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Abstract

According to the Duvergerian theories, only viapkties would be
expected to stand for elections alone in the lamy mwhereas non-
viable parties would be thought to join a pre-alest coalition with

another party or to withdraw from competition aktwer. However,
non-viable political parties throughout the worldve been shown to
continue presenting candidacies, calling into qoasthe Duvergerian
theories. Developing from this apparent paradoargue that it is the
overlap of electoral arenas that generates opputdsinfor viable

parties to present candidacies in arenas where dneynon-viable.
Through in-depth interviews with political leadens Canada and
Spain, | show that the overlap of electoral aremass the decision to
present candidacies when non-viable into the dombingtrategy,

whereas coalescing or withdrawing becomes the |dagbured

alternatives. This situation leads to an extra suppparties competing
to what the Duvergerian theories predict. Througlrass-national
guantitative analysis with data from 46 countriésaddress the
institutional and the sociological determinantg #hacount for variation
in the number of parties competing, even if norblaa

Resum

D’acord amb les teories Duvergerianes a llarg termomés els partits
politics viables s’haurien de presentar en soladés eleccions, mentre
que els partits no viables haurien de crear caagipreelectorals o
retirar-se de la competicid. Tanmateix, arreu déhpartits no viables
continuen presentant candidatures, posant en Qqudss teories

Duvergerianes. Partint d’aquesta paradoxa, argumegie la

superposicié d’'arenes electorals genera oportgngat partits viables
perque presentin candidatures en arenes on noiadles: Mitjan¢ant

entrevistes en profunditat a liders politics deh&t i d’Espanya
mostro com la superposicié d’'arenes electorals exeix la decisio de
presentar candidatures quan no s’és viable errdtegia dominant,

mentre que crear coalicions o retirar-se de la @titip esdevenen
alternatives suboptimes. Aquesta situacio porta axcés d’oferta de
partits politics competint en comparaci6 amb el dpge teories de
Duverger prediuen. Mitjancant una analisi comparaad dades per
46 paisos analitzo els mecanismes institucionas®diologics que

expliquen variacidé en el nombre de partits politee competeixen
guan no son viables.
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CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTION

The conventional wisdom when explaining the pditiconsequences
of electoral laws is based on Duvergerian theqibes/erger 1954) and
in particular with the M+1 rule (Cox 1997; Cox 199®%hen actors are
primarily concerned with the outcome of the curreletction and when
good information is available about the actual cleanof parties
competing, no more than M+1 parties —being M distmagnitude—
would be expected to stand for elections. Throughanticipation of
the mechanical effects of the electoral laws, opbfitical parties

expecting to gain representation would enter irdmpetition. Hence,
the number of parties entering the race should mexeeed M+1.

However, when parties fail to anticipate these raadal effects,

through the psychological effects, voters woulddtém concentrate on

at most M+1 parties, the so-called ‘viable’ parties

The number of entrants and the dispersion of votag be temporarily
boosted due to parties’ long-term expectanciesherlack of public
information. However, deviations should only be pemary. In the mid
and in the long-term, only viable formations would supposed to
compete (Best 2010: 105) whereas non-viable panvesild be

expected to coalesce with another party or to wavd from

competition. Eventually, the decision to presenhdidacies or not
should only depend on the actual chances of becpwmiable at a given
district, so that in the long-term, the M+1 rul@sld be observed.



However, empirical evidence questions this logierewhen rational
choice assumptions are met. It is well-known thauad the world
‘serious’ (Duverger 1954; Cox 1997hut non-viable political parties
present candidacies in districts or arenas wheey to not have
chances of obtaining representation. This call® iquestion the

Duvergerian theories.

Multiple examples in different electoral systemsnche found
worldwide. In Great Britain, the Liberal Democrati®arty
systematically presents candidacies in all theaminal constituencies
of the country. Although the party has largely béahing to achieve
representation in most of the constituencies, ittiooes presenting
candidacies almost everywhere. Similarly, in ther8gh proportional
representation electoral system, the post-commuypasty Izquierda
Unida (IU) presents candidacies in all the 52 districisthe national
elections. Although since the restoration of deraogy more than three
decades ago, U has only managed to achieve repatisa in 18 of
the constituencies, the party continues running ud $late of
candidates. Also, in the German mixed-member systieen same
pattern is observed. In the Bundestag electionzeo$ are allowed to
cast two ballots: the first one is used to decideciv candidates are
sent to the parliament from 299 single memberidtstrthe second one
distributes another 299 representatives at theomegjilevel through

proportional representation. Althou@he Linkeshould be predicted to

! Both Duverger and Cox used the term ‘serious’aaltfh they did not define it. In
this research | understand as serious any partyighaable in at least one arena of

representation.



withdraw from most of the single member districeschuse it is non-
viable, this does not occur.

An endless list of examples can be found worldwillee Green Party
in France, the Communist Party in Greece, the GamisDemocratic
Party in Finland, the Social Democratic Party ipalg theBloco de
Esquerdan Portugal, thdJniunea Democrat Maghiarz din Romania
in Romania, or th€oncertacion Nacionah El Salvador, among many
other cases, are examples of parties that syswatatirun in all
constituencies of their country, without having mtes of becoming

viable in many of them.

The departing point of this research is the extsteof incongruence
between how the literature predicts political pestishould behave
when they do not have chances of obtaining reptasen, and what is
observed in the real world. Hence, the primary airthis research is to
attempt to provide a response for the evident illt tmanswered
question, “How and why we might expect higher nuralod parties [to
what Duvergerian logic predicts] to contest elawsio (Best 2010:
115)?

The contribution of this thesis is twofold. Firstreate a general theory
about deviations in the Duvergerian equilibrium dnshow that the
decision to stand for elections when non-viable aissystematic
behaviour which takes place across parties, camtand electoral
systems. Second, | test the reliability of my arguats through both

qualitative and quantitative techniques.

This thesis’ first contribution is the creation afgeneral theory about

deviations in the Duvergerian equilibrium. Untilmaeviations from
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the M+1 rule have been mostly considered as ireglevNo efforts

have been devoted to explain the reasons, if ahichwstem from the
decision to enter into competition when non-viallitis unexpected
decision from the Duvergerian perspective couldcbesidered as a
mere residual and thus, as something which doesremtire any
special attention. However, this thesis rejects metsly this

widespread perspective among scholars and actuaifgs this

supposed residual into the core subject of researigre, | argue that
far from being just a random or an irrational dexis the choice of
political parties to present candidacies when tdeynot expect to

become viable is something that needs to be adsttess

Under the Duvergerian assumptions, electoral ararebelieved to be
completely independent among them, so party-erdcystbns would be
expected to be exclusively determined by its chanae becoming

viable at each arena. My argument is that thisrdtezal assumption of
the independence of electoral arenas does notligchadd in the real

world, since parties compete in complex politicgdtems where many
districts and arenas overlap. As a consequencejdtisions taken by
parties, which are non-viable in certain arenas, ‘@ontaminated’ by

the parties’ viability in other arends.

2 There are a few exceptions to this widespreadpgetive. A few scholars have
analysed the impact of having non-viable partiesypeting in the US on turnout
(Koch 1998; Lacy and Burden 1999) and on the oukofnthe election (Lacy and
Burden 1999; McCann, Rapoport, and Stone 1999).

® Through this research when | speak of ‘other efettarenas’ | understand it as any
level of competition different from the one wherecisions are taken. Thus, ‘other

arenas’ may well be a single district, severalteled districts, a tier of representation
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One of the first concerns regarding the phenomeriazontamination
effects (or electoral contamination) is the meanmighe term. The
concept of contamination effects has largely bearroanded by
uncertainty. Many names have been used to labirelift casuistries
of contamination effects —terms such as coattdiced, contagion
effects or spillover effects. Therefore, the fidgvoted effort of this
research has to do with the establishment of tem@menon (Merton
1987) and the delimitation of its scope. Once ths been done, |
revise in-depth the literature about contaminatedfects. | identify
several contexts that can lead to the emergenteghenomenon and
| show that even though the literature abounddedrly lacks a general

theory that brings out a universal explanationitfor

Indeed, from the study of the fragmented literatonecontamination
effects, it is evident that scholars have failedinolerstand that beyond
the identification of the several causal effectt thad to contamination
effects, a robust explanation about the phenomeisonrequired

regarding the causal mechanisms behind it.

This is, actually, the purpose of this researateflne the phenomenon
of electoral contamination, | systematise the csgas where it can
emerge, and | find the commonalities that stem fibrBy so doing, |
avoid the unnecessary proliferation of theoreticahcepts that the
literature on contamination effects has hithertomejonvhereas | try to
“bring out structural similarities between seemyngisparate

processes” (Hedstrom 2005: 28). The building of theory allows me

or even a whole electoral body (such as the presalearena). | use the term ‘arena’
in order to avoid the systematic use of the exjpwassther districts, tiers or arenas’,

which would unnecessarily introduce confusion & @ingument.



to construct a new and more encompassing conceftaslework
through which to make sense of what, until now,ehbgen understood

as disparate phenomena (Monroe 1997: 285).

Eventually, | contribute to the literature by amygithat the overlap of
arenas modifies the utility function of politicahnpies to the extent that
there appear incentives to compete alone even nfviable. As a
consequence of the overlap of arenas, the unexpeigeision of
political parties to compete when non-viable becerttee dominant
strategy, whereas the Duvergerian decisions to dnathi from
competition or to join a coalition become less eredfd alternatives for

parties.

The second contribution of this thesis has to dthvilhe methods
through which | test the veracity of my argumeritse nature of the
research questions to be dealt with in this reéegrcommends the use
of both quantitative and qualitative methods. Thegration of both
techniques strengthens the conclusions obtainechldmas the testing
of two different but interconnected dimensions @irtgs’ strategic
entry decisions.

On the one hand, through in-depth, semi-structunéerviews with

political leaders and campaign managers in CanadaSpain —two
countries with ideal characteristics to be studsw compared- |
address the reasons that drive political partiegigdon to enter into
competition alone, or not, when non-viable. My angut is that the
overlap of electoral arenas generates organisatiomentives for

political parties to compete even when they do mmte chances of

achieving representation. Up to now, the literatoineparty strategies



has mostly obviated the organisational reasonsdiinag political party
strategies. This is, to my knowledge, the firstdithat such a question
has been theoretically addressed and systematitsitgd in a cross-

party and cross-country study.

On the other hand, through a cross-national, gizing analysis, |
delve into the causes that explain the presendagbfer numbers of
parties competing at the local arena as comparech&d Duvergerian
theories predict. To do so, | purposely developoametely new
database of national legislative elections, whiatludes data for 46
countries around the world, from 240 elections, dath compiled at
the district level for over 25,000 constituenciés.my knowledge, this
is also the first attempt to explain cross-natiomatiation in the
determinants of the number of party entrants. Tagire of the new
database created enables me to carry out a verytiamsbanalysis,
which is able to account, for the first time, inuaique explicative
model, for all the different factors that will habbeen hypothesized of

being able to determine party-entry strategic decss

Overall, this thesis contributes to a better undeding of political
parties’ strategic behaviour. Although the Duvelgertheories have
largely assumed independence between electoraasremrtually all
democratic countries compete in multi-tiered eledtcontexts where
arenas overlap. By considering this overlap of asesis a mechanism
that may account for party strategies, | contribute a better
understanding of party-entry decisions at electemmd, in particular, of
the reasons that lead parties to present candgladien they are non-

viable.



The structure of this thesis proceeds as followhapter 2, | present
the frame of reference upon which this thesis i#;lthe Duvergerian

theories. In it, | argue why it should be expectedt the overlap of
several arenas of competition could deactivatebtteaviour of parties
and voters that the Duvergerian theories predisenTl address which
are the casuistries that lead to the emergencecbf & phenomenon of
electoral contamination and | propose a more enessipg definition

of it.

In Chapter 3, | focus the attention on the ingtal and sociological
mechanisms that may foster the emergence of es&atontamination.
From an in-depth revision of the literature relatedhe phenomenon of
contamination effects, | reveal the existence ok dlifferent
mechanisms that can foster the emergence of comadion effects.
Five of these mechanisms are related to the sugpgé/-of parties,

whereas the last one is linked to the demand-diganties.

The fourth chapter addresses the reasons thatpleéttal parties to
present candidacies when they are non-viable,adsbé staying out of
competition or joining a pre-electoral coalitibrthe chapter argues
that the overlap of electoral arenas generatestiyp®spolitical
externalities that encourage non-viable partiesctonpete alone.
Conversely, when non-viable parties decide to eijihia a coalition or
withdraw from competition, negative political extalities appear.

In the fifth chapter, |1 empirically assess the ektéo which those
incentives put forward in Chapter 4 are able tolarpparty-entry

decisions. | test the veracity of these hypothesesugh in-depth

* Through the thesis | define a coalition as a peeteral agreement.



interviews with political leaders and campaign ngara in Canada and
Spain. From an analysis of up-to-ten case studiexynclude that
parties’ dominant strategy is to compete alone wtiery are non-
viable. Instead, only under very specific condiiamon-viable parties

will prefer to join a coalition or withdraw from oapetition.

Finally, in Chapter 6, | focus the attention onedgtining the extent of
the phenomenon of electoral contamination. | dgvelmew dependent
variable that identifies the extra supply of pat®mpeting when non-
viable, as compared to what the Duvergerian thegoiedict. | rely

both on the institutional and sociological factorshich have

previously been argued, lead to contamination tffeEventually, |

find evidence of contamination effects in the nadilo legislative

elections from within districts of the same areinam the upper tier in

mixed-member systems, from the regional arenas, asd a

consequence of the existence of an ethnolinguistigionalised

cleavage. Conversely, | do not find evidence oftamnation neither
from the presidential arena nor from the upper diemn bicameral

legislatures.

Finally, Chapter 7 summarises the main argumentggoward in this
thesis and introduces the key findings. Eventualhg chapter also
proposes new avenues for further research on thee isf electoral

contamination.






CHAPTER 2.
THE DUVERGERIAN GRAVITY AND THE
EMERGENCE OF CONTAMINATION EFFECTS

In this chapter, | first present the Duvergeriapdtfies, the frame of
reference upon which parties’ and voters’ strateggcisions have
largely been explained, and latterly | address tiwege theories can be
undermined by the overlap of electoral arenas.cCHapter is organised
as follows: Section 2.1 summarises the Duvergethi@ories. Section
2.2 deals with the benefits and the costs of comgetnd summarises
how party-entry decisions are expected to be takeder the
Duvergerian assumptions. Section 2.3 argues teaashumption of the
independence of electoral arenas that the litexdtas purported up to
now is false, thus enabling the emergence of canttion effects
between different arenas. This section proposesewd and more
encompassing definition of the phenomenon of comanon effects
and its theoretical implications. Section 2.4 sumses the main

arguments of the Chapter.

2.1. The Duvergerian Gravity

Voters and parties’ strategies at elections havenbeommonly
explained and predicted through the Duvergeriaartes. According to
Duverger (1954) within pluralist systems the eleati® tends to vote
strategically, which encourages bipartidism, whgréa majoritarian
and —especially— in proportional representatioriesys, voters tend to
cast their ballot less strategically, which favouas multipartidist

system. Riker (1982) labelled these propositionsDaserger’s law’
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and ‘Duverger’'s hypothesis’, respectively, althoughverger latterly
specified that both were laws (Duverger 1986).

The Duvergerian theories are built upon the medadnand the
psychological effects of electoral lawsOn the one hand, the
mechanical effeatf electoral laws is the “electoral systems’ systém
underrepresentation (in the share of legislativetssas compared to
popular votes) of 'third" parties” (Blais and Cat§91: 79). According
to this theory, the electoral rules reduce the rembf parties
irrespective of the way in which votes are cast.isltthus the
permissiveness of the electoral system —mainly esasprted by its
district magnitude (Rae 1967; Sartori 1968; Sari®76; Riker 1982;
Palfrey 1989; Taagepera and Shugart 1989; Lijph8&0; Myerson
and Weber 1993; Lijphart 1994; Sartori 1994; Co®79Singer and
Stephenson 2009)- that reduces the number of pani@maging to get

a seat.

Through thepsychological effecten the side of political elites, parties
will change their patterns of behaviour accordiagheir expectancies
at becoming viable. In particular, non-permissilec®ral systems will
discourage political parties from presenting caadies alone when
they do not have any chance of obtaining representavhereas they
will generate incentives to party elites to look fdecisions more
adequate to the context, namely to coordinate abther party or to

stay out of competition altogether.

® Throughout this thesis an electoral law or antelet system is understood as “all
the institutional tools that a state has in itscpldo conduct elections. The most
important of these are the franchise, electordtidigg, voter registration, electoral

management and administration, and method of vbfi@gurtney 2007: 279).
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Finally, thepsychological effecon the side of voters is “the tendency
for voters, realizing that votes for minor partiase not effectively
translated into seats, to rally to what they coaisidhe least
unacceptable of the (...) major parties” (Blais anart€ 1991: 79).
Through the psychological effects on the side ofypalites, a political
party is believed to stay out of competition ojdim a coalition when it
does not have any chance of achieving representasiot when the
non-viable party fails to anticipate this mechanishe psychological
effect on the side of voters —which has commonknbealled strategic
voting— will prevent this party from gaining anytes. Parties failing to
advance the constraints of the electoral laws Wwél penalised by
voters. They will refuse to vote for their prefatrgolitical party
because of their expected low electoral performanod they would
rather vote for their second-best party or for lgmeest unacceptable of
the parties expecting to become viable (Cox 1984&jsBand Carty
1991; Gutowski and Georges 1993; Blais and Nad&&6;1Cox and
Shugart 1996; Cox 1997, Blais et al. 2001, Blaisuixg, and Turcotte
2005; Alvarez, Boehmke, and Nagler 2006; Abramsai.€010).

A large body of literature has documented evidencivour of both

mechanisms (Duverger 1954; Rae 1967; Shively 18pafford 1972;

Riker 1982; Blais and Carty 1991; Kim and Ohn 19B2agepera and
Shugart 1993; Lijphart 1994; Cox 1997; Clark andd&p2006) which

entails what has been called the ‘Duvergerian gyally some authors
(Cox and Schoppa 2002; Lago and Martinez 2007; lsagbMontero

2009) or the ‘Duvergerian equilibrium/equilibriay mthers (Cox and
Shugart 1996; Gaines 1997; Gaines 1999; Herro\astdkawa 2001,

Ferrara 2004; Jones 2004; Moser and Scheiner 2009).
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The consequences of the Duvergerian gravity omtimber of parties
competing at the district level and on voter’s batiar are summarised
by Cox (1997; 1999). For all the electoral systeiinie maximum
‘carrying capacity’ of parties —the maximum numbgépolitical parties
that can be sustained at a given district magniti@ex 2005; Cox
2006)— is M+1, being M district magnitude, whichngarises all
candidates that are expected to get a seat pldsshaunner-up party.
Throughout the thesis, these will be consideredlabelled as ‘viable

parties’.

When only M+1 candidates enter the race strategiting is
unnecessary (Cox 1999; Cox 2005; Cox 2006). But nweetry
coordination fails and more than M+1 candidategrerhen strategic
voting is expected: Voters are believed to conegattheir votes on at
most M+1 parties, avoiding wasting their vote omdidates without
feasible possibilities to get a seat. Only whenrghis not a clear
distinction between the expected performance of fittet and the
second runner-up parties —and provided that theseclase to the
expected winner party—, the M+1 rule will not temgg hold. In this
case both the first and the second loser partiasbeaconceived as
viable parties, in what has been labelled a ‘nownddgerian
equilibrium’ (Palfrey 1989; Cox 1994). The neartientical expected
vote totals prevent any of the parties being winedwut from the field
of viable candidates at the subsequent electiorweder this non-
Duvergerian equilibrium is believed to disappearthet mid and the

long-term.

® The literature has indistinctively used the tetfinst loser’ and ‘first runner-up’.
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In sum, political parties will only enter into coetgion when they
expect to win a seat. This means that in single-b@endistrict (from
now onwards SMD) plurality, two parties are expdcte present
candidacies at the district level, whereas in mmkimber districts
elected through proportional representation (hemtef PR), a
maximum of M+1 candidates may become vidble.

The observance of the Duvergerian gravity is supgde occur under

two specific conditions (Cox 1999: 152):

First, “potential entrants must care mostly abdé butcome of the
current election (as opposed to the outcomes afdutlections or non-
outcome-related matters)”, nameghort-term instrumentality(Cox

1999: 152¥ Political parties and voters are generally consid¢o take
decisions on the basis of their expected resulthencurrent election.
However, in certain cases, parties may understamdpetition as a
repeated coordination game (Cox 1997: 236). Thesesc may be
attributable to a “swell in support for minor padior a restructuring of
voter alignments” (Best 2010: 107) and they leadctmrdination

failures, as political parties are unsuccessfuhrgtcipating in a one-
shot game the mechanical effect of the electoras.lddowever, since
the primary goal of parties is to achieve represtgm, failing to do so

repeatedly would be thought to encourage them thndraw from

" In this respect, criticisms may be raised fromfdut that the M+1 law does not tell
us anything about how many parties can be expéctaullti-member districts. In this

sense, Taagepera and Shugart (Taagepera and Sh8gartTaagepera 2007) have
performed some insights on the expected numbeaxies competing at the district

and national arenas which question, to a certaiengéxthe simplicity of the M+1 law.

® The phenomenon has also been called ‘instrumeattahality’.
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competition or to join a coalition, at least at tiél-term. Therefore,
within institutionalised political systems wheretexs’ preferences are
relatively stable, parties are generally considecetike their strategic

entry decisions as a one-shot affair.

Second, it is also required to hapeblic information on standing
candidates By public (or perfect) information is understoad the
situation where political elites and individual® aaware of the parties
that are going to be successful, and where thetewsuncertainty
about the candidates that will become viable. bséhcases both elites
and voters can anticipate their behaviour dependmgs chances of

becoming viable.

However, in certain contexts, the lack of perfefbimation may entalil
some disturbances in the accomplishment of the aven gravity
(Forsythe et al. 1993; Best 2010: 107-108). Thazdiure has identified

two contexts where political information may bekiag.

On the one hand, in founding electichsounding elections are
characterised by a lack of perfect information, chhileads to
uncertainty in the number of parties competinglet®ons; in voters’
shares for the different parties; and on how trextetal rules will
translate votes into seats (Andrews and Jackmah: BX). In founding

elections, party elites will fail to “behave cortsistly with the

° Founding elections are the first competitive npatty election (O'Donnell and
Schmitter 1986). According to Reich (2001: 1240ctbns can be considered as
founding when they occur during the transition ésnbcracy after at least 10 years of
authoritarian rule and following reforms that alldar the formation of multiple

political parties independent of the state and fresn state repression.
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incentives inherent to the electoral law” (Gunth©&89: 851) given that
every potential candidate may stand an equally gbadice of winning

a seat (Taagepera and Shugart 1989: 147; Cox 19@i).regard to

voters, founding elections will lead them to failliehave strategically
due to the lack of a learning process (Tavits amhus 2006). As
elections go by, information available to the veténcreases, thus
enabling both elites and voters to anticipate tleeanical effects of

the electoral laws.

On the other hand, the lack of perfect informaticen occur in
democracies with low party system institutionalsat or with
unconsolidated party systems. Weak institutiondlisarty systems led
to coordination failures (Indridason 2008: 84) hesmapast elections do
not always serve as strong informational cues (B€4t0: 108) and
because voters are poorly informed about the velgtlacement of
candidates (Clough 2007: 328).

The lack of public information and the existence lohg-term
expectancies can modify both voters and elitesabigiur. Since this
thesis is focused on the effects that the overlaglectoral arenas
inflict to party elites’ strategic decisions, itnecessary that any causal
inference drawn from the analysis is net of thedfthat the lack of
public information or the existence of long-termpegtancies may
cause. In order to do so, | only consider electidredd under
democratic and institutionalised systems, wherectimglitions of short-

term instrumentality and perfect information aret.me
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2.2. The Determinants of Party-Entry Strategies
under the Duvergerian Assumptions

Under rational choice assumptions, the decision etder into
competition depends on the costs and the bendfiteropeting. When
the expected benefits associated with enteringabe alone are higher
than its costs, parties will decide to stand foecgbns alone.
Conversely, when the costs of competing alone &baeh than its
rewards, parties will look for alternatives thatsbdit the context:
namely to stay out of competition or to join a doah with another
party. The decision to enter when non-viable isceored as an
expressive action, which at the mid and the lomgrtehould be solved
against entering into competition alone. In thisties, | briefly address

the benefits and the costs associated with congpetin

2.2.1.Benefits to Present Candidacies

Under the Duvergerian assumptions, where the miegiof short-term
instrumentality and perfect information are metge thenefits of
competing are related to the fact of becoming @all political party
decides to enter into competition when it expeats achieve

representation’

In SMD plurality and run-off systems there arenaist, two parties
expecting to achieve representation at each distiie party that

eventually obtains the representative and the los¢r party. For the

1% parties expecting to achieve representation argetfwhich are sure that they will
obtain representation, but also parties for whiockeutainty in the electoral results
allows them to think that they can gain a seat.hBedsuistries are denominated

throughout the research as parties ‘expecting liteae representation’.
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case of PR electoral systems, this includes alptirges that eventually

end up obtaining representation plus the first emrup party.

However, it is noteworthy to mention that the fikster in multinomial
districts is not necessarily a party that doesrmaage to get a seat but
rather the party that, in case of increasing by theenumber of seats
elected in the district, would obtain the repreagme. In order to
clarify such a key concept for the present researable 2.1 provides
an example, in a multinomial imaginary district vimagnitude equal
to 4 elected in D’Hondt method.

Table 2.1Viable Parties in a Multinomial District

Party Votes D’Hondt Divisors

1 2 3
Pa 50 50 25 17
Py 40 40 20 13
P 10 10 5 3

In this imaginary district party Agets the first seat (value 50) the
second one (value 40); and the third and the foalgb go for R and
Pg respectively{value 25 and 20). The first loser party, insteatieing
the first party which does not get a seat,(Walue 10), is again R
(value 17, in italics), which is actually the pathat would get the seat

in the case of increasing district magnitude by seet.

Uncertainty in the electoral results can also altbessecond loser party
to think that it can become viable and, if it iss® to the winner party,
it may decide to compete. As mentioned above, wienparties are
fighting in a very close race for becoming thetfisser party, a non-

Duvergerian equilibrium is reached. In the unlikelpd temporary
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event of having this situation, the theory wouldeqt the two parties
presenting candidacies until is solved which ofitrends up becoming
the first runner-up and which becomes a non-vigialdy. Table 2.2
provides an example for an imaginary uninominalstitueency elected

through plurality rule.

Table 2.2Viable Parties in a Uninominal District

Party Votes
Pa 35
Ps 28
Pc 27
Po 10

In this case R is the winner party. Butd”and R are so electorally
close that it is not possible to disentangle betbeselections, which of
these parties will be the first loser and whichl we the second loser
party. This case of non-Duvergerian equilibrium Wobe solved by
considering that the two parties are viable and tihay both have to

run for elections alone.

In SMD electoral systems, this situation is supposebe temporary.
Subsequent elections are believed to solve trsotteat only one of the
parties will be viable. However, in multimember tdigs it is more
difficult to determine which will be the first arile second loser party,
because as district magnitude increases, the smifleomes the
distance that separates winners and losers. Thiesnamore difficult
to determine which party is out of the running (A®97; Lago 2012).
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2.2.2.Costs of Competing

The decision to stand for elections involves inicigisome costs. Both
political parties that run for elections alone gratties that decide to
join a coalition, incur some direct costs of conmpget Additionally, in
the particular case of political parties joining caalition, some
supplementary costs, associated to the decisioodi@sce, appear. It is
only when political parties decide to withdraw frammpetition that no
costs arise. In the following two subsections, tlrads, respectively,
the direct costs of competing and the costs adsaciaith joining a

coalition.

a. Direct Costs of Competing

When political parties decide to run for electioregardless of whether
they do it alone or in a coalition with another tgathey incur some
direct costs of competing. These costs can comma two different

sources.

