the mass partres succeeded in actrievinglheii political objectivi:i oi urii:

versal suffrage and the welfare state, both the class dominance that underlay

the elite party and the su.bcultural exclusion that underlay the mass party

were eroded.
From the perspectivo of the elite party, the problem for party leaders was

to mobilize mass electoral support, and to secure provision of the greater

resources required for electoral competition with mass electorates, without

giving up the independence that they previously had enjoyed ln order to do

inir, tt.V organized membership branches like those of the mass parties. This

in turn iequirea a party in central office to coordinate those newly organized

and expanded pariies on the ground. The end result was three clearly articu-
' 

lated faces, just as in the mass party. But where in the mass party the arche-

typical sequence was party in centrai office organizes parties on the ground in

ord.. ultimately to create a party in public office,inahesg-g9es-$9-s9915:-199
i *u, pu.ry in priblic office creates a party in central olfice in order to organize

i;;fi;"t tr"t. io.r ;i parries on thelround. The intention may have been

irrri,r* parties on the ground be no more than organized cheer leaders for the
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professional politicians in the party in public office, but once recruited, party
members start to make demands, abetted by the principle first articulated as
part of the ideology of the m,ass party that the party in public office should be
responsible to the party's members. The result is that, although the party in
public olfice may be the doininant lace of the party, its dominance rs cotl-
stantly under challenge.

This challenge is furthered by changes in modern societies. Reduced work-
itg -\-o-"rs, 

inc,rq4$-e-d, and increasingly standardize<l, education, tfie poiiti"af
eglipss-of rhe ttaditional upper class, and indeed a general weakening of class
diy!qi-o-tr_._bay.g-.made*exp"99_tgliotr.p-sLdefqtgnge to p-arly leaders more prob-
lematic. Rather than owing their positions as party leaders to their positions
at ifre t-,lp ofa general and natural social hierarchy, party leaders, like leaders
in other areas of community life, increasingly have fo.;uiiily their leadership
pogliors with reference to their capacity io-satlsfy ine needs of their foliow-
ers, and the followers increasingly have the capacity and the inclination to
deline and articulate those needs for themselves.

The mass party tends to arrive at a similar result from the other directron
(see also Sv6sand 19941, that is, through the increased assertiveness of the
party in public office rather than the increased assertiveness of the party on
the ground. Once significant influence over government policy and entry into
government office were perceived to be realistic possibilities, the leaders of
mass parties (particularly those in the party in public office, but often those in
the party in central office as well) tended increasingly to orient themselves
toward the requirements of electoral victory, and increasingly to be con-
strained by the realities of governing. Whether this is properly seen as 'selling
out' the party and its programme to self-interest, as was often charged by
more doctrinaire leaders of the party on the ground, or a realistic settling for
half or three-quarters of a loaf rather than none at all, is not important. The
result from either perspective was to exacerbate tension between the party in
public office ar.rd the party on the ground.

Again, these tendencies were fr-rrthered for both the'old elite parties and the
old mass parties by a variety of changes in society, many of which were the
result ofthe success ofthe mass parties in pursuing their agenda ofsocial pro-
vision in areas such as education and the gradual erosion ofsubcultural bar-
riers. On one side, these made a strategy of encapsulation more difficult;
social, occupational, and geographic mobility, the weakening of religious ties,
ffii6m;an oinominaioi appeaL or -ass m;dia; dlt treipea 6ttir *,eti,ririon,
!gty-,-.eo.a.lagges, .eligions, ind regions. On the other, increased education,
rcduced working hours. the political eclipse olthe uppelclass. and the grad-
ual weakening of class divisions, made expectations of deference to party
leaders more problematic. A further development of the later twentieth cen-

6 tury is the organization of citizens into a panoply of independent interest
groups. This is relevant to the internal workings of political parties because it
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providesthecitizenswithaiternativechannelsofaccesstogovernment'and

;;il;;;;t'*itn utttt"utive (to their parties on the ground) access to

resources, ttrus weateiinf tfr" frnUiotlc relationship between the party in

public office and the party on the ground'

In contrast to tt..rit.'purtv *Zoa, in which the party in public office is

.f*rfv io*inant (aibeit in'pa'i because the party in public office and party on

the ground are fused), and the mass party model in which the party on the

ground/party tn 
"."t'ui 

ofnce nexus is clearly dominant' th9- 9ss9-n9e o-f the

catch-all party with '"guJ 
to thc relationships among the three internalfaces--

"i;;ri ri ."nni.t. rt E prace in which this conflict is piaytJd out is the.party rn

::JfiiJ#'irr. or*ii"n is whether the party in central offrce wi!1.=!g the-

;;;;;iilp;rtv ail'a'gro*nd ln. congoitlnc the partv !t'p"blip eff,ee'*o-i'"

, rather the agent "f 
d.9";;I:;;-;ub!c o.S.c' ip'o-rgani2iltg e1! -direclir:e t'!9i1

(compliant) supportefs in the party on thg gr9;und' Concretely' is the real leader

o|theparfythectrairmanlsecretaryofthec.iitrald6mmitteeortheleaderofthe
parliamentary party? Are inter-party negotiations over policy and government

iormation conducted bl;;;ilt in cen"tral office or the party in public office?

