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Abstract: The party manifesto is a crucial document identifying a party’s ideological position.
Measuring the response of political party manifestos to both the mean voter as well as party constituency
positions remains extensively difficult given the lack of available data, but also the complex: political
realities and factors which the parties must take into consideration e.g. the economy, globalization, the
demands of the marfket, and pressure from rival parties. In spite of these complexities, this article
analyses the extent to which political parties reflect voter policy emphasis in their political manifestos.
Through the content analysis of electoral manifestos the article determines the policy positions of Cech
political parties during the 2010 and 2013 elections to the Lower House of the Parliament. 1dentifying
also key voter policy preferences the article looks into the possible congruence between shifts in voter
emphasis and changes in party electoral manifestos. Employing an approach not yet fully applied in
academic research, the article examines shifts within ideological space, while focusing also on specific key
policy areas. 1t concludes that in the short term — from the 2010 to 2013 parliamentary elections in
the Czech Republic - political parties responded to shifts in voter policy emphasis in just one guarter of
cases. The responsiveness differed significantly from one party to another.

Keywords: [oter Policy Emphasis; Electoral Manifesto, Party Position Shiff, Comparative
Manifesto Project

1. Introduction

Citizens vote for political parties which they identify with, which they think best
reflect their interests, and which are the most likely to change their position in the
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preferred direction (Busch 2016; Merrill and Grofman 1999: 17-32). If political
parties want to be re-elected, they must shape their electoral manifestos to respond
to shifts in voter policy emphasis (Budge 1994; Stimson 1995). Widely populated
areas of academic research have been devoted to examining the different incentives
to which parties may or may not respond. While in the long run, the left-right
position of political parties remains relatively stable, parties are said to be highly
responsive to shifts in the electorate’s priorities.

The electoral program or party manifesto is a crucial document for identifying
a party’s ideological position. Comparing manifestos from one election to another
helps to identify party policy position shifts (Busch 2016; Adams et al. 2011). In its
electoral manifesto, a political party defines and responds to the needs and
preferences of the electorate. The degree to which parties reflect voter policy
emphasis, nevertheless, remains an extremely complex question, as many other
factors influence electoral programs. It is difficult to isolate shifts in party policy in
response to voter emphasis from other aspects of the electoral and political process
(Kunstat 2004).

In spite of these complexities, this article analyses the extent to which political
parties reflect on the policy emphasis of voters in their electoral manifestos, using
the case of the last two Czech parliamentary elections. Reflecting a wider body of
research on the ideological congruence of voter policy preferences with those of
their party representatives, it tests the salience of political issues prior to the election
to demonstrate how much parties respond to short term shifts in public opinion
(Klingemann et al. 2006; Budge and McDonald 2012; Warwick 2010; Walczak et al.
2012). Through content analysis of electoral manifestos, employing the
Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP) methodology, this article determines the
policy preferences of Czech political parties during the 2010 and 2013 elections to
the Lower House of the Patrliament. By means of the Eurobarometer, STEM and
The Centre for public opinion research surveys, the article analyses short-term
shifts in policy emphasis on the part of the Czech electorate. Based on the main
topics emphasised by the voters, this article looks into possible congruence between
voter emphasis shifts and changes in electoral manifestos.

First, the article explores existing academic research and reveals that the extent
to which parties respond to shifts in voter emphasis remains a relatively “disputed
area”. With the aim of filling the existing gap, the article establishes a complex
methodology to examine how Czech political parties reflected in their electoral
manifestos short-term shifts in voter policy emphasis (from 2010 to 2013 elections)
in the ideological space in general, but also within key policy areas.

At the very beginning of the analysis, the article classifies Czech political parties
that contested seats in 2010 and 2013 parliamentary elections on the left-right scale.
Then, it identifies key policy areas which the voters indicated as the most important
to them. In this part, the article works with the Eurobarometer survey and aims to
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find similarities between electoral manifestos and voter emphasis. Furthermore,
it employs survey analysis to fill potential gaps and provide data for the quantitative
research.

The paper concludes that in the short term, political parties responded to shifts
in voter policy emphasis in just one-quarter of cases. The congruence between
parties’ and electorate’s position shifts, however, remains inconsistent and differs
from party to party. Given that this research focuses solely on short-term party—
electorate shifts, the results support the assumption that parties' ideological shifts
tend to occur over the long-term. Further comparative and more systematic
research into the congruence between shifts in voter policy emphasis and the
manifestos of political parties both in the short- and long-term would allow further
examination of the behaviour of political parties and fill some gaps in existing
academic reseatch.

2. Theoretical considerations and hypothesis

Relatively extensive academic research has focused on the different incentives to
which parties could respond in their electoral manifestos. Factors that parties are
shown to respond to include the policy shifts of other parties; past election results,
notably electoral defeats; changes in leadership; as well as global factors, such as the
economy, globalization or migration (Leimgruber et al. 2010; Schumacher et. al.
2013: 4-5; Meyer 2013: 209-215; Ezrow 2014). Research by Lawrence Ezrow
(2014) also demonstrates that the need to balance public demands with the pressure
of the market influences the responsiveness of political parties to shifts in voter
emphasis. In addition, Fossati and Hausermann (2014) found that the level of
income distribution also contributes to voter choice and therefore would play a role
in re-shaping party policy. Parties had to respond to such developments and shape
their policies vis-a-vis social investment strategies.

Scholars also extensively examined the question of which type of voters parties
responded to (Adams et al. 2006; Meguid 2008; Ezrow et al. 2011). Ezrow et al.
(2011) examined two models reflecting party response to voter emphasis shifts. In
doing so, they first distinguished between niche parties — the parties that direct their
focus on a smaller group of voters embracing a certain particular policy or ideology
and usually do not coincide with the existing lines of political division,
e.g. Communist parties, Green parties, extreme right parties, etc. — and mainstream
parties, which are inclined to shift the political centre (Adams 2006: 513-529;
Megiud 2005: 347—-348; Wagner 2010: 5-7). Overall, parties respond to shifts in the
preferences of their supporters (partisan constituency model) or shifts in the mean
voter position (general electorate model). Comparing 15 policy programs
in 15 countries from 1973 to 2002, Ezrow et al. discovered that a general electorate
model characterised the policy shifts of the mainstream parties, while a partisan
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constituency model was rather typical for the Communist, Green and extremist
nationalist parties. In some cases, however, niche parties may also — in response to
voters — shift their positions slightly towards the mainstream political base leaning
more towards the general electorate model (Ezrow 2014).