First, in many countries, political parties areuieed to fulfil certain
conditions to present candidacies, which will deiee the chances of
parties competing: The most common requirement to present
candidacies is to pay a deposit, although the texsssciated with this
payment and the conditions for recovering the modegosited vary
considerably across countries. Normally, the amaintoney to be

paid for presenting candidacies is not a discoumage and it can be

» Some scholars have shown for the particular césieo US that ballot access
requirements discourage participation for non-\eagbarties (Lewis-Beck and Squire
1995; Ansolabehere and Gerber 1996; Winger 199mtr8ann 2005; Lem and
Dowling 2006; Burden 2007).
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recovered after reaching a certain percentage wimbar— of votes. In
Canada for instance, every political party thataots 1% of the votes
at the national level will have the money spentirduithe campaign
reimbursed. However, in some countries, the peagenupon which
money will be reimbursed is considerably higher Ifidia 1/6 of the
votes nationwide are required) or even the depssitot reimbursed
(e.g. Austria). Finally, the deposit may also be Hgh that it
discourages political parties from presenting cdadies when they are
not sure they can obtain representation. Thisas#se, for instance, in
Japan, where 3 million Yen (US40,000%) are requifed each

candidate.

Besides, in some other countries, it is necessargather a certain
amount of signatures from eligible voters to présamdidacies. In this
case, the number of signatures and the conditionsotlect them
determine, as well, the extent to which presentiaugdidacies is easier
or not. Gathering signatures is a typical requineimir Eastern
European countries (in Croatia 5,000 signatureseayeired, in Poland
3,000 signatures per constituency or in Russia®@@0signatures from
each region), although it also exists in some Eemopcountries (in
Belgium 5,000 signatures are required, in Spairfc0df the total
electors in a district)®

Second, the direct costs of competing can also doone the financial
resources required to launch and to promote thty pandidature. The

decision to enter into competition implies the pree of a certain

2 |nformation available at the IPU Parline database national parliaments

(http://www.ipu.org/parline-e/parlinesearch.asp).
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basic infrastructure that is in charge of the padit campaign. This
includes the creation of a party slogan, the imafgthe party for the
campaign, the creation of a central committee twirdinates the
campaign (if the party is viable in more than orena), etc. In addition
to this basic infrastructure, the electoral campai@so requires
spending some money on the promotion of the pargmely, on
banners, posters, sticks, leaflets, the creation wfebpage, updating
information to the social networks, etc. Althougthas been shown that
political parties concentrate resources on targedtss rather than
focusing in all the districts of the country (Denw al. 2003: 548),
these expenses are difficult to avoid. Any serjoarty that competes at
a given district is expected to devote some regsutc the promotion
of the candidature, regardless of its chances ohieging
representation’

b. Costs of Coalition

When political parties have no chances of achievemgesentation by
running for elections alone, they may decide tcchiean agreement
with another party so as to become viable. Althquifinough this

agreement, the probability to gain more votes arté winning a seat

increases (Golder 2006: 196-98), coordination niag anply several

13 The effect of money spent during campaigns cabeafisregarded. This has been
shown to be a good predictor of the party’s eledtperformance (Jacobson 1980;
Green and Krasno 1988; Nagler and Leighley 1992tyCand Eagles 1999; Cox,
Rosenbluth, and Thies 2000; Benoit and Marsh 204€pecially for the challenger
party rather than for the incumbent (Ansolabeheid Gerber 1994; Palda and Palda
1998; Carty and Eagles 1999; Gerber 2004; Shin.e20®5; Johnston and Pattie
2006; Johnston and Pattie 2008; Chang and Lee 2009)
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disadvantages, namely costs of coalition. The coki®ining a pre-
electoral coalition can be determined by threeediit factors?

First, the costs of joining a coalition are detered by the ideological
distance between parties (de Swaan 1973). Whedistence between
the programmatic positions of political partiestba policy dimensions
selected as relevant is small, the more likelytartualliance between
the parties should be (Debus 2009: 48-49). Cepaities will be more
likely to be rejected as pre-coalition partnersisTis the case of the
‘pariah-status’ or ‘anti-system parties’ (Debus 2088) and the case of
extreme parties opposing the political system (8ait976: 122). This
is usually so because other parties will refuse apportunity to
coalesce with them, but also because the saliehayemain policy
dimensions among these parties will prevent themmfrjoining
coalitions on the basis of a policy dimension whishnot the most

salient issue.

Second, the power of the local structure can aés@ loleterminant of
the costs of joining a coalition. Within decentsali parties where
decisions are taken at the lower levels, politieatlers will find it more
difficult to gain the approval from their own orgsation. In this
context, taking a polemical decision may imply intpat contestation
from the local arena (Meguid 2008: 105) since l@mivists and elites
may “saddle the party with electorally undesiraplaicy platforms
(...) or constrain its leaders in coalition bargagiiiStrem and Muller
1999: 17). Hence, within decentralised parties, pussibility to

* The literature on pre-electoral coalitions is vecgarce (Golder 2005) and therefore,
the revision of the literature that follows is tteld to the literature on government

coalitions, which abounds.

24



coalesce will be lower (Harmel and Janda 1994)tduke higher costs

associated with this decision.

Third, some endogenous situational determinantsrent to parties
and party leaders, can also determine the cospining a coalition.
These include such heterogenic features as “pdrigonharacteristics
and affinities, the timing of the bargaining siioat relative to the
electoral cycle or to intraparty event such asypaongresses, the age
and time horizon of individual party leaders, th&isgence or
nonexistence of identifiable challengers in theiougs parties, and so
on” (Strem and Miller 1999: 25). The role of prawoexperiences
may also be relevant in determining the chancgsining a coalition
(Tavits 2008) and therefore, the costs associattitv

2.2.3.The Decision to Enter into Competition under
the Duvergerian Assumptions

Under the Duvergerian assumptions, party elitestyedecisions are
taken at the local level and according to the etquebenefits B) and
costs that this decision may bring. In a contexpeffect information
and short-term instrumentality, a political party able to attach a
probabilistic value ff) to its chances of becoming viable. When the
party is expected to achieve representation, tipeard benefitspB)
will be higher than the direct costs of competibBg. (Conversely, when
the party does not expect to achieve representatien costs of

competing will be higher than the expected benefits

There are three different strategic entry decisibias can be taken by
political parties: entering into competition alof@ning a coalition, or

staying out from competition. Whether it is onesaititive or another
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that is taken depends on the expected benefitshencbsts that each of
these alternatives brings, and more particularly, tlee utility that

parties obtain from each strategic entry decision.

Political parties under the Duvergerian assumptgifisdecide to enter
into competition alone when the utility functiood,,) of the expected
benefits of competing alon@,8) minus the direct costs of competing

alone D) is maximised:
Upuy = PaB — D (2.1)

When political parties decide to join a coalitiorstead of competing
alone, the direct costs of competind) (remain stable whereas the
expected benefits of competing in a coalitigpBj increase. At the
same time, there appear new costs associated taddbision of
coalescing €). Hence, if the marginal benefit obtained by joonithis
coalition is higher than the costs associated itarjg a coalition, then
the utility function that will be maximised will b#he one relative to

joining a coalition:
Upuy = 0B — (D + C) (22)

Finally, if in none of these two previous alterma8 the expected
benefits of competing are higher than the costsveerfrom the
decision to enter into competition, the party widicide to stay out of
competition. This decision does not bring about legefit or any cost

under the Duvergerian assumptions:

Upuww =0 (2.3)
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According to these principles, the decision to ent not, into
competition alone is just a function of the proliibs attached to
obtaining representation. In particular, if the tpars expected to
achieve representation it will decide to run faraions alone, whereas
when the party is not expected to become viabhijlliteither chose to
coalesce or to stay out of competition dependingvbich of the two

utility functions is maximised.

2.3. Deviations in the Duvergerian Gravity

Once the conditions of short-term instrumentalityd a perfect

information are met, any deviation in the M+1 ruleuld be expected
to be only randomly explained. Given that competiways has a cost
higher than zero (Lago and Martinez 2007: 383);viahle parties in a
given district would be supposed in the mid andltimg-term to either
withdraw from competition or to join a coalition mrder to become

viable.

However, even when rational choice assumptionsnagt empirical
evidence points out that most political partiestesystically enter into
competition alone when non-viable, thus callingoirquestion the
Duvergerian theories. Table 2.3 shows only a feangdes around the
world of political parties which, although being imig non-viable in
most of the districts of the country, they compatenost (if not all) the

constituencies.

How can Duvergerian theories explain this unexmgkbihaviour? Are
these parties acting mistakenly? Are these the mollated examples

from around the world?
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Table 2.3Party-Entry Decisions and Viability across Couagi

, Districts
Elections \_/|al_3le presenting
Party Country (Year) districts candidacies
%) (%)
New Democratic Federal 103 o
Party Canada 5008y (33.406) 508 (100%)

Quebec Provincial

Québec Solidaire (Canada)  (2008)

2 (1.6%) 122 (97.6%)

, . , National o 0
Izquierda Unida  Spain (2008) 2 (3.8%) 51 (98.6%)
, National 0 o
Ny Alliance Denmark (2007) 5 (50%) 10 (100%)
Partido Federal
i i 0, 0,
Humanista da Brazil (2010) 2 (7.4%) 27 (100%)

Solidariedade

Source: Own elaboration. Data from official direas

Evidence shows that, far from being these merepaiaes of political

parties’ strategic entry decisions, they are ohbytip of the iceberg of
a conscious behaviour common throughout the waithis thesis aims
to deepen the understanding of this phenomenonarideg from the

unexplained paradox that more parties than thoseate expected to
run for elections decide entering competition,i$eahe question “why
we might expect higher numbers of parties [to wihat Duvergerian

theories predict] to contest elections” (Best 2Q1115)?
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2.3.1.The Overlap of Electoral Arenas and its
Consequences

The argument that this thesis raises —to explarutfexpected decision
to present candidacies— departs from the quesgoninthe widely

accepted but reductionist assumption of perfectepeddence of
electoral arenas that the Duvergerian theories arabt of the

subsequent literature has purported. Indeed, gtidyegic decisions on
whether or not to enter into competition alonens@end the scope of
each arena of competition to a multi-local logiagb and Montero
2009: 178-79), so that the implicit assumption oflapendence
between electoral arenas given by the literatues dwt hold (Gaines
1999).

The departing point of this research is the extsteof an individual
fallacy: Political parties have been said to také&yedecisions at the
local level exclusively according to the institutad features of the
arena at stake. However, party strategies canndtdven from each of
the decisions that would be supposed to be takeeaeh district.
Conversely, party decisions have to be drawn fronaggregate point
of view, taking into account all the different aasnwhere a party is
competing, realising that they are all linked, dhdt the decision to

enter or not competition transcends each individuaha.

Actually, my argument is that political parties mdecide to present
candidacies everywhere, even in those arenas wher®uvergerian
theories would have predicted them not to do sce ©kerlap of
electoral arenas therefore, distorts the Duvergetieeories, so that
political parties will decide to present candidac®th in those arenas

where they are viable and in those where they atre n

29



However, the mere overlap of electoral arenas wowoldbring about
any further consequences if all parties competmnglli different arenas
where equally viable. Under these circumstancesdilemnma would
arise with regard to their strategic entry decisionable parties would
enter everywhere and non-viable parties would peeted, at the mid
and the long-term, to withdraw from competitiontorjoin a coalition
everywhere. It is only when parties are ‘asymmatiycviable’, i.e.
they are viable in a certain arena but not in amwtthat they may take
advantage of their viability in this arena to praseandidacies in those

arenas where they are non-viable.

There are two different circumstances that enale dmergence of

political parties with asymmetric viability.

First, from thesupply-sidejncongruent electoral systems will generate
different party system®. Through the mechanical and the
psychological effects of the electoral laws bothtya&lites and voters

determine their strategic behaviour according & d¢bnstraints of the

131t is very relevant to note that political partiekich are not viable anywhere cannot
be regarded as parties with ‘asymmetric viabilifjhe fact that these parties present
candidates when non-viable is believed to be jusegpressive action, something
which is not expected to be explained here. Nont@®farguments that are presented
in this thesis are able to account for entry deosifrom parties that are non-viable

everywhere.

' Throughout this research | understand an incomgrekectoral system as the one
where different electoral rules are used to elect or more districts or arenas. In
particular, following Lijphart (1994), ‘differentlectoral rules’ are conceived as a
variation/difference in any of the institutionalmponent of the electoral system of at
least 20%. Different electoral formulas to disttidgeats in PR will not be considered

different electoral systems.
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electoral system. When the electoral system isstmae between two
different arenas, parties will be expected to bea#ly viable. Yet as
differences in the electoral rules become greadieere are more

chances of finding a political party with asymmetriability.

A very clear example of a political party with asywtrical viability is
the Communist Party of Greece (KKE). The party entsd
candidacies in all of the 57 legislative distritts the 2009 national
elections. The party has similar support acroscthmtry, and even in
those districts with low magnitude the party perisrwell. However,
the KKE manages to get representation only indhgelr constituencies
(in fourteen districts in the 2009 elections, festance). It is, therefore,
the presence of different district magnitudes tratates this situation

of asymmetric viability.

Second, asymmetric viability may also arise frora demand-sideof
political parties. The presence of a regionalidedvage may configure
a party system in a certain region that is diffefeom the one in the
rest of the country. A national political party, ,h is viable in all
territories of the country, may turn out to be naable in an ethnically
different territory because of the presence of #omapolitical party,
which displaces the viable party in the rest of¢bantry to a situation

of non-viability in the territory.

One example is found in Great Britain: In virtuadlly of the provinces
except Scotland, the three main parties are congpéti each of the
SMD constituencies, namely the Conservatives, thieour party and
the Liberal Democrats. In the constituencies oft&od, though, the

Scottish National Partys one of the major parties, whereas the
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Conservatives currently, have very minor suppdris Itherefore, the
presence of a regional cleavage that makes theeG@iwes a political
party with asymmetric viability, i.e. mostly viable all the British

constituencies except the Scottish ones.

Hence, institutional and sociological factors caad to the emergence
of asymmetric viability. When political parties &ladvantage of this
asymmetric viability to present candidacies in thdsstricts where they
are non-viable, it is said thatectoral contaminatioror contamination

effectsappear-’

There is a large body of literature that, in recemes, has used the
concept of contamination effects to designate dwephenomena
where either voters or political elites modify thekpected behaviour
as a consequence of the overlap of different elakctwenas. Given that
this is the core concept of this research, beforgiguing with the line

of argument it is relevant to properly addressphenomenon.

2.3.2.\What Are Contamination Effects

The phenomenon oflectoral contaminatiorhas received noticeable
attention in recent years. Many names have beet tasdescribe it:
contamination effects, interaction effects, coateffects, spillover
effect, contagion effect, etc. Broadly speaking gifeenomenon has
been understood as a situation where either vaierparty elites
determine their political behaviour on the basiotifer arenas, rather
than the specific arena being contested. Howegementioned above

" Through this research | will indistinctively calie term ‘contamination effects’, as

most of the literature does, or ‘electoral contaation’.
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there is a certain ambiguity on what does this ephprecisely means
and when is possible to speak about effects ofaroimiation and when

it is not.

The phenomenon of contamination effects was fepbrted in the US
in the early fifties. Under the label of ‘coattafifects’ it was presented
as a situation where presidential elections wette &b influence the
electoral outcomes in the legislative elections.cbncrete, voters’
behaviour in the legislative elections was sailéastrongly affected by
the existence of a more important contest suchhasptesidential
election. However, the term ‘contamination’ was need until 1992
when Shugart and Carey highlighted the concomitantlency of
presidential election campaigns toontaminate the context of
parliamentary election for parties, the media ame woters (Shugart
and Carey 1992: 239-242).

In the late nineties, the concept became widelyl usedesignate any
kind of deviation caused by a given arena of coitipetto another
one, but it especially referred to the growing rétere on
contamination effects within mixed-member districeenceforth
MMS). Indeed the literature on contamination effedbetween
presidential and parliamentary countries mainlytiocmred speaking of
‘coattail effects’, whereas ‘contamination effectdbecame a
phenomenon intrinsically related to MMS, and toeaskr extent to
other less studied forms of contamination such ram fregional to

national arenas.
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The first attempts to define the concept were nonhdé until recently.
Ferrara, Herron and Nishikawa (2005: 8) first dedirthe phenomenon

in the following manner:

“Contamination is present, at the micro-level, whedhe
behaviour of the voter, a party, a candidate oegislator in one
tier of election is demonstrably affected by thaiiational rules
employed in the other tier. At the aggregate lesehtamination
is observed when a particular outcome producednia ter (like
the number of parties) is affected by the instingi features of

the other tier”.

And only a few years later Gschwend (2008: 230)neef the concept
again, in this case restricting the definition ke tparticular case of

contamination effects in MMS:

“All too often outcomes of elections are interpekias if these
elections had been held in isolation (...). We spedk
‘contamination effects’ or ‘interaction effects’ theeen two
electoral arenas if the null hypothesis of indepamg: between
both arenas cannot be sustained, i.e., when orctoede arena

‘contaminates’ the result in another electoral aa&n

However, both definitions present drawbacks that new
conceptualisation of contamination effects showdrcome. First, both
definitions address the questionwlencontamination effects appear
but they do not actually facghat contamination effects are. Second,
the two definitions conceptualise contamination eet§ as a

phenomenon that affects bqihrty elitesandvoters
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From the party elites’ point of view contaminaticeffects are
understood as a deviation in their entry decisiahs consequence of
the overlap of arenas, and more concretely, toddwsion to present
candidacies when non-viable. Contamination efféas the elites’
point of view lead to more parties competing thamatv the
Duvergerian theories predict. It is precisely tloisntext of higher
numbers of parties competing that enables the eamneey of
contamination effects from the voters’ point of wieThis will take
place when electors modify their behaviour due tie bverlap of
several arenas of competition. This behaviour thoigyconditional on
the previous existence of contamination effectamfrthe side of
political parties, which will have led to a higheumber of parties

competing to what the Duvergerian theories predict.

Although it is true that the concept of contamioateffects may refer
to deviations both in party elites’ and voters’ &eiour, in this thesis, |
restrict the concept to party elites’ behavioudol so for two crucial

reasons:

First, because the study of how voters behave ihi4ogal contexts
has already received substantial attention fromlitbeature. In actual
fact, a great variety of phenomena could be inadudehis group —the
‘dual vote’, ‘ticket splitting’, ‘differential absintion’—, although none
of these have been understood by the literature elestoral
contamination. Second and most relevant, becauseditrersity of
phenomena potentially related to contaminationot$f@n the side of
voters, would not enable the construction of a nieaory about the
deviations in the Duvergerian equilibrium which magentify

commonalities among different processes —whichadlgtis one of the
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main purposes of the present research. Hence, thdy sof
contamination effects from the elites’ perspecteeables me to focus
attention on an insufficiently-studied body of ta&ure, and at the same
time, by tracing commonalities between what untiwnhas been
understood as different processes, | am able feosma new and more

encompassing general theory about political partiesy decisions.

Next, | present a new definition of contaminatidfeets that tries to
overcome the main drawbacks of the previous déjimst it addresses
the question of what are contamination effectsenathan when do they
appear, and it is focused only on the elites’ pecpe. According to

the new criteria | understand contamination effasts

The situation in which the viability of a politicahrty in a given
arena shapes party elites’ entry decisions in aeothrena
where non-viable. In the long-run, when the assigonpt of
short-term instrumentality and perfect informati@re met,
elites’ dominant strategy is to enter into competit alone

independently of the chances of obtaining a seat.

Therefore, contamination effects are supposed tactoate the
functioning of the Duvergerian gravity. Party editenodify their
strategic behaviour in one arena of competition,aasesult of its
overlap with another arena. Consequently, the nundjeparties
competing at each arena is believed to be no lomgtermined
endogenously by the chances of achieving represamtabut
exogenously (Ferrara and Herron 2005: 18) by thbiky of the party

in another arena.
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2.4. Concluding Remarks

Conventional wisdom on parties and voters behavims commonly
been explained by the Duvergerian theories. Unlder Quvergerian
assumptions, political parties are expected to farnelections when
they expect to achieve representation. It is onlgeau this circumstance
that parties’ probability to obtain benefits fromangpeting are higher
than the costs associated with competing. Conwergélen parties are
not expected to achieve representation they wilheei decide to

compete in a coalition or to withdraw from competit

The Duvergerian theories depart from the assumpti@t political
parties compete in perfectly isolated arenas. la $lense, the party
decision on whether to enter into competition or inca given district

is exclusively a function of its expectations atiaging representation.

However, | argue that the assumption of indepenelarfcelectoral
arenas does not hold true for the real world. Ralitparties take
decisions at the district level, not only accordiongtheir probabilities
of achieving representation in the given distrlmif their decision is

also influenced by the overlap of other electorahas.

In particular, | sustain that political parties éakdvantage of a situation
of asymmetric viability to present candidacies istricts where they do
not expect to achieve representation. There arectwbexts that can
foster the emergence of asymmetric viability: thestence of two
incongruent electoral systems and the presence tdrrdorialised
cleavage. Under these circumstances, politicaligganvill face the
dilemma of whether or not to present candidacieshowse districts

where they are non-viable. If they take advantagtheir viability in
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certain arenas to present candidacies in thoseasrehere they are

non-viable, contamination effects appear.

However, it is not clear that higher degrees ofvastric viability will

lead to high contamination effects. Indeed, bothstjons are, at least
from a theoretical point of view, not related at dlhe presence of
asymmetric viability generates a situation in whadlitical parties face
the dilemma of whether to enter the arena or nbenmhey are non-
viable. This situation may lead to contaminatiofeef arising when
the party decides to run for elections alone, tgkadvantage of its
viability in the more permissive arena. But highdls of asymmetric
viability may also lead to higher degrees of cooation between
parties or higher quotes of withdrawals from contpet than when

asymmetric viability is moderate.

An example can clarify things. Imagine two differetuations. First,
in an electoral system where two arenas have feferences in
permissiveness between them, asymmetric viabipyyears. If a party
decides to run for elections in the less permissikena where non-
viable, by taking advantage of its viability in thmeore permissive
arena, electoral contamination arises. In the st@actoral system,
the two arenas have a lot of differences in thelkwf permissiveness,
and therefore asymmetric viability arises as wdbbwever, the party
which is viable in the more permissive arena magidée to join a
coalition in the less permissive one in order todmee viable. In this
second case, although differences of permissivebesseen both
arenas were higher than in the first case, eldctmatamination will

not arise.
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Therefore, higher differences in permissiveness lvédl more likely to
create a context with political parties potentialymmetrically viable.
However, asymmetric viability does not necessatédgd to more
contamination effects. In the following chapter tetationship between

the two phenomena is addressed.
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CHAPTER 3.
CONTAMINATION EFFECTS: THE INSTITUTIONAL
AND SOCIOLOGICAL INCENTIVES TO COMPETE

In the previous chapter, | have explained thatawerlap of electoral
arenas fosters the existence of political partigth vasymmetric
viability; the condition under which contaminati@ffects can come
out. Asymmetric viability can emerge either frome tbupply-sideor

from thedemand-sid@f political parties.

First, from the supply-side of parties, when the electoral system
between two arenas is the sameteris paribuspolitical parties will be
homogeneously viable or non-viable. However, wheifferént
electoral rules are used to elect two electorahasge political parties
will become asymmetrically viable. Actually, anynsbination of two
incongruent arenas can lead to the emergence oplleaomenon.
Second, asymmetric viability may also come from deenand-sidef
political parties. Regional ethno-linguistic diviggs—or any regional
cleavage— may create contexts of asymmetric vigbilivhen
nationwide parties are not viable in areas wheregional cleavage,

mainly an ethno-linguistic one, is strong.

However, as | have already stressed, asymmetrigiltyadoes not
necessarily lead to contamination effects. It iy avhen parties decide
to take advantage of their asymmetric viabilityptesent candidacies in

arenas where they are non-viable, that contamimatilects appear.

The phenomenon of contamination effects can patintiake place

from any arena of competition to any other arenad & both
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directions. Actually, there are multiple bilatec@mbinations of arenas
that, conceivably, can generate asymmetric vigbidihd they may
ultimately bring about contamination effects. Hoegwhis is not all;

contamination in each of these bilateral combimetiof arenas can
potentially take two directions, thus leaving athigumber of potential
sources and directions from which the phenomenarnaiee place.

Although there exists multiple combinations of @®rand directions
from where contamination effects can appear, tieeaiure has mainly
focused attention on the different sources thathrarg contamination
effects to national legislative arenas. This is tueational legislative
arenas being the more common elective body thrautgtiee world.

Following the same criteria, | also focus this egsh on contamination
effects to these elections. Through an in-deptlyaisaof the literature,
| identify six different contexts which lead to asyetric viability and |

address whether each of these situations is likkelybring about
contamination effects to the national legislativena. Five of these
cases of potential contamination effects are réladeghe supply-side of
parties, whereas the last one is connected withddreand-side of

parties.

From thesupply-sideof parties, contamination can be divided between
those cases where the phenomenon may come fronmwité same
legislative arena (horizontal contamination) andheotcases where
contamination may come from another electoral aréwertical
contamination). Section 3.1 deals with the two pté cases of
horizontal contamination; namely, from one disttietanother of the
same legislative arena (section 3.1.1), and froenuibper to the lower
tier in mixed-member systems (section 3.1.2). $acs.2 addresses all
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the hypothetical cases of vertical electoral commtation: from
presidential elections (section 3.2.1); from thepemp chamber in
bicameral legislatures (section 3.2.2); and frogiaeal arenas (section
3.2.3). Finally, from thelemand-sid®f political parties, contamination
effects may potentially emerge in the presence tbhainguistic
heterogeneity. This concept is dealt with in sec®a3. The outline of

the main arguments of the chapter is found in 8e@i4.

Table 3.1 summarises all these cases from whictagonation effects
can possibly come from (in parentheses the sevtlmgre each case is
dealt with).

Table 3.1Contamination to Legislative Arenas

Supply-side of parties
Demand-side of
Horizontal Vertical parties (3.3)
contamination (3.1) Contamination (3.2)

Districts from the same  Presidential arena  Ethnic heterogeneity
arena (3.1.1) (3.2.1) (3.3)

Upper chamber in
bicameral legislatures
(3.2.2)

Upper tier in MMS
(3.1.2)

Regional arenas (3.2.3)

3.1. Supply-Side: Horizontal Contamination

3.1.1.Districts from the Same Arena

Variation in district magnitude (henceforth DM) hiih the national

legislative chamber sets the basis for the existerigpolitical parties
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with asymmetric viability. Both in chambers withlprone nationwide
district and in chambers where the number of depuslected per
constituency is homogenous -typical but not exekisof SMD
electoral systems— the same political parties véllviable everywhere,
ceteris paribusIn contrast, when DM between constituencies diffe
there will be political parties with asymmetric bibty.

However, does asymmetric viability lead to the aypece of
contamination effects? According to the Duvergeragic, political
parties with asymmetric viability should reach agnents with a viable
party to strategically withdraw from competitionotSistent with this
reasoning, Cox (1997: 198) stated that entering wdtiphicity of
districts would be no more than a *“bargaining game which
concessions in one district lead not to dispretegquilibrium (...) but
to gains in another district”. Coupled with thiggament, asymmetric
viability should not lead to contamination effetist rather, it should

promote coordination among political parties.

However, empirical evidence challenges this the®wlitical parties
that are viable in just a few districts from onera of competition have
predominantly been shown to run candidacies irreh&ining districts
of the arena. Rarely do political parties join @@hs or strategically
withdraw from competition in order to become viablein order to let
a less preferred party to gain a seat. Hence, tiaridn DM leads to
asymmetric viability, which eventually brings abocbntamination
effects. The mechanism is straightforward; the Nitgtof the party in a
more permissive arena encourages this party to emip the less

permissive arena so that the entry decision bec@nfaaction “of the
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links between district and calculus that go beylmoal considerations”
(Lago 2009: 21).

There are some specific institutional designs tialy enhance the
incentives that those political parties with asyrmmeviability face in
order to run for elections alone in the non-viadigtricts. This is the
case of those countries where the electoral syststablishes a
nationwide or region-wide electoral threshold thas to be surpassed
in order to be eligible for the allocation of seatseach district. This
threshold may encourage political parties to comgeerywhere alone
instead of reaching agreements in certain distriota similar way, the
funds provided by the State may also encouragdiqaliparties to
compete when the requirements to have access tec gubding are
made available only after a certain share of natide votes is

obtained.

3.1.2.Upper Tier in Mixed-Member Systems

Mixed-member electoral systems (MMS) use a comlanatof
proportional representation and plurality or majorrule for the
election of a single body with two or more tiems.the list tier (also
known as the upper tier) a PR system is used wheheanominal tier
(the lower tier) is elected by plurality or majgritule. Nowadays there

are less than 30 countries in the world were a M$/ssed.