To what extent is membership of the party central committee controlled by or

resefved fo. nt.*b." oi tt.tt pn"y in public offlce? And how much control over

the party programme is exercised by the party congress'?

CONTEMPORARY PARTY ORGANIZATIONS

In contemporary party organizations' however' these conflicts seem to have

been settled, in that *tlut *. now appear to witness is !h9,4.9'99$"apqy-.o.1."tb,L

party in public otfice, which assumes a more or less undiiputed position of

privilege within ttre iatty o'gunrzution' In other words' we suggest that the

development of pu,ti otgunilations in Furope has gone beyond the catch-all

period and has ,nt;;J; new phase' in which parties become increasingly

dominated uy, u, *.tt as most clearly epitomized by, the party in public office' '

We also suggest tt'ui iftit new balance is evident almost regardless of how

these modern pu"V 
"tg"tl'utions 

might be more generaliy tyPifi:g In other

words, even though wJwould argue that many of the factors which have facil-

itated the eventual pti*"ty 
"f 'n"t 

party in putlic office can also be associated '

with the .*.,g.n.. of what we define as the cartel party (Katz and Mair

1995), an emphasiJo" tftt f iuittging of the position of the party in public

officewithrespectto-tntotl'"'facesofpattyorganizationisnotinitself
dependent on tfre vaildity or otherwise of a particuiar-classification of party

organizations. Ot' tnt contrary' it is a development which "ln 
b: seen more

or less irrespective of whether modern party organizations might best be typ-

. ified as cartel partte--l url.t..torut-professional parties' (Panebianco 1988), or

as 'modern cadre parties' (Koole 1994)'
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The first and most obvious symptom of this new pattern in the internal
baiance of power involves the distribution of financial,resources. within the
party, and, in particular, tle Oiitiibuiion of state subventions. Since the
1960s, when direct state subsidies io potltlcat parties were first introduced in
a limited number of countries, the channelling of state aid to party organ-
izations has become an almost universal practice in the contemporary
European democracies. In most countries, these subventions were first allo-
cated to the parliamentary fractions of the parties, and only later, if at all,
was the practice extended to include direct subsidies to the central party
organization itsell-. Even now, the lion's share ol !,[g,3yaiJa-b-]e-.s-ubq!dy*9911---
trnugs to s9_l;9**S3*4eg,-q!-luty,btiv, anii it ii onJy iii.a minosity o?:ioun-
tries-examples include Austria, Finland, and Norway-that the greater
pfgp"gtlio! of the subvention las tended to be allocated to the central parry' -'-.;
organrzatron .9uts1$e' Pa"rlia1L9n! (see Katz and Mair 1992b). precisely who
within the party leadership decides how tl.rese sums are then allocated across
items within the parties' br.rdgets themselves is, of course, not easily known,
and in this sense the existence of the subsidies as such may not seem a strong
indication of the privileging of the party in public office. But the lact that the
process of state subvention was often initially limited to the parliamentary
fractions of the parties, that the fractions themselves often still continue to
win the greater share of the total subsidy, and that it is in parliament that
the final decisions are taken as to the levels and types of sLrbsidy to be made
available, all suggest that the increasing trvailability of state aid is one of the
key factors operating to the final advantage of those in control of public
office.

The second symptom which follows immediately from this, being partly the ,,1
consequences of the availability of state subsidies, is that by the end of the .'"
1980s acl-e_Ats,frjltJrad begun to take place within party organizarions in terms ,f \
of the ?ll_ocation-ofp3fl-y__st-affs. Such time-series data on party staffs as are
available contain clear evidenCe of a common trend across countries and par-
ties whereby the growth in the numbers of starff employed by the parliament-
ary parties, and hence by the party in public office, has significantly
outstripped that in the numbers employed by the party headquarters.a Indeed,
across all the countries for which comparable data are available over time, the
average balance has shifted from somewhat more than 25 per cent of staff
being employed within the parliamentary offices in earlier periods (usuarly in
the 1960s or early 1970s) to slightly more than 50 per cent by the late 1980s.
Although in some countries this shift is very substantial (from having no staff
in the parliamentary offices to having more than two-thirds of all staff in the
parliamentary offices in the cases of Denmark and Ireland), and in other coun-
tries almost negligible (from 62.7 per cent in the early 1980s in the Netherlands
to just 66.6 per cent in the late 1980s), there is no single country which defies
this general tlend. Given that staff constitute a crucial organizational

' 1 l' Iti -' 
'l'
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resource, these data also therefore confirm an increasing bias in favour ofthe
party in public office.