The parties also operate in an ideological space and focus on specific policy
areas that they consider important to the voters. The position in the ideological
space, the left-right position, is said to remain largely stable over time. Shifts within
individual party policy preferences presumably reflect shifts in voter policy
emphasis (Budge 1994; Schumacher et al. 2013). This article works exclusively with
the left-right dimension to analyse a party’s orientation in the ideological space. It
is worth noting, however, that numerous different approaches such as the
proximity—distance dimension were introduced to examine interactions between
parties and voters in the Czech ideological space (Chytilek and Eibl 2011: 6—64).

Party responses to shifts in public opinion remain a disputed area. Whereas
Adams et al. (2004), Somer-Topcu (2009) and Ezrow (2010) presuppose that parties
are expected to follow shifts in public opinion, Meyer (2013: 209-215) concludes
the opposite. In Meyer’s conclusions, public opinion shifts do not lead to changes
in party policy positions.

This article focuses on shifts not only in the ideological space, but also within
key policy areas, which are reflected mostly in public opinion. Examining parties’
responses to voter shifts in key policy areas has yet to be attempted in wider more
systematic academic research. The article aims to explore the possibilities and
relevance of such an approach.

Taking into account previous research including for example Ezrow (2011),
this article takes note of niche parties and mainstream parties on the left-right scale
and partisan constituency and general electorate models. It proceeds on the
assumption that a party’s position in key policy areas changes more rapidly from
one election to another without affecting the ideological position and long-term
policies of the party. The paper secks to address the question of the extent to which
Czech political parties reflected short-term voter policy emphasis.

3. Methodology

The methodology is divided into two main parts — quantitative analysis and survey
analysis. Firstly, it focuses on the classification of Czech political parties. To place
parties on the left-right scale, this article works with the Comparative Manifesto
Project (CMP) dataset (Volkens et al. 2016). Employing content analysis and
encoding different topics appearing in the electoral programs of different political
parties, CMP measures the policy positions of parties participating in elections.
Comparing the 2010 and 2013 electoral manifestos of individual parties allow us to
identify main policy shifts in parties’ ideological positions (Volkens et al. 2016;
Klingemann et al. 2006; Budge et al. 2001). Voter emphasis is coded to assess the
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possible congruence with party manifestos. Employing directional analysis,
a methodology is established to examine the congruence between shifts in voter
policy positions and changes in party manifestos. Secondly, the methodological part
focuses on survey analysis to remedy the absence of data required for full
quantitative research.

a. Quantitative analysis: coding the data
CLASSIFYING POLITICAL PARTIES ON THE LEFT-RIGHT SCALE

In the first part, the article classifies political parties on the left-right scale,
categorising mainstream and niche parties. The left-right approach was selected due
to its measurability and the compatibility of the respective data with other parts of
the research. Studies of other dimensions of ideological space presented, for
example, by Chytilek and Eibl (2011) go beyond the scope of this article.

The left-right classification employs the CMP methodology as originally
presented by Laver and Budge (1992). The CMP project is based on the content
analysis of individual political party manifestos. The human coders classify each
reference in political party manifestos to one of 56 categories (see Appendix I for
the detailed description of individual categories).

Only 26 categories are considered relevant by the CMP for determining the
left-right position of political parties (see Table 1 below). A specific formula is used,
taking into account the percentage of references made by the political party in each
of the relevant categories:

(R-L)

In the formula, R represents the percentage of references made in the party
manifesto that are classified under the right category, while L represents left
category statements (Volkens et al. 2016: 29; Budge 2013: 4-5). Accordingly, in this
study, the position of each party was determined on the left-right scale for both the
2010 and 2013 elections. To assess the congruence between left-right shifts in party
position and left-right shifts in voter emphasis, I encoded voter emphasis using the
same methodology and on the basis of information available from the
Eurobarometer survey.

Eurobarometer is a public opinion survey addressing a variety of topics. The
standard Eurobarometer survey, as used for the purposes of this article, is
conducted every autumn and spring and represents a series of cross-national
longitudinal studies aimed at comparing trends across the European Union. The
data is also broken down by individual state. This article works with one single
question identified in the survey. In the question, respondents select three policy
areas they currently emphasise as the most important. The policy areas as identified
by the respondents are then encoded by the author in the same way as in the CMP
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to determine the positions of voters on the left-right scale according to their policy
emphasis.

Table 1: Determinants of the political party position on the left-right scale

RIGHT EMPHASSES: sum of % for LEFT EMPHASES: sum of % for

Excternal relations — military positive (code 104) | External relations — anti-imperialism (code 103)

Freedom and democracy — human rights positive Excternal relations — military negative (code 105)
(code 201)

Freedom and democracy — Constitutionalism External relations — peace positive (code 106)
positive (code 203)

Political system — political authority positive External relations — internationalism positive
(code 305) (code 107)

Economy — free market economy positive (code | Freedom and democracy — democracy (code 202)

401)

Economy — incentives positive (code 402) Economy — market regulation positive (code
403)

Economy — protectionism negative (code 407) Economy — economic planning positive (code
404)

Economy — economic orthodoxy positive (code | Econony — protectionism positive (code 406)
414)

Welfare and quality of life — welfare state Econonmy — controlled economy (code 412)

limitation (code 505)

Fabric of society — national way of life positive Economy — nationalisation (code 413)

(code 601)

Fabric of society — traditional morality positive (code Welfare and quality of life — welfare state

603) expansion (code 504)

Fabric of society — law and order (code 605) Welfare and quality of life — education expansion
(code 5006)

Fabric of society — civic mindedness positive Social groups — labour groups positive (code

(code 6006) 701)

Data source: Budge 2013; Volkens et al. 2016: 29.
Note: The codes indicate individual policy areas as established in the CMP. They are further
used throughout the article.

Party manifesto data and public opinion survey data are largely asymmetric.
The research, therefore, does not allow working with absolute numbers.
Comparison only remains possible in determining the directions of shifts in party
policies and public opinion.
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DETERMINING POSITIONS OF POLITICAL PARTIES WITHIN THE MAIN SEVEN
POLICY AREAS

Using the CMP methodology, this article works with seven main policy areas —
external relations; freedom and democracy; the political system; the economy; the
welfare state and quality of life; the fabric of society; and social groups. Each of the
areas has several categories, amounting to 56 different policy issues examined under
each category (Volkens et al. 2016: 8). Firstly, shifts in positions reflected in parties’
electoral manifestos within these categories are examined. Secondly, using the same
data from the Eurobarometer survey, shifts in voter emphasis are analysed in
a similar way. Voter emphases are coded according to the CMP scheme. This is
a relatively new approach as no academic research so far has attempted to code
voter emphasis in individual CMP categories and match them with political party
manifestos.

CONGRUENCE OF SHIFTS IN VOTER POLICY POSITIONS AND CHANGES IN PARTY
MANIFESTOS

The dependent variable is the position shift of a party along the left-right scale,
as well as within each of the above seven categories. Firstly, the position of the party
during the 2013 elections is compared to its position during the 2010 elections. The
party position change variable indicates that a party shifted its position, firstly, on
the left-right scale, and, secondly, within each of the policy areas.