The use of two different electoral rules to eledirggle body, enables
the emergence of political parties with asymmetriability. The
number of viable parties at the list (upper) andenmermissive tier is
higher than the number of viable parties in the imam(lower) tier.

Hence, political parties competing in MMS would geadly be
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considered to adapt their strategic behaviour & dbnstraints of the
system at each tier. A multipartidist competitioould be expected in

the upper tier in contrast to a bipartidist comjpmtiin the lower one.

However, do viable parties in the list tier joirca@alition or withdraw

from competition in the nominal tier, in line witwhat the Duvergerian
theories predict? According to most scholars thisat the case. Viable
parties at the most permissive tier have been showake advantage
of their viability to present candidacies in themal tier when non-
viable (Cox and Schoppa 2002), thus showing eviglencfavour of

contamination effects. Eventually, MMS have beeawshto provide

outcomes that are in between majority and plurahtye; more

fragmented than expected in the nominal tier assl feagmented in the
list one (Massicotte and Blais 1999; Herron andhimswa 2001;

Shugart and Wattenberg 2001a; Cox and Schoppa 2068er and

Scheiner 2004; Nishikawa and Herron 2004; Ferré&tesron, and

Nishikawa 2005).

Furthermore, scholars have also shown that by ptiegecandidacies
in the SMD tier parties boost their performancehe PR tier (Herron
and Nishikawa 2001; Cox and Schoppa 2002; Golos0032

Gschwend, Johnston, and Pattie 2003; Ferrara amdriH2005). This

IS so because non-viable parties “may increase visbility, advertise

their platform, and costlessly exploit the boosattltontamination
effects are likely to give to their PR performan¢€érrara, Herron, and
Nishikawa 2005: 20%®

'8 Some scholars have pointed that the overlap ofatal arenas does not necessarily

lead to electoral contamination in certain coustriEhis has been shown to occur in
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There are five different institutional designsated to MMS, that are
said to foster or discourage a political party’'sciden from
coordinating at the nominal tier, and which eveltyudetermine the

emergence of contamination effects or not.

First, thepercentage of seats elected through iBRhe most relevant
factor in determining coordination among parties.the percentage of
seats elected in PR increases, party elites fage moentives to run
for elections alone in the nominal tier (Kostadiad®002; Moser and
Scheiner 2004; Ferrara and Herron 2005). When mwiote seats in
MMS are elected through majority/plurality (e.g.ufio Korea, 85%)
the percentage of seats elected through PR isshaall to offset the
disproportionality that the majoritarian electioase likely to yield”
(Ferrara and Herron 2005: 21). In these cases,ifigraroad, pre-
electoral alliances not only help non-viable partie become viable,
but also help large parties to increase their obsrto command a
legislative majority. Yet, when most of the seats elected in the list
tier (e.g. in Ecuador, where 90% of the seats leted through PR)
incentives to coordinate in the nominal tier arevdo. For a political
party with asymmetric viability, the marginal bemedf becoming
viable in the nominal tier becomes irrelevant, gitieat the importance
of this tier in the overall assembly, is low. THere, as the percentage
of seats elected in the list tier increases, tighdm will be the electoral

contamination to the nominal tier.

the Italian Senate elections from 1994 to 2001 (&uwck Schoppa 2002); in the Italian
Congress elections (Ferrara 2004); in Russia (He2®?2); in Armenia, Ukraine and,
again, Russia (Moser and Scheiner 2004); and ithStorea (Maeda 2008).
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Second, theumber of ballots cass also a relevant determinant of the
degree of coordination. MMS can be divided into twoad categories.
In dual-ballot MMS, voters are allowed to cast twaies, one for the
nominal tier and the other for the list tier. Thssign enables voters to
split their vote between different parties in eéieh In juxtaposition, in
single-ballot MMS, voters are only allowed to castnonexclusive
vote’ (Cox 1997: 41) which simultaneously electe tiist and the

nominal tier.

Coordination has been shown to be more likely ttuoan dual-ballot

MMS than in single-ballot MMS (Ferrara and Herrod03; Ferrara
2006), where electoral contamination from the tist to the nominal
one will be higher. According to Ferrara and Her(@005) the logic
behind this argument is threefold. First, whenubte for a SMD list is
the same as the vote for the PR list, parties ddfage incentives to
coalesce, especially if they want to maximise thenber of PR seats
they receive. Second, when the vote is the santmth tiers, voters
would not consider it wasteful, to cast the bditsta viable party in the
PR list, even if the party is non-viable at the SKE. Third, in single-

ballot MMS, parties can only maintain a separatniiy by running

their own candidate —in contrast to dual-ballot MMere parties can
more easily preserve their independence by runautgnomous PR
lists (Katz 2001: 117; Ferrara and Herron 2005:. ¥¥nce, higher
degrees of contamination effects will be found imgke-ballot MMS

than in dual-ballot MMS.

Third, thetype of electoral systemso determines the possibilities to
coalesce or not. MMS can be distinguished betweared-member
proportional’ (MMP) and ‘mixed-member majoritarian(MMM)
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depending on the presence (in MMP) or absence (fiMylof a seat
linkage between tiers (Shugart and Wattenberg 2003)3° In MMM,
there is no compensatory mechanism that will guaesathe vote share
being proportional to the seat share. This conttourages non-
viable parties in the nominal tier to join pre-eétal coalitions to
become viable (Moser 2001; Moser and Scheiner 26@4rara and
Herron 2005), in line with what the Duvergerian dhes predict.
Conversely, in MMP, seat linkage discourages coatibn. Even for
those parties that have no hope of winning a se#te nominal tier,
coordination in MMP is not a desirable alternatioethe nominal tier
since “the outcome is inconsequential for the mazaton of their seat
total” (Ferrara and Herron 2005: 20). Hence, MMHP wiore likely

question the Duvergerian gravity.

Fourth, thestructure of the SMD tieis also important in determining
coordination. When the SMD tier is elected thropdirality, political

parties are encouraged to coalesce before elecgtiamrsger to achieve a
plurality of votes. Conversely, in nominal tiereeled through majority
run-off, political parties have been shown to féeeer incentives to

' There is some controversy among scholars on thssification of the type of
MMS. In most cases Shugart and Wattemnberg's (2004bIM’ correspond with
the label ‘independent’ by Massicotte and Blais9@)9and ‘compensatory’ by Herron
and Nishikawa (2001), whereas ‘MMP’ correspond tdependent’ and
‘noncompensatory’ from the same respective authbiewever, some particular
MMS with vote linkage, but without seat linkageganot understood as MMP,
whereas Massicotte and Blais (1999) and HerronNistlikawa (2001) understand
them as dependent/noncompensatory MMS. For an sixéeexplanation about this
classification and which empirical cases fit withéach group see Shugart and
Wattenberg (2001b).
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coalesce (Ferrara and Herron 2005). In this lathse, party elites will
more often decide to run for elections when nomleacalling into

question the Duvergerian gravity.

Finally, district magnitudeat the PR tier, is also a modulating factor of
party coordination. In single-member districts wehére corresponding
PR district magnitude is high, pre-electoral cooation has been
shown to be lower than in single member districtherg the
corresponding PR district is low (Ferrara 2006)isTis so because
“high PR district magnitudes will encourage partiesun more SMD
candidates in the hope that the PR vote bonusrésive by placing
autonomous candidates in SMD races will translatie additional PR
seats” (Ferrara and Herron 2005: 24). Thereforedifferences in
permissiveness between the two arenas increase,lothier the
probabilities of political parties joining pre-etecal coalitions, and
consequently, the higher the possibilities of hgvirlectoral

contamination.

To sum up, MMS have been said to generate sitimtbmasymmetric
viability, so that political parties usually hawedecide whether or not,
to enter alone in the most restrictive of the fi¢he SMD tier. MMS
will tend to encourage political parties to compatene in the nominal
tier rather than coordinate, although there are ymanstitutional
features related to MMS that are able to modify itheentives that

parties face to compete alone when non-viable.
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3.2. Supply-Side: Vertical Contamination

3.2.1.The Presidential Arena

Up to sixty countries in the world —around 30% lo¢ hations— have a
presidential or a semi-presidential regime (Golde05). In most of
these countries, the figure of the president istetethrough a nominal
district, where the district is the entire natiddaé 1967; Shugart and
Carey 1992: 21), whereas the legislative arenaastrtimes elected
through multimember districf. This incongruence in the electoral
rules enables the emergence of political partieth veisymmetric
viability, since higher numbers of parties are &tpe to be viable in
the more permissive legislative arena than in tiesigential one.

In MMS, it has been shown that the nominal tiee tme that is
believed to be contaminated, has a less fragmerdadg system than
the list tier, the one that is contaminating. Hoem\vin the case of
contamination from presidential elections, theatitan is the other way
round. The number of presidential candidates isliyssmaller than
the number of parties in the legislative arenapthdirt 1994; Golder
2006: 36). As a conseqguence, contamination fromptiesidential to
the legislative arena cannot bring about more fegation in the
legislative elections, but the overlap of both asercan only be
hypothesised to lead to a reduction in the numbgadies presenting

candidacies in the legislative arena.

20 switzerland and formerly Uruguay are exceptiosshe election procedure to elect

the president takes a proportional character (&271190).
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Indeed, the literature on party fragmentation laagdly confirmed this

hypothesis. Given that the presidency is genematigerstood as the
most important prize in a polity (Mozaffar, Scarand Galaich 2003:

381; Clark and Golder 2006: 695; Golder 2006: #%},lower number

of parties competing in the presidential arenaléad scholars to argue
that presidential elections will encourage parte$orm pre-electoral

coalitions in legislative arenas (Lobo 2001; Frel@®6; Harbers 2010:
615).

However, the mere presence of a presidential arena@ot able to
explain this decrease in the number of parties eimgp at the
legislative arena. Instead, the literature has adigd the proximity
between the presidential and the legislative edestias the driving
factor explainingelectoral coordination (Shugart and Carey 1992;
Jones 1993; Shugart 1995; Cox 1997; Jones 1997afféoz Scaritt,
and Galaich 2003; Mozaffar and Scarritt 2005; GoR{EO6). When the
two elections are proximate in time, the highed wé the influence of
the presidential arena to the legislative one. @oswly, the further
apart both elections are, the more able will be tthe arenas to
maintain independent party systems, since neith@senor voters’

behaviour will be influenced by the proximity oktbwo elections

This proposition, though, is done under the assiompof a small
number of presidential candidates. The majority pesidential
elections have less fragmented party systems tigndounterparts in
legislative elections. But, what happens when themimer of
presidential candidates is high? Should we expecinerease in the

number of legislative parties competing?
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According to Hicken and Stoll (2011: 25) this isteely the case.
Whereas “presidential elections with few candidatgere more
consistently found to induce better cross-distgoiordination (...)
presidential elections with many presidential cdatiés were found to

undermine the incentives to cooperate across cistri

However, most of the scholarly work in this area hadicated that the
impact of both effects is conditional rather thawnstitutive (2000;
Clark and Golder 2006; Golder 2006; Hicken and IS20111). The
magnitude of the timing of the elections dependstlmn degree of
fractionalization of presidential elections. Tengrgr proximate
presidential and legislative elections, where tamber of presidential
candidates is low, will lead to a decrease in thenlper of parties
competing in the legislative arena, mainly by fdstg coordination
between parties. This is known as the ‘deflationafyect’ of

presidential elections (Hicken and Stoll 2011).cbmtrast, when the
number of presidential candidates becomes largeiginoproximate
presidential elections will have an inflationaryeet on the number of
parties competing at the legislative arena (Gokf$6; Hicken 2009),
that is known as the ‘inflationary effect’ of prdential elections
(Hicken and Stoll 2011). In addition, when presiikdnelections are
held in the mid-term of two legislative electiorte impact of the
fractionalisation of the presidential arena willrioegligible.O

Hitherto, the proximity of the presidential elects) together with the
number of presidential candidates has been showhetdhe most
relevant variables explaining coordination in légfise arenas. There

are though, some new explicative factors, which also explain the
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emergence of contamination effects from presiderta national
legislative elections.

First, Hicken and Stoll (2011) have recently linkbd interactive effect
of the proximity of the presidential elections attte number of
presidential candidates with the permissivenegt®felectoral system
in the legislative arena. These authors have shavencross-national
study, that a large number of presidential cand&latill be able to
increase the number of parties at the legislathema in temporary
proximate electionsnly when the electoral system in this later arena is
permissive enough. Conversely, when the electoyatemn in the
legislative arena is not permissive enough (i.e DSpurality rule), a
high number of presidential candidates in temporarpximate
presidential elections will not lead to an increasethe number of
competitors at the legislative arena, since thetetal system in this

arena acts as a ceiling.

Second, the prize of the presidential arena, inpaymon with the
legislative one, may also be a relevant factorplaning the intensity
of contamination effects from the presidential te tegislative arena.
Although Cox (1997) devised the hypothesis thattaxmmation from
the presidential to the legislative election wasditbonal on the power
of the presidential arena, this proposition hay oaetently been tested.
Hicken and Stoll (2013) have shown that when thesigency is from
moderately powerful to powerful, proximate electomnwith few
presidential candidates will promote the deflatrgnaffect of the
legislative elections, but when the presidentianaris very powerful,
this deflationary effect disappears. Furthermogeahthors have shown
that when the number of presidential candidatekigh, temporary
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proximate elections will lead to inflation in theimber of legislative
parties only when the presidency is extremely paver

To sum up, it is expected that the interactionhef presidential and the
legislative arenas will only lead to an inflatianthe number of parties
competing at the legislative arena, when the nundfepresidential
candidates is enough high. In the more regularasdgn of having
fewer parties in the presidential arena than in [dggslative one, a

decrease in the number of parties competing is@age

3.2.2.The Upper Chamber in Bicameral Legislatures

“Bicameral legislatures are those whose delibenaticnvolve two
distinct assemblies” (Tsebelis and Money 1997: A5pund one-third
of the countries in the word have bicameral legists, although only
23 of them have a directly elected upper chambewdr houses in
bicameralist countries are normally designed toresgnt the
population of the country, whereas the upper hoasesconceived to

represent the territories (ibid.: 48-53).

Given the territorial character of upper chambéhgy usually have
more restrictive electoral systems and elect feseats than in lower
chambers. This incongruence in the electoral systastween both
chambers, creates the possibility for the existeateasymmetric
viability. Similarly to what occurs in the case afntamination from
the presidential arenas, lower numbers of partieseapected in the
upper chamber than in the lower one. However, gm@eiuchambers
able to enhance coordination in the lower chamhbsrpresidential

elections do?
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Cox (1997: 21) hypothesised that incongruence efellectoral system
between both chambers should lead to contaminafi@cts from the

lower chamber to the upper one and vice versa: “@aeld hardly

expect that the party system for house and sehetgoms would fully

adapt to their respective electoral systems, iergpll isolation from

one another. If a party can run and elect candsdateler the more
permissive system, it may decide to run candidiaiée other system
as well —not to win seats, perhaps, but to keeglétstoral organization
in good trim, to establish its blackmail potentwl for other reasons. In
this case, the party system in each chamber sHmrilohfluenced by
that of the other, in such a way as to lessen wbdedifferences.”

However, the author did not find enough empiricaldence for this

hypothesis, but rather he realised that differelaicteral systems
produced different party systems, thus confirmihg Duvergerian
predictions (Cox 1997: Chapter 2).

Some years later, Lago and Martinez (2007) proveledence for the
Spanish case, of the existence of contaminatiomn fithe lower
chamber to the upper chamber but not the other wand. This
conclusion is in line with what would be expecteaii the theoretical
point of view. The lower chamber, since it is ubu#he biggest prize,
can contaminate the upper chamber; however, theruggamber can
rarely contaminate the lower one. This is so, bseathe upper
chamber is, in most cases, at the same time metacieve and less
important than the lower chamber. In the case otamination from
the presidential to legislative elections, the pestial arena is not
only the least permissive of the two chambers, dlsb the biggest
prize. This latter feature enables the appearahcerdamination from

the presidential to the legislative chamber. Howesice elections for
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the upper chamber are both less permissive andniggstant than the
ones for the lower chamber, a reduction in the remdf parties
competing, such as the one that has been hypatdebistween the

presidential and the legislative elections, is wamiikely to occur.

Overall, neither theoretical expectations nor timepieical evidence
suggest the existence of any kind of contaminag&tiacts from the
upper to the lower chamber in bicameral legislau€@onversely, there
is some evidence of contamination effects fromlthneer to the upper
chamber and, specifically, there are strong themlearguments to
expect such a phenomenon to occur. Nonetheless gtlastion falls
beyond the scope of the present research, whicliodased on

contamination to lower chambers of representation.

3.2.3.Regional Arenas

Until now, | have only assessed the case of comatmoin effects
between elections categorised as ‘first-order’ {Red Schmitt 1980).
However, contamination effects are not restricted presidential
regimes, bicameral legislatures, MMS or from withire arena, but
“they are also inherent to multi-level governan@ldboghe and Marks
2001: XI)#! In this section, | address the phenomenon of cointion
effects when it involves, at least one, second+oedection. All over
the world, there are many different second-ordectains that may cast
a shadow on the legislative elections. This couwgdtlire case of the
European elections, gubernatorial elections, letattions, and many
others. However, since they are all believed tvolthe same pattern

of behaviour, heretofore, | focus the attentiontloa particular case of

L Second-order elections are commonly understooaudt-level.
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contamination from the regional to the nationacetms, which is the
one that has received most attention in the lixeeat

Similar to what has been stressed in the previeagamns, asymmetric
viability will emerge when the electoral laws gawieilg national and
regional elections are substantially different. €ivthat in most
countries in the world, regional electoral systears more permissive
than national ones (see Nagel and Pallarés (200 &vidence from the
EU), the overlap of regional arenas with nationanas will, very

frequently, lead to the emergence of asymmetribilig

Then, if parties decide to present candidacieshe riational arena
when non-viable, taking advantage of their viapilib the regional
arena, contamination effects arise. The argumaritfopwvard by some
scholars indicate that this situation of asymmetability is best
resolved by competing alone. Evidence has beeniggdvabout the
occurrence of this phenomenon in some countrie®razil, Samuels
(2000: 2) asserted that “federalism generates thanfor legislators
to pay close attention to state-based issues aadt sattention to
national partisan issues”, thus making coordinati@tween parties
more difficult at the national level. Also, in SbuKorea, district-level
partisan characteristics in sub-national electibage been shown to
influence the degree of electoral multipartism gtional legislative
elections (Park 2003). As Gerring (2005) summariggffi a party can
institutionalize itself in a state or province @sha much better chance
of mustering the organization, resources and popariafile necessary

to win seats nationally”.
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The causal mechanism explaining this inflationhi@ humber of parties
competing in the national arena is regional pdaltidecentralisation
(Brancati 2008f> When regional arenas hold large numbers of powers,
political parties that are viable in these arené, be more likely to
consolidate their power and create a potent orgaaigl structure,
which may become useful to confront the nationgislative elections.
Therefore, the higher the power of the regionahayehe higher the
likelihood of this arena to cast a shadow overrthgonal one. This is

so “even when controlling for the effect of regibrdeavages and
various political institutions” (Brancati 2008: 158

Ultimately, it is expected that in the more usuathtext where regional
elections are more permissive than national ones,inarease in
political decentralisation will yield a decrease aaordination at the

national arena, thus enhancing contamination effect

22 Chhibber and Kollman (2004) first hypothesized fiscal decentralisation was the
driving mechanism accounting for coordination i thational chamber. However
Brancati (2008) revisited the theory by arguing ihalitical decentralisation was the

fundamental explaining factor.

23 Jones (1997) questions this conclusion for theiqaar case of Argentina. The
author showed that gubernatorial elections heldtcancurrence with the national
elections led to a decrease in the number of gactenpeting. However, given that in
Argentina gubernatorial elections are held undencme restrictive electoral system
than national ones, the conclusion does not chgdléhe argumentations put forward
above, but it only calls into question the assumpthat regional elections are always

more permissive than the national ones.
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3.3. Demand-Side: Ethnolinguistic Contamination

Asymmetric viability may also arise from tldemand-sidef political
parties. As has been argued in section 2.3.1 thgepce in some part
of the country of a regional cleavage may configardifferent party
system in this zone unlike the one in the resthef ¢ountry. In this
case, the mechanism that activates asymmetriclityailsino longer the
presence of incongruent electoral systems. Conyerse is the
presence of a regional cleavage —mainly an ethguiktic one—
concentrated in a certain territory, which makepassible for parties
that are viable in most constituencies of the cgund turn out to be
non-viable in this ethnolinguistically differenttitory.**

However, asymmetric viability does not unavoidablgad to
contamination effects. This only occurs when thastyviable in most
parts of the country decides to present candidaoigbe ethnically-
differentiated districts where it is non-viable. i (1999: 854)
summarised the logic that stems from political iparcompeting when
non-viable due to the existence of a regionalisehvage in the
following manner: “The mere existence of candidafiesn several
parties could follow from (a) small, regional-isqueerties being popular
and (b) larger, national parties fielding full &t of candidates

throughout the country, without regard to localgpects”.

The literature has shown that the presence of iamalgethnolinguistic

cleavage will more likely lead to the emergencecohtamination

4|t is worth mentioning that if this cleavage isnmgenously distributed across the
country, asymmetric viability from the demand-sidk parties is not expected to

emerge.
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effects, rather than to coordination. Hicken andll§2011) and Cox
and Knoll (2003) have stated that high levels dinet heterogeneity
decrease the incentives that political parties fémre cross-district
coordination. Furthermore, a large body of literatbas also provided
evidence of the fact that the presence of a regioleavage has a
positive impact on party fragmentation (Kim and Oh®92; Jones
1994; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994; Cox 1997; aedoCox 1997,
Filippov, Ordeshook, and Shvetsova 1999; Mozaffacaritt, and
Galaich 2003), something which can only take plaben parties fail
to anticipate the incentives that each local appaides to compete.

Overall, it is expected that the stronger the negicleavage the more
likely it will be that political parties fail to ardinate or to withdraw
from competition when non-viable, thus calling intuestion the

Duvergerian theories.

3.4. Concluding Remarks

The phenomenon of asymmetric viability can emerigigee from the
supply-sideor from thedemand-sid®f political parties. Through an in-
depth analysis of the literature, this chapter dddressed the different
contexts which can lead to the emergence of palitgarties with
asymmetric viability in the legislative arena, amldether these lead to

contamination effects or not.

I have identified five different cases where asyrrioeviability can
emerge from the supply-side of parties.

First, from districts within the same arena, | havgued that the higher

the incongruence between the two arenas, the highierbe the
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likelihood that parties take advantage of theirbility in the more
permissive arena to enter into competition whegs thre non-viable,

thus leading to contamination effects.

Second, from the list to the nominal tier in MM&gtliterature has
largely reported that political parties take adeget of their viability in
the upper tier to present candidacies in the lowegr where they are
non-viable, which is also evidence in favour of teonination effects.
Furthermore, there are some institutional desigtrésic to MMS that
have been shown to enhance contamination in thenabirer: a high

number of seats elected in the list tier, singlkebaMMS, mixed-

member proportional electoral systems, nominas tedected in run-off

system and a high district magnitude in the |est.ti

Third, presidential elections also lead to a contek asymmetric

viability. When the number of presidential candegais lower than the
number of parties in the legislative arena, corenirpresidential and
legislative elections will yield a decrease in ti@nber of parties in
this latter arena. Conversely, when the number ofsidential

candidates is higher than the number of partighenegislative arena,
concurrent elections will preclude an increasehim number of parties
in the national chamber, thus increasing contananatffects. When
both elections are held the furthest apart, noasoirtation effects are
expected.

Fourth, asymmetric viability also emerges betwémnupper and lower
chambers in bicameral legislatures. However, givbat upper
chambers are at the same time less permissiveeasdpbwerful than

lower chambers, no contamination is expected.
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Fifth, political parties have been shown to takeasdage of the more
permissive character of regional arenas to presantlidacies in the
national arena even if non-viable. In particul&we higher the powers
held by regional chambers, the higher will be tbatamination from

the regional to the national arena.

Finally, asymmetric viability may also come fronmetdemand-side of
parties. The presence of a regionalised cleavagadies viable parties
in most parts of the country, to a situation of «aaility in the region
with ethnolinguistic specificities. Since these tig mostly continue
competing, even if non-viable, coordination failsnda thus

contamination effects appear.

In sum, | conclude that the existence of asymmeigbility will lead
to more parties competing than the ones that theeierian theories
predict. This contamination of the national ledisia arena is evident
from the revision of the literature in three casesm the list to the
nominal tier in MMS; from regional arenas; and e tpresence of a
regional cleavage. For what concerns contamindtimm the districts
within the same arena, the literature has not getessed this issue,
although it is theoretically expected that it wikhve a positive impact
on the number of parties competing; and from thesidential arena,
this relation has been said to be conditional oe éxistence of
concurrent elections and given a high number ofsigential
candidates. Finally, no theoretical arguments cGapresented to argue
that asymmetric viability can lead to contaminateifects from the

upper to the lower chamber in bicameral legislaure
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Both institutional and sociological factors haveebehown to be able
to account for party entrance when non-viable. e following

chapters, | change the perspective of analysis daysing on the
organisational opportunities that the overlap o&cwral arenas
generates for political parties to compete aloneerwkhey are non-

viable.
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CHAPTER 4.
CONTAMINATION EFFECTS: THE
ORGANISATIONAL INCENTIVES TO COMPETE

In the two previous chapters, | have shown thabthexlap of electoral
arenas generates deviations in the Duvergerianlifegum. Parties’
entry decisions are not only taken according toctiences of obtaining
representation at the district level but ratheythee influenced by the
overlap of arenas. In particular, political partiegsve been shown to
present candidacies when non-viable, taking adgenétheir viability

in other arenas.

In this chapter, | assess the organisational imeesntthat lead non-
viable parties to present candidacies alone wheg #re non-viable.
The literature lacks a comprehensive and systenwtidy of the
opportunities that political parties face to congpatone rather than
joining a coalition or withdrawing from competitionThis theory
should be able to transcend the particularistictufes that are
idiosyncratic to each country and to create an mpassing theory of

the phenomenon.

This is the purpose of this chapter. In it, | ardhat the overlap of
arenas generates two fundamental organisationabriapypties that
encourage parties to modify their expected strategitry decisions.
First, the superposition of arenas is able to garerpolitical

externalities, which may appear in three crucianehsions that
intervene in the development of electoral campaigasely, in regard
to (a) the image that the party projects to vot@g¥the relations of the

party central elites with their local organisatiaarsl members; and (c)
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the defence of the party’s platform. Second, theeguosition of arenas
also generates decreasing costs of competing fiegaas the number

of constituencies where they present candidac@sases.

Section 4.1 and 4.2 respectively deal with thetjgali externalities to
compete and the decreasing costs of competingio8ett3 formalises
the decision to enter, in the contexts of overlapaenas, and Section

4.4 briefly summarises the main arguments of traptgr.

4.1. The Emergence of Externalities

Riker and Ordeshook (1968), from a rational chpiesspective, argued
that the decision to vote depends on the facttti@personal benefits

of voting exceed the personal costs:
R>pB—-C (4.1)

Where the benefiR of voting is a function of the probability of
influencing the outcome, the bendlitto the voter of doing so and the
costC of voting. In this function, since any voter in ssaelections is
never pivotal (so thah = 0) the benefit R of voting is always smaller
than 0 (R < 0f> As a consequence, from an instrumental perspective
no one would be expected to vote (see also Dowh3:136-50 and
260-276).

However, most of the literature has solved thistiealiction between

the theory and the empirical evidence, by arguinat the voting

?® The literature has shown that even in the rarentetiat the electorate is small
enough to allow voters to become pivotal, mosthef voters are unaware of the fact

that they can become so (Farber 2010).
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calculus must be amended by the inclusioD o0& sense of the citizen’s
duty (Downs 1957; Riker and Ordeshook 1968; BrerarahBuchanan
1984; Blais 2000; Campbell 2006; Blais and Acherd@( which
explains why voters go to the polls even when tkegw that the

impact of their vote will be completely margirfal.

In a similar manner to how ‘citizen’s duty’ is uaein explaining why,
in non-pivotal contexts, people decide to castrtballot, | also argue
that the overlap of different electoral arenas gaes political
externalitiesthat modify parties’ entry decisions in contexfsnon-
viability.