The third symptom which rs relevant here is one which we have already

ollen highlighted elsewhere (see for instance Katz and Mair 1995; Mair 1997:

131 9),and that is that most substantial and/or enduring West European par-

tieSrhave recently enjoyed a period of office in national governments, and that

most now orient themselves as a matter of course to the occupation of public

office. In other words, there now remain few, if any, significant parties of
opposition in the West European democracies; at most, there remain simply

parties which, now and then, spend more or less limited periods outside gov-

ernment. Those that remain excluded tiom government office are those that

occupy what is more or less the political fringe, a host of small parties which

most usually represent either the extremes of left or right, or minority region-

alist or environmental demands. The mainstream parties, on the other hand,

now including a substantial number of Green parties, as well as even some of

the representatives of the far right, have developed to a stage where they are

no*, o, recently have been, holders of public office. This is a dramatic shift in

contemporary party systems.

There are also two important aspects of this latter development which need

to be underlined. First, As was emphasized above, the acquisition of a gov-

erning status is something which is now common to most of the established

parties in Western Europe, and, being also something which has emerged

through time, it therefore reflects a picture which is rnarkedly different from

that which could have been drawn even twenty-five years ago. Second, it is a

clevelopment which will almost necessarily have impacted upon the internal

balance of organizational forces within the parties concerned, since

Panebianco (1988: 69) is certainly not alone in reminding us thert'the organ-

izational characteristics of parties which are in opposition for a good part of
their existence are different from those which stay in power for a long time'.

fower-officg.iq it-sel| an 3g9pt qf s.q-c-i?lg3!iorl (e.g , Mughan et ul' 
.1997)'

And much is the organizailonal style of parties has been influenced by the

degree of commitment to and involvement in the parliamentary process, so

too can it be expected to have adapted to the increasingly widespread incor-

poration into government. With time, then, and as governing becomes a

standard experience and expectation lor most mainstrearn parties, we can

also anticipate that this will have led to the party in public office acquiring

enhanced status, prestige, aud autonomy. There occurs, in short, 4 prog:ss']f

'parliamentarizatton' ol parties (Koole 1994 2911) 1.9. :l:i, rn a more

extreme verslon, a process of 'governmentaiization' (Miiller 1994: 7l),.a trend

which inevitably risks rclegating the importance ol both the party on the

ground and the party in central office.
Indeed, whatever happens about the party on the ground (see below), such

evidence as does exist suggests that there is in fact less and less scope now
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available for any potential conflict of interests between the party in public
office and the party in central office. In terms of the position of the parties'
national executive committees, fpr example, as we have shown elsewhere
(Katz and Mair 1993), the tendency has been to increase the degree of rep-
resentation, and, presumably, the degrce ofinfluence, afforded to the party in
public office. Parliamentarians and their leaders now !9p{-!q be accaldgd
€I91tg-r.s!c[t i1l\gj-.- u-o-9i91$;*tijj-ibd;ie rnrhe]gj0s-a-sd-lei0s, and
correspondingly less weight is now given to the otherwise non-oflfice-holding
representatives of the party on the ground. The trend, to be sure, is not uni-
versal, but it is nevertheless sulficiently common to imply that, n.rore often
than not, the party in public office now exerts greater control over the
national executive than used to be the case.

In any case, and within the general scheme of things, the political position
of the party in central office is now clearly less important than was the case
during the primacy of the catch-all party and mass party. As noted above, the
growth in organizational resources, as indicated by staff and money, has
tended to be to the zrdvantage of {.he parliamentary party. Moreover, the
resources which remain within the central office appear to be increasingly
devoted to the employment of contractual staff and consultants, and to the
provision of outside expertise. In such a context, political accountability
would appear to matter less than prof'essional capacity, a development which
might well imply the erosion of the independent political weight of the party
central offices. 11 is interesting to note, for example, that while it often proves
very difficult to identify the electoral in.rpact, if any, of the clevelopment of
ryLq?Ple'sl9t:LqLg-Ugl:UAlq.*P-!-qgi"cs, what is clear is that they have
helped to shift the weight of influence within party organizatior.rs from ama-
teur democrats to the prof'essional consultants who control these techniques
(Bartels 1992 261 see also Panebianco 1988: 23 l-2). More specilically, the
gradual replacement of general party burear"rcrats by professional specialists
may act to 'depoliticize' the party organization and will almost certainly help
to create the conditions within which the leadership, in public offlce, can win
more autonomy, not least because the activities of these new professionals are
almost always more directed (externally) at winning support within the elec,
torate at large rather than (internally) art the organization and maintenance of
the party on the ground

This also underlines a lurther important shift in the general orientation of
modern party organizations. As television and the mass media more gener-
ally have emerged as the key channel of communication between party lead-
ers and voters, offering the benefits ol' a direct linkage in place of what
previously had been rnediated by organizational cadres and activists, party
9-3p-pqiglfing has bggo,ry-g more centralized and 'nationalized', with the co6
of the parties' messages now emanaiin[-diieitiy irorn i single national
source. A specifically iocal input has therefore become less and less relevant

t25
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tothenationalcampaign,5implyingthatthepartiesalsoneedtodevoteless
and less effort to ttre oiganiiaiion and mobilization of the party on the

ground. Resources become devoted instead to selling the party message to

theelectorateatlarge,andthiseanresultnotonlyinachanged-andmore
professionalized-role for the party central office, but also in the eventual

erosior1 of the division of responsibilities between the party apparatus In

central oflice and that in public office' Indeed' as parties become more

externally oriented, the rolei of the prof'essionals serving the party in central

office and of those serving the party in public office become almost insepar-

able, with both responcling in itte main to the demands of the party leader-

ship in Parliament and in government'

MARGINALIZING THE PARTY ON THE GROUND?