The data from the Eurobarometer survey are used to measure shifts in the
mean voter position. The mean voter position is determined in the quantitative part
of the research. The survey highlights voters’ policy preferences by depicting policy
areas that voters indicated as most important. The mean voter position is
determined by comparing the mean position on the left-right scale as well as within
each of the seven policy areas in the 2013 elections with the corresponding
positions for the 2010 elections. The results indicate the congruence between voter
policy emphasis shifts and changes in party manifestos.

Furthermore, the article employs directional analysis comparing the policy
direction of the electorate shift with the direction of the party shift within each of
the seven policy areas and identified sub-categories. The congruence of the party
policy shift with the voter emphasis shift is subsequently calculated on a scale from
(1), indicating the same direction for both with a percentage difference lower than
5 %, to (—1), indicating different directions for each with a difference higher than
5% (see Table 2). The value (0) is accorded in the case of a voter shift that is not
reflected at all in the party manifesto. Should both the voter emphasis and the party
position remain unchanged, the value (1) is assigned.
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Table 2: Directional analysis — congruence between voters and party shifts

aValue Direction of policy shift Difference of the shift
1 Party shift in policy direction reflects the | Difference in party and voter shifts < 5
voter shift %
0.5 Party shift in policy direction reflects the | Difference in party and voter shifts
voter shift =/>5%
0 Party position does not change in spite N/A
of the voter shift
—-0.5 Party shift in policy direction goes Difference in party and voter shifts <5
against the voter shift %
-1 Party shift in policy direction goes Difference in party and voter shifts
against the voter shift =/>5%

Data source: The content of the table was developed by the author on the basis of the
methodology devised by Merrill and Grofman (1999).

b. Survey analysis

While only Eurobarometer allows mean voter emphasis in various policy categories
to be quantified, the quantitative research is limited to this data. Data from the
STEM and CVVM surveys are used to look into voter emphasis and shifts in party
manifestos employing survey analysis. Survey analyses are used to fill potential gaps
in the quantitative research. Both STEM and CVVM look into voter satisfaction
within specific policy areas (e.g. democracy, EU membership, the economic
situation, and quality of life). By employing survey analysis, the article examines the
extent to which party manifestos reflect changes in the mood of voters in these
policy areas.

c. Limits of the research

Critics have argued that initial left-right measurements of party positions are not
concerned with qualities of electoral manifestos and proposed alternatives. The
coding may affect the position of the party on the left-right scale. Nevertheless, the
aim of the CMP is primarily to allow comparisons in party position shifts over time
(Klingemann et al. 2006; Lowe et al. 2011; Benoit et al. 2012; Budge 2013). Similarly,
other research projects examined the possibility of using the CMP to compare voter
emphasis with party positions (Chytilek 2014: 67-70). In his latest contribution,
Budge (2013: 7-8) offers possible alternatives to the right-left measurement;
however, he also notes that a consensus has formed that whoever uses the
methodology should implement it as it fits his or her research. Given that the right-
left measurement constitutes only one part of this research, which is complemented
by the further assessment of party manifestos in all seven thematic categories, the
original methodology is fit for the purpose. Therefore, a party’s left-rightposition is
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determined by considering a number of statements each party makes in its
manifesto within the individual categories (see Table 1).

The Eurobarometer survey only presents the policy areas that voters feel
strongest about. These areas do not reflect all categories determined by the CMP,
which would leave the research incomplete as it only allows comparison in five
policy areas. The qualitative analysis focuses mainly on democracy, one of the areas
not primarily covered by Eurobarometer survey’s respondents. It aims to complete
this gap within the existing body of research.

Similarly, the other analysed surveys only present shifts in party constituency
satisfaction in the policy areas of quality of life and democracy. Party constituency
emphasis is, however, not reflected in the Eurobarometer survey covering all policy
areas of the CMP. Therefore, the party constituency shift in these areas cannot be
fully quantified in this research article. The extent to which the party reflects a shift
in party constituency position — more specifically, the shift in the level of voter
satisfaction with respect to a specific policy area — is determined by looking into
changes in party manifestos between the 2010 and 2013 elections in the specific
policy area.

The research only focuses on the extent to which party manifestos reflect shifts
in voter preferences in the short term — from one election (2010) to another (2013).
Therefore, the results only reflect the immediate party shifts. The results can
potentially be different in the long run, as parties face constraints while moving
from the status quo (Meyer 2013: 209-215). Long-term observations go beyond the
scope of this article.

Similarly, this article uses Eurobarometer survey data that was issued right
before the elections, raising the question as to whether parties had enough time to
familiarise themselves with the data and reflect it in their programs. This approach
is, however, unlikely to affect the results of the research, assuming that the
Eurobarometer survey reflects the general longer-term voter emphasis prior to the
vote. The article does not calculate potential radical shifts in voter emphasis based
on immediate political events; this is a topic for separate research.

The lack of available data on shifts in voter emphasis as broken down per
particular party does not allow for a full examination of how parties reflect voter
changes in their political manifestos. The analysis thus only touches upon this issue
in the qualitative part. The article takes into consideration partisan constituency and
general electorate models, however, the results cannot be fully quantified. In
addition, the data in the article has been collected from different sources; thus, an
ordinal rather than a cardinal approach is required. The analysis therefore focuses
more on the tendencies and directions of party position shifts, rather than the
comparison of absolute numbers. Possible measurement errors in public opinion
shifts may present another obstacle (Meyer 2013: 214-215).
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4. Determining the policy positions of the Czech political parties
contesting the 2010 and 2013 parliamentary elections and their
congruence with voter policy emphasis

The last two national-level elections to the Lower House of the Parliament took
place on 28-29 May 2010, and on 25-26 October 2013. The period between these
elections witnessed significant changes to the Czech political landscape, similar to
the changes experienced by some post-communist countries in Europe during the
past two decades. The strong post-communist parties, the liberal-conservative Civic
Democratic Party (Obéanskd demokratickd strana; ODS) and the Czech Social
Democratic Party (Ceskd strana socidlné demokratickd; CSSD) achieved historic lows
in the 2010 elections in comparison to 2006 and their support has continued to
decline. The Christian Democratic Party — Czechoslovak People’s Party (Krestansko-
demokratickd nie — Ceskoslovenskd strana lidovd; KDU—CSL) and the Green Party
(Strana zelenyeh) failed to reach the 5 % threshold to enter Parliament, while the new
parties Tradition, Responsibility and Prosperity 09 (Tradice Odpovédnost Prosperita
2009; TOP09) and Public Affairs (17¢: verginé) won sufficient patliamentary
representation to join the coalition with the ODS.