The concept of externality is well established,ngefirst coined in
1890 by Alfred Marshalff’ Externalities had largely been considered as
a negative phenomenon until the mid-1970’s, wheme3a Meade
(1973: 15) asserted that an “external economy ¢dis@my) is an event
which confers an appreciable benefit (inflicts gpraciable damage)
on some person or persons who were not fully camggmparties in
reaching the decision or decisions which led diyetd the event in
guestion”. Today, an externality is understood asda effect arising
from the production or consumption of a certainajoo service, which
affects another’s utility “without being fully oriréctly reflected by
market prices” (Merlo and Croitoru 2005). In econonterms,
externalities are believed to generate market resluvhen the price

% Some alternative explanations have also been gedviHardin (1982) argued that
voting was expressive or moral in nature, and Wiil&l®74) related it with a sense of

belonging to some place (state, region, etc.).

%" For a revision of the meanings attributed to thecept over time see Bator (1958),
Buchanan and Stubblebine (1962) and Baumol ands@a8y5).
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mechanism does not reflect the social costs (ire aafs negative
externalities) and benefits (positive externaljtiggt the production or
consumption of a certain product entails; thatvilsen the activities of
an individual result in costs or benefits the praguis unable to

internalise or enjoy (Harrison 1995: 45).

The concept of externality has not been widely usethe field of
political sciencé® Nonetheless, | argue that the overlap of electoral
arenas generates political consequences that caenioternalised by
each party at the local arena, but rather they bellinternalised by
another political actor, namely, the party in ameotharena of

competition where it is viable.

In particular, my argument is that when politicabries are
asymmetrically viable, the decision to competehiase arenas where
the party is non-viable generatessitivepolitical externalities These
externalitieswill not be internalised by the local party, buther by the
homonym party at another arena of competition wheris viable.
Conversely, the Duvergerian decision to withdrasnfrcompetition or
to join a coalition when non-viable, yields somegative political
externalities Again, these negative externalities will be intdised by

the homonym party competing in another arena.

% Only a few studies in political science have alyeaised the term. Jankowski
(1988) studied how political parties could playokerin internalising the emergence of
negative economical externalities; Klibanoff and riiech (1995) analysed how
voluntary coordination in decentralised systems gald to efficient outcomes

regarding the internalisation of externalities; aBcdhuessler (2000a) analysed the

externalities associated to expressive voting.
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Hence, the overlap of electoral arenas generatiesatit opportunities
for political parties. On the one hand, when naaidle parties decide to
compete alongositive political externalitie$Ey) will arise. The utility
function of a party that decided to compete alohemnon-viable in a
Duvergerian contextUp,,) was said to be determined by the expected
benefits of competing alon@,8) minus the direct costs of competing.
However, when the arenas are overlappBg;£) positive political

externalities ;) appear’

Upyy =0gB— D w Upuww = PaB+E,— D (4.2)

On the other hand, the Duvergerian-based decisiocotlesce with
another party when non-viable is considered to ggeenegative
political externalities(E,), which are not internalised by the non-viable
party at the local level but rather by its homonganty in other arena
where it is viable. The utility function of the pyarn a Duvergerian
context Upw) Was said to be determined by the expected bsnefit
coalescing [§.B) minus the direct costs of competirig) (and the costs
of coalescing €©). The superposition of arenas adds to this functio
negative political externalitie€f) associated to the decision to join a

coalition:

overlap

UDuv=pcB_(D+C) — UmzpcB_(En+D+C) (43)

?n the equations that follow, characters in bdidws the change between the utility
function in a Duvergerian context/4,,,,) and the one with overlapped arenas, where

the Duvergerian gravity is called into questidhy{;).
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Similarly, when non-viable political parties decitle stay out from
competition,negative political externalitie(E,) also emerge, which are

not internalised by the non-viable party at thealdevel:

overlap
Upur =0 >

Uiz = — En (4.4)

Therefore, the decision to (not) enter into contjmetialone when non-
viable generates positive (negative) political exaéties to compete.
In what follows, | argue that these externalitiggpear in three
fundamental dimensions that intervene in the dgmeknt of electoral
campaigns. First, externalities may arise from image the party
projects to the citizenry. Second, externalities akso be related to the
party organisation. Finally, externalities may aladse from the

benefits the party obtains from defending and pitomgoits party

platform.

In the next subsections | delve into each of tlggeaps of externalities
that party strategic decisions may lead to. In ezde, | first deal with
the positive political externalities that arise wheolitical parties
decide to compete alone, and later on, with theatiag political
externalities that emerge when parties decide &besce or stay out of

competition. There are several hypotheses thadexreed from this.

4.1.1.lmage of the Party

Political campaigns are increasingly more marketrded. The image
of the party and, in particular, the image thatlésder projects to the
public has become a crucial element when desigretertoral

campaigns. Parties are concerned about providieghtst possible
brand image (Smith 2001; Reeves, de ChernatonyCamndgan 2006)
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and to do so, they increasingly rely on capitaisive activities such
as commercials, advertisements and opinion pofipe@ally during
electoral campaigns (Bowler and Farrell 1992; Bu#&d Ranney
1992; Norris 2000; Ward 2003). The use of marketeahniques has,
therefore, become very relevant in modern campa@mevidenced by
the increasing use of public relations consultaatsd agencies
(Scammell 1999: 720).

With regard to voters, political campaigns haveo asolved. In this
case, the local constituency is no longer the osdyrce where
individuals glean information about political padi and policies.
Alternatively, a more global and intercommunicatedarket of
information provides political information to thétizenry (Denver et
al. 2003).

There are several mechanisms that may explain Wwhyirhage the
party projects may entail positive political extalihes for parties that

decide to enter into competition alone.

First, political parties may obtain positive palél externalities from
competing alone due to the possibility of incregstheir visibility

(Gaines 1999: 853). One of the party’'s main objestiin modern
campaigns is to achieve a favourable image forctmedidate or the
party (Kavanagh 1995). By fielding a full slateaaindidates, political
parties will be able to show themselves as beimgse organisations
(Scammell 1999: 729), strong and committed to thentry, to a region
or to an ideological perspective. When voters sgmrdy presenting
candidacies everywhere, irrespective of its chantégcoming viable,

they will form a positive idea of the party. Thisayneventually entail a
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boost in the electoral performance of the partthmse arenas where it
Is viable.

As | have mentioned in the previous chapter, schdlave empirically
demonstrated that, in MMS, presenting candidaciesthea more
restrictive nominal tier enables an improvementhia electoral results
in the list tier due to an increase in the partyisibility. The
mechanism is quite straightforward: As long as motealise that the
party fields candidacies in the two tiers, theyl W& more likely to vote
the same party for the two bodies. In contrasthef party only stands
for elections at the more permissive tier, the pidé voter may get a
more negative image of the party and before thsipiisy of splitting
their vote, they may end up casting the ballotafqrarty which runs in
the two tiers.

H1.1. Political parties running for elections alomell obtain positive

political externalities from competing due to agrigase in the visibility of the

party.

Second, political parties may also present canétddaghen non-viable
in order to be able to run across arenas undesaine label. Parties are
highly concerned about maintaining a strong paatyel (Pekkanen,
Byblade, and Krauss 2006: 182-83). Party labelsnaneh more than
just a name: they identify an ideology, a mannexaifront problems —
they are the reflexes of its history. Overall, palbels provide a
valuable ‘brand name’ so that any of the memberthefparty will be
interested to run under the same brand. As a caesegq, party elites
across arenas will prefer to stand for electiondeura common party

label, thus taking advantage of the reputationnsit to the party.
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In addition, maintaining the party label is alsaseful informational
shortcut for voters. According to the literaturelmuristics the decision
to vote does not depend on either the existene@ ofganised belief or
on factual knowledge; indeed, citizens are ableampensate for this
absence by relying on heuristics (Kuklinski and i@u2001: 194),
making the party label, together with political miiécation, the most
important factor$® Hence, the party label is strongly effective for
voters in providing cognitive shortcuts that alltitem to compensate
for their absence of factual knowledge (Campbelalet1960; Lodge
and Hamill 1986; Rahn 1993).

H1.2. Political parties running for elections aloméll obtain positive
political externalities from competing by protegtiand promoting the party

label.

Conversely, staying out of competition or enteriiigthrough a

coalition, can bring about the emergence of twdedéht negative
political externalities. First, especially when s decide to withdraw
from elections, but also when they join a coalititmey can suffer an
important deterioration in their image. Beyond #ecific pledges
through which political parties contest electioting overall perception
of the party’s character is what counts (Heath, elbvand Curtice
1985). In this sense, the Duvergerian decision fthdraw from

competition when non-viable may bring about a lossredibility of

the party and a weakening of its image. Potentiéns may consider

that the party is no longer concerned with the nlegeof a certain set of

%0 Heuristics are problem-solving strategies —oftanpleyed automatically or
unconsciously— (Lau and Redlawsk 2001: 952) whartvesto “keep the information
processing demands of the task within bounds” (#dreland Levi 1985: 255).
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values and an ideology, but rather that the parfyréoccupied only by
maximising the electoral returns, regardless ofdesals. In this case,
withdrawing from competition or joining a coalitionay end up being
even more costly than competing alone without thances of

obtaining representation.

H1.3. Political parties coalescing or withdrawingoin competition
when non-viable will obtain negative political extalities since this strategy

may weaken the image of the party and entail adbssedibility.

Also, the consideration of joining a coalition oitdrawing from
competition in a certain arena(s) but not in otheray also generate
confusion among voters. Scholars have shown how cth@usion
generated by party system fragmentation affectdewels of turnout
(Blais, Massicotte, and Dobrzynska 1997; Gray amdl000) and
how confusion has an impact on mass involvemeetaations (Wade,
Groth, and Lavelle 1993). To my knowledge, therenams an
unaddressed issue, namely the extent to which isgridr elections
under different labels or withdrawing from competit only in some

districts, brings about confusion among potentérs.

The causal mechanism though is rather evident. r¥oteay be
confused when the party runs under different lakmls when it
asymmetrically withdraws from competition, espdgiain current
circumstances, where information available for wlectranscends the
borders of each district. Thus, confusion may depkbe electoral
performance of the party in viable districts. Asacmsequence, political
parties will prefer to run in all the arenas andltoso under the same
label, in order to avoid the emergence of such tiegapolitical

externalities.
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H1.4. Political parties coalescing or withdrawingoin competition
when non-viable will obtain negative political extalities due to the

generation of confusion among voters.

There are three different factors that can mouéddimergence and the

intensity of these political externalities relatedhe image of the party.

First, the concentration of several electoral ditgrin a territory with a
high density of population, can determine the istignof the political
externalities to compete. In highly populated arefasnore than one
district is elected, political parties will considi# more necessary to
present candidacies everywhere. Especially in heaapulated areas
in SMD electoral systems, the division into differelistricts does not
distinguish between different regions, economiasgliages, etc. but it
only cuts across the territory into equally popedhatdivisions. The
population is included into one electoral distriedlthough not
necessarily where it works, where it has its sa@kdtions, etc. Hence,
in heavily populated areas, parties will find iteevmore necessary to
stand for election alone everywhere.

Second, the degree of institutionalisation of trety (Panebianco
1988) can also explain the emergence and the ihteof political

externalities related to the image of the party.ofwgn institutionalised
parties with a long tradition of presenting candida everywhere
(despite their viability), taking a decision, sual withdrawing from
competition when non-viable, could entail an impattbreak with the
party’s past tradition, which may bring about aesevdeterioration of
the image that the party projects to its votersnyeosely, for those
parties —usually newer parties— that are not uisbmally embedded, a

lack of a tradition in presenting candidacies ewdmgre may prevent
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the emergence of these negative political extdresliwhen the party
decides not to stand for elections alone. Henctituionalised parties
with a long tradition of standing for elections lwiind it more

necessary to present candidacies everywHere.

Finally, a third factor can also interact with iheage of the party, thus
increasing the intensity of political externalitigbe political parties’

‘core level of reference’ (Deschouwer 2003: 216;1fhat is, its

preferred electoral arena of competition. It is extpd that when
political parties are competing at their preferlexkl of competition —
or at the one where they usually perform betteey twould be less
likely to take certain decisions that can questi@image of the party,
since this could entail severe negative politicalemalities for it.

Conversely, in secondary electoral arenas polipeaties may be less
reluctant to modify their expected entry decisios lang as its

behaviour in this arena will be less monitored byeptial voters.

4.1.2.Local Party Organisation

Political parties continue to play a central ratethe governance of
modern democracies (Whiteley 2011: 22). Despites, tim recent
decades, scholars have largely documented a decliparty activism

and grassroots party membership (Katz et al. 1993jr 1994,

Whiteley and Seyd 1998; Scarrow 2000; Mair and Barzen 2001;
Cross and Young 2004; Dalton 2006). Party elitesehateadily
strengthened their power within the organisation ihgreasing the

%11t is noteworthy to mention that this intervenifagtor is not able to account for the
initial moment, since it assumes that institutitsed parties already have a long

tradition of running candidacies alone.
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involvement of parties’ central headquarters implag and managing
constituency campaigns (Fisher, Denver, and Haf}6t?) and by
relying on outside professionals and party exp@itaris 2000; Carty
2004: 5). However, at the same time, “individuattpanembers are
winning increased decision-making power, especialy crucial
personnel choices” (Carty 2004: 5; see also Hopk@®1). This
presents a new general portrait of political partleat are more leader-
driven but internally democratic and which havectumpete in an
electoral market with less stable support basesty{(2004: 6). The
increased predominance of a professional leadershgpupled with a
“high degree of accountability to the lower stratathe party”, thus
reducing tensions between the two empowered grékipsle 1994:
298-9).

Party entry decisions may lead to different exti#tiea on the party’'s
internal organisation. In particular, there are twossible positive
political externalities that may arise due to atyardecision to enter

into competition when non-viable.

On the one hand, by presenting candidacies whetviabie, the party
is able to keep the organisation alive and acfile new portraits of
political parties have led to a context where pamgmbers still
continue being relevant assets, albeit for changungoses (Scarrow
1994; Scarrow 2000; Fisher, Denver, and Hands 20@&8#olars have
largely reported the benefits of keeping strong audive local

organisations and party activists.

The first and the most important of these benefiistelated to the

opportunity that local organisations and activiziag to the party to be
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closely connected with the preferences of the etatd (van Houten
2009: 141). Local organisations and activists perfas an “essential
communication channel, as a link between the bedactorate and the
party leadership” (Scarrow 1994: 49), and they dpnmrew issues and
demands to the party (Carmines and Layman 199Wile8ly, local
organisations and activists have a positive impashaping the image
the mass public has about the party’s policy swmr€&armines and
Layman 1997) and on providing inputs for the drajtiof party
platforms (Miller and Jennings 1986).

Second, local activists can also be regarded aalumable source of
labour for party efforts during election campaigB8sarrow 1994: 48;
Stram and Mduller 1999: 14-15). Whether viable ort, ntocal

organisations and party activists participate icalocampaigns. This
contributes to keeping the local structure of thetypalive and active,
which may eventually be useful for when the timenes to contest
elections where the party is viable. This is adyualhat Christensen
(1996) found regarding Japan. After studying thasoms that drove
parties to compete alone when it was clear thay gandidates did not
stand a chance to win, he asserted that “the lpagly organization
insisted on running its own candidate rather thedwing its support to
an allied party. They wanted to keep the party oigion alive for

local elections and stem the decline of the locganization by running
a campaign in national elections” (Christensen 132®). Therefore,
by presenting candidacies when non-viable the asgtaon

collaborates in the maintenance of the organisagioth prepares the

party for those elections where it is viable.
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H2.1. Paolitical parties running for elections alomell obtain positive
political externalities from competing due to thesgibility of keeping the

local organisation active.

On the other hand, when political parties decidgs@nting candidacies
in arenas where they are non-viable, positive ipalitexternalities also
emerge due to the possibility that parties haveest and recruit new
candidates for the party. By presenting candidatciearenas where
non-viable, the party may manage to assess howaicecindidates
perform and eventually present them on electosts lwhere viable.
Indeed, electoral results have been said to beelgiasupervised by
central party officials, as a criterion for alloogt list positions in

succeeding elections (Zittel and Gschwend 2008).985

Although most scholars have usually assumed thétgab parties will
have no difficulty in recruiting members eager w garty candidates,
there have been some exceptions. This is the dasischelt (1989),
which asserted that the Green parties in Belgiuoh \AMfest Germany
wanted strong membership bases in order to findidates for party or
public offices. Similarly, in Spain, regional offis have been
specifically used as platforms to gain experiennd huild political
careers for politicians who eventually end up atefectoral list for the
national elections (Moran 1996; Gangas 2000; M@an?2807).

H2.2. Political parties running for elections aloméll obtain positive
political externalities from competing due to thesgibility of testing and

promoting candidates for the party in other leval€ompetition.

Conversely, much related to H2.1 —although in tlaise in the opposite

direction— not presenting candidacies alone marygbabout negative
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political externalities from the opposition thaetparty may face from

local party activists.

A crucial goal for political parties is survivalyRleserting competition
in an arena where non-viable, the party may avaitlrring costs
associated with competing. However, at the same, tthe party could
face the opposition of some organisation membertaigBand
Indridason 2007: 196), which could affect the ip&y cohesion and
harm the party’s strength (Filippov, Ordeshook, &itvetsova 2004:
192-94). Political parties will then try to avoicgdng conflictive
situations with local elites and activists, whicbuld bring about

serious negative consequences for the whole party.

Activists will probably be against the possibilitf taking decisions
that may enhance the performance of the partyhekeé call into
question some of the principles of the organisatibs May (1973)
suggested in his famous ‘special law of curvilineésparity’, party
activists will tend to be more ideological thanibtte leadership of the
party and its voters. Hence, “unlike the profesaliguoliticians, these
volunteer supporters would rather lose electioms tbtompromise the
purity of the party policy” (Scarrow 1994: 45). Asconsequence, the
decision not to enter into competition when norbiga may entalil
severe negative political externalities for thetypam order to avoid
such a conflictive situation from taking place, ipoal parties will
more likely decide to stand for elections aloneystrescaping the
possibility of facing strong confrontation from &lcorganisations or

party activists.
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H2.3. Political parties coalescing or withdrawingoin competition
when non-viable will obtain negative political extalities by facing

confrontation within local organisations.

The role played by activists, especially duringceét time, could be a
crucial intervening factor in explaining the emarge and the intensity
of political externalities related to the party angsation. The change in
the patterns of party organisation and electomadp=agns still assign to
party activists some relevant roles within the argation. However,
the functions attributed to party activists divergelifferent countries.
In political systems where the figure of the camatkdis very relevant
and a proximate campaign is required, politicaltiparwill be more
concerned about the satisfaction of their activide&snands. They are
crucial —especially during election time— and thiligy will be more
likely to avoid facing any controversy than in pickl systems where
the role of party activists is less relevant. Hentes expected that
when the role of activists is crucial for the paitywill avoid taking
decisions that could upset party activists, suchstying out of

competition or joining a pre-electoral coalition.

4.1.3.Party Platform

The Downsian theories (Downs 1957) have largelyrassl that parties
will adapt their platform in seeking votes and c#. However, some
scholars have argued against the Downsian logid thaters’

preferences are not only exogenous, but rathesetlwman also be
moulded endogenously by the parties’ own preferen@r zeworski
and Sprague 1986; Iversen 1994; Kalyvas 1996). Asresequence,

political parties do not necessarily need to adaeir ideology to the
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voter's demands, but they may also influence votersferences by

insisting on certain discourses.

Presenting candidacies when non-viable may bringualpositive
political externalities, since it allows the pattyraise certain debates at
the local arena that otherwise would not have hm&nforward. By
standing for elections —whether viable or not—tpral parties will be
able to raise citizens’ awareness of certain issluegg election time
and shed light on debates that otherwise would h&es obviated by
viable parties. This is the case reported by Sp@®09), who
concluded that the Socialist and the Green Partffrance did not
coalesce for the 2007 legislative elections becahseGreen Party
refused the agreement with a view to maintainirgy ideological
distinctiveness. Such behaviour may bring aboutitiges political
externalities since by increasing awareness aboussue, the party
may also be potentially enhancing its performanceother arenas

where it is viable.

Hitherto, the strategy of presenting candidaciesaaveans to raise
certain policy debates has been considered as n@ nman an

expressive decision (see, for instance, Sanchemgaue2004).

However, in my view, the decision to present caadiels when non-
viable has to be understood beyond this expressimgonent. Indeed,
a non-viable party with asymmetric viability mayodse to run for
elections alone in the more restrictive arena,rafento keep a certain
political debate active in other arenas where thyps viable or for

when the time comes to contest other elections evtier party expects
to obtain representation. In this sense, presentamglidacies when
non-viable can be conceived as a way of keepirgrtaio debate active
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and to spread it across the country, something tf@miscends the
expressive character of the explanations put fai@date.

H3. Palitical parties running for elections alonéllvobtain positive
political externalities from competing due the pbiisy of raising citizens’

awareness about an issue and to spread the debatesathe country.

However, it is unlikely that all political partiegill be concerned about
the necessity to raise certain political discoursgse publication in
1966, of Kirchheimer’s conceptualisation of ‘cathparties’ reflected
the drastic reduction of political parties’ ideoicg) baggage, in favour
of short-term tactical considerations and theerafits to appeal to new
groups. These parties increasingly adapt theirodise in seeking, as
their top priority, the maximisation of votes, atmis they may not be
concerned about raising a certain political disseuas the hypothesis
defined above would suggest. Yet beyond catch-atlligs, there are
still many political parties which are concerneduabtheir political
discourse and which believe that by clearly defegdits party
platform, they may obtain substantial gains. Theadies —'militant’
(Roemer 2001) or ‘dogmatic’ (Sanchez-Cuenca 200dgrive utility
not only from policy, but also from the defence andintenance of
certain ideological principles” (Sanchez-Cuenca 420830). Hence,
positive political externalities related to the tyaplatform will only
arise in political parties with a certain ‘ideologi rigidity’ (Sanchez-
Cuenca 2004: 330), that is, in parties where theceton of certain
objectives would, to some extent, be constrainegdmye ideological

principles.

Small parties, niche parties or single-issue padie the most likely to

be included within this category. For these partieltes, for its
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activists and for its voters, defending the ideaabdiscourse of the
party can be crucial. Renouncing it or adaptingdoitthe particular
necessities of an arena of competition, could sulike essence of the
party (Lago and Montero 2009: 180). Hence, it ipezted that among
these parties, the desire to run for electionsealoill be explained by
their wish to create awareness about their ideckbgiiscourse and

spread it through the country.

4.2. The Decreasing Costs of Competing

The overlap of electoral arenas does not only gaeepolitical
externalities but it also has an impact on theatioests of competing
when elections are concurrent. The costs of comgpefd) are a
function of the number of districtsd) where the party presents
candidacies [§(d)). Both, when parties decide to run for elections
alone, and when they decide to join a coalition,tles number of
constituencies where the party presents candidaoe®ases, the

unitary cost of running at each constituency becosmealler.

For a political party which presents a candidacy at distjiand timet

the cost of presenting candidacies increases asutmbder of districts
where the party runs also increasBsj(> 0). However, the marginal
cost of presenting another candidate decreasesheasnumber of

districts where the party runs increades i < 0):

D(d): D'yje >0 (4.5)
D(d) : D”ijt <0 (46)

These decreasing costs of competing will appedn ldten political

parties decide to compete alone:
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overlap

Upww = PaB— D — Upyy = poB + Ep — D(d) (47)
And when they decide to join a coalition:

overlap

Upw = pcB — (D + C) — Upyp = pcB — (Ep + D(d) +0) (48)

Therefore, the overlap of electoral arenas genetenomies of scale
for political parties (Lago and Martinez 2007: 383- Brancati 2008:
139; Lago 2009: 8; Harbers 2010: 611). This makah the decision
to enter into competition when non-viable and tleeision to join a
coalition, more attractive strategies than thosedigted by the

Duvergerian theories.

This situation, though, may take place only whesctbns at different
arenas are held concurrently. This occurs in twiterdint contexts.

First, when political parties compete in an elegt@rena with more
than one district; once the party has decided ¢ésqt a candidacy in
one of the districts where it is viable, the maayinost of standing
elections in the remaining districts becomes smalfgecond, in

different elections held concurrently; once thetypaias decided to run
for elections in one of the arenas of competitihie, marginal cost of
presenting candidacies in the other arena alsonbessmaller.

The direct costs of competing, as shown in Sec#dh2, can come
from two main sources, namely the requirementgdésgnt candidacies
and the money the party needs to devote to its @iiom during the

electoral campaign. In both cases, as the numbdistifcts where the
party stands for elections increase, the unitargtsc@f presenting

candidacies decrease.
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The first type of costs associated with competireggemelated to the
requirements needed to present candidacies, @itlherms of monetary
costs or in terms of obtaining a certain numbesighatures. Especially
with regard to the necessity to gather a certaimber of signatures,
political parties will find it easier to collect egm once the logistic
infrastructure is created and once the party hasiperience on how

to deal better with such requirements.

Second, competing was also costly due to the fiahnesources
required to launch and to promote the party candida As the party
increases the number of districts where it rung ithfrastructure
required to develop the electoral campaign willyoske a slight
increase. This is so since most of these expensefixad, and they
hardly vary when the number of districts whereghety runs increases
(e.g. the party slogan, the image of the partynil@rly, with regard to
the promotion of the party, as the number of ctunsticies where the
party runs increases, the unitary cost to printneasy posters, sticks,

etc. will decrease.

H4. The marginal cost of competing will become $fnahs the
number of constituencies where a party presentslidacies increases, thus

encouraging parties to enter into competition alangoining a coalition.

The intensity of the decreasing costs of competingelieved to be
determined by the incentives that each electoratesy gives to
cultivate a personal vote during the electoral caigp® When

campaigns are strongly focused on the candidatettangbarty has a

%2 For a definition of personal vote and its relasibip with the electoral system see
Carey and Shugart (1995).
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relatively weak role in publicising the candidatuazal candidates can
seldom take advantage of the existence of econorofescale.
Campaigns are developed at the district level aeddiecreasing costs
of competing will only come from those (few) actspnwhich are
developed by the party centrally. This is moreljik® occur in SMD
electoral systems. On the contrary, when the figuirhe candidate is
weaker than the image of the whole party, it iseetgd that political
parties will take especial advantage of the ecomeraf scale. This will
be more likely to occur in PR electoral systemsndé¢e when electoral
campaigns are focused particularly on the party erorthe national
party leader— rather than on local candidatesikedhood of facing
decreasing costs of competing becomes more prolaabtbe number

of constituencies where the party presents cangisl@ccreases.

All in all, it is worth mentioning that althougheéhoverlap of electoral
arenas reduces the marginal costs of competinge thasts will always

continue being higher than zero, thus becomingrgortant barrier for

parties to compete (Reynolds, Reilly, and Ellis 20049). Hence, the
cost of competing by itself will not be able to @®hine the entrance or
not into competition when non-viable. It is ratliee existence of the
positive and negative political externalities auglil above that is able
to drive political parties’ entry decisions whennnagable in favour of

competing alone.

4.3. The Final Decision to Enter in Overlapped
Arenas

The overlap of arenas modifies the incentives tiwet-viable political

parties face to compete in two crucial mannerstfFwhen non-viable
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political parties with asymmetric viability decide compete alone,
positive political externalities emerge; on the tcary, when parties
decide to withdraw from competition or to join aatiton, negative
political externalities arise. Second, when norblgaparties with
asymmetric viability decide either to enter intongetition alone or to
join a coalition, the costs associated with conmgefollow a positive
but decreasing trend as the number of constitusngleere the party

competes increases.

Equations 4.9 to 4.11 summarise the new utilitycfioms of political
parties’ entry decisions in overlapped contexts.

Enter alone  Upyy = pB + E, — D(d) (4.9)
Coalition Upus = PcB — (Ep, + D(d) + C) (4.10)
Withdraw Upww = — En (4.11)

Accordingly, political parties will decide to contgealone when the
utility function of this strategic decision (equati 4.9) is higher than
the one obtained through joining a coalition (etumat4.10) or
withdrawing from competition (equation 4.11):

paB + E, — D(d) > max {p.B — (E, +D(d) +C); —E,}  (4.12)

Overall, does the decision to compete alone whemweble ever
become the dominant entry strategy due to the apeof electoral

arenas?