Allofthismightwellleadtothehypothesisthat,with|ewexceptions,the
modern mainstream parties have now been transformed simply into parties in

public office, and that the other taces of the party are withering away' Hence

it is not simply the party in central office that may have been eclipsed' sub-

ordinated, or marginalized by these most fecent developments, but aiso the

partyonthegrouncl,withcontemporarypartyorganizationsbecomingeffec-
ilu.ty inOistinguishable from theii parliamentary and governmental leader-

strlps. fne leJlers become the parly; the party becomes the lead-ers' One

obuiou, symptom of this change-is, of course, the strqef pl.rysrcd'W!1heri4g-of

the party on ihe ground (for some recent evidence'.see Mair and 
-B-iezen-2*0-0-l)

nmlng-lnirieen long-established democracies in Western Europe. lor exam-

ple,pa"rtymembershipaSapercentageofthenationalelectoratehas|allen
i.o. ur", ir"rug"of almost 10 per cent in 1980 to less than 6 per cent at the end

ofthelgg0s,adecllnewhich,tovaryingdegrees,ischaracteristicofeachof
these thirteen long-estabiished demotraiies. Nor is this physical withering of

the party on the ground simply a function of the expansion of electorates'

,u"h thut, as was the case in in! tglOs and 1980s, falling membership ratios

might be attributed to the failure of the party organizations to keep pace with

the growing numbers of enfranchised voters. on the contrary: in each of the

loni_established democracies there has also been a fall in the absoiute num-

ber of party members being recorded, a fall which is sometimes very substan-

tial.Indeed,withtheexceptiorrofGermany,wherethepartiesnowcounta
host of new members witnin the former East German Lrinder, each long'

established democracy in western Europe has seen raw membership levels

decline by at least 25 per cent with respect to the levels claimed in i980' JS
evidence of organizational decline in this r-e-sp-ec-L i9-uleq9."l--v.q'9.-?.]. . '

-f,,f* Sa"fiiiriel'lio*tver, and seemingio-defy the hypothesis, there is also

widespread evidence to suggest that party mernb-e-{*r-!Ps-3-t9r11"9:Lb.j{C
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increasingly empowered. Thus different parties in an increasing number of
politid htt. fib$/ b1{;n To open r"rp decision-making proceduro, u, well as

candidate- and leadership-seleqtion processes, to the 'ordinary' party mem-
ber, often lf1geanlpl_pe$lal ballots. Rather than witnessing the withering
away of the power of the party on the ground, therefore, what we see is the
apparent democratization of internal party life, with the ordinary members
beginning to win access to rights which formerly were jealously preserved by
the party elites and activists.

On the face of it, of course, and despite the potential privileging of the party
in public office, there appear to be a number of reasons why rnodern party
leaderships should be unwilling to allow the power and even the sheer size of
the party on the ground to evaporate.6 Despite the growth in state subven-
tions, for example, me-mbers continue to offer q__v-4!_q"4,Qlge-gource to parties
in terms -of !91! _f9"lqi_+"p-O.Cr;"'p3fcjflgf,liile. trlembers ailo olfei ttreni:
serveJ, iJif *e'eJ"";iiiill;s-; il;;;ffi;irffi;ii bodies'wilich can be used
by the party to maintain a presence in local councils, advisory boards, and
elective agencies, and through which the party can both exert influence and
avail itself of feedback (see Sundberg 1994). [n this sense, members continue
to provide an important linkage mechanism through which the party can
remain in contact with the world outside Parliament. That said, however, it is
important to recognize that even these imputed benefits are substitutable or
even dispensable. Thus, the share of party income which is derived fiom the
membership can eventually be replaced by increased public subsidies, pro-
vided that the other parties in the system are willing to cooperate in the nec-
essary legislation and decision-making. Moreover, and as noted above, it is
also evident that the contribution of the membership to election campaigning
is proving less and less necessary, as the campaigns themselves become
increasingly controlled by and executed from the centre. And while the pro-
vision of 'warm bodies' may well be non-substitutable, it is nevertheless even-
tually dispensable, and it is perfectly possible to conceive of what might be
seen as'first-order'parties, which develop in such a way that they pay little or
no attention to building a penetrative strategy on the ground, preferring to
focus instead on a primarily 'national' presence.T

If parties continue to feel the need to foster a presence on the ground,
therefore, it is probably due largely to the legacy ofthe past and to the inher-
itance of earlier models._P-4.{y_glggliZqlrggl{o*"np"t_bcgin ex novo, but are
inherited by party leadeis, andliih 