The 2013 elections brought even greater changes. Of the two largest parties,
CSSD gained the lowest number of votes since 1992 and ODS entered Parliament
with as little as 7.72 %. KDU-CSL regained parliamentary representation and two
new parties gained enough votes to enter Parliament: ANO2011 and the Dawn of
Direct Democracy of Tomio Okamura, a niche party inclining towards the extreme
right (Maskarinec and Blaha 2014: 706-707; Havlik 2016: 185-180).

Only six political parties contested both elections: the Green Party; the
Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia (Komunistickd strana Cech a Moravy;
KSCM); CSSD; ODS; KDU-CSL; and TOP09 (Volkens 2016a). For reasons of
comparison, only the parties that contested both elections represent the main
subject of the research.

a. Assessment on the left-right scale

To begin, the left-right scale was applied to the parties that contested both 2010
and 2013 elections. Analysing their programs by employing the CMP methodology,
Table 3 depicts the policy preference in party manifestos in 2010 and 2013 within
the seven main categories (areas) and their sub-categories (sub-areas) relevant for
the left-rightdetermination (as outlined in Table 1) (Volkens 2016: 29).

A similar analysis was conducted for voter policy preferences using the data
from the 2010 and 2013 Eurobarometer surveys specific to the Czech Republic
(Eurobarometer 2010, 2013). Following the CMP methodology, voter policy
preferences expressed in the survey were coded as per Table 4. The numbers
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attached to each policy preference reflect, in percentages, the importance voters
attach to each area. Given that the survey respondents were asked to select two
policy issues which they consider the most important at the national level, the
percentage in Table 4 attached to each policy area was re-calculated by the author
on a 1-100 scale (see Apendix 1 for the original Eurobarometer survey data). Data
reflect the situation before the 2010 and 2013 elections.
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Table 3: Policy preferences in party manifestos

ODS KDU-CSL TOP09 CSSD Green party KSCM

2010 2013 2010 2013 2010 2013 2010 2013 2010 2013 2010 2013
Excternal relations — military positive (104) 2.35 4.44 6.48 1.49 1.98 1.46 0.94 1.74 0,44 0,23 0,73 1,49
Freedom and democracy — human rights positive (201) 3.49 3.81 1.88 3.57 1.16 2.43 2.35 1.09 3,34 3,46 1,83 2,97
Freedom and democracy — Constitutionalism positive (203) 0 0.63 0.6 0 0 1.13 0 0 0 0 0.73 0
Political system — political authority positive (305) 2.6 0.32 0.6 0 0.99 0 1.56 0 0.44 0 2.56 0
Economy — free market economy positive (401) 4.55 3.65 1.11 0.3 3.14 0.81 0.16 0 0.88 0.46 0 0
Economy — incentives positive (402) 3.73 9.37 1.19 2.38 1.16 3.24 2.66 1.74 1.01 1.38 1.83 1.49
Economy — protectionism negative (407) 0 0 0 0 0.17 0.81 0 0 0 0 0 0
Economy — economic orthodoxy positive (414) 3.17 0 0 0.6 4.46 3.73 1.25 0.44 2.4 0.23 0 0
Welfare and quality of life — welfare state limitation (505) 2.6 2.7 0.6 1.49 4.95 0.81 0 0.22 0.57 0.23 0 0
Fabric of society — national way of life positive (601) 0.49 0.63 0 0.3 0 0.65 0 0.22 0 0 0.73 1.49
Fabric of society — traditional morality positive (603) 1.87 0.32 6.4 1.19 1.98 2.11 1.56 0.87 1.7 0.69 1.47 0.37
Fabric of society — law and order (605) 5.84 4.76 10.07 5.36 8.09 3.73 9.55 5.66 4.79 0.92 8.79 6.32
Fabric of society — civic mindedness positive (606) 0 0.16 1.02 0.6 0 3.57 0.16 0.22 0.57 0.69 0 0.74
R-total 30.68 30.79 29.95 17.26 28.05 24,47 20.19 12.2 16.15 8.29 18.68 14,87
Excternal relations — anti-imperialism (103) 0.65 0 0 0 0.17 0 0 0 0.38 0 1.47 0
External relations — military negative (105) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.78 0 0.25 0.46 22 2.97
External relations — peace positive (1006) 0.08 0.32 0 0.3 0 0.16 0.63 0 0.19 0.23 0.73 1.12
External relations — internationalism positive (107) 2.68 1.75 0.26 2.08 1.32 13 2.03 1.09 2.84 1.38 1.1 2.23
Economy — market regulation positive (403) 2.44 6.35 5.72 8.93 4.29 3.08 2.66 4.79 8.45 10.37 8.42 8.18
Economy — economic planning positive (404) 0 3.02 0 1.19 0 1.46 0.31 1.09 0.06 0.69 0.73 223
Economy — protectionism positive (406) 0.16 1.75 1.19 1.19 1.16 0.16 1.56 2.18 0.63 2.3 0.73 1.49
Economy — controlled economy (412) 0.08 0 0.26 0.89 0.17 0.32 0.31 0.22 0.19 1.15 1.83 3.35
Economy — nationalisation (413) 0.32 2.22 0 0 0.33 0.16 1.41 0.22 0.44 0.46 1.47 1.12
Welfare and quality of life — welfare state expansion (504) 8.36 10.79 6.57 11.01 6.6 8.43 11.11 11,98 8.77 8.99 16.12 11.9
Welfare and quality of life — education expansion (5006) 2.52 2.86 5.72 5.65 4.13 6.16 3.76 3.7 5.3 4.15 5.13 6.32
Social groups — labour groups positive (701) 0.08 3.02 0.09 3.87 0 1.46 1.1 4.36 0.13 0.92 1.1 3.72
Freedon and democracy — democracy (202) 4.22 3.65 5.46 5.65 3.63 11.35 6.57 4.36 8.83 8.53 9.52 8.55
L-total 21.59 35.71 25.26 40.77 21.78 34.04 32.24 33,99 36.47 39.63 50.55 53.16

Data source: Comparative Manifesto Project 2016. Figures in the Table were calculated by the author based on CMP coded versions of individual party manifestos CMP

available at https://visuals.manifesto-project.wzb.eu/mpdb-shiny/cmp_dashboard_dataset/#.
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Table 4: Coding voter policy emphasis prior to the 2010 and 2013 elections

May-10 _ May-13

Unemployment 25.51 23.16 7. Social groups (701. Labour groups: positive)
Economic
situation 27.04 18.95 4. Economy (408. Economic goals)
Crime 8.67 7.37 6. Fabric of society (605. Law and order: positive)
Rising 4. Economy (412. Controlled economy — control
prices/inflation 11.22 15.79 over prices)
Healthcare/social 5. Welfare and quality of life (504. Welfare state
security 6.63 5.79 expansion)