When confronting the decision to enter into contmeti alone
(equation 4.9) and joining a coalition even if noable (equation 4.10)

it can be observed that the overlap of arenas dotres some
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modifications into the original function where thexistence of
independent arenas was assumed. In a Duvergerigextopolitical

parties will run elections alone instead of joinmgoalition, when the
expected benefits of competing alone are great@n the expected

benefits of coalescing minus the costs of joinirgpalition:
paB > p.B—C (4.13)

But the overlap of arenas adds two new elementsigdunction. First,
there appear positive political externalities tanpete aloneH,); and
second, joining a coalition entails the emergenicaegative political
externalities ). Due to the fact thdD, the direct costs of competing,
decrease both when running alone and when joiniegadition, this
does not bring about any net gain for either ofdtrategies and it can

be dropped from the new function:
paB +Ep > pcB — (Ep + () (4.14)

The overlap of arenas, therefore, encourages tbiside to run alone
instead of joining a coalition, since in this newntext, competing
alone becomes cheaper (due Eg and joining a coalition more

expensive ).

For a party with asymmetric viability that has tecitle whether to
enter a district where non-viable, the expectedebnof competing
alone are close to zerp,(= 0). In this case, as equation 4.15 reflects,
the decision to enter into competition dependshenmagnitude of the
positive political externalities compared to théfetence between the
expected benefit of joining a coalition and the saofnthe negative
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political externalities of joining a coalition artie costs associated

with joining a coalition:

E, > pcB — (Ey + C) (4.15)

Therefore, when non-viable parties with asymmetigbility are to
choose whether to compete alone or to join a ¢oalitthey will
determine their strategic decision mainly on theidaf the magnitude
of the positive political externalities to compeléhis concept, then,
becomes crucial in understanding political partigtsategic decisions

in overlapped contexts.

Besides, when confronting the decision to entey aampetition alone
(equation 4.9) and withdrawing from competition wheon-viable
(equation 4.11) it can also be observed that therlay of arenas
introduces some modifications into the originaldtion. Since, under
the Duvergerian assumptions, no cost is associthdstaying out of
competition (see Equation 2.3), political partiassuch a context are
supposed to compete alone instead of withdrawing fcompetition
when the expected benefits of running alone miheasdirect costs of

competing are larger than zero:
peB—D >0 (4.16)

However the overlap of arenas adds three new elisn@the function:
First, the costs of competing alone decrease asuh®er of districts
where the party presents candidacies increases)(gcond, there
appear new positive political externalities to cetepalone E,); and
finally, new negative political externalities asisded with the decision
to stay out from competition emerds,):
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paB — D(d) + E, > —E, (4.17)

Eventually, the overlap of arenas encourages palitparties to run
alone instead of withdrawing from competition, €nm this new
context competing alone becomes cheaper (dis smd toD(d)) and

withdrawing from competition more expensig)

For a non-viable party with asymmetric viabilityorf which the
expected benefits of running alone are close t,0=(0), the decision
to enter into competition depends, again, on thgmnitade of the
positive political externalities to compete. In ti@arlar, as equation
4.18 shows, when the externalities are larger tthan differences
between the direct costs of competing in overlapgesas (D(d)) and
the negative political externalities of not compgtialone, the party
will decide to present candidacies alone insteadvithdraw from

competition:

E, > D(d) — E, (4.18)

In this case, again, when non-viable parties wijaranetric viability
have to choose whether to compete alone or to wvathdfrom
competition, the magnitude of the positive politiexternalities will
also be the indicator in explaining the party’'sremtecision when non-

viable.

Overall, it becomes clear that the overlap of asegenerates a new
context where the decision to compete alone whenwable becomes
more attractive for parties to what the Duvergeriaeories predict.
Besides, the decision to withdraw from competitiand to join a

coalition becomes less beneficial to what Duverygrected.
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4.4. Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, | have argued that the overlapeleictoral arenas
generates two fundamental organisational opporésitor political

parties with asymmetric viability that modify theemtry decision’s
function. First, the appearance of political exatitres to compete,
which will not be internalised by the party at tbeal arena but rather
for another political actor, namely the homonymtparompeting in

another arena where it is viable. Second, the apeof arenas also
causes the emergence of marginal decreasing dostsnpeting, when

parties stand for elections alone or join a caaliti

Concerning the emergence of political externalitldsave argued that
the decision of competing alone when non-viableyegates positive
political externalities for the party; conversehgt competing alone is
likely to bring about negative political externedg for it. Political

externalities arise in three key spheres. Firsth wegard to the image
of the party (H1), presenting candidacies alonenmhen-viable may
entail positive political externalities due to tpessibility of gaining

visibility and promoting the party label. On thent@ry, the decision to
withdraw from competition or to join a coalition gndring about

negative political externalities due to the podijbthat the party loses
reputation and generates confusion among votersreTlare three
factors which can mould the emergence and the sitternf these

externalities related to the image of the partg plopulation density,
the party institutionalisation, and whether thetyp& competing or not,

at its core level.
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Second, externalities can also be related to thiy peganisation (H2).
By presenting candidacies alone parties will obfaasitive political
externalities from the possibility to keeping thganisation active and
testing candidates. Conversely, by staying out ofmpmetition or
coalescing the party may receive negative politeodérnalities due to
the possibility of facing confrontation from thecld structure of the
party. The role played by the activists within ety will determine

the intensity of these political externalities.

Third, with regard to the party platform (H3), pose political

externalities will arise from the decision to corngalone due to the
possibility of keeping debates active and spreadivgm across the
country. The party’s ideological rigidity will be determinant of the

emergence of such externalities.

With regard to the marginal decreasing costs of pting, | have
stressed that the overlap of electoral arenas alsoerates
organisational opportunities for political partie® enter into
competition —either alone or within a pre-electa@élition— due to the
presence of economies of scale (H4). The intertditthe decreasing
costs of competing is believed to be determinedhieyincentives that
each electoral system gives to cultivate a persoog during the

electoral campaign.

Table 4.1 summarises the opportunities that palitjgarties face in

overlapped contexts.
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Table 4.10pportunities to Compete in Overlapped Arenas

Entry decision

Modulating
Coa- With- factor

Compete alone
lesce draw

Gain visibility L ose reputation Population density
Externalities: (H1.1) (H1.3) Party
Image of the  promote the . Institutionalisation
party Generate confusion
party label (H1.4) Party’s core
(H1.2) election
Keep the

organisation

active (H2.1)

Externalities: Face confrontation

Party Test and with the local Role of activists
organisation promote structure (H2.3)
candidates
(H2.2)

Keep debates

Externalities: active and Ideoloaical
Party spread them - i id%
platform across the giity
country (H3)
Costs of Decreasing costs I_Decrea—
. sing costs - Personal vote
competing (H4) (H4)

All in all, this chapter provides theoretical inlsig on the opportunities
that the overlap of electoral arenas generatesorflioty to these
theoretical models, the decision to compete whamwviable becomes
the dominant one in contexts of overlapped aremhs to the
emergence of positive political externalities faynmgpeting and the
existence of decreasing costs of competing. On dhetrary, the

Duvergerian-based decisions to withdraw from cortipat or to
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coalesce when non-viable, become less attractigenatives due to the

appearance of negative political externalitiescfmmpeting.

In the following chapter, | empirically test theetiretical arguments
presented herein through in-depth interviews withitisal leaders in
Canada and Spain. Empirical qualitative evidendktks allow me to
determine whether competing alone even if non-eidi¢comes, as
suggested in this chapter, the dominant strategil@aWour for non-

viable political parties with asymmetric viability.
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CHAPTER 5.
QUALITATIVE EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: THE
ORGANISATIONAL INCENTIVES TO COMPETE

What are the reasons that drive political partsstision to compete
alone or not when they are non-viable? Why, inatertontexts, do
non-viable parties decide to stand for electiomm@l thus calling into
guestion the Duvergerian theories, whereas in abetexts they either
desert competition or join a coalition, in line vitvhat the Duvegerian

theories predict?

Hitherto, this question largely remains unanswetbdugh empirical
evidence shows that political parties take dissimitlecisions in
different contexts. In the previous chapter, | hargued that the
overlap of electoral arenas generates organisatmp@ortunities for
political parties to compete alone. When non-viaplarties with
asymmetric viability decide to compete, they obtagsitive political
externalities from doing so. When they desert froompetition they
obtain negative political externalities. Througkdiepth interviews with
political leaders and party campaign managers f8@anada and Spain
this chapter tests these theoretical arguments. uBeeof interviews
with party leaders and campaign managers to adthesgeasons that
lead parties to enter into competition when norblaaentails, to my
knowledge, the first attempt to address party edagisions in several

parties and in more than one country.

The chapter is organised as follows: section Sekqmts the puzzle and
the selection of case studies. Section 5.2 intresltice particular cases

to be studied, which have been divided betweenethuases where
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parties have taken a Duvergerian decision (sedi@il) and those
where they have called it into question (sectioR.Z. Section 5.3
presents the empirical evidence and finally, seciigl summarises the

main findings.

5.1. Case Studies

Canada and Spain are ideal case studies to addees=asons that lead
political parties with asymmetric viability to pes#, or not,
candidacies when non-viable. There are four fundaéah@easons that

explain the suitability of the study of these twauntries.

First, starting from the more generic reasonsudysthat deals with the
disturbances in the Duvergerian gravity necessarigquires
considering countries where the conditions for dheervance of this
gravity —short-term instrumentality and perfect omhation (Cox
1999)- are met. By examining Canada and Spain Vepteany
deviation in the Duvergerian equilibrium being eapkd either by a
lack of short-term instrumentality or by errorssimategic calculus due

to misinformation.

Second, while both countries meet the criteriatifier accomplishment
of the Duvergerian gravity, various political pagiwith asymmetric
viability have taken divergent strategies in cotgeaf non-viability.

Indeed, in both cases there are episodes wheriable parties have
taken a Duvergerian decision by staying out of ocetitipn or

coalescing with another party, and others wherg ttase challenged
the Duvergerian gravity by running alone. Hence,dame institutional

frame has produced divergent strategic decisiongblang me to
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address the causes that lead political partiesat@,tor not, a
Duvergerian-based decision depending on the pallitiantext.

Third, by relying on Canada and Spain as case estudiintroduce
variation into the electoral system while contrajlimany other factors
that could disturb the obtaining of reliable resulEpain has a PR
electoral system with varying district magnitudeoss constituencies,
whereas Canada elects its representatives foratienal elections in
SMD plurality rule. Although no asymmetric viabylishould arise in
Canada, since district magnitude is homogeneoussconstituencies,
political parties present heterogeneous levels woppsrt across
constituencies. Hence, both countries show import@vels of
asymmetric viability, thus making possible the stud contamination

effects and the comparison between the two typetectoral systems.

Besides, some factors potentially accounting forriati@n in

asymmetric viability do not vary across the two miies>® These are
the presence of an ethnolinguistic regional cleavaghich fosters the
emergence of contamination effects from the densael-of parties—
and the existence of decentralised regional aremdsch can account
for variation in contamination effects from the plypside of parties.
Other sources that could introduce variation in tlevels of

contamination effects (presidential elections or xedimember
systems), are not present in any of the counttlass reducing the

likelihood of finding variation due to dissimilamstitutional designs.

Finally, since both in Canada and Spain regionalrdters are elected

through direct suffrage, it is not only possible siudy the strategic

% These factors have been dealt with in Chapter 3.
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behaviour of political parties at the national giive arena, but also
to extend the analysis to the regional chambers.r&hach of this study
includes not only two countries but also four alectchambers: the
Canadian House of Commons, the provincial parliamenQuebec
(Assemblée nationale du Quépedhe Spanish lower chamber
(Congreso de los Diputadpsand the Catalan regional parliament

(Parlament de Catalunya

The empirical analysis is divided into those casbgre parties have
taken a Duvergerian decision and those where theg bhallenged it,
as Table 5.1 illustrates. In particular, there &we different case
studies where parties have taken a decision acmprdd what
Duvergerian theories predict. This includes oneecashere two
political parties have joined a coalition when noable, in Spain, and
another four cases, where political parties decitedstay out of
competition —two from Spain and two from Canaddu@m 1 and 2 in
Table 5.1 summarise the case studies where ther@anan gravity
was accomplished. The empirical analysis also deduhe study of six
other case studies where political parties callet iquestion the
Duvergerian gravity, by competing alone when nabie. Three of
these cases are from Canada, and another three Spaim, and is

presented in the third column in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1Case Studie%

Non-Duvergerian

Duvergerian strategy strategy

Coalition No entry Entry alone

QS in the federal QS in the Quebecois

elections. parliament elections
Strategic withdrawal ~ NDP in the federal
Canada - of the Liberals in the elections.
constituency of  Fajled attempt of fusion
Central Nova in between the NDP and
2008. the Liberals.
IU in the lower house
elections.
Coalition PSC- ¢’ in the 2011 lower s in the 2008 lower
ICV in the house elections. louse elections and in

Spain 1999 Catalan
P parliament  Slin the 2011 lower ~the 2010 Catalan

elections house elections. parliament elections

UPyD in the lower
house elections.

& Acronyms: PSCPartit dels Socialistes de Catalunyl&V: Iniciativa per Catalunya
Verds; QS: Québec SolidaireLiberals: Liberal Party of Canada; C'€iutadans -
Partido de la CiudadaniaSl: Solidaritat Catalana per la IndependencidPP: New

Democratic Party; IUtzquierda Unida UPyD: Unién, Progreso y Democracia

At least one in-depth interview was carried outdach case study. All
the interviews were conducted on a face-to-facéstkasd consisted of
semi-structured questionnaires. Table | in Annegiér 5 lists the
people interviewed, their responsibility within tpelitical party, and

the date and the place where the interview wasecbout.

In what follows, | briefly introduce the main feads of the political

and the party systems of the two countries —and &wanas— under
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study. For the case of Canada, | provide somehtsigp contextualise
both the national House of Commons and the regipadiament of
Quebec; for Spain | do the same for the lower haumskfor the Catalan

regional parliament.

5.1.1.Canada

Canada is a constitutional monarchy with a fedesgstem of
parliamentary government organised in 10 Provirases 3 territories.
Canada has two chambers of representation: ther lohamber, the
House of Commons, and the upper chamber, the SéffseHouse of
Commons is elected using the first-past-the-paspligrality) electoral
system. This chamber holds the major legislativegys. The Senate,
which consists of 105 members appointed by theoreggiis necessary

to pass laws.

The Canadian House of Commons is composed of 3p8tids. Four

main nationwide political parties run for electian the federal

parliament of Canada. First, the Liberal Party eatre-left party that
has ruled Canada for most of its history. Secohd, €onservative
Party, the main right-wing party, created in 2083anerger of the two
previous conservative parties and which has ruled dountry since
2006. Third, the New Democratic Party (NDP), ais¢fparty that has
never won election at the federal level. Fourtle, 8reen Party, which
did not manage to enter the Canadian House of Cormaroatil the

2011 elections. Finally, thBloc Québécoi¢BQ) is the main nationalist

party in the province of Quebec, and won electionshis province
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from 1993 until 2011. Figure | and Table Il in Axa€hapter 5 show
the electoral results for the Canadian electioomfl974 to 2011

In Canada, nationwide political parties usually ranfull slate of

candidates for the federal elections. Figure 5ds@mts data on the
viability of Canadian political parties in eachtbe 308 constituencies
for the 2004, 2006, 2008 and 2011 federal elecfiods can be seen,
the three main Canadian political parties presemtdiclacies in all

constituencies —except for the Liberals in 2008ase that is dealt with
later on. The BQ also runs a full slate of candidan the 75 Quebecois

constituencies, being viable in almost all of them.

% Data for Canada is available for previous elesti@s well as data for the case that
follows, the Quebecois provincial elections. HoweJeprovide data from the 1974
elections for the Canadian House of Commons ana ft676 for the parliament of
Quebec in order to show congruence with the cas8paiin, which held its first
democratic elections in 1977, and with the cas€athlonia, whose first democratic

regional elections did not take place until 1980.

% | include data on the viability of parties for ttaest four elections in the country. |
consider that four elections are a sufficient tisgan to understand the current
situation of viability/non-viability of a party. Will use the same criteria for all the

graphics that follow on parties’ viability.
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Figure 5.1 Viability in the Canadian Federal Elections, 202d11
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Source: Own elaboration. Data from Elections Car@ddine (http://elections.ca/)

In Canada, the nomination of party candidates &s pherogative of
each local constituency association (Carty andderik1991). Central
party leaders have the right to veto local canéslaalthough they
rarely exercise this power since it is counterpotidle, “generating
widespread opposition within their own organizasicend prompting
the desertion of local supporters just at the mdnteay are most
needed” (Carty 2004: 14).

In constituencies where candidates stand at goadcehof obtaining
representation local elites mount highly persoedlisampaigns that
are weakly integrated with that of the wider pafn the contrary, in
districts where parties do not have realistic ckanof achieving
representation, local leaders run campaigns parall¢hose of their
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national party (Carty, Eagles, and Sayers 2003:).62bwever,
although each local constituency is able to mobetirtown electoral
campaign on local issues, the main strategic dewsare taken by the
party leader (Courtney 1995: Chapter 13). This speeially true
concerning national issues and strategies thatpdrey will follow
during the electoral campaign (Bell and Fletche®1)9but also for
party programmes, for party’s parliamentary ageratas for defining
government policy when in office (Adamson and Stev801: 311-
12; Cross 2004: Chapter 5).

The uninominal character of the Canadian electeyatem requires
personalised electoral campaigns for each constifuelt is in the
constituencies where much of the hard work of Cemagarty politics
takes place (Carty, Cross, and Young 2000: 154)aA®nsequence,
although party members in Canada constitute a sergll proportion
of the voting age population (Carty 1991; Cross afwding 2004),
during elections, party membership increases in pasison with

periods of quiescence in between campaigns.

The expenditures of the electoral campaign argdanby the law (Noel
2007). This establishes severe limits for donatibgscorporations,
unions and associations (Young, Sayers, and J&%&f). In terms of
party strategy during electoral campaigns, politgzaties tend to make
special efforts in the constituencies where theyeha chance of
winning a plurality of the vote (Cross 2004: 109). arenas where

parties identify they stand little chances of wingithey spend little

% A recent survey found that 16 percent of Canadidaisn to have belonged to a

political party at some point in their life (HowadNorthrup 2002: 89).
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money (Carty, Cross, and Young 2000: Chapters 69ari@ross 2004
127).

Presenting candidacies in the Canadian federati@hsconly requires
submitting 250 signatures from party members etito vote in the
elections. To present a candidature in one of tG8 @istrict, the
candidate has to present a nomination paper sipyedt least 100
electors entitled to vote in the constituency aag p $1,000 deposit.
The deposit is reimbursed if the candidate fieltstleeir financial

returns on time. Any person allowed to vote in @&nadian federal
elections can present a candidacy in any of the G@0&tituencies of

the country.

With regard to the provincial level, each of the @r@vinces elects its
own parliament, which is entitled to legislate orlasge number of
issues. All the provincial parliaments in Canada alected through
single member plurality. Political parties at thencial arena are
normally unconnected with their homonym partiethatnational arena
(Cross and Young 2004: 428; Stewart and Carty 2006). This is
specifically the case of the Conservatives and railse in most
provinces. Conversely, the NDP is the most integtaparty and
membership at the national arena involves membersti the
provincial level —the exception being Quebec’'s prowal elections,
where the party does not present candidacies (D98K).

In Quebec, the regional arena has traditionallynls@minated by two
main political parties. The main nationalist pagyhe centre-lefParti
Québécois (PQ), which since its victory in the 1974 provircia

elections, has alternated in government with thetreeright Parti
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Libéral du QuébedPLQ). Two other parties have recently emerged;
the rightist and autonomigiction Démocratique du Québd&ADQ),
created in 1994, and the left wing and secessi@igtbec Solidaire
(QS), founded in 2008’

In Quebec, neither the NDP nor the Conservativee lamy homonym
party at the provincial level, and the PLQ and thgeral Party of
Canada are fully unrelated parties. Figure Il amdhl@ Il in Annex-
Chapter 5 present the electoral results of the €emb provincial
elections between 1976 and 2008.

Figure 5.2 presents data on the viability of theekcois parties in
each of the 125 constituencies at stake in the €nad parliament for
the 1998, 2003, 2007 and 2008 elections. As it lmarobserved, the
PQ, the PLQ and ADQ have presented candidates \ekierg for the
last four elections. Yet, whereas the PLQ and fQeaRe viable in most
of the constituencies, ADQ only became viable irrertban half of the
districts in the 2007 elections; in 2003 and 2d@8party was viable in
less than 20 districts. Finally, QS first presentaddidates in the 2007
elections. In the last two elections, it has filledmost all the

constituencies with a candidate.

"|n 2012 ADQ has merged into the new pabalition Avenir Québec
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Figure 5.2 Viability in the Quebecois Provincial Elections, 989
2008?
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Source: Own elaboration. Data frdra Directeur Général des Elections du Québec

(http://www.electionsquebec.qc.ca)

% Québec Solidairewas founded in 2006. Data for the 2003 referstsodirect
predecessor, thdnion des Forces ProgressistdsrP).

Running candidates in Quebec requires presentifgsifhatures from
voters of the electoral division and a $500 dep(Blitkke 2006: 131).
Any person allowed to vote in these elections casgnt a candidacy
in any of the 125 constituencies of the provincepdnses during
electoral campaign are limited. The Chief Electofaffice will
reimburse half of the expenses, provided that aidate has obtained
at least 15% of the valid votes at the districelewr that a party has
obtained at least 1% of the total valid votes mwhole province.
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5.1.2.Spain

Spain is a constitutional monarchy with a deceistedl State known as
‘State of Autonomies’ with 17 autonomous commusiti@om now
onwards AC) and 2 autonomous cities (the Africaresiof Ceuta and
Melilla). Spain has two national chambers of repngstion, the
Congreso de los Diputadg€ongress of Deputies, the lower house)
and theSenado(Senate, the upper house). The lower house egercis
most of the powers whereas the Senateldsfactoan amendment

house.

The Spanish lower chamber consists of 350 memhestlg elected in
closed lists by proportional representation (D’Honuethod) in
multinomial districts matching the Spanish provicefwo main
political parties dominate the political sphere the Congress of
Deputies. ThedPartido Socialista Obrero Espai@@PSOE) is the social-
democratic party. The party ruled the country safter democracy
was adopted and until the PP gained power in 188&e then it has
alternated power with the conservatives. Haatido Popular(PP) is
the main conservative party. The party gained pdeethe first time
in 1996 and ruled the country until 2004. In 20hé& party recovered

control of the government again.

Two other political parties present candidaciealir{or almost all) the
districts of the country: The post-commurauierda Unida(lU) and
Unién, Progreso y Democraci@JPyD), a political formation recently
created which aims for the recentralisation of poiWwem the AC.
Besides, there are many regional parties whicheptesandidacies in

their respective AC, mainly in Catalonia and thesdgage Country.
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Figure Il and Table IV in Annex-Chapter 5 prestd electoral results
for the Spanish elections from 1977 to 2011.

In Spain, nationwide political parties usually ran full slate of
candidates for the national elections. Figure &sgnts data on the
viability of the four nationwide parties in the §2nstituencies of the
lower house for the 2000, 2004, 2008 and 2011 ielext As can be
seen, the two main nationwide parties present dacgis in all
constituencies and they are always viable in aliridits, with very few
exceptions. Similarly, both IU and UPyD also preseandidacies
everywhere systematically, although both parties\aable in only a

very few constituencies.

Figure 5.3 Viability in the Spanish Legislative Elections, QEZ011
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Source: Own elaboration. Data from taisterio del Interior, Gobierno de Espafia

(http://www.infoelectoral.mir.es)
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Scholars have related territorial decentralisatwith decentralisation in
parties’ internal organisation. However, party engation in Spain has
never been as decentralised as the State is (Mo2@05; Hopkin
2009; Detterbeck and Hepburn 2010; Fabre 2011)ty R#ecisions
among nationwide parties tend to be centralisgoke@ally in the case
of the PP but also in those parties which claimhawve a federal
organization such as the PSOE and, to a lessentexté (Astudillo
2013; Méndez-Lago and Orte 2013; Ramiro-Fernandet Rérez-
Nievas 2013).

Although a formal decentralised structure of poweists within the
nationwide political parties, candidate selectioor flower house
elections is closely supervised by the party’'sarati executive, which
ultimately ratifies all party lists and can, thenef, make amendments
or alter the order of the candidates of the lis&ftdd by provincial and
regional constituency parties (see Verge 2007;Raithrés, Astudillo,
and Verge 2012).

Electoral campaigns are also quite centralised.eéafty in those

districts where the party stands a good chance lofairing

representation, the central party strongly monitéhe electoral

campaign and makes a special effort on it. Conlerse districts

where the party does not expect to obtain repraentcampaigns are
minimal and are mostly carried out by local actsjiswhich run

campaigns parallel to those of their national path regard to the
party’s discourse, regional and local sections atrenost, able to raise
local debates (see Pallarés, Astudillo, and Vefjep
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PR systems with closed lists, such as the one anSpo not require
personalised political campaigns (Carey and Shug@eb). Instead,
campaigns in this country are mainly focused on ithage of the
national leader. As a consequence, a heavily dessida electoral
campaign is developed and party membership sugportot very

relevant.

Presenting a candidate, until the 2011 electiolssndt have any other
requisite than fielding the number of represen&ito be elected at the
district level. However, since then, presentingaadidacy has become
more difficult. Political parties with no prior regsentation in the
Congress or the Senate are required to collect @fLl#he signatures
and no fewer than 500 signatures of the constilenegistered
electorate. This has reduced the number of pdlipesties presenting
candidacies although it has not had any reperaussia the
fragmentation of the party system. Concerning alickate’s eligibility,
any person entitled to vote in the Spanish elestian eligible for
presenting a candidacy in any of the constituencies

Political campaigns are publicly funded (Holgadon@&a@ez 2003) and
parties receive annual subventions to cover regablgrenses and
electoral campaigns, where expenses are limitelll pdhtical parties

presenting candidacies in national legislative tedas have access to

some minutes of free advertising in the public raedi

With regard to the regional level, each of the X7 dlects a parliament
which has its own constitution, the ‘Statute of dadmy’, and which is
entitled to rule on several competences. Regioadlypystems have
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become increasingly similar to the national parftem (Wilson
2012).

In the particular regional arena of study for tresearch, the Catalan
Parliament, the party system is more fragmentede—mua higher
district magnitude— and Catalan nationalist paréies stronger than in
the Spanish Congress —due to the prevalence ofreélgenalist
discourse in this arena (Pallarés and Keating 208@wadays, 7
political parties are present in the Catalan pandiat. The main
nationalist party in Catalonia Sonvergencia i UnigCiU). ThePartit
dels Socialistes de CatalunyBSC) is a political party federated with
the Spanish PSOE. On the left of the political spea there is the
federalist, post-communist and grekmciativa per Catalunya Verds
(ICV) and the secessioniEsquerra Republicana de Catalunf{aRC).

In parallel to this, the Catalan regional branchtleé PP, thePartit
Popular de Catalunya(PP) is the voice of the conservatives in the
Catalan parliament. In 2007, a new political p&itytadans-Partido de
la Ciutadania(C’s) burst onto the regional scene with a disseun
favour of bilingualism. Finally, in 2010 a secesssb coalition,
Solidaritat Catalana per la Independéncigsl), also entered the
regional parliament. Figure IV and Table V in AnAeRapter 5 present
the electoral results of the elections in the Gatglarliament between
1980 and 2010.

Figure 5.4 presents data on the viability of theeeen parties in the
Catalan parliament for the 1999, 2003, 2006 and29é4ctions. Since
there are only four electoral constituencies ams$ehhave high district
magnitude, most of the parties are viable everyaihedeed, this is the
case of CiU, the PSC, PP and ERC —ICV is usuakyplei in 3 or 4
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constituencies. Regarding the two new politicaltipar C's has only
managed to become viable in Barcelona, whereag&lnbe viable in

Barcelona and Girona in the first elections wheeegarty competed.