";sh 
rdil;;[.'iTn ;i t. A6;t-ib effect

major reforms and innovations within the organizations they inherit, there
are nevertheless clear limits to the capacity for change . In other words, if a
party already enjoys a presence on the ground, then it is unlikely that this
can be easily amputated. Membership may not be valued very highly, but a
membership-oriented tradition cannot easily be dismissed. ln addition, and
as part of this legacy of the past, membership may also imbue the party
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leadership with a sense of legitimacy. In Sweden, for example, 'the parties

seem to want to maintain lhe image of a mass party, with a positive mem-

bership development being taken as proof that the party is perceived as a

viable channel for political representation' (Pierre and Widfeldt 1994: 342)'

And a similar imperative clearly underlined the major membership drive

undertaken by the British Labour Party following the election of Tony Blair

as the new party leader. conversely, in the case of new parties, and most

especially new parties in new dernocracies, it is unlikely that a party on the

g-.,,rd will be assiduously cultivated (Kopeckj' 1995; Mair 1997: ch. 8;

bi.r.., 1998). Other things being equal, the emphasis on maintaining a party

on the ground, and, indeed, the sheer existence of a substantial party mem-

bership, is therefore most likely to characterize parties wl1ich have pro-

gressei through a long history of organizational development, in which the

legacy of the mass party model continues to weigh upon contemporary con-

.Jptio.r, of organizational style and legitimacy. For most of the long estab-

lisled parties t Western Europe, then, it is simply the case that the party in

public office cannot avoid the presence of a party on the ground: however

iroublesome to the leadership it might prove to be, a mass membership is

part of the party tradition.
Giventhislegacy,howthencantheprimacyofthepartyinpublicolficebe

successfully asserted? At one level, the answer is for the ieadelsh,ip to margln-

alize the party on the ground, and even to let it wither away; whether con-

sciouslv ptann.O o. n6t, lor eiample, this certainly appears to reflect the

recent experie.rces of the mainstream parties in Denmark and the

Netherlands. At the same time, however, and as noted above, any such strat-

egy risks costing the party leadership more in terms of declining legitimacy

tiian it might beneflt rhernin terms of increasine 1fe]r 
freedgl oTlanaiivie.-

The preferred strategy, tneiefoie, mignt 6e ott. *ttl.tt ostensibiy enhaniei"ihe

posiiion of the party on the ground, thereby making membership seem all

the more attractlve to potential supporters, while at the same time limiting the

potential for a real challenge from below.

There are two possible ways in which this preferred strategy might be

developed, both of which are already evident iu a number of contemporary

party organizations (see also Mair 1994: l6-18) In the first place, the osten-

,it t. po*., of the party on the ground can be, and has been, enhanced

through internal party democratization, in which, as noted above, the ordin-

ary mimber acquires a formal voice in the selection of candidates and party

leaders, as well as in the approval of policies and programmes, and in which

the mass membership becomes, in effect, a mass (party) electorate. This cer-

tainly represents an empowerment of the membership. At the same time,

however, it also serves io erode the position of the party activists and the

organized party on the ground, in that voice now no longer depends on milit-

urr""y o. organization. This is a particularly signiflcant development, since tt

i
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was precisely from within the more militant stratum of the party on the
ground that the party in public office has always proved most vulnerable to
criticism. By enfranchising the ordinary members, often by means of postal
b-allot-g. !h.9 party leadership therefore elfectively undermines the position of
its more rnilitant critics, and does so in the name-and practice-of internal
party democracy. Almost by definition, the often disorganized and atomized
mass membership of the party, entry to which now demands fewer and fewer
prerequisites,s is likely to prove more deferential to the party leadership, and
more willing to endorse its proposals. It is in this sense that the empowerment
of the party on the ground remains compatible with, and may actually serve
as a strategy for, the privileging ofthe party in public office.

The second approach is perhaps less evidently manipulative, and simply
involves promoting a more effective 'division of labour' between the partv in
public office, on the one hand, and the party on the ground, on the othei in
which the linkage between the two levels is more or less restricted to the local
selection of candidates for election to national offices. In other words, and
reflecting the tendencies initially noted in the American case by Eldersveld
(1964), party organizations may i'creasingly adopt a stratarchic form, in
which different and mutually autonomous levels coexist with one another,
and in which tl.rere is a minimum of authoritative control, whether from the
bottom-up or from the top-down. 'Local parties', reflecling the party on the
ground, then work primarily at the local level, enjoying almost exclusive con-
trol over the policies, programmes, and strategies to be pursued within their
own territorial limits. The national party, on tl.re other hand, which is domrn-
ated by the party in (national) public office, is also free to develop its own
policies, programmes, and strategies, unhindered by the <lemands and pre-
occupations of the party on the ground. The party on the ground may of
course flourish in this stratarchic setting, but, in the end, it remains on the
ground, being linked to the party in public office only through its control of
that party's composition.