6. Fabric of society (601. National way of life:
Immigration 2.04 1.58 immigration)

5. Welfare and quality of life (504. Welfare state
Pensions 7.14 7.37 expansion)
Taxation 2.55 3.16 4. Economy (402. Incentives: positive)
The educational 5. Welfare and quality of life (506. Education
system 2.55 1.58 expansion)

5. Welfare and quality of life (504. Welfare state
Housing 3.57 2.11 expansion)
Terrorism 0.51 0.53 1. External relations (104. Military positive)

5. Welfare and quality of life (501. Environmental
The environment 1.02 1.05 protection)

5. Welfare and quality of life (501. Environmental
Energy 1.02 0.00 protection)
Defence/Foreign
Affairs 0.51 0.00 1. External relations (104. Military positive)
Government debt 11.58 4. Economy (414. Reduction of budget deficits)

Data source: Author’s own calculations based in Eurobarometer (2010, 2013) and Volkens
et al. (2016) data and methodology.

Table 5 shows the policy preferences of voters and their shifts from one
election to another. As indicated above, the left-right determination methodology
does not work with all policy data, but selects only specific sub-categories (Volkens
2016: 29). The calculation reflects the data collected in Table 4 depicting only these
relevant sub-categories. On the right (R) scale, voters accorded their emphases to
the following areas: 104 — military positive, 402 — incentives positive, 414 —
reduction of budget deficits, 601 — national way of life: immigration, and 605 — law
and order positive. On the left (L) scale, voters emphasized the following areas: 412
— controlled economy, 504 — welfare state expansion, 506 — education expansion,
and 701 — labour groups positive. The data in Table 5 show the cumulative
importance, in percentages, that voters attributed to each of the sub-categories
relevant to the left-right determination. As mentioned above, the Eurobarometer
survey does not provide data from all the categories relevant to the left-right
determination. Given, however, that the survey depicts the policy areas perceived
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by the voters as the most important, the information available is sufficient for the

purpose of this article.

Table 5: Voter policy emphasis close to 2010 and 2013 parliamentary elections

Code 2010 2013 | Code 2010 2013
External relations - military positive External relations - anti-
(104) 1.02 0.53 | imperialism (103)
FEreedom and democracy - human External relations - military
rights positive (201) negative (105)
Ereedom and democracy - External relations - peace
Constitutionalism positive (203) positive (106)
Excternal relations -
Political system - political authority internationalism positive
positive (305) (107)
Economy - free market economy Economy - market regulation
positive (401) positive (403)
Economy - economic
Economy - incentives positive (402) | 2.56 3.16 | planning positive (404)
Economy - protectionism negative Economy - protectionism
(407) positive (406)
Economy - economic orthodoxy Economy - controlled
positive (414) 0 11.58 | economy (412) 11.28 | 15.79
Welfare and quality of life - welfare Economy - nationalisation
state limitation (505) (413)
Welfare and quality of life -
Fabric of society - national way of welfare state expansion
life positive (601) 2.05 1.58 | (504) 17.44 | 15.26
Fabric of society - traditional Welfare and quality of life -
morality positive (603) education expansion (506) 2.56 1.58
Fabric of society - law and order Social groups - labour groups
(605) 8.72 7.37 | positive (701) 25.64 | 23.16
Fabric of society - civic mindedness Freedom and democracy -
positive (6006) democracy (202)
R-total 13.33 | 23.69 | L-total 56.92 | 55.79

Data source: Eurobarometer (2010, 2013).

The collected data allows the calculation of the left-right position of the
political parties as well as voter policy emphases and their shifts using the (R-L)
formula (Table 06).

As indicated by Budge, the advantage of the CMP is its flexibility and its ability
to accommodate to every individual research study (Budge 2013). Reflecting upon
the political scene in the Czech Republic, with ODS and TOP09 being traditionally
right-wing political parties, the line separating the left and right portions of the
political spectrum must be established at around a value of -15. The customised
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Table 6: Party and voter policy position on the left-right scale

ODS KDU-CSL TOP09 CSSD Green KSCM
2010 9.09 4.69 —6.27 —12.05 —-20.32 —31.87
2013 —4.92 -23.51 -9.56 -21.79 —-31.34 —38.29

Data source: Author’s own calculations based on Volkens et al. (2016) and Budge (2013)
methodology.

scale also reflects the latest survey of political party positions within the Czech
political spectrum (CVVM 2016). CSSD, the Green Party, and KSCM are then
placed in the left part of the political spectrum. With KSCM and the Green Party
generally considered as niche parties, no extreme right or extreme left party
contested both elections.

The analysis indicates that whereas the policies in all parties’ manifestos shifted
towards the left, the policies of voters shifted towards the right. Slight discrepancies
may be the result of the absence of some data in voter emphasis calculations; it is,
however, unlikely that this would have a strong effect on the directions of voter
shifts, especially given that these shifts are calculated on the basis of the same
available data in 2010 and 2013.

A significant shift was visible in KDU-CSL’s position, which moved from the
right part of the political spectrum to the left. This may be due to KDU-CSL, being
traditionally considered a centrist party, oscillating between the two sides. It is
shown, however, that the mean voter position inclined towards more left-minded
policy preferences during the 2010 elections than all the political parties in their
manifestos, including the KSCM. The parties might have shifted their positions
more towards voter policy emphasis (see Figure 1). Nevertheless, it is hard to draw
any conclusion given the asymmetric nature of the numbers. A significant shift on
the left-right scale tends to occur over the long term. It can, therefore, be assumed
that parties reflected the long-term policy preferences of the voters, approximating
their preferences over the longer period. The direction on the left-right scale seems
not to be reflected in the short term, from one election to another. There is no
difference in policy shift between niche and mainstream political parties.
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Figure 1: Party and voter policy shifts on the left-right scale
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Data source: The Figure illustrates the author’s own data calculated in Table 6 on the basis
of Volkens et al. (2016) and Budge (2013) methodology.

b. Assessment in the seven policy areas

The positions of the six political parties that contested both the 2010 and 2013
Czech parliamentary elections were then calculated in the seven main policy areas
(as set out in 3a) which are emphasised by the CMP. As stated, these areas include
external relations; freedom and democracy; the political system; the economy; the
welfare state and quality of life; the fabric of society; and social groups (Volkens et
al. 2016: 10-25). Similarly as above, the policy positions of the parties within these
areas were calculated on the basis of the percentage of statements in each of the
parties” manifestos for the 2010 and 2013 elections fitting each of the above
categories. A similar approach was employed using the Eurobarometer data survey
(Eurobarometer 2010, 2013) to identify the policy areas of most interest to Czech
voters before the 2010 and 2013 elections (see Table 7).