Figure 5.4 Viability in the Catalan Regional Elections, 19991D

Number of Constituencies

1999
2003
2006
2010

2010

)

Political Party
mViable = Non-viable

Source: Own elaboration. Data frd»epartament de Governaci6 i Relacions

Institucionals Generalitat de Catalunyéhttp://www.gencat.net/governacio-ap/)
Most of the characteristics of the electoral sysianthe ACs are the
same as the ones in the national legislative elestientittement to
vote, funding of the electoral campaigns and puldiccess to
advertisement. Nonetheless, the requirement teaadignatures of the
0.1% of the people entitled to vote in the constity, which is
necessary in the Spanish legislative electionss du# apply to the

regional arenas.

In the next section, | present the case studiedadl'eo, | first present

five cases where non-viable political parties wagymmetric viability
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have taken a Duvergerian strategy, either by wivirg from
competition or by joining a coalition (section 8.p.Later, | present six
other empirical cases where parties have called fiestion the

Duvergerian theories by running when non-viablet{ea 5.2.2).

5.2. How Parties Solve Problems of Non-Viability?

5.2.1.Duvergerian Strategies

Among the five case studies where political partesisidered a
Duvergerian strategy to solve a situation of nability there is one
example of coalition —in Spain— and four examplds strategic

withdrawal —two in Spain and two in Canafla.

a. Coalition PSC-ICV in the 1999 Catalan Parliamené&lons

The PSC is a political party federated with thergga PSOE. The two
parties are formally independent, although the BSiGtegrated in the
PSOE'’s parliamentary group in the Spanish lowerskoohe ICV is
the federalist, euro-communist and green partyh@lgh ICV used to
hold organisational ties with 1U, its homonym partythe rest of Spain,

the two parties severed ties prior to the 199%ielec

The case that concerns the present analysis taate ph the 1999
Catalan parliamentary elections. For these elestitre PSGind ICV
agreed on joining an electoral coalition for thetddcts of Tarragona,

Lleida and Girona, whereas both parties stood alanelections in

% Unfortunately there is a lack of relevant pre-tdeal agreements in the two
countries, especially for what concerns the cas€aiada, where no pre-electoral

agreement has taken place recently.
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Barcelona. Since the 1984 elections, ICV had becwiakle in the
districts of Barcelona (85 seats elected) and imab@na (18 seats),
whereas they had failed to become viable in Gir@iha seats) and
Lleida (15 seats). However, the electoral prospdotsthe 1999
elections were not favourable for the party. Aduhally, the political
context of the 1999 elections was very competitigeause, for the first
time since the restoration of democracy, the lefosces in Catalonia
were facing an election with real chances of bgatie main Catalan

nationalist party CiU.

In this context, negotiations took place betweenRISC and ICV with
the purpose to run for elections in a pre-electoaalition. The leader
of ICV, Rafel Ribo, showed support for the pos#ypibf running in all
the four districts of Catalonia, under the samenida of an electoral
coalition, but the leader of the PSC rejected talesce in Barcelona.
The agreement though, was not free from contrové@®y, a political
party created in 1987 as a federation of severab-eommunist,
communist and ecologist parties, had faced, in 199%plit from its
communist sectors. This faction, which maintainese links with the
Spanish 1U, created the Catalan section of IU urtier label of
Esquerra Unida i Alternalitiva(EUIA) and they rejected joining the
coalition with the PSC. Indeed, they did so becaliseand EUIA
thought that they could overcome ICV and become rtfaén euro-
communist party in the Catalan parliament (see ¥emgd Barbera
2009).

In the 1999 Catalan elections the PSC obtainedcat sand ICV five,
of which two were from the coalition with the PS@idahree from the

district of Barcelona, where the party stood foecébns alone. In
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contrast to the 13 deputies obtained when compelimge in the 1995
elections, in this case the organisation suffer@dngportant shrink in
their vote share and in the number of seats. Rdheoexplanation for
these electoral results could be attributed todiiaén of votes the party
suffered to EUIA. The communist formation receivg000 votes and
1.4% of the ballots cast, but did not obtain arat.sdowever, ICV still

lost an important amount of votes in Barcelonagamparison to what

had been obtained in previous elections.

In order to address the reasons that lead ICVki® tfze decision to join
the coalition in Girona, Lleida and Tarragona baot in Barcelona, and
whether this decision turned out to be positivethie light of the
electoral results obtained, an interview with thader of ICV in the
1999 elections, Rafel Ribd, was carried out. Furtfzee, the member
of the National Commission of EUIA and the FedeEaecutive
Commission of IU, Ramon Luque, was also interviewéd this
interview, | addressed the reasons that drove EidiAeject entering

into the coalition.

b. Québec Solidaire in the Federal Elections

QS is a left-wing political party that stands foocgl equality,
environmental protection, direct participation asdvereignty for
Quebec. Founded in 2006 by the merger of two l@figworces, the
party presented candidacies in the Quebec parliamehe 2007 and
2008 elections. The party only competes in the @uoeprovincial
elections, where it almost runs a full slate ofdidacies, as Figure 5.2
has shown. In the Canadian House of Commons, thg daes not

stand for elections (with no dissent registeredlicg approach).
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In order to address why QS does not present caridslan the federal
elections the Head of the Electoral Committee oim@aigns and the

Committee of Coordination of QS, Alain Tremblay,saaterviewed.

c. Strategic Withdrawal of the Liberals in the Distraf Central Nova
in 2008

The Liberal Party of Canada is the centre-lefttpal party in Canada.
The party historically presents candidacies incalstituencies of the
country, as shown in Figure 5.1. The case undeewetook place in
the 2008 federal elections. Stéphane Dion, thecleafithe party at this
time, was convinced that by introducing a ‘greeift'sin the party
discourse, the party could obtain the majority edits in the Canadian
House of Commons, surpassing the Conservativeskg;1&cotto, and
Kornberg 2011), which had been in power since 200&e
materialisation of this green shift became evideith the agreement
that Stéphane Dion reached with the leader of thee® Party of
Canada, Elisabeth May. This agreement consistethefreciprocal
withdrawal of each of the parties from the constitcy where the other
party leader was running, and the compromise thatGreen Party
would endorse Stéphane Dion as Prime Minister g& @d winning the

elections.

Hence, the Green Party did not run in Dion’s cdushcy of Saint-
Laurent—Cartierville(Montreal, Quebec) whereas the Liberal Party
withdrew from the constituency chosen by the Gresader to run
elections, Central Nova (Nova Scotia). Saint-Lat#€artierville is a
Liberal stronghold. Stéphane Dion has won in th&ridt since the
1996 by-elections. Conversely, the Green parthis ¢onstituency had
always had a very weak presence. With regard tadligtact of Central
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Nova, this had largely been a Conservative strolighithe Liberals
had only obtained the seat once (1993) and sinre€@6 elections,
they were the second loser party after the NDP.Glezns in Central

Nova had never performed well before the 2008 ielest

This controversial agreement between the Liberald the Greens
received special attention by the media duringdags following the
deal. Eventually, the strategic decision did notrkvand the
Conservative candidate in Central Nova was eleatstead of the
Green candidate, which ended up in second podath 32% of the
votes, 14 percentage points behind the Conservatindidate). After
the elections, Stéphane Dion was replaced as |eddlee Liberal Party

of Canada by Michael Ignatieff.

An interview with the leader of the Liberal Party@anada in the 2008
elections, Stéphane Dion, was carried out in ofderaddress the
reasons that led the Liberals to accept such awidathe Green Party

in the district of Central Nova.

d. Ciutadans in the 2011 Lower House Elections

C’s is a party that was founded in 2007, and stdodbilingualism in

Catalonia. C’s presented candidacies for the finsé in Catalonia, in
the 2006 regional elections and managed to achidwee

representatives in the most permissive distri@&anfcelona. In the three
remaining districts the percentage of votes fell dhort of obtaining
representation. In the 2010 regional electionsptrgy obtained similar
electoral results, also becoming viable only in dna and also

gaining three seats.
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While the experience of competing in the Catalanligraent was
considerably fruitful, the attempt in 2008 to entke Spanish lower
house was a failure. The party tried to reach aeeagent with a newly
created political party with similar postulates, YWIR but they,
eventually, did not reach an agreement (this caskealt with in depth
in section 5.2.2e). In light of the poor electorakults obtained by
running alone in the 2008 national elections, | 2011 elections, the
intention of C’'s was again to reach a coalitionwitPyD, at least in
the Catalan districts, where C's had some stabppat (and UPyD
had not). However UPyD considered the offer made iy as
unreliable and eventually C’s announced that theyld/ not stand for

elections in the 2011 Spanish lower house elections

An interview with the Organisation secretary forsCJosé Manuel
Villegas was carried out in order to address tlesoas that led the
party to take a Duvergerian decision such as wathdrg from

competition.

e. Solidaritat Catalana in the 2011 Lower House Elecs

Sl is a coalition party that stands for Catalanession. Founded by
critics from the main secessionist party, ERCh& 2010 elections the
party became viable in the districts of Barcelond &irona, where it

obtained three seats and one seat, respectively.

In light of the percentage of votes the party reegiin the Catalan
regional elections, the party stood little chanfesurpassing the 3%
electoral threshold needed at the district levebniter the process for
the distribution of seats in the Spanish lower koakections. Given

these low chances, the party held an internal eatkrm among its
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members, asking for the preferred formula underctvito compete in
the Spanish national elections. 55% of the acsviavoured the option
to run for elections integrated within a pre-eleat@oalition with other
secessionist parties, and just in case of not regadmn agreement the
party should stay out from competition. The padgepted the mandate
of the activists to negotiate an agreement with dtieer secessionist
parties —mainly ERC- to run for elections in a elestoral coalition.
However, an agreement was not reached between gaoties and
eventually, S| decided not to stand for the 201ar&gh lower house

elections.

In order to address the reasons that led Sl tatr@geing a coalition

with ERC and ultimately, not standing in the 20JdaSish legislative
elections, an interview with the deputy of Sl ir tGatalan parliament
Alfons Lopez Tena was carried out.

5.2.2.Non-Duvergerian Strategies

Political parties with asymmetric viability that clée to run for
elections when non-viable are challenging the Dgeean theories.
These predict non-viable political parties either desert from
competition or to reach an electoral agreement waithther party, in
order to become viable. In what follows, | pressit empirical cases
where the Duvergerian gravity has been called qutestion; three of

them in Canada and another three in Spain.

a. Québec Solidaire in the Quebecois Parliament Ebecti

In the 2003 elections, an embryonic version of Q&led Union des

Forces Progressiste@UJFP), presented candidacies in 74 of the 125

Quebecois constituencies. In the 2007 and the 2068ions, already
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competing under the label of QS, the party ran atn@ofull slate of
candidates (123 and 122 respectively), and obte3n@¥ and 3.8% of

the votes cast throughout Quebec.

Table 5.2 shows the viability of the UFP for theD20elections and
QS'’s viability for the 2007 and 2008 elections. &8 be observed, in
the 2003 elections the UFP did not manage to beacoaide in any of

the 74 constituencies where it stood. In 2007, @&ine the first loser
in two districts and finally in 2008, the party naged to win one seat

and became the first loser in another constituency.

Table 5.2Electoral Viability of the UFP and QS, 2003-2008

2003 2007 2008
Winner 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.8%
1st loser 0 0.0% 2 1.6% 1 0.8%
Non-viable 74 59.2% 121 96.8% 120 96.0%
Not presenting 51 40.8% 2 1.6% 3 2.4%

Source: Own elaboration. Data frdra Directeur Général des Elections du Québec
(http://lwww.electionsquebec.qc.ca)

The entry of QS in almost all the provincial congtncies is the first

case where the Duvergerian gravity is called intesgjon. To analyse

the reasons why the political party enters moghefconstituencies in

the Quebecois parliament, an interview with the dHefthe Electoral

Committee of Campaigns and the Committee of Coatdin, Alain

Tremblay was carried out.

b. NDP in the Federal Elections

The NDP is the main left-wing political party in @eda. Founded in
1961, it has never won any election at the fedienal. Despite that,
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the NDP has historically presented candidacies Imost all

constituencies of the country. Having been confiftednany years as
the minority alternative to the two leading poktigarties in Canada,
the party has, nonetheless, systematically presecémdidacies in

almost all districts of the country (as shown igl¥e 5.1).

Table 5.3 presents the evolution of the viabilityttee party in the last
four federal elections. Beyond the fact that thePNIEas increased its
electoral viability in recent years, even becomihg first opposition
force in the 2011 elections, it is still relevantexplore the reasons that
have led the party to systematically present cauiks in all
constituencies of Canada. Hence, the significaf¢hi® case does not
lie in the particular situation occurred in thetlatections, but on the
strategic behaviour that the party has continuousiyntained in the
Canadian federal elections until date.

Table 5.3Electoral Viability of the NDP, 2004-2011

2004 2006 2008 2011
Winner 19 62% 29 94% 37 12.0% 103 33.4%
1st loser 51 16.6% 53 17.2% 66 21.4% 121 39.3%

Non-viable 238 77.2% 226 73.3% 204 66.5% 84 27.2%

Notpresenting 0 00% O 00% O 00% O 0.0%
Source: Own elaboration. Data from the Official Wabe of the Canadian parliament

(http://www?2.parl.gc.ca/Sites/LOP/HFER/hfer.aspAjaage=E&Search=G)

In order to address the reasons that have led DB k present
candidacies in all districts in Canadian federakcgbns, an interview
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with the Senior Press Secretary for the New Dentioci@arty and
leader of the NDP in Quebec, Karl Bélanger wasi@amwut™

c. Attempt of Fusion between the NDP and the Liberals

The SMD plurality rule system in Canada stronglynisbes non-
winner parties. Since the late 2000’s some voi@s tbeen raised in
favour of a pre-electoral agreement between the HdPthe Liberals,
the two main leftist forces in the country. Wellfdre the 2011 federal
elections the issue was a matter of debate in Gamaadlitics, although
this was more an idea of certain sectors withingagy, rather than a
feasible possibility. However, the clear victorytbe Conservatives in
the 2011 reactivated the debate more vigorously theer before, and
there was a split between those in favour and tlagsenst a merger.
According to a survey carried out in September 2(4% of the
Canadians were in favour of a potential merger betwboth parties;
among NDP voters the percentage increased to 2@¥m@arong the
Liberal voters up to 38%% All in all, the main leaders of both parties
have constantly baulked at the possibility of réagha pre-electoral
agreement and there are no reasons to expechibatould take place

in the near future.

% The interview was carried out in June 2010, betbre 2011 elections where the
NDP became the first opposition party in the Caaadbarliament. The interview

hence has to be framed in this particular context.

% Survey carried out by Harris Decima. An executdtenmary can be found at
http://www.harrisdecima.ca/news/releases/20110¥4A3jority-oppose-liberal-ndp-

merger (Last accessed:".June 2012).
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In order to address the reasons that drove botH.itherals and the
NDP, to reject this possible agreement, two inexg were carried out.
The first interviewee was Stéphane Dion, leadethefLiberals in the
2008 elections, and the second, was Karl Bélan§enior Press

Secretary for the NDP and leader of the party ieli@a?

d. lzquierda Unida in the Lower House Elections

IU was created as a coalition in 1986 between miffe communist,
green and republican parties. IU has historically almost a full slate
of candidates in the Spanish lower house electiasgrigure 5.3 has
shown. Actually, since the restoration of democyaleg party has only
deserted competition in the two African cities auta and Melilla, two
rightist strongholds where only one representasvelected. As Table
5.4 shows, until the 2011 elections U was losilegt@ral viability. In

the 2000 elections, the party became viable inrselgricts, in 2004

only in five, in 2008 in two and finally in 2011gain in seven.

Table 5.4Electoral Viability of 1U, 2000-2011

2000 2004 2008 2011
Winner 7 135% 3 5.8% 2 3.8% 7 13.5%
1st loser 0 0.0% 2 3.8% 0 0.0% 0 0%

Non-viable 45 86.5% 47 90.4% 49 942% 44 84.6%

Not presenting 0 0.0% O 0.0% 1 19% 1 1.9%

Source: Own elaboration. Data from taisterio del Interior, Gobierno de Espafia

(http://www.infoelectoral.mir.es)

“! Note, again, that both interviews were done befbee2011 elections so that the
second part of the debate, which took place dfie2011 federal elections were held,

had not occurred yet.
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In order to address the reasons behind IU preggeandidates in all
the districts of the country in the Spanish loweus$e elections, the
member of the Federal Executive Commission and esgnpmanager

of IU for the 2011 national elections, Ramén Luquas interviewed.

e. C'sin the 2008 Lower House Elections and in th&®CGatalan

Parliament Elections

C’s decided in the 2011 lower house elections tsedecompetition
given that it was not expected to become viable @ection 5.2.1d).
However, both for the 2008 Spanish lower housetieles and the
Catalan parliament elections of 2010, the partyllehged the
Duvergerian theories by running in districts whigre/as non-viable. |
deal with these two cases as additional examplgmies competing

alone without chances of obtaining representation.

First, | assess the reasons that led the partyesept candidacies in the
2008 lower house elections without chances of obtgi
representation. The 2008 elections were held &tsrhad obtained
three representatives in the Catalan parliamentallea to the
emergence of C’s another political party with sangostulates, UPyD,
was founded and soon created a strong supportthameghout Spain
except in Catalonia, where C's was still more emthed. In this
context C’s tried to reach an agreement with UPgDoider to run
elections together. However, UPyD rejected it and @ecided to
present a full slate of candidacies. In light oé thupport the party
received in the Catalan parliamentary electiong, plarty was not
expected to achieve representation either for theiat of Barcelona
(the more permissive constituency) or for any of thither Catalan
constituencies. For the remaining Spanish disirites party had never
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presented candidacies and none of the polls relepsedicted that the
party would be able to obtain a representative naadly, the electoral
results of the party at the national elections weisappointing
throughout the country, failing to achieve a 1%evat any of the

constituencies.

Second, | also address the decision of C's to ptessndidacies in all
four constituencies of the Catalan parliament. Agife 5.4 has shown,
C’s presented candidacies for the Catalan parliamlections in 2006
and in 2010, in both cases obtaining three reptasees for the most
permissive of the constituencies, Barcelona. Inganson, in the three
most restrictive constituencies, C’s ran candida@ad fell short of

obtaining representation.

In order to address the reasons that led C’s teeptecandidacies when
non-viable in the lower house elections and in @a¢alan parliament
elections, the Organisation Secretary for C’s, Jésduel Villegas,

was interviewed.

f. UPyD in the Lower House Elections

UPyD is a relatively new political party, created2007, that stands for
the recentralisation of powers in Spain. As presipumentioned when
dealing with the case of C’s (section 5.2.1d a&?®), in the 2008 and
2011 elections UPyD rejected joining a coalitiothaC’s —a party with

similar ideology—, and decided to stand for eledi@lone in the 52
Spanish districts. Table 5.5 shows that the pamty became viable in
one and two constituencies, respectively, for tl®82 and 2011

elections.
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Table 5.5Electoral Viability of UPyD, 2008-2011

2008 2011
Winner 1 1.9% 2 3.8%
1st loser 0 0% 0 0%
Non-viable 51 98.1% 50 96.2%
Not presenting 0 0% 0 0%

Source: Own elaboration. Data from taisterio del Interior, Gobierno de Espafia
(http://www.infoelectoral.mir.es)

To address the reasons why the party decided téoruglections alone

in all the Spanish constituencies and why theyctegea coalition with

C’s in the 2008 and 2011 national elections, aeruw with the

campaign manager for UPyD in the 2011 Spanish &msgelections,

Francisco Pimentel, was carried out.

5.3. Empirical Results from In-Depth Interviews

In this section, | test the hypotheses introduce@hapter 4, to explain
parties’ incentives to enter into competition alsather than joining a
coalition or withdrawing from competition. Sectio®s3.1 to 5.3.3
present the empirical results with respect to thastence of
externalities to compete. In particular, sectiol.b.addresses the
externalities from the point of view of the imagetle party; section
5.3.2, from the party’s organisational perspectiaegd section 5.3.3,
from the point of view of the party’s platform. Rity, section 5.3.4
addresses whether empirical evidence proves tisteexie of marginal

decreasing costs of presenting candidaties.

“2 Quotations have been translated from the origarajuage in which the interview

was conducted. The interviews with Stéphane Didb)(and Karl Bélanger (NDP)
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5.3.1.Image of the Party

Competing, even if non-viable at the local levels lbeen theorised to
be preferable to joining a coalition or withdrawifrgm competition,

since it increases the visibility and the imagehaf party (H1.1) and it
contributes to conserving and promoting the paabel (H1.2). These
positive political externalitieswill not benefit the party at the local
arena but rather another political actor, namely plarty in another
arena of competition where it is viable. Empirieadidence, derived
from interviews, shows important support for thése arguments to

explain party-entry decisions when non-viable.

The image and the visibility of the party is soneghthat seriously
worries political parties. Stéphane Dion (Liberaarty of Canada)
expressed very clearly, why the party always runfulh slate of

candidates and rejects joining coalitions with otherties:

“l think that first you need to show you are a woaial party and
you don't give up. It's important for the people et you are
strong to show that you are crying for all the Cdizans as well,
because they want to vote for a national partyislivhy they
believe in you. Thinking for the Liberals, if wergiup a region
they will be less likely to vote for us, even #ythare not in the
region. Imagine we only present in Ontario, whdre tiberals
are strong, and that we give up the West, theynuillhave any

incentive to vote Liberal”.

were both conducted in English. Alain Tremblay'semwiew was in French. The
interviews with Rafel Ribé, Alfons Lépez Tena and®n Luque were conducted in
Catalan. Finally, José Manuel Villegas and FramcRBonentel were both interviewed

in Spanish.
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For Alain Tremblay (QS) presenting candidaciesisiritts where the
party does not stand any chance to become viakl¢ohlae understood
as a matter of political posturing, as a way taease the visibility of
the political party and to show a certain commitineith the country
(whether it is the whole State or a particular eegior with some
ideological principle. Political parties need toosh that they are
concerned about all citizens, regardless of whettey live in a district

where the party gets elected or not:

“Once the party has reached its first representtiin the
assembly it is necessary to present candidates many ridings
as you can. We have to show to voters and to tlitantieat we
are a significant player and a serious party. (If.yve decide to
present candidates everywhere the party can no elorge
regarded as an irrelevant actor and hence we needaehave in
accordance. (...) But on the contrary, if the pagyesents
candidacies only in the districts where it is vigblt does not
have the possibility to gain visibility and to grog..) This is

m

actually a matter of ‘political posturing™.

Karl Bélanger, from the NDP also agreed with thet fdat political
parties have to present candidacies in every distrithe country. As

he asserted:

“We do want to give the option to every Canadiawdte for the
party. If you decide you do not want to run thisangethat you
are not offering the other Canadians the chancexpress their

opinion”.

However, this is not all. Karl Bélanger (NDP) drewt only on the

necessity to present candidacies everywhere irr dodeeep the party
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visible. However, he also noted that this is esgdcrelevant in urban
areas, one of the intervening factors hypothesigedxplain the

intensity of political externalities to compete:

“If you only run in the best ridings people that gothe different
communities they don't see you, so you nheed to hbhee
maximum impact by being present everywhere. Thisrus

especially in urban ridings: If you go to Montrgadu cannot win
all the seats there; but if there is only one riglwhere we can
run seriously, people don't stand on the ridinggyttmove around
the city, so if they don’t see the presence optrgy, they don't
see us as actives and therefore they don't ses uimhble when it

comes the time to make their vote choice”.

However, it is not only a matter of gaining visity but also as a way
to keep the party label, as hypothesised in Hin2leed, several
interviewees highlighted the benefits of compeiimagll elections and

across districts under the same label.

Stéphane Dion supported this idea. When the fotriteral leader was
asked about the possibility of reaching an agre¢math the NDP,
either through an electoral agreement or through ftfsion of both

parties, the party leader asserted:

“Our party, the Liberal Party, has existed sincentederation in
1867; we have delivered more governments to ountcpuhan
other party in the democratic world. | think we kadone a good
job, this time Canadians choose to put us in theafte box,
because you cannot win always, but to merge witthean party,

for us it would be a mistake”.
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Meaningfully, the party leader appealed to theituisbnalisation and
to the longevity of the party as a constraint agfajoining a coalition,
thus showing some evidence for another of the ueteng factors

explaining the intensity of political externalities

UPyD, a recently created party also put forward rikeessity to run
across arenas under the same label, althoughsircadise, rather than to
keepthe party label, it was tpromoteit and to obtain the loyalty of
their voters. Indeed, Francisco Pimentel (UPyD) fmivard the
necessity to run under the same label across th&ryoas an argument
to refuse an agreement with C’s. Although C’s —aapnewly created
party— was willing to articulate a pre-electorablitton for the 2011
Spanish lower house elections, UPyD’s positionings wery clear.

According to Pimentel:

“We are a national party and as a consequence weeh&
behave as such. This involves not only competirad| idistricts
of the country regardless of our electoral perforro@, but also

competing everywhere under the same identical’label

Pimentel emphasised the fact that UPyD was actutlly only
nationwide party in Spain that was running in alhstituencies of the
country under the same label, rejecting reachimgittmns with local
formations. According to the interviewee, this iway to show internal
coherence, a way to demonstrate that they aresamotthy party and

in the end, the way to gain loyalty from its voters

But for Sl, another newly created party, the nee#tdep the name of
the party and the reputation associated with its whrelatively low
importance due to its low level of institutionatisa. When Alfons

134



Lopez Tena was asked whether the brand was an tamp@sset for the

party, he stated the following:

“Not in this case because Sl is a political partjthmonly one
year of history. The problem may exist in othertipar ERC is
80 years old, CiU is 30, or ICV. (...) Our partyshan the one
hand, only one year of existence, and on the ofttzerd, the
electorate and the activists are very interestedpatitics and

thus the label is not important for them at all”.

Hence, it seems that for institutionalised politiparties, presenting
candidacies everywhere may be understood as a fMageping —and
taking advantage of- the party label. However, s dase of UPyD
highlights, for recently created parties, if thecemsity to present
candidacies everywhere exists, it may be due tal#ésere to promote
the party name and to show consistency and semsssrfor other
newly created parties, though, this necessity na@yanse, such as the

case of S| shows.

José Manuel Villegas (C’s) introduced a slight raganon this
widespread perspective in favour of positive pcéitiexternalities to
compete. According to Villegas, presenting candemaovhen non-
viable is understood in general terms as benefitiawever, if the
party stands for elections in an arena, which ihas its ‘core level’

election and performs poorly, this could becomaertiak for the party:

“At the end we have realised that it punishes moresenting
candidacies and obtaining very bad results than prasenting
candidacies. (...) Presenting candidacies and olig poor
results does not only entail an economical wast arcost for

the activists but also a weakening of the ‘brandidathe
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leadership of the party. In the lower house eletiowe
presented Albert Rivergcurrent president of the party]
obtaining a poor result with him as a candidate sloet benefit
the pillars of the party, which are the brand ar timage of
Albert”.

Therefore, some initial evidence points to the thett when political
parties are not running in their ‘core level’ elent certain exceptions
can apply. More evidence follows with regard testimtervening factor

in the negative political externalities relatedhe image of the party.

Overall, evidence has shown that the possibilitesgain visibility
(H1.1) and to keep the party label (H1.2) are,rfarst of the parties,
relevant factors when determining their strategehdviour. The
decision to compete alone, even if non-viable, gEBe positive
political externalities that can be enjoyed by plagty in another arena
where it is viable. These positive political extdities of competing
put more pressure on competing alone when populdgnsity is high.
Additionally, within highly institutionalised pads the decision to
compete will be related to the possibility of keepithe party label,
whereas for new parties —if the party brand tumnsto be an important
asset for the party— this will be to promote thanlok rather than to keep
it.

Besides, the decision to compete within a pre-etattcoalition or
staying out of competition when non-viable, hasnbieorised to bring
aboutnegative political externalitiefor the party. In particular, such a
decision may entail a loss of credibility and repian of the party
(H1.3) and may also generate confusion among v@tersl).
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Dealing with the possibility that joining a coatii or withdrawing
from competition may bring about a loss of credipifor the party,

Stéphane Dion’s asserted:

“Giving up districts where you are weak may wealgen where
you are strong. For people in the street: They calbeut their
country. They have relatives in other regions.hiéyt have the
sense that this party that they like is giving apthe region,
they’ll be less likely to support their own party”.