PARTY ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE:
SOURCES AND IMPLICATIONS

There is, of course, no 'single' party organizationar fbrm; on the contrary,
what we witness today, as in earlier generations, are variations on quite a wide
variety o[different themes (Koole 1996;Katz and Mair 1996). Nor is there an
'ideal' party organizational form; rather, organizations develop in an often
idiosyncratic way, being inflr-renced not only by the specifi. roiiul ancl eco-
nomic contexts in which they operate, but also by the prevailing institutional
structures, as well as their own histories. commonalities can nevertheless be
established. Despite evident national peculiarities, for example, the fact that
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participation in political decision-making was-formerly restricted to a small

class of privileged ,""i"i ;;;;;t it"t pi*""a sufficientlv determining to allow

us to draw cros.-"atto"i-gtt"t"fi-'i"ns about the character of 
1|1.o1ce

dominant elite party' r" u Jmat vein' the impact of mass democrattzatton

has also proved ,uft"it"iv po*ttf't ut to facilitate generalizations about the

emergence und chatu"tt;'loi;d;;t;-pattv' ena wnite the spread and rele-

vance of the catch-ali p;d ;;;tt-; io ut otuutt<f it'is none 
'h:,I^t:t, "ltut

that many parties did b;;;; tt trtii' towards a new mode of operation in the

1960s, in which there "-'itttgta 
substantial sources of conflict between the

O".iV i" OrUfic office and the party on the ground'

It has been out "o"tt"'io" 
in tttis chapter that even this most recent stage

of developmen, r,u' no* i"t" "'p""tdti 
throueh the emergence of yet a new

mottus operamJl in whrch"t-he fti*u"y of the paitv * 
1i!li"^,",T:is,increas-

ingly being establistreo' i;'b.e^;;;t""t noted above' the patterns which we

identify are not always necessarily true' or- not aiways necesszrrily true to the

same extent, in att parties. lndeei, none of the specific patterns which can be

discernecl in the varieti" f;;;;;;g;nizationai forms has ever been whollv

realized. what is certarnly tnte' however' ls tnat qs"pg*y-9rg*l:z-?u"o-Rmd'apl

to the dernands of *it*poqu-1y democlqgitt'-intv-19'1!!"'$"9r9-Hl9-gly--!'q--

revolve around ,h. ".;;;J_*'J*tiy.e 
sl ihe p4tLr r,p n,1u1" tl1tt -^*

while the reasons f"t til;h;;ge ate mvtla$' wittr ttteimmediate source being

"rt"ffy 
i"""d in the internal"politics of the party' the ultimate source can

often be traced back to the environment in which the party operates'

Although, other things ttlng tquut' it is possible that an equilibrium might

emerge over time "-ittg 
ttt"e uarious faCes and actors making up a party'

changes external t" ;;il i;;iluiv *itt.upset this steadv-state balance'

Sometimes these e"uiio"mental changes bring new pre-ssures and challenges;

other times they represent new opportunities' In each case' however' they

alter the distributron Jt"'ot""tt oi in"ttttiut' within the party and therefore

the pattern of interactions within it' 
-:-.^i +L^-^ot cnhnlqrlv A1

The gnylrg,nrne-ntal changes that have received the most scholarly attentlon

undoubtedly t-taue ueoi:tfi-o:- Gtuting to the electoraf slstem,lfeed' the very

existence ol modern p"ii'Ur p"ti'"I *ittt both their bureaucratic and their

mass memberri]ip o.f*irutions usually is attributed directly to -e*xpa-q-s1-srr-91-

the suftragg, *ifft tlJ p-"ig-!nd tinrns (particularly relative to industrializa-

iti"lii;"t;"".;,i;4""i rat.n to expiain manv of"the"dtfferepcgp" agong p-?r-:"-

ii., iiipt", una i{"tt"" i'sialu ' As noted above' the partv bureaucracv was

'madb necessary by the need to organize and communicate with electorates

numbering in the hundrtJ' oi tnJu'unds rather than the hundreds and the

mass organizatio' ru.it..ed the encapsuiation of the party's electorate as

well as the pooling oinnan"iat and other resources' And' ofcourse' to be'nec-

essary' isjust anothe' *uV oftuying that one is in control ofa'zone oforgan-

izational uncertainty', and therefore powerful' Other changes in electoral
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laws, such as modifications of the electoral fo-rmu-la,(including changes in
electoral thred[ijidJ or'distiict magnitude) "i 

(aiffio*ing an 1n113-parry
prefgren_ge vote may also lead to changes in the internal life of parties, as well
as to changes in the balance among parties (Katz 1980: 31 2). Even more
directly, parties may have some or all of their organizational structure
'imposed' by statute, a constraint which becomes increasingly relevant as the
provision of public subsidies is accompanied by the introduction of laws on
parties.