Overall, the results show that while statements in the party manifestos were
more likely to be spread over all seven policy areas, the issues depicted by voters as
the most important covered only five of seven of the main policy areas. Overall,
the percentage level of attention given by voters to these five areas was reflected in
political party manifestos (see Figure 2). Voters emphasised #he economy and the welfare
state and quality of life policy areas the most, with both being reflected in party
manifestos. No difference was identified between niche and mainstream political
parties. Voters placed slightly more emphasis on social groups.

Given that voter emphasis on freedom and democracy and political systems was not
strong enough to be registered by the Eurobarometer survey, the quantitative
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research conducted in the study was limited to the remaining five policy areas. Based

on these areas, it examined how shifts in party manifestos reflected shifts in voter
policy emphasis.

Table 7: Policy preferences in party manifestos and voter policy emphasis

ODS | KDU-CSL | TOP09 | ¢ssD | S | gsem | Fublic
party opinion

External relations

2010 5 10 6 5 6 6 1

2013 5 5 5 5 3 9 1
Freedom and democracy

2010 8 7 5 9 10 11 0

2013 8 9 14 5 12 12 0
Political system

2010 10 7 13 10 10 5 0

2013 8 7 10 6 7 4 0
Economy

2010 38 30 36 29 22 30 41

2013 36 29 23 23 26 26 49
Welfare state and quality of life

2010 24 21 25 27 36 32 22

2013 26 29 31 41 42 32 18
Fabric of society

2010 9 18 10 13 8 11 11

2013 6 8 10 7 4 10 9
Social groups

2010 5 6 4 7 8 4 26

2013 9 12 6 11 6 8 23

Data source: Comparative Manifesto Project 2016. Figures in the Table were calculated on
the basis of CMP coded versions of individual party manifestos CMP available at
https:/ /visuals.manifesto-project.wzb.eu/mpdb-shiny/cmp_dashboard_dataset/#.
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Figure 2: Policy preference in party manifestos and voter policy emphasis
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Source: The Figure was developed by the author and it illustrates the data coded in Table 7.
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c. Congruence of shifts in voter policy emphasis and changes in party
manifestos

The results immediately show that each party reflects shifts in voter emphasis in
a very different way. Directional analysis was applied to determine the congruence.
The measurement, as indicated in Table 2 of the Methodology section, determines
how an individual party reflects shifts in voter emphasis in their electoral manifesto.
It considers whether the shift is in the same or opposite direction. For example, if
voters placed more emphasis on the economy during the 2013 elections than in
2010, was this reflected in the same way in the party manifesto? After the direction
of the shift was determined, the extent of the shift and its comparison with the
electorate’s shift was analysed.

Table 8 shows the results of the analysis, indicating that in about 23 % of cases
(7 out of 30) parties were generally responsive to the direction of electorate shifts
in particular policy areas. Political parties mostly reflected the opinion of voters in
the fabric of society policy area, which, among others, includes migration, currently
a ‘hot topic’ among the general public. The parties were least responsive to the
directions of voter emphasis shifts in the two most emphasised areas — the economy
and welfare and quality of life. However, as previously indicated, these two areas
are the most prominent with respect to voter emphasis as well as in party
manifestos, which indicates that parties established their long-term positions to
reflect the long-term vision of their voters. However, while voter policy emphasis
decreased on welfare and quality of life and increased on the economy, all parties
reacted in the opposite way. Similarly, overall, voters in both elections emphasised
the economy more than the political parties did, whereas the welfare state agenda
seems to have been over-emphasised in party manifestos. As indicated above,
congruence was only measured in five policy areas — those for which data were fully
available.

Considering the research of Ezrow (2014) and Fossati et al. (2014), amongst
other studies, it is worth reiterating that shifts in voter emphasis are not the sole
factor that influences or informs party manifestos. The parties need to balance the
pressure of public opinion with the pressure of the market, which might lead to
directional differences between party shifts and voter shifts in the short-term, i.e.
from one election to another (Ezrow 2014). In addition, previous research has
proven that levels of income distribution contribute to voter choices (Fossati and
Hausermann 2014), which likely affected the over-emphasis placed on the welfare
state revealed in this research. The analysis of other factors is outside of the scope
of this article, and we refer to it here only to complement to this research and to
offer material for further analysis.
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Table 8: Congruence of shifts in voters’ policy positions and changes in party
manifestos within seven policy areas

Policy group | ODS | “PU~ | 1opgo | ¢ssp | S | gsem | TOTAL (per
CSL party policy group)

External ~05 | -1.0 05 1.0 05 ~05 20
relations
Economy 10 | -10 —10 | -10 | -10 ~1.0 ~6.0
Welfare and 05 | -10 ~10 | -10 | -10 —05 -5.0
quality of life
Fabric of 1.0 0.5 0.0 1.0 1.0 10 45
society
Social groups | —1.0 | —-10 —05 | —05 10 ~05 25
TOTAL (per |, 0 | _35 30 | -05 | -05 -1.5
patty)

Data source: Author’s own calculations based on the methodology introduced in Table
2 and based on Merrill and Grofman 1999 methodology.

Regarding individual political parties, none of them reflected the voter shift in
every policy area. According to the Table 8, each party evinces only one or two
positives values in five policy categories (20—25 %). There are six parties and five
policy groups, indicating that congruence between party manifestos and voter shifts
was analysed in 30 cases. In seven cases (23.33 %) the value is positive, meaning
that parties reflected voter policy shifts. In 22 cases (73.3 %) the value is negative
indicating that parties moved the opposite direction than the electorate. In one case
(3.33%) the value remains zero indicating no change in party position. Therefore,
party manifestos reflected voter shifts in less than 25 % of cases. The strongest
congruence (—0.5) was observed for the Green Party and CSSD, which reflected
voter shifts fully in two policy areas, followed by KSCM (—1.5), ODS (—2) TOP09
(—3) and KDU-CSL (—3.5). Figure 3 illustrates the directions in voter policy
emphasis from the 2010 to 2013 elections and their reflection by the political
parties. In the short-term, there was no correlation between the parties’ reflections
of voter shifts and their positions on the left-right scale.
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Figure 3: Level of congruence in voters’ shifts and changes in party manifestos

within five policy areas
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d. Survey analysis

As indicated in the Methodology chapter, the Eurobarometer survey only covers
top policy areas as emphasised by the voters. This makes the research incomplete,
as voters’ policy shifts are not visible in the areas of human rights, freedom and
democracy, and political system, and only a very small shift is discernible in the
external policy area. To cover this gap, the research employs analysis using the
CVVM and STEM surveys, as well as the EU-focused Eurobarometer surveys.