Dion’s successor, Michael Ignatieff, even considetigat reaching a
deal such as the Dion-May agreement where the &libelid not stand
in the district of Central Nova, was something thigeral Party would
not have had to do under any circumstance. In igffiavords: “I'm
honoured to run a national party. And a nationattypauns 308
candidates in every riding in the country withouteption”** Very
similarly, Ray Heard, former communications directd the Liberal
Prime Minister, John Turner, asserted in a letigheToronto Starthat
the deal with May “denigrates the tradition thae thiberals are a

national party”*

Likewise, Ramon Luque also dwelt on the necessity ptesent

candidates everywhere since the party has a prigjeat! the country:

43 “Ignatieff dedicates Liberals to early childhooeaining”. Metronews 2 March
2009, http://metronews.ca/news/154653/ignatiefficktds-liberals-to-early-
childhood-learning/. (Last accessed" Iine 2012).

4 “Liberals angry at Dion's deal to help GreenFhe Star 14 April 2007,
http://www.thestar.com/News/article/203059 (Lastessed: 17 June 2012).
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“Not running everywhere would seriously damage ithege of
IU as it is nowadays conceived, as a serious pdrhjs would
also show to the electorate that the political fation has an
opportunistic behaviour and that it is not intee$tin anything
else but the electoral rewards it can obtain froecgons. But it
could be even worse: People could perceive theypastbeing
no more than a mere sum of regionalist, nationalist
whatsoever type of parties. And this is not theec&ge have a

federal project for Spain”.

These are however, all case studies where pardes taken the non-
Duvergerian decision of competing alone even if-a@le. But, what
were the reasons stressed by those non-viableepdhat followed a
Duvergerian strategy when they gave up competitonjoined a
coalition? Did they consider that staying out ofmgetition may cause

negative political externalities for the party?

According to Rafel Ribd, the pre-electoral agreentetween the PSC
and ICV in the districts of Girona, Lleida and Tagona did not bring
about any negative consequences for the imageearddibility of the
party. According to Ribé the context in which elens were held —the
nationalist and conservative CiU was faced withghssibility, for the
first time ever, of being removed from power in thmegional
government— asked for such a courageous decisidaed, Rib6é would
have preferred to enter into competition in a gesteral coalition in

all the four Catalan constituencies.

However, Ramon Luque (EUIA —a split in ICV that didt agree with
joining the coalition) expressed a completely ddfeé opinion. Luque

argued that the agreement between the PSC and I&% heavily
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damaging for the image of the party, and actudléyoutlined the fact
that this was the reason why EUIA eventually detitterun elections
alone in the 1999 elections. For Ramoén Luque, RRfied’s decision
was completely inadequate and challenged the piaxiof the party.
As Luque argued, this type of proposition had aydaeen done by the
PSOE on other occasions, although they had alwegs bejected in

order to avoid damaging the reputation and theiloildyl of the party:

“Once, the leader of the PSOE in the 2000 Spaniational
election, Joaquin Almunia, proposed to us to reactelectoral
agreement for which we would not be running in aert
constituencies, and in compensation, some of thetigs elected
in the PSOE list would be given to the parliamepntgroup of
IU. Apparently the agreement was beneficial for dlice we
were assuring a larger number of deputies than bgnmg
alone, but we did not come to terms because thapgsition
broke our State conceptidthat we are a national party which
has to run everywhere]...) Only Rafel Ribé did this once,
which disabled the possibility of EUIA running ¢iens together
with ICV. He decided to run alone in Barcelona angkgrated
within the PSC in Lleida, Tarragona and Girona..)(.They
managed to obtain the parliamentary group, but ésva very
bad electoral result. Such were the electoral ressuhat the

strategy was never repeated”.

In contrast, neither C’s, nor Sl, nor QS considefeat not standing
alone could damage the image of the party. C's @hdlecided to
withdraw from competition in the 2011 lower housecgons. In both
cases, the impossibility of joining a pre-electaradlition with UPyD

and ERC, respectively, led the parties to take sadtecision. The
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reasons that brought each party to the decisiontaa@bmpete were
different, although they both appealed to one efitttervening factors
that were hypothesised to shape the intensity bfigad externalities:

the party’s core election. Indeed, both C’s and@isidered that since
the national elections were not the party’s coeetgns, not competing

there would not damage the image of the party.

When José Manuel Villegas (C’s) was asked aboupdissibility of the
party being penalised in the subsequent electiares td a loss of

visibility and credibility he answered:

“Experience has shown us that in our five yearsistory we
have a very important differential vote in our pariWWe first
thought that if the voter did not have our ballbey would vote
for another party and we would lose their loyalfyjhen you
present candidacies and you obtain a few votekénBuropean
and the national elections, but afterwards regiomdéctions
come again and you obtain very good electoral tesyl..) We
think that people do not vote for you in those tades that they
do not consider as ‘yours’, but then they voteyou in ‘your’

elections”.

Alain Tremblay (QS), similarly considered that n@resenting
candidacies in the federal elections did not ergaiveakening of the
image of the party or a loss of credibility, sirthes was not an election
in which the party was interested at all. Accordiaglremblay this is
due to the particularities of the party system an@da. Indeed, in this
country, the federal and the provincial election® @ompletely
separated and voters know perfectly well the lefeélection that is

being contested at any given time. As Tremblay cho@S’s voters
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already have a preferred political party for theei@al elections and
hence the possibility to run elections at this arsnnot an open debate

within the political formation:

“Most of the voters of QS cast their ballot at flederal elections
for the NDP or the Bloc Québécois, depending orciwigsue —
the left-right axis or the secession debate— doy tlyive
prevalence. (...) Creating a political party im@ievasting a lot
of time and money, the majority of the activistsenalready a
preferred political party at the federal level, amee would not

manage to get any seat”.

Political parties may also obtain negative politiexternalities in
competing from the confusion that the decisionttng for elections

under different labels may generate, as H1.4 hygsisied.

Evidence from interviews however does not supploid possibility.

The agreement between the PSC and ICV when theyogether in

Tarragona, Lleida and Girona but separated in Bameecould have
been hypothesised to generate confusion to théoedte. This could
have been an explicative factor of the poor elattperformance of
ICV in the district of Barcelona, where it ran aordowever, in trying
to link the poor electoral results of the partythe district of Barcelona
with the hypothetical confusion that the stratebg party followed
could have triggered, Rafel Ribé (ICV) denied tbion. Instead, he

attributed the poor results of the party in Barnalto other factors:

“It could be possible that it had an influenfiae confusion on
the poor results obtained by the partput this is the least

important of all factors. The main question for tlk®/ voter was
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to choose between ICV and EUjthe party split some years

before which refused to enter the coalition]

When Ramon Luque (EUIA) was asked whether ICV’sigies to

present candidacies together with the PSC in Gjrdmaragona and
Lleida but not in Barcelona could have brought sarnefusion to

voters he expressed his doubts about this posgibilistead, Luque
attributed the poor electoral performance, notdtess’ confusion, but
rather to the lack of credibility that ICV’s de@si to join a coalition
with the PSC in three constituencies but not incBEma entailed, as

suggested by H1.3.

To sum up, interviews have shown enough evidenceotdirm that
staying out of competition or joining a coalitioayen if non-viable,
may lead to negative consequences for the pargnaother arena, as
H1.3 proposed. This is actually what the partieat tdecided to
challenge the Duvergerian theories believe, big &@lso the argument
that Ramon Luque (EUIA) put forward with regardtie agreement
that ICV reached with the PSC. Despite this, ibadsems clear, that
such negative political externalities do not apfaly those parties that
do not compete in their core election, thus showariglence for this
intervening variable. Indeed, as the case of g8 QS shows, not
presenting candidacies in national elections wdserpected to bring
about negative political externalities for any loése parties since these
were not their main elections. However, none ofs¢héhree parties
would have agreed on staying out of competitiothanregional arena,

the party’s core election.

Eventually, evidence from interviews considerablyports H1.3.

Contrarily, there is not enough evidence to acdépt4, for which
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running under incongruent labels may entail a negapolitical

externality due to the confusion that such behaviay lead to.

5.3.2.Party Organisation

Competing when non-viable at the local level is emtpd to be
preferable than joining a coalition or withdrawifigm competition
due to the emergence pbsitive political externalitiedor the party
organisation. The decision to compete alone maywathe party to
keep the local structure active for elections whibee party is viable
(H2.1) and to test and promote candidates anddmitenew political
elites (H2.2).

As regards the possibility that by presenting cdadies, the party may
safeguard its local structure (H2.1), empiricaldevice from interviews
considerably supports this hypothesis, at leaghéncase of Canada.
Political parties in Canada strongly rely on thealoorganisation when
publicising the party during elections. StéphanerDilefined the role

of local activists during elections as follows:

“You have your grassroots working door to door,diety your
candidate everywhere, working as volunteers, theljewe in

you, in your party, in your platform”.

Hence, conserving the local structure is especiadigvant in an
electoral system such as Canada’s, where localigtstiplay a crucial
role in publicising the party and in keeping itiaet To do so, as Alain

Tremblay (QS) noted, the best manner is to contetdctions:

“Presenting candidacies everywhere is the way teeha strong

organisation that confronts a fight, a target, abjective to
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reach. It is a way to keep the organisation alivel #&s members
with enthusiasm. Within the organisation the simfdet of
fighting for an election means to gain collectivgerience. The
organisation assumes a political culture and leartts be

serious”.

The case of Spain is considerably different becatise evidence
suggests, political parties do not need to relylasal structures as
much as parties do in Canada. When José Manueagdsl (C’s) was
asked about the possibility that by presenting chwges the party
could keep the organisation active, referring toaloelections he
partially accepted the point by arguing that thes&y serve “as a
mechanism to stimulate local activists, as a waghiow that the party

is active and that its members have a certain obgsc

Actually, it seems that the role that activists ampected to play in
each of the countries is crucial for understandiiierences, thus
showing support for another intervening factor. @anada, as
mentioned in the previous chapter, the role ofvests is crucial at
election time due to the need to perform proxinedgetoral campaigns.
Conversely, in Spain political parties do not rely much on party
activists, since campaigns are not very persorthbgsel most of them

are centrally driven.

Overall, it is clear that keeping the local orgatien in a good shape is
especially relevant in Canada. Local organisataresin Dion’s words,
“our blood”, and as such political elites are vemgncerned about
keeping them satisfied. However, in Spain, the @vw@ is not so
correlated since districts are bigger and politgadties do not need the

aid of local organisations in the same manner ag tto in Canada.
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Therefore, H2.1 can only be accepted through ttexvianing factor of
the role of party activists.

Concerning the possibility that presenting candekmay serve to test
and promote candidates and to recruit new politetaes (H2.2) no
evidence is found from interviews. From a theosdtigoint of view,
local arenas could be conceived as the battlef@goung politicians
and new leaders of political parties to gain exgwe. Presenting
candidacies could thus be hypothesised to be usetekt how certain
local leaders perform. However, in none of the rineavs was the
possibility of presenting candidacies to test, pteror recruit political
elites highlighted. Actually, it is to a certaintert, reasonable to think
that political parties will not present candidaciasy because they
want to test, promote or recruit a political carade] but it is more
reasonable to think thatecausethey have decided in advance to
present candidacies, they will take advantage sf diecision to test,
promote or recruit new political elites. Neverttsslethis issue was not

raised by any of the interviewees, so that H2.2tbd&® rejected.

Besides, the decision not to enter into competiadone, may entail
some negative political externalitieslue to the possibility of facing

confrontation from the local structures of the pdH2.3).

There is a considerable agreement among all thg pé#cers on the
fact that any strategic decision that moves awaynfithe classical
behaviour of the party has to contend with the exgient of the local
bases of the organisation. Not doing so may eataigative political
externality for the organisation. Indeed, all poléns interviewed in

Canada agreed that systematically not standingsimiads where the
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party does not have any chance to get a seat waulge atrophy to
both the local organisation and the supportershef party in the

constituency. Stéphane Dion noted:

“If you give up a constituency, two, three or foygu have
always ten, twenty, one hundred, two hundred, m@eopl
disappointed to not be ready to help you, to giwmey, hope,

etc. They would feel betrayed”.
Similarly, Karl Bélanger (NDP) asserted:

“The impact of not running in any riding would cairtly upset
many people. (...) There is no movement | can fimbifunning

a full slate in all the country”.

With regard to QS, although being a much smalletypthan the
Liberals and the NDP, Alain Tremblay also emphabigat the party
would face some controversies from local activistsmost of the
districts if they ever decided not to stand forcgtns in the Quebecois

parliament:

“In some 10 districts the party could abandon tighf and it
would not face important contestation from the pedp the
riding. In some other 15 districts the party sendadidates from
outside because the local organisation is not dbl@resent a
candidate, but in the case of withdrawing from cetitipn, it
would face major contestation from local actividtsmost of the
constituencies of Quebec activists ask to presantlidates at
their riding even though they do not have chanoeset a seat or

even though we have to send them a candidate foooad’.
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In a similar manner, Ramon Luque (IU) also exprédss concern that
in the case of the party or a section decidingtagiresent candidacies
or reaching a controversial coalition, this coupbet local activists, to
the extent that some of them could even decide resemt an
independent candidacy. Obviously, this would briggout a clear
negative political externality for the party, préba much more
important than the cost of running without chanadsobtaining

representation.

However, these are all cases where the party diéadeompete alone
when non-viable, calling into question the Duvergertheories. What
was the opinion of those parties that took a Dusean-based decision
and decided either to join a coalition or to witharfrom competition?
To what extent was the possibility of facing negatipolitical

externalities something the party took into accowhen deciding its

strategic entry decisions?

Not losing the favour of the local organisation whs main concern
Stéphane Dion considered before taking the decisigtay out in the

district of Central Nova. In Dion’s words:

“Many liberals of new generations were excited abtiis new
way to do politics. For Liberals from other timasnias difficult
to swallow; especially from some members of CemMNmla. (...)
When | made my decision they were reluctant to @ctas
decision, they didn't like it, but they acceptedSbme of them

supported it; some spitted”.

However, although he noted that some people readgdtively to the

possibility to withdraw from Central Nova, he sutpsently noted:
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“If I have had the sense that both the riding asstan and the
liberals in Nova Scotia were really against withavhwas going
to do, | wouldn't have done that. | had enough suppthe
reluctance was not strong enough, and so | coulalgead with

this idea”.
And it followed:

“The one we did in Central Nova may not have beened If
local liberals in Central Nova or Nova Scotia wouldve made
more resistance to my view | wouldn’t have goneadhbecause
you need a motivated party. If | had had the seahse¢ the
Liberals would not follow my call, they would has@me with an
independent liberal anyway, they would have notkedrhard

for you, | wouldn’t have done that”.

All in all, contestation for reaching this agreemdid not come from
the Liberals but it came especially from the Cowatves and the
NDP, which instrumentally used this decision toetef the need to
present candidacies everywhere. Both parties fierdiscredited the
decision, arguing that by reaching this agreemém party was
conceding defeat before going to the polls and4beh a decision was

denying people choices in an electfdn.

In a similar manner, the agreement reached by 8@ &hd ICV in the

1999 Catalan regional elections, counted as wel wotable support

4> See “Critics charge May, Dion made backroom de@l News13 April, 2007,
http://www.ctv.ca/servlet/ArticleNews/story/CTVNel@9070413/Liberals_May_070
413/20070413 (Last accessed” Uline 2012).
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from the local organisations within ICV. Rafel Rilfiést pointed out

that few people raised their voices against theemgent:

“Of course there were those who did not agree whih idea[of
joining an electoral coalition with the PSC in Idaj Tarragona
and Girona] very few people, but there were some. They
considered that by running together the party wasing its
personality and image, becoming diluted in the ¢hre

constituencies where the coalition was formed”.

However, most of the local bases in the three domesicies where the
agreement was reached agreed on the decision. diagdio Ribé, “in

Barcelona, since the final decision was to rundil@ctions alone, no
further problem arose”. Barcelona was thus tregsaticularly, due to
the exceptionality of the case. Joining a coalitiorBarcelona, where
the party had hitherto largely been viable and whiehad the stronger

local organisations, could have led to severe desagents within the

party:

“Barcelona was left aparffrom the coalition]because it had a
great singularity, with a strong presence of thertpan the

different cities and neighbourhoods in the metr@polarea, and
the second ring of Barcelona. In this sense weanedéd that it

was more productive to stand alone in Barcelona”.

Finally, regarding the cases of both C’'s and Sthi@ Spanish lower
house elections, many similarities can be foundnfstioned earlier,
C’s tried to craft an electoral agreement with UPfgD standing in
elections together, though UPyD rejected the pralp@d eventually
C’s decided not to run for elections. AccordingJtisé Luis Villegas,

party activists always accepted the party decisifwrss, they supported
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running elections with UPyD; later, when the agreetrwas shown not
to be feasible, they supported the decision nenter into competition:

“Mostly the decision has been understood and thexee only
been some voices which have manifested their diestempete,

in order to be able to cast their ballot for therfyd.

All'in all, only a few weeks after the decision notstand for elections
in the lower house was taken, C’s held its partyfeence (October
2011). Members of the same executive committee nexdected by
an overwhelmingly majority and only the defeatedididate timidly

proclaimed that not entering into competition coldd a political

mistake, at the same time that he accepted thadbguate conditions
to run candidates in the national elections wetamet*°

Regarding Sl, party members took the ultimate dacisf the party’s
strategy in the Spanish lower house elections.prty held an online
referendum asking for the most preferred politistdlategy before
elections. Given the low chances to achieve reptasen, the winning
option was to run for elections in a coalition witther Catalan
secessionist parties and, just in case of not leg@n agreement, stay
out of competition. Hence, the decision of the yparas supported by

its party members, thus automatically avoiding emryfrontation.

To sum up, counting on the support of the locakbas particularly
relevant at the moment of deciding political patistrategic decisions.

Confrontation from local activists may entail imf@ort negative

4 “Mario Ruiz presentara una lista alternativa ercehgreso de C's’La Voz de
Barcelona 28th October, 2011, http://www.vozbcn.com/201128000568/mario-

ruiz-alternativa-ciudadanos/ (Last accessedl: lihe 2012).
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political externalities for the party, since it magsult in internal
opposition. However, interviews have also shown eoevidence
against these negative political externalities. dertain contexts,
political parties have decided not to enter intampetition alone,
realising that this would not bring about any nagatonsequence for
the whole party. These are, though, very particsilarations where the
conditions for such behaviour to be taken were rimeteed, political
elites know that moving the strategic behaviour yafvam what one
would, conventionally, have thought to be the ndwas to be very well
explained. Stéphane Dion insisted on this pointrwhe was asked

whether he would repeat his decision in Centraldlov

“You need to have a context, to make you an assedgsind |
cannot do it in a hypothetical case; you need taeha context

such as the one we had there”.

Overall, evidence from interviews allows partialgcepting H2.3, for
which non-viable political parties are expected awoid joining a
coalition or to withdraw from competition as a way avoiding
confrontation with local organisations. Howeve thypothesis cannot
be fully accepted, since certain political contaxight not bring about
any kind of confrontation within the party, thudoaling parties to
withdraw from competition or to join a coalition thout suffering any

substantial negative political externality.

5.3.3.Party Platform

Competing, even if non-viable, has been theorisduktpreferable than

joining a coalition or withdrawing from competitiosince it will
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generatepositive political externalitieslue to the possibility to keep
debates active and to spread them across thetgr(ii3).

Evidence from interviews considerably supports tl8hough this
evidence seems to apply only for political partiegh important
degrees of ideological rigidity, the intervening ahanism
hypothesised to explain the existence of suchipaliexternalities. In
particular, interviews show evidence of this ex#dity for the two most
leftist parties under study, IU and the NDP, whemeexed evidence is

found for C'’s.

According to Karl Bélanger (NDP), presenting caiadiés everywhere,
even if non-viable, is important to extend politicebates throughout
the districts of the country, even where the padgs not have any

chance to achieve representation:

“When you come from a riding where you have no ckanof
winning you still want to make a difference, yountwe try to
raise issues, to try to frame the debate, and ii yoe not
running anyone will talk about what you can do[telp] the

elderly, poor, or housing, or homeless”.

Bélanger however, did not explicitly consider tlis something that
may be useful for another political actor suchreshomonym party in
another arena, but rather this was just a stratiegtymay benefit the
party platformper se

“If you don’t have someone from the NDP running beyhese
issues will not be raised at all. And there are dmtant issues.
And you force the other candidates to react todhiesues. If you

are not there, you cannot influence the debatellaSametimes

152



you may not be successful at winning but you masater

awareness about issues”.

In a similar vein, Ramén Luque (IU) stressed thietyitof presenting
candidacies everywhere to activate the leftistalisge, especially in

the present context of crisis of social democrdiscourse:

“This has also been of especial relevance withie tbftist
forces. And as time goes by it becomes even maertant to
present candidacies everywhere in order to creataraness of
the political context we are facing, since confaswithin the

European social democratic forces is very evident”.

José Manuel Villegas (C’s) also mentioned the fhet by running

candidacies when non-viable they were able to réied political

discourse, that otherwise would have been omittetked, the fact that
UPyD decided to stand candidacies in the 2011 maltielections made
it easier for C’s to decide not to enter into cotitfpa. The party felt

that, despite not running candidacies, their dismuwas at least
partially raised by UPyD. José Manuel Villegas isable to answer
what would have happened if UPyD had decided noertter into

competition; however, he points out that they woliéve, more than
likely, decided to stand for elections.

Evidence from interviews has shown that by runrdagdidacies when
non-viable, political actors are able to create rawass about some
issues and to spread debates across arenas. tAsifing though, this
may primarily benefit only the popularity of thesdourse itself,
whereas the party that is promoting it may onlyinectly benefit from

it. However, it is undeniable that certain politicdiscourses are
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associated with certain political parties. Hencg, gsgomoting this
discourse both in arenas where the party is viabtein those where it
is not, the party will be able to derive positivelifical externalities.
This will eventually end up with an improvement the party’s

electoral performance in other arenas where alregde.

Hence, there is considerable evidence in favouH®f although this
would only be relevant at explaining the emergesfgeositive political
externalities within parties with an important degrof ideological

rigidity.
5.3.4.Decreasing Direct Costs of Competing

Finally, H4 established that in concurrent elediahe overlap of
arenas reduces the direct costs of competing asuimder of districts
where the party presents candidacies increases.oturs both when

political parties decide to compete alone and wthew join a coalition.

This argument has received very strong support freithin the
Spanish political parties who have challenged thedbgerian gravity.
Indeed, both C’s and IU have asserted that, astenud fact, once the
party is already viable in at least one of theriitst of a certain arena
of competition, the decision to run a full slatecahdidates is the more

appropriate, given the decreasing costs of comgetin

The more straightforward argument in favour of thigpothesis was
provided by José Manuel Villegas (C’s). He justfithe decision to
present candidacies in all the four constituendims the Catalan

regional elections as follows:
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“The basic difference is on whether to run or notrun in an
election. Once you have decided to compete inegtieh, going
to one constituency or going to four constituenciedoes not
involve multiplying by four the expenses or mufiigy by four

the efforts”.
Ramon Luque (IU) further argued:

“It is not only the fact that once you have decidedpresent
some candidacies it becomes cheaper to run a fate sof

candidates, which is true. It is also that the amtaaf money and
resources that the party devotes to these distiictgery small
and that most of the campaign is driven by theaeaji section of
the party. This reduces considerably the effortat thve the

national party have to devote there”.

In Canada, none of the parties explicitly highlgghtthe presence of
economies of scale as a reason to present canesd®&uoth the Liberals
and the NDP manifestly do not have a problem piagidhe $1,000
deposit and the 250 signatures needed to presedidegzies at every
district. Similarly, Alain Tremblay (QS) asserteldat obtaining 100
signatures and paying a $500 deposit at the diswel are not painful

requirements for the party.

The fact that none of the Canadian parties explieitentioned the
presence of economies of scale as a reason tonpreardidacies,
might well be explained by the degree of persomdihg that exists in
this country. Indeed, as has been hypothesiseaeimprevious chapter,
when the local candidate has a crucial role in mtimy the party
during an election campaign, it is less likely tipatitical parties will

benefit from economies of scale. This is actuallyatvoccurs in the
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SMD plurality electoral system in Canada, wheratjgal campaigns
are strongly localised. Conversely, in Spain, thatiomal party
overshadows the local candidates, thus enablingethergence of

important decreasing costs of competing.

Hence, there seems to be enough evidence to aiteegxistence of
decreasing costs of competing when the numberstficts where the
party presents candidacies increase, as H4 sudgedtbough these
seems to be conditional on electoral systems tbahat cultivate a
personal vote and where party campaigns are mdsien by the
central party.

5.4. Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, | have addressed the reasonglitivat political parties’
entry decisions when non-viable. Relying on in-tejptterviews with
party elites in Canada and Spain, | have analysedral case studies
where parties either took a Duvergerian or non-Dgeean strategy,

when facing a context of non-viability.

Most of the hypotheses drawn in Chapter 4 have hmmtiirmed.
Evidence from interviews has shown that there aeml positive
political externalities that arise when non-viablearties with
asymmetric viability, decide to run for electionBable 5.6 briefly
summarises the main findings with regard to thergemece of positive

political externalities.

The first factor that explains party entry decisamhen non-viable is
the possibility that by doing so, political partiesll be able to gain
visibility, as H1.1 hypothesised. The populatiomsiey is a relevant
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modulating factor: in heavily populated zones, theed to present
candidacies everywhere seems to increase in cosopatd what may

occur in more dispersed territories.

Second, political parties may also decide to runelections alone, in
order to keep and promote the party label (H1.2e d@egree of party
institutionalisation is a strong factor explainingth the emergence and
the intensity of such externalities. The more insbnalised and the
more long-lived a party is, the more likely it gt this party wants to
run across constituencies under the same label.nEar political
parties, the need to protect the party label israletvant, but rather, if
they decide to present candidacies it may be ugromote the party
brand and to show consistency and seriousnesssaaresas. Overall,
new parties seem to be more likely to desert frompetition due to a
lack of institutionalisation.

Third, political parties may also want to competena in order to keep
the organisation active for when the time comesdntest elections
where the party is viable, as H2.1 suggested. fEationship, though,
iIs conditional on the role of party activists: Inose parties where
activists have a very relevant role at promotingharty, there is a high
concern about keeping local structures in good ehahereas this
becomes far less relevant in parties where theabbetivists is more
limited.

Finally, there is also evidence showing that paditiparties may also
run a full slate of candidacies in order to keeptigal debates active

and to spread them throughout the country (H3)s €kidence, though,
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only appears to be a relevant factor for politigatties with a certain
ideological rigidity.

With regard to the possibility that by running cataties when non-
viable political parties may obtain positive palél externalities from
testing and promoting party candidates (H2.2), @w@ does not
support this idea. Whereas it is true that patigesl to use local and
regional arenas to test candidates, this is notaman that explains
parties’ entry decisions, but rather it is a consege of the party’s

decision to enter when non-viable.

Table 5.6Positive Political Externalities to Compete

Hypothesis Accepted? Modulating factor
Gain visibility (H1.1) Yes Population density
Promote the party label (H1.2) Yes I I'Darty. :

' institutionalisation
Keep the organisation active (H2.1) Yes Role oivests
Test and promote candidates (H2.2) No -

Keep debates active and spread them

across the country (H3) Yes Ideological rigidity

Besides, evidence from interviews has also shown ttiere are two
fundamental negative political externalities thase when non-viable
parties decide not to compete alone. Table 5.7 samses the main

findings with regard to these externalities.

The first of the negative political externalitiesr fnot entering into

competition when non-viable, is related to the pmbkty of losing
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reputation. Evidence from interviews supports Halghough this
seems not to apply when political parties are rheting in their
core election. In this event, not entering into petition may not

involve any negative political externality for tharty.

Second, interviews partially support the idea thanot running alone
political parties will face confrontation with thecal organisations and
party activists (H2.3). This hypothesis, thougmraa be fully accepted
because in some particular contexts parties hase flgown not to face

such negative political externalities.

With regard to the possibility that the decisionnmt compete when
non-viable may generate confusion among voters 4K lmpirical

evidence from interviews does not support this.idea

Table 5.7Negative Political Externalities to not Compete

Hypothesis Accepted?  Modulating factor
Lose reputation (H1.3) Yes Party’s core election
Generate confusion (H1.4) No -

Face confrontation with the local

structure (H2.3) Partially -

Finally, interviews have also shown that politicphrties face
decreasing costs of competing, as the number dftitoencies where
the party presents candidacies increases (H4). ehoal from
interviews points to the fact that these decreaswggs arise in those
arenas where the electoral system does not cdtivat personal vote,
whereas when campaigns are focused on the loa#rethe impact of

these decreasing costs of competing is non-conelusiowever, the
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presence of economies of scale cannot explairtsbif,ithe decision to
enter into competition when non-viable. Indeedsprging candidacies
when non-viable always has a cost higher than Ghabwithout the
existence of externalities to compete, the deangasbsts of competing
would never be enough to explain the decision teranto competition

when non-viable.