Parties must also adapt to changes in the availability ol and need for, var-
ious resources. The evolution of media of mass communication provides one
prominent example. The development of a party- prc-$ -allowed party organ-
izers to communicate with their fbllowers and potential supporters regardless
of the cultural or political biases of the publishers of independent' news-
papers. The party press naturally enhanced the importar.rce of its publishers,
primarily party bureaucrats, at whatever level of centralization the press was
organized. It also reqr.rired a well-articulated organization in order to dissem-
inate and subsidize publications. It thus strengtirencd the bureaucratic and
rnass mernbership faces ol'the party vis-d-vis the parly as government. The
rise to centr4lillpq3taoee--0-1 btgg,g-q.e-s-LlnC, especially television, has had just
the opposite result, however. As noted above, television allows central party
leaders, particularly those in public office to whom broadcasting time gener-
ally is allocated and who are seen as being the most personally 'newsworthy',
to communicate directly with the public, both within and without the party,
without the intervention ol or need for, a party organization per se. On the
other hand, these new possibilities for direct communication also create a
need for new varieties and levels ofprofessional expertise.

Ltgy:Xq*_9l"ny"ht-ip-.sS*b-sidy to political parties represents another obvious
example of how changes in the availability of resor"rrces can alter the balance
of forces within a party. Before public subsidy, many partiei were'fiiiariAHry"
depena;trt a-lmo;l-e;Ailiively on voluntary contributions, either from their
members or from business or other organizations hoping to buy influence or
access. Loss of such support could have a devastating elfect both on the party
in office and on the party bureaucracy, and this made them dependent on
tl.rose contributing to their c:rmpaign expenses and salaries. State subsidy

I9gg.-.-p-*rv-d-epilr4i.l-1,9.-e-;L-oJ'^o-.g1y.o"n"-91tpid.9 
cpptrlbutolq (as it was overtly

intended to do). but also on the party's own grass-roots members. And again.
to the extent tt-tut Urii-..mbeishij organi"zarion i. f.i. vaiuatjte to other
aspects of the party, the status and influence of those who hold office in the
rnembership organization declines.

A variety of secular changes in the political environment also have the
potential to force, or have forced, party adaptation. The traditional mass
party of integration was based on a highly structured social system in which
the relevant cleavages, be they class, religion, ethnic grouping, or whatever,
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were sharply drawn and unlikely to be bridged' When a party built a network

oiun.ittaiy organizations and attempted to encapsulate its supporters' lt was

basically reflecting a pre-existing sociai reality' The 'freezing of political

cleavages'was based on u -otJgeneral freezing of social cleavages' The

;thu*iig' of these cleavages, tpt"tid by- such trends as increased and more

meritocratic higher educition and the homogenization of culture through

massmediaandmass"onsumptio,''thusunderminethetraditionalbasesof
mass organization. For.^ulnpi., the relative decline of social solidarity as the

;il. "i 
ihe m.mb.rship organization may make ideological purity relatively

more important, and thus liad to strengthened demands for such purity from

itsleaders.Theresultingconstraintsmaybeinterpretedasmakingthemem-
bership organization riatively more costly to the governing organization'

and thus as leading to attempis to secure alternative access to the resources

the members Provide.
This general social change has been accompanied by two more directly

politicaichanges. On the oie hand, increased levels of education have only

beenonecontributingiactortogenerallyhigherievelsofpoiiticalcompetence
in the mass public. Better inforled, more articulate' with more leisure time'

voters becorte less dependent on party organrzations for their connection to

the folitical world. They also become less willing to accept the_ relatively pas-

sive role that the traoiiionai mass party has given to its rank-and-file sup-

foi,... (e.g. Barnes, Kaase e / at' tgiS)'As the troops refuse blindly to follow'

theirrfluenceintr-'.pu,tyoflea<ierswhosepositionrestsontheircommandof
these troops naturally declines' On the other hand' increased civic com-

petencecoupledwithweakeningsocialtiesandincreaseduseofgeneralrather
ifl"" p""V chunn.ls of communication mean that many of the processes that

previously would have instilled a strong sense of party (or more general sub-

cultural) identificatron t aut *tuttned'-But since party identification not only

p.rrfi.t a cushion of support that allows a party to survive temporary set-

backs,butalsoistheuasisforsolidaristic.rewardsofmembership'thistoo
may alter the balance of forces within parttes'

Although this drscussion suggests how party change may be driven by the

need to adapt to the environriJnt, ut least three qualifications to the simple

dichotomyol'externalstimulusandinternalresponsearenecessary.First'
sor-ne of the stimuli to change are internally generated. and o*nce.a party begins

ro adaot. it sets in motion forces that can have a ripple 1Go$1qUg!1[-tn!e

" 
;A#iaiilA-i;;;; J.1;a O. rr, a p s m o ie i m poir a n t1f,*m a n y o f t h e' ex te rn a I'

;itffdifaffi;;Juf"". ".. the result of party actions. For example, it is the

partiesingovernmentthathavevotedthemselvespublicsubsidies,accessto
mass media, or (less directly, through the welfare state) longer lived and better

informed electorates. Finatiy, to Jomplete the circle' the environment also

responds to changes -ua. Uy the pariies, and thus 949-sxp',lgll3!191 le*Le

decli4e in p-.a-rlv rOq.s!rq"ui!91, rot 
^913*9J:r 
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reach out beyond their traditional social bases, and in other ways to distance
themselves fiom bctth*idEiitifitiT and inbrnbeis. In many cases rhen, rather
than simple stimulus followgd by single response, or cause followed by conse-
quence, there develops instead a self-reinforcing process, which, we irgue, is
now leading parties throughout the contemporary democracies to a position
in which the party in public office is now lirmly in the ascendant.