The surveys reveal the following information:

Satisfaction with the state and the functioning of democracy: Satisfaction with the
functioning of democracy dropped from 32 % in 2009 to 26 % in 2013. Trust in
democratic development, the work of political parties, and internal politics in
general declined from 2010 to 2013. In 2013, only 32 % of voters considered that
political parties guaranteed democratic policies, compared to 48 % in 2009 (STEM
2013: 2).

EU membership (External relations): In 2013, 74 % of Czech voters considered
EU membership to be a ‘good thing’; 59 % considered Czech participation in EU
structures as useful (CVVM 2013: 2-3). According to the Eurobarometer survey,
in 2009, 50 % of Czech voters tended to trust the EU, compared to 42 % in 2013.
According to the Eurobarometer survey, 55 % of Czech voters felt like EU citizens
in 2010 and 54 % felt this way in 2013 (Eurobarometer 2010: 16; Eurobarometer
2013: 12).

Dissatisfaction with the state of the economy increased from 52 % in 2009 to 68 % at
the beginning of 2013 (CVVM 2013a: 2—4). According to the Eurobarometer
survey, in 2013, 85 % of voters considered the state of the national economy to be
bad (Eurobarometer 2013: 19).

Satisfaction with life (welfare and quality of life) remained at nearly the same
level with no significant decreasing or increasing trends. According to the CVVM
survey, about 18 % of voters considered the economic situation of their household
to be bad, both in 2011 and 2013 (CVVM 2013a: 4).

The slight decrease in satisfaction with democracy seems to be reflected in
a slight increase in references to democracy in the manifestos of three political
parties — the Green party, CSSD, and KSCM, and a significant increase in the
TOPO09 manifesto. Voters of the centre-right parties (ODS, TOP09), nevertheless,
evinced the highest level of satisfaction with the democratic functioning of their
state - 51 and 55 % in 2010 and 56 and 57 % in 2013, respectively (STEM 2013: 2).
By contrast, voters of left-wing parties, notably CSSD and KSCM, demonstrated
the lowest satisfaction with the functioning of democracy (22 and 11 % in 2010,
and 11 and 19 % in 2013, respectively; see STEM 2013: 2). Therefore, increases or
decreases in the emphasis on democracy by political party manifestos did not reflect
in a coherent manner shifts in voter emphasis. The satisfaction with democracy,
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however, also reflects education and age group, which goes beyond the scope of
this research.

Dwindling public trust in EU institutions was reflected in TOP09 and CSSD
manifestos through an increase in the number of positive references to the EU. In
contrast, the Green party, KDU-CSL, and ODS manifestos exhibited decreases in
their positive references to the EU (see Table 9). KSCM voters were the most
critical towards the EU (CVVM 2013: 2), which may explain the lowest percentage
of positive references to the EU during times that voters were shifting towards
a more critical position. Voters of TOP09 were the most positive, which correlates
with the number of positive EU references in the party manifesto, which was
among the highest among all the analysed parties. The shifts within this category
were, therefore, more likely to be affected by party constituency position, rather
than mean voter position. Nevertheless, the shifts within this category, and similarly
in the overall external policy area, were likely to be affected on the broader scale,
which attests to the lack of congruence between the parties’ manifestos and voter
emphasis. Given that the article only focuses on shifts in voter preferences, the
assessment remains limited.

Table 9: Shifts in positive references to the EU in party manifestos (in %)

ODS | KDU-CSL | TOP09 CSSD | Greenparty | KSCM

2010 1.54 2.9 1.65 0.93 1.7 0
2013 0.31 0.89 1.94 1.96 0.46 0

Data source: Comparative Manifesto Project 2016. Figures in the Table were calculated
based on CMP coded versions of individual party manifestos CMP available at
https:/ /visuals.manifesto-project.wzb.eu/mpdb-shiny/cmp_dashboard_dataset/#.

The two last categories depicted in the quantitative analyses indicate the great
dissatisfaction of voters with the economy. As already stated, this was widely
reflected in party manifestos, which attributed this area the highest number of
policy references. Parties also increased references to welfare and quality of life
despite there being no significant shifts in voter emphasis.

5. Conclusions

This article analysed the extent to which political parties in the Czech Republic
reflected voter policy emphasis in the short-term, from the 2010 to 2013
parliamentary elections. The article focused explicitly on political parties that
contested both the 2010 and 2013 elections. Employing the CMP methodology, the
research first compared shifts in the positions of voters with shifts in party
manifestos on the left-right political scale. Secondly, it focused on five main policy
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areas and examined the congruence of shifts in voter and party positions. In view
of some gaps in the available data, the quantitative research could not cover all
areas. Survey analysis was, therefore, employed to fill the gap and confirm the main
trend.

The analysis revealed shifts in party manifestos towards the left on the left-
rightscale, while voter emphasis shifts exhibited the opposite direction. Given that
the research focused only on a short period, this may confirm the assumption that
ideological shifts in party policy tend to occur over the long term. Despite the
contrasting directions of shifts, it seems that parties aimed to align their manifestos
to the long-term preferences of voters, which have been more orientated towards
the left or centre. There was no difference in the short-term between niche and
mainstream political parties.

Additionally, some discrepancy may be attributed to the CMP methodology
for calculating the left-right scale. As indicated, the main criticism of the data is that
they tell us what parties publically say without looking fully into their actual
ideological positions (Mc Donald and Mendés 2001: 90). The same is deemed to be
true in calculating the ideological positions of voters. This article, nevertheless,
analyzed party manifestos — what the parties publically say. Looking into party
positions outside of the manifestos would go beyond its scope. The CMP
methodology was therefore deemed fully sufficient.

The research conducted on seven main policy areas — external relations,
freedom and democracy, the political system, the economy, the welfare state and
quality of life, the fabric of society, and social groups — confirmed that party
manifestos covered a wider spectrum of policy areas than the range of areas of
particular interest to voters. Two policy areas (freedom and democracy and political
system) were not given enough consideration by the voters to allow for their
inclusion in the quantitative analysis. The two topics considered most important by
voters — the economy, and welfare/quality of life — were reflected in similar
percentages across all party manifestos. No difference was identified between niche
and mainstream political parties.

In the survey analysis, the article depicted democracy and EU-membership as
being largely affected by the party constituency position. This plays into the fact
that the mean voter position does not consider democracy and external relations as
the most important policy topics, relegating them behind the economy and welfare
considerations. While the economy and welfare represent the overall interest,
democracy and external relations are based more on ideological positions and,
therefore, are more reflected in specific party constituency expectations.

While this article took note of partisan constituency and general electorate
models, the lack of available data did not allow for a quantitative analysis beyond
shifts in mean voter position. Congruence between shifts in emphases among party
supporters and shifts in party policy was only examined in the survey analysis part
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of the research and focused on the democracy and EU institutions policy areas only.
The research revealed some congruence between party position shifts and
electorate positions shifts. The congruence, however, remained inconsistent.
Different parties reacted differently to changes in voter emphasis. A general
decrease in public trust in EU institutions led to a decrease in positive references to
the EU by the generally euro-sceptic ODS, but an increase in positive references by
the more pro-EU CSSD. The direction of the shift therefore seems to reflect the
ideological position of the party.

This appears to be true overall — each political party reflected shifts in voter
emphasis in a very different way, with Czech political parties being responsive to
voter shifts in about one quarter of cases in the short-term. Parties tend to respond
to the direction of voter policy emphasis over the longer term, forming their
position over time. The strongest congruence between voter and party shifts was
found for the Green Party, CSSD and KSCM. Taking into account other parts of
the research, this indicates that there was no difference between niche and
mainstream party shifts in the 2010 and 2013 parliamentary elections in the Czech
Republic. It can be concluded that in the short-term, Czech parties that are generally
classified as niche parties are inclined to tilt more towards mainstream policies. In
considering this, it is worth highlighting again that the parties that contested both
the 2010 and 2013 Czech parliamentary elections were the only ones analysed in
this article, and the responsiveness of other more extreme niche parties may deviate
from the findings presented here.

Opverall, the limited reflection of shifts in voter policy emphasis by political
parties seems to be similar for political parties within the Central and Eastern
European space. Citizen's preferences tend to be generally stable and develop over
the long term; therefore, dramatic policy changes by parties may be risky as they
destabilise voter perceptions. In order to stay in power, political parties need to take
an active role in adapting their policies to the wishes of the electorate (Gherghina
2009: 6, 12-22; Colomer 2001: 130-138) One could perhaps claim, on the basis of
the paper’s findings, that the less stable party-political landscape in the Czech
Republic (and possibly other CEE countries as well) reflects the limited active
parties’ adaptation to the shifts in voter policy emphasis.

Political parties have become a widely studied area of academic research.
However, the systematic research of party responses to shifts in voter policy
emphasis and its individual categories is lacking. This is due, in particular, to the
lack of available data, which was similarly a challenge to this research. This article
hopes to open the door to more detailed systematic studies of this phenomenon.
Comparative research of the congruence between shifts in voter policy emphasis
and party manifestos in general and with respect to individual policy areas over the
short and long term could provide further explanations of party political behaviour.
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Appendices

Appendix I: Comparative Manifesto Project — Categories and sub-categories in

seven policy areas (including codes)

1. External Relations

101 Foreign Special Relationships: Positive
102 Foreign Special Relationships: Negative

103 Anti-Imperialism: Positive

103.1 State Centred Anti-Imperialism

103.2 Foreign Financial Influence

104 Military: Positive

105 Military: Negative

106 Peace: Positive

107 Internationalism: Positive

108 European/LA Integration: Positive
109 Internationalism: Negative

110 European/LA Integration: Negative

2. Freedom and Democracy

201 Freedom and Human Rights: Positive

201.1 Freedom

201.2 Human Rights
202 Democracy

202.1 General: Positive
202.2 General: Negative

202.3 Representative Democracy: Positive

202.4 Direct Democracy: Positive
203 Constitutionalism: Positive
204 Constitutionalism: Negative
3. Political System
301 Decentralisation: Positive
302 Centralisation: Positive
303 Governmental and Administrative
Efficiency: Positive
304 Political Corruption: Negative
305 Political Authority: Positive

305.1 Political Authority: Party Competence

305.2 Political Authority: Personal

Competence

305.3 Political Authority: Strong government

305.4 Pre-Democratic Elites: Positive

305.5 Pre-Democratic Elites: Negative

305.6 Rehabilitation and Compensation
4. Economy

401 Free-Market Economy: Positive

412 Controlled Economy: Positive
413 Nationalisation: Positive

414 Economic Orthodoxy: Positive
415 Marxist Analysis: Positive

416 Anti-Growth Economy: Positive
416.1 Anti-Growth Economy: Positive
416.2 Sustainability: Positive

. Welfare and Quality of Life

501 Environmental Protection: Positive
502 Culture: Positive

503 Equality: Positive

504 Welfare State Expansion

505 Welfare State Limitation

506 Education Expansion

507 Education Limitation

. Fabric of Society

601 National Way of Life: Positive
601.1 General

601.2 Immigration: Negative

602 National Way of Life: Negative
602.1 General

602.2 Imniigration: Positive

603 Traditional Morality: Positive
604 Traditional Morality: Negative
605 Law and Order

605.1 Law and Otder: Positive
605.2 Law and Order: Negative
606 Civic Mindedness: Positive
606.1 General

606.2 Bottom-Up Activism

607 Multiculturalism: Positive

607.1 General

607.2 Immigrant Integration: Diversity 607.3
Indigenons rights: Positive

608 Multiculturalism: Negative
608.1 General

608.2 Immigrant Integration: Assimilation
608.3 Indigenons rights: Negative

. Social Groups

701 Labour Groups: Positive
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402 Incentives: Positive 702 Labour Groups: Negative

403 Market Regulation: Positive 703 Agriculture and Farmers

404 Economic Planning: Positive 703.1 Agriculture and Farmers: Positive
405 Corporatism: Positive 703.2 Agriculture and Farmers: Negative
406 Protectionism: Positive 704 Middle Class and Professional

407 Protectionism: Negative Groups: Positive

408 Economic Goals 705 Minority Groups: Positive

409 Keynesian Demand Management: 706 Non-Economic Demographic
Positive Groups: Positive

410 Economic Growth
411 Technology and Infrastructure: Positive

Note: Reprinted from Werner, Arnika, LaCewell Onawa, Volkens Andrea. 2015. Manifesto
Coding Instructions (5th revised edition). Available at https://manifestoproject.wzb.eu/
down/papers/handbook_2014_version_5.pdf (at page 8).

Appendix II: Original Eurobarometer survey data for the Czech Republic

May-10 May-13

Unemployment 50 % 44 %
Economic situation 53 % 36 %
Crime 17 % 14 %
Rising prices/inflation 22 % 30 %
Healthcate/social secutity 13 % 11 %
Immigration 4% 3%
Pensions 14 % 14 %
Taxation 5% 6 %
The educational system 5% 3%
Housing 7% 4%
Terrorism 1% 1%
The environment 2% 2%
Energy 3%

Defence/Foreign Affairs 1%

Government debt 22 %

Note: Table includes the original Eurobarometer survey data for the Czech Republic
collected in May 2010 and May 2013 (Eurobarometer 2010: 11; Eurobarometer 2013: 20).
Survey respondents were asked to name the two most important issues faced by their
country. The survey includes the issues mentioned most frequently (in %).