Even though we have suggested that this shift in the i'ternal balance of
power can be identified almost regardless of how party organizations more
generally may be typilied, we would also contend that the drift towards the
primacy of the party in public office is nevertheless lacilitated by precisely the
same factors which we associate with the emergence of the.cartel party,and
with the absorption of parties into the state (Katz and Mair t9-9s;. vore
specifically, the increasing reliance of parties on state subsidies, a process
which facilitaies fhe'"growirrg-piinidty'of-theEity in'Fubli;"bffice, clearly
draws these parties into an ever closer involve.gp4l*1y.itb the ,state. The
increasingly widespread participation o$;;;r in government, a deverop-
ment which has helped to privilege the party in public olfice, is also central to
the cartelization process. Furthermore, the movement towards cartelizatron
is also likely to be enhanced as parties in public olfice are encouraged to
acquire substantially more autonomy than was available to them under the
old mass party rnodel, and evcn under the catch-all n-rodel. Finallv. albeit
more indirectly, as politics itself increasingly assumes the status of i career,
and as the substantive and ideological differences between competing polit-
ical leaderships wane away (through either a voluntary or an erifo.ced
consensus), the leaderships themselves appear to assume an increased com-
monality of purpose, with each leadership seeming to hnd it easier or more
appropriate to come to terms with its direct counterpart than with its own fol-
lowing on the ground. To paraphrase Michels, it now appears that there rs
tncreasingly /ess in common between two party members, one of whom holds
public office, than there is between two public office-holders, each of whom
comes from a separate party. Thus, while the position of the party in public
office might well be in the ascendant in any one of the varietiei of contemoo-
rary party organizations which have been identified and theorized aboui in
the modern literature on parties, nevertheress such privileges are clearly a srne
qua non ofthe cmergence and consolidation ofthe cartel partv.

CONCLUSION

while the scope of this present chapter is too limited to permit an exploration
of the full implications of these changes, three brief points 

"un 
be noted by

way of a conclusion. In the first place, it seems to us appropriate to trace an
association between the increased ascendancy of the party in public office, ')
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and th-e hypothesized cartelization of partiana !r_E nypo
ent growth in

carte-llzgtion ofpa_rties, gn the one hand, and thc u

growth in recent years in popular feelings of alienation from, or evcn
trust in, mainstream politics and parties, on the other (see Pogtrntkc
Scarrow 1996a; Daalder 1992 and Chapter 2 above; and Torcal, Gu
and Montero, Chapter l0 below). As party leaderships becomc
autonomous from their own following, and as they become increasingly
with themselves and their own world, it is almost inevitable that thev will
seen as being more remote. This in itself is problematic enough. But whcn
remoteness is also accompanied by a perceived failure to perform (

though such failure may well derive from constraints, both national and i

national, that are beyond the specific control of party), it can then
into a sense of alienation and mistrust, in which the political leadershipn
not only seen to be distant from the voter, but also to be self-serving.

Second, and following from this, it is evident from recent experiencot
both Europe and the United States that there now exists a potential
mqnt area that can be exploited by so-called 'anti-party parties', often'iii't
extreme right, which seek to combine an appeal to those alidnated by t
established parties with an appeal to more xenophobic, racist, and essentinlly
anti-democratic sentiments (e.g. Mudde 1996). In other words, by lunrpin5
together all of the established parties as a 'bloc' to be opposed by lh:
neglected citizen, these new extremist parties often attempt to translate a pttk
ticular opposition to what we see as the cartelization of parties into a rnoif
generalized assault on the pariy- $yslqm ?q a whole, and possibly ev_e_n into 6;!
assault on democratic valugl,as -sg"g[;!nd while, with few exceptions, th€
appeal of such parties remains relatively marginal, it is here that wi can scc e
genuine problem of legitimacy in contemporary democracies beginning to
emerge.

Third, as indicated above, and as we have argued at greater length clso.
where (Katz and Mair 1995; Mair 1997: ch.6), it is important to recognizd
that much of what is problematic here has been the result of decisions lnd
actions which have been carried out by the parties themselves. In other wolrlr,
in privileging the party in public office, the parties have risked being secrr nr
privileging themselves, and, whether directly or indirectly, to have been usirrg
state resources in order to strengthen their own position in terms of subsiclics,
stal'fing, patronage, and status. As their position on the ground has wcirk.
cnccl, parties have helped to ensure their own survival as organizations hy
rnorc or less invading the state, and, in so doing, they may well have sowcrl
thc sccds f or their own crisis of popular legitimacy. with the ascencluncy ol'
thc party in pLrblic office, in short, parties in contemporary democnrcics,
wlrich olicrr appear to be less relevant, now lay thcmselves opsn to tlrc chulgr.
rll'bcing llso nrrlrc privilcgcd.