Hence, the concept of externality becomes cruoiakkplaining party
entry decisions in contexts of non-viability. Intews with party
leaders and campaign managers in Canada and Spaindvealed that
the overlap of arenas generates positive poligggrnalities for parties
which decide to compete when they are non-viablesides, the
decision to withdraw from competition or join a tban when non-

viable may bring about some negative externalfbeshe party.

These are not though, closed statements. The dedsicompete when
non-viable will not always lead to the emergenceaoditive political

externalities; similarly, not entering competitiomlone does not
unavoidably promote negative political externaditi&et, beyond the
particularistic features that may disable the fiomihg of these
mechanisms, evidence from this chapter allows mact®ept that, as
had been theorised, the overlap of electoral aremas the decision to
enter into competition alone, into the dominant,amkereas joining a
coalition or withdrawing from competition, becometl less preferred

alternatives for non-viable parties.

In the previous two chapters | have addressed é¢hsons that drive
political parties’ decisions on whether to compakene or not, when

they are non-viable. In the following chapter, tds the attention on
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the consequences that this entrance when non-viadohgs about,
namely, an extra supply of parties competing aspaved to what the

Duvergerian theories predict.
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CHAPTER 6.
QUANTITATIVE EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: THE
INSTITUTIONAL AND SOCIOLOGICAL
DETERMINANTS TO COMPETE

In Chapter 5, | have demonstrated through in-degtrviews that the
dominant decision among parties with asymmetribilityt is to run for
elections in those districts where they are nomeiaSuch a decision
has been shown to provide several positive poliggternalities for the
party, whereas the decision to withdraw from cortipet or to join a
coalition may entail some negative political extditres. At the end,
the overlap of electoral arenas turns the decitsoanter competition
when non-viable into the dominant one, whereas kothing a
coalition and withdrawing from competition becomesd preferred

alternatives.

Henceforth, 1 go one step further to what | haveneantil now.
Departing from the main arguments and findingsérith presented, |
assume that when non-viable political parties aglgmmetric viability
have the opportunity to enter into competition tdeyso. Then, | focus
the attention on theonsequencethat this entrance when non-viable

brings about.

Actually, entrance when non-viable would not inwwlany further
consequence if voters concentrated their vote mast M+1 parties, as
the Duvergerian theories suggest. Under this stman the long run,
non-viable parties would decide to join a coalitieith another party or
to stay out of competition. However, high numberk parties

presenting candidacies have been shown to leadgto fumbers of
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wasted votes. There have been two main argumetiigwine literature
trying to account for this situation. On the onendhascholars have
shown that some individuals cast their ballot egpreely rather than
instrumentally (Schuessler 2000a; Schuessler 200 avoiding
concentrating their vote in the M+1 viable partiésdeed, as Toka
stresses (2009: 24) “expressive vote is probablyevitable feature of
mass democracy”. On the other hand, some researblage recently
shown that elites’ decision to enter (or not) cotitips is able to shape
the volatility and stabilisation of party systenz§efinski 2002; Tavits
2005), thus challenging the widespread opinion Wwiaigues that party
elites are just responding to voters’ demands oth® institutional

features of the system.

Overall, irrespective of which of these two arguiisds more accurate,

it becomes clear that non-viable parties entenmg competition alone
will receive electoral support, which will lead togher numbers of
parties receiving votes in comparison to what thwddgerian theories
predict. This chapter then, aims at uncovering héetelectoral
contamination, and more specifically, the overldelectoral arenas,
brings about aimflation in the number of parties as compared to what

should be expected in a Duvergerian world.

Before addressing the reasons that may explainitifistion in the
number of parties competing, | will dedicate soraggs to establishing
the phenomenon from its theoretical and its desedpgrounds. This
task will provide a clearer picture of the phenooreand will allow
me to compare it cross-nationally. Then, | will gged to develop an
empirical, explicative model, which addresses framcomparative
perspective, the mechanisms that explain the ptesehthis inflation
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in the number of parties competing. To do so, Y ol the institutional
and the sociological factors hypothesised in ChaPtéo explain the

emergence of asymmetric viability.

The chapter is organised as follows: section 6ekqmts the dependent
variable; the theoretical grounds for its operadi@ation, the way to
calculate and interpret it, and the countries ideltll in the analysis.
Section 6.2 deals with the independent variablesthe hypotheses of
the research. In the third section of this chapt@mesent descriptive
data on electoral contamination across 46 countifidgbe world. The
fourth section introduces the methods and the nsadiedeloped in this
analysis and the fifth section presents the englinesults. Section 6.6

summarises the main arguments and findings fronchheter.

6.1. Measuring Contamination

The idea of measuring contamination effects is apture the
counterfactual of what would have occurred in tveng¢ that only
viable parties had entered into competition, in parison to what truly
occurred when both viable and non-viable partiesered into
competition. To do so, | rely on a dependent vaeidbat captures the
extra supply of parties competing at the distrestel in the national
legislative elections, in comparison to what thev€rgerian theories

predict.

6.1.1.0perationalisation

There are three, at least, different ways througichvit is possible to
calculate the extra supply of parties competingh¢eéorth, ESPC) at

the district level. The first and the most straigiward way to address
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it would be through a simple count of the raw numbgé parties
standing for elections at each district without rates of obtaining
representation (see, for instance, Best and Leni,20hich count the
number of third-party competitors in US gubernatborelections).
Although this method would indeed identify the nienbf non-viable
parties standing for elections, the procedure sensitive to the
magnitude of the support that each party receividss would
potentially lead to a measure bias across distactsespecially across
countries. For instance, the raw number of nonieiglarties would be
the same in one district where five non-viable iparimanage to get
half of the votes than in another district whergfnon-viable parties

gather just a residual 1% of the ballots cast.

A standard solution for this problem would be tlse of Cox’s (1994)
‘second-to-first loser’s vote’ (SF) ratio or thell$s (2012) improved

measure of the ‘minimum of the first-loser’s-tostlawinner’s ratio

and the second-to-first-loser’s ratio’ (mSF rati8)though these two
measures would adequately capture the magnitutfeeofasted votes,
both measures are biased in favour of big partielsase insensitive to
the small ones. For instance, each measure wooldder an identical
value in two SMD plurality rule elections where thestribution of

votes was 45-20-20-15 and 45-20-20-5-5-1-1-1-ledpectively. Both
measures are, therefore, insensitive to the presehmore than three
parties competing and thus they would not be ableneasure the
intensity of electoral contamination when large ens of parties are

competing (as usually occurs in PR systems).

A third measure would overcome these problems lbyitoog parties —
as the first measure proposed— through weightirgmtiby their
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electoral strength. The Laakso and Taagepera’s 9)19%ffective
number of parties’ (ENP) is able to count tleal parties competing,
allowing big parties to count more than small ones:
1
ENP; = o— 6.1
st ?zlpizjt ( )
Wherep is the percentage of votes received by pady the districy

and timet.

This index “has the property that, if there arequally sized parties,
then ENP =. As inequalities in vote share among thparties grow,
ENP shrinks. Ultimately, if one of the parties secures all the votes,
ENP = 1" (Cox 1999: 148). The ENP is however, otilg baseline
measure to count parties. To calculate the ESRy lan the classical
measure of the inflationary rate used by econothisthis measure
estimates the percentage rate of change in pret deer time:

Ppr =P (14 ) (6.2)

100

Where PR is today’s price, 1 is tomorrow’s price andnlis the
monetary inflation rate. From Equation 6.2 it résul

I = (22 - 100 (6.3)

Pt

Departing from this inflationary rate, and relyiog the Laakso and
Taagepera’s ENP measure, | construct a dependeabla(Equation

6.4), which assesses tle&tra supply of political parties that present

“" Inflationary rates are not novel measures in jpalitscience. Some scholars in the

discipline have also relied on these measures ognius and Kasuya 2004).
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candidacies at the district level in comparisonwbat Duvergerian

theories predict

(6.4)

ESPCjt _ (ENEP]-t— ENVPjt>

ENVPj,
Where:

- ESPG: Extra supply of parties competing in distjcnd time
t.

- ENER:: Effective number oélectiveparties at the distrigtand
timet

- ENVR:: Effective number oViable parties at the distrigtand

timet

The calculi for the ‘effective number of electivarpes’ and the
‘effective number of viable parties’ are formalhetsame but they only
differ in which parties are included in each measur

In the case of the ENEP, all parties receiving telat support at the
district level are included, regardless of whethbey achieve
representation or not. In contrast, in the calcudigshe ENVP only
political parties that are expected to achieve asgntation are
included. As mentioned in Chapter 2, this comprigessure winner,
the first loser party in a Duvergerian equilibriiand the second loser

party in a non-Duvergerian equilibriuff.

8 According to my theory (see Chapter 2), in theakis of the ENEP, it would be
convenient to take into account only those pasibich are viable in at least one of
the arenas of competition in the country. Thosdiggmmhich are not viable in any

arena have been said to take an expressive deeistbthey would be supposed to be
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The ESPC is first calculated at each district fribva legislative arena.
Then the measure has to be aggregated at the aldgorl, so that the
final output consists of a single observation factecountry’s election.
There are two fundamental reasons that counselvtnigble to be

treated aggregately.

First, from a substantive point of view, contamioatis a process
which takes place in a context of overlapped ar@maswhich claims
that the district level is no longer the frame @fference where
decisions are taken. Contamination is a phenom#rains intrinsically
aggregate and it would make no sense to analyspemdlently, the
extra supply of parties competing at each diswiteén the phenomenon
is precisely a consequence of the overlap of diffeelectoral arenas.
Second, from a methodological point of view, althlouhe dependent
variable is calculated at the district level, datailability for most of

the covariates are available only at the natiomzl

Several criteria can be followed to aggregate ttata the district level

to the national one. Moenius and Kasuya (2004: 520 stressed that

excluded from the analysis. However, it is virtyalinpossible to address whether
each party that is non-viable at a given distigcpiesenting candidacies because it is
actually viable in another arena (such as the nagione or the local one) or whether
this is just an expressive decision and shouldchbeefore excluded from the calculus
of the dependent variable. If this was to be ddnexduld be necessary to check
whether the party was viable in any of the multiptenas of competition where it
may be competing, and afterwards drop it from thé&wdus. Data unavailability
would not allow performing this calculus. All inlaincluding expressive parties in
the calculus of the dependent variable when unsecgsmay have a very minor
effect since these non-viable political parties ajs have a very irrelevant support

and their contribution to the increase of the ENEBompletely marginal.
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the most appropriate manner to do so would be mguke percentage
of votes cast at the district level, since this hodtallows controlling
for a hypothetical malapportionment in the eledtsgstem. However,
due to data constraints and following most of titerdture (Cox and
Morgenstern 1995: 334; Neto and Cox 1997), | aggeeglata at the
district level through district magnitude:

(ENEPjt—ENVPj¢)

ESPC, = ;;1( ey )Dth (6.5)

WhereDM;; stands for the number of seats elected in digtaad time
t.49

In the following subsection, | present an examplbich clarifies the
understanding of the dependent variable and shawsihbehaves in

different contexts.

6.1.2.Example and Interpretation

To make easier the understanding of the dependerable, | present
the case of a country with two districts: the fiosie elected under PR
system with d’Hondt seat allocation, the second etexted under
SMD plurality.

9 In the presence of a large lumped category of é®tparties in the database,
treating this category as a unified single partyuldoprovide a value of the ENP
lower than expected, whereas subtracting the cate@ithers’ from the calculus
would bias upwards the measure. To solve this problirely on Taagepera’s (1997)
advice, which suggests that a reliable measurebiaired by averaging the ENP
obtained when the others category is treated affednand when the category is

excluded from the calculus.
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In the first district six deputies are elected dodr parties present
candidacies: B Ps, Pc and R. Table 6.1 shows political parties’

viability at this district for a given electoralats.

Table 6.1Distribution of Seats in a Multinomial District

D’Hondt Divisors

Party Votes 1 > 3
Pa 40 40 20 133
Ps 35 35 17.7 11.6
Pc 15 15 7.5 5
Po 10 10 5 3.3

Pa (three seats), fP(two seats) and(one seat) would be the winner
parties, whereas the third representative fofifPitalics) would be the
first-loser. B would be a non-viable party. The ENEP is calcualdig
summing up the squares of the percentage of vdigsned by each

party, and dividing up the value obtained from 1.

1
ENEFj= = 0.42+ 0.352+ 0.152+ 0.12 3.17 (6.6)

To obtain the ENVP the same procedure is takenjrbtitis case only
viable parties are considered, exactly as if vo@#ted to non-viable

parties were evenly distributed across the viableigs>° To do so, in

* Note that when calculating the ENVP | am implicilssuming that votes devoted
to non-viable parties would be uniformly distribditacross the viable parties, in the
event that only viable parties were standing facebns. Even though this is an
evident methodological shortcut, assuming this hgemous distribution of votes
does not entail a very problematic situation aglas the percentage of votes of the
non-viable parties is, most of the times, not trgé and the effect of a heterogeneous
distribution of the non-viable votes in compariseith a homogenous distribution

would not have a very relevant impact on the firedlie of the dependent variable. Of
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Table 6.2, | calculate the percentage of votes #aah viable party
obtained in comparison with the total number ofegotast. Equation
6.7 calculates the ENVP for this district:

Table 6.2Distribution of Viable Votes in the PR District

Party % votes % viable
Pa 40 44.4
Ps 35 38.9
Pc 15 16.7
Pp 10 -
Total 100 100
ENVPj=y = 0.442+ 0.3192+ 0172 2.66 (6.7)

The value for the dependent variable in this disttiould then be:

3.17— 2.66

ESPCj=y = ( 2.66

)= 019 (6.8)

In the second district, where only one seat istetecthe electoral
results are the ones presented in Table 6.3:

course, as the percentage of votes to non-viabitepancreases, the assumption of a
homogeneous distribution of votes across the viglldies in the calculus of the
ENVP becomes more dubious. All in all, as long laes talue of the Duvergerian
equilibrium in any district is a non-observed caurfdctual, any calculus estimating

this value has to be done under the assumptionnofexpected homogeneous
distribution of votes.
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Table 6.3Distribution of Viable Votes in the SMD

Party Votes
Pa 45
Po 35
Ps 20

In this case the ENEP takes the value of 2.74 h@adENVP, 1.97. The

value of the dependent variable at this districulddhen be:

2.74—-1.97
ESPCi, = (*527) = 0.39 (6.9)

To calculate the ESPC at the country level, itdsassary to weight the
extra supply of parties at districby its relative importance in terms of
seats elected. Table 6.4 summarises the valuemetitaoth for the
ENVP and the ENEP in each distrjctogether with its corresponding
district magnitud¢DM).

Table 6.4Summary Values Obtained by the ENEP and the ENVP

=1 =2
ENEP 3.17 274
ENVP 219 197
DM 6 1

Eventually the value of the dependent variablegtice country atimet

would be:

ESPC, = [((3.17—2.19)-6) + ((2.74—1.97)-1)] — 022 (6.10)

2.19-7 1.97-7

How can this value be interpreted?
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The dependent variable always takes positive valueslue close to 0
indicates that the number of parties which presamdidacies at the
district level corresponds to the number of panbsch manage to get
a seat in the district, in line with what the Duyerian theories predict.
Concretely, the value 0 means that only viableigsin each district
present candidacies. This shows evidence for a ddadontamination

effects from other arenas.

Conversely, values different from 0 show eviden€eam imbalance
between the number of parties which present caomisaand the
number of parties that eventually end up obtairdrggat. As the value
of the dependent variable increases, this imbaldnem®mes clearer,
thus showing evidence in favour of electoral contetion and against

the Duvergerian gravity.

The value of the dependent variable can be direatérpreted as long
as it is an increasing rate. Hence, a value ofieans that the ENEP is
20% higher than the ENVP, i.e., the value that wdog found in a
Duvergerian world. A value of 1 means that the EN&Rvice (100%
of increase) the value expected to be found acegrth Duvergerian
theories. Therefore, low values of the dependenabiz signal that the
number of parties competing when non-viable, is, leviereas high
values in the dependent variable indicate an inapbrimbalance
between the number of parties competing and thebeurof parties

obtaining a seat.
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6.1.3.Data

In order to carry out this research, | purposefbelated a completely
new database on legislative elections held in deaticccountries”
The calculus of the dependent variable requires amdy that the
electoral results are available for each distndhie country, but also in
order to determine the equilibrium it is also nseeg to know the
number of seats elected in each district and thal fiistribution of

these seats among the parties.

Two different groups of sources of information hadween used to
elaborate the database on legislative elections.th@none hand, in
several cases information comes from archives atabdses from non-
governmental or supranational institutions. Thisthe case of the
European Election Databa¥e the Constituency-Level Elections
Archive (CLEA)*® or theConstituency-Level Electiof€LE) dataséf.

On the other hand information about the electoesuits at district
level has also been obtained from the country’'stetal bureaus. Table
VI in Annex-Chapter 6 details all the sources frairich the dependent

variable is calculated.

*1 The complete database, the codebook and the codsnfi@nSTATA to perform the
analysis are available on the internet at httptMashdle.net/10230/16502. Any
further explanation or alternative calculus notluded on the net will be solved by

the author upon request.
%2 Available on-line at http://www.nsd.uib.no/europealection_database/.
%3 Available on-line at http://www.electiondataarchivey.

¥ Brancati, Dawn. Constituency-Level Elections (CLBjtaset, 2007 rev. 2011
[computer file]. New York: Constituency-Level Elemis Dataset [distributor],

http://www.cle.wustl.edu.

175



Two main criteria have been set up to determineclwisountries and
elections are included. First, | only consider deratic elections. In
order to determine whether an election was heldeurddemocratic
period, | use the Polity IV Project, which providgsarly data on the
level of democracy in each country of the wofdSecond, for each
country | include at most, data since 1985. Thieghold helps to
prevent the number of observations for certain t@sfor which data
is easily available (e.g. USA, Israel or the Neldreas) from being too
high as compared to those countries for which tmaber of elections
available is reduced (e.g. Albania, Cyprus, Italy)e criterion to select
a year beyond which data are included is commdherdiscipline (see,

for example, Cox 1997: Chapter XI).

Figure 6.1 plots the histogram with the distribotaf the ESPC for the
240 elections taken into account. The mean of épeddent variable is
0.37. This means that for all countries and yeansaverage, the ENEP
has been 37% higher than it would have been inscagere only
viable parties would have competed. The minimunueaf electoral
contamination is 0.01 (Netherlands, year 2002)tArdnaximum value
is 2.83 (Lithuania, 2008). The median of the vdealis 0.26,
considerably distant from its mean. As Figure 6Hoves, the
distribution of values of the dependent variableaasiderably skewed
to the right —far from being a log-normal distritm 90% of the
values are smaller than 0.7, whereas the remaitifgis distributed in

a range which goes from 0.7 to 2.8.

% Available on-line at http://www.systemicpeace.pdiity/polity4.htm. An election
is considered as being democratic when the Polityndex has a value equal or

higher than 6 for the year when the election wdd. he
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Figure 6.1 Histogram of the ESPC

Percent
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Extra Supply of Parties Competing

In order to obtain a more log-normal distributiohe t dependent
variable will be log-transformed for the empirieadalysis’® Figure 6.2
shows the distribution of values that the ESPC hasce the
transformation is done. The mean of the (log) ESR®.29; the
minimum value is 0.01 —as in the previous model-enehs the
maximum value is 1.34. In this case the median3(0i closer to the
mean. As can be seen in Figure 6.2, the histoghemwsa considerably
more log-normal distribution, where lower values amnore uniformly

allocated and where the previous long right-taddmees shorter.

%% Since the logarithm of numbers lower than 1 isatieg, the transformation has

been performed summing up 1 to the value of theedégnt variable. Then: (log)
ESPC =log (1+ESPC).
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Figure 6.2Histogram of the (Log) ESPC
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6.2. Explaining variation in the ESPC

The revision of the literature on electoral contaation in Chapter 3
has shown that asymmetric viability and, eventyalblectoral
contamination can come both from the supply-sidd &om the
demand-side of parties. In this chapter, | rely these factors to
account for variation in the ESPC. However, befmteoducing the
main independent variables and the hypothesesegbrisent research,
it is necessary to acknowledge that variation @ BEPC, besides the
institutional and sociological factors, can be expd by the presence

of two distorting variables, whose impact shoulchbirimised.

On the one hand, variation can come from partiesstaken
anticipation of their chances of becoming viablefrom voters’ failure
at predicting which party is going to be viable.lcD&s errors are
usually attributed to a lack of perfect informatidrnis will take place

especially in founding elections (O'Donnell and @dter 1986;
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Gunther 1989; Andrews and Jackman 2005; Tavits Amtls 2006;
Lago and Martinez 2012) or in democracies with lparty system
institutionalisation or unconsolidated party systefClough 2007;
Indridason 2008; Best 2010). Within these conteglitses may fail to
“behave consistently with the incentives inherenthie electoral law as
a result of uncertainty about their likely levels edectoral support”
(Gunther 1989: 851). Likewise, among voters, padntification is
believed to be weaker and public opinion highlyatité (O'Donnell
and Schmitter 1986: Part IV, 61). In order to avihidse disturbances
only democratic elections are considered. With méga founding
elections, a control variable is included, jusptevent variation in the
ESPC of being explained by the unusual levels digseacompeting in
first elections.

On the other hand, variation in the ESPC acrossitces can also
come from country-specific factors and from randtaotors, which
cannot be considered in a cross-national analysid s this. The
inclusion of country dummies in the model will ttg account for
country-specific variation; random factors will lztributed to the

residual €) in the empirical model.

Once controlled by all these distorting sourcesvafiation, only
institutional and sociological factors are expected account for
variation in the extra supply of parties competiimgleed, as has been
argued in Chapter 3, there are five contexts tlaat bring about
asymmetric viability, and therefore, they may geter electoral
contamination. Four of these contexts are relawdinstitutional
features, that is, to the supply-side of politipalties. These are the
hypothetical cases of contamination effects (anfaistricts within the
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arena at stake; (b) from the upper tier in mixedniner systems; (c)
from the presidential arena; (d) and from the reai@renas’ Sections
6.2.1 to 6.2.4 deal with each of them. The fiftlctéa is related to
sociological features, i.e. to the demand-side atigs. This is dealt
with in Section 6.2.5. In section 6.2.6 | presdrd tontrol variables of

the empirical analysis.

6.2.1.Districts from the Same Arena

A party strategic decision to compete alone, e¥emon-viable, in a
given district can be explained by the viabilitytoe party in another
district in the same election. In countries wheM I3 equal throughout
constituencies,ceteris paribus all the same political parties are
expected to be either viable or non-viable everyeh®ut it is in
countries where differences in the number of sedsted in each
constituency vary, that the emergence of asymmeiaiaility becomes
plausible. I hypothesise that political partiesl wake advantage of their
asymmetric viability to present candidacies in tmere restrictive
districts of the legislative arena where non-vialiteus calling into

question the Duvergerian gravity. Hence, a highiati@an in the

" The case of contamination effects from the uppanter in bicameral legislatures
has been excluded from the hypotheses since frotinearetical perspective the
overlap of both chambers could only lead to contatidn from the lower to the
upper chamber, not otherwise. For further detafls section 3.2.2, in the third

chapter.
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number of seats elected in the different distradtthe legislative arena,
will yield a higher ESPC?

However, it could also be argued that the effea@syimmetric viability
will be negligible up to a certain level of var@ti in DM. When
differences in DM are equal or close to zero, tame numbers of
parties are believed to become viable in all digrithus not allowing
the emergence of asymmetric viability. It is onlgybnd a certain
threshold that the effect of the deviation in DMIwiecome apparent.

An exponential function is additionally proposed.

H1: The higher the variation in district magnitudée higher will be
the extra supply of parties competing. This eft@titbe especially relevant

when a certain deviation in district magnitude h@en reached.

These two variables are labell&td. Dev. DMand Std. Dev. DM
Squared respectivelyData come from the same sources to calculate

the dependent variable.

6.2.2.Upper Tier in Mixed-Member Systems

The existence of an upper tier elected by propoalioepresentation
(PR) modifies party entry decisions’ in the loweert which by
definition is elected by plurality or majority rwff. Political parties
with asymmetric viability may decide to present aidacies in the
nominal (lower) tier of MMS, where they are not h& taking
advantage of their viability in the list (uppem®tti

*8 The deviation of district magnitude is not a nowatiable in this field. Monroe and
Rose (2002) theorised and empirically tested theseguences of the variance in

district magnitude on some partisan and electsgalés.
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There are many features related to the institutidasign in MMS that
have been shown to have an explicative power irdigiiag the

chances of political parties to coordinate or ndmong these, the
percentage of seats elected through PR is the nelestant determinant
of the level of coordination between tiers (Kostedia 2002; Moser
and Scheiner 2004; Ferrara and Herron 2005).

H2.1: The higher the percentage of votes electamlitfh PR in MMS,
the higher will be the extra supply of parties cetimy.

A variable identifying the percentage of seats ixaed-member
systems elected through proportional representatisnused. This
variable, which | labeUpper Tier, is built mostly from thd>ARLINE
database on national parliameftsand complemented with data from
Golder (2005), theConstituency-Level Elections Archi¢€LEA) and

from national parliaments’ official websites.

Besides, | draw a second hypothesis, which captimesnumber of
votes cast in MMS elections. When voters are altbveecast separate
ballots for the upper and the lower tiers, botinstieill be more likely
to maintain their independence, thus reducing comation effects.
Conversely, when only one vote can be cast, higélectoral
contamination is expected from the more permisgivethe more

restrictive tier (Ferrara and Herron 2005; Ferz0@6).

H2.2: MMS with two votes will lead to a decreasé¢hia extra supply

of parties competing.

%9 See http://www.ipu.org/parline/.
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A dummy variable identifying whether voters areoaléd to cast only
one ballot (0) or two separate ballots (1) is @daflThis variable is
labelled Second Ballot in MM&nd is built from the same sources as

the previous variabl&pper Tiet

6.2.3.The Presidential Arena

Presidential coattails have been shown to dependiyran thetiming

of the legislative elections with respect to theswlential elections
(Shugart and Carey 1992; Cox 1997; Reich 2001; néal and
Remmer 2005; Clark and Golder 2006; Hicken andl 2)7). When

both elections are proximate in time, the presidéatena will be more
likely to contaminate the legislative elections,endms when the two
elections are held the furthest apart, the legi&adnd the presidential

elections will be best able to support separatgy ystems.

Given that typically, there are only a small numbafr viable
presidential candidates, concurrent and/or proxemelkections are
likely to yield a reduction in the number of pastieompeting at the
legislative arena. Conversely, no reduction is etgue between non-

concurrent presidential and legislative arenas.

H3.1: The closer the presidential races to thedkgive elections, the

lower will be the extra supply of parties competing

To operationalise the temporal distance betweenpthsidential and
the legislative arenas, | rely on the classicaltioolous measure of
temporal proximity used by most of the literatuBox 1997; Neto and
Cox 1997; Clark and Golder 2006; Golder 2006). Timeasure is
calculated as:
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Pey1— Peg

WhereL; stands for the year of the legislative electién, for the year
of the previous presidential election, aRg, for the year of the next
presidential election. This continuous variablejolill labelProximity,
equals 1 whenever both elections are concurrentOantienever both
elections are held in the midterm. Within parliataeyn countries the
variable also takes a value of 0. This variabléudt from national

parliaments’ official websites.

This hypothesis, though, is drawn from the assurnpihat the number
of presidential candidates is lower than the nundferlective parties.
However, given the fact that winning the presidantace is, most of
the time, a bigger prize than winning the legiskatielections, the
presence of a higher number of presidential catesdeould boost the
number of parties competing at the legislative ar@lark and Golder
2006; Golder 2006; Hicken and Stoll 2011).

H3.2: The higher the effective number of presid¢mandidates, the

higher will be the extra supply of parties compgtat the legislative arena.

The Effective Number of Presidential Candidates RRES) is built
from official directories reporting presidentialeetions results at the

national levef°

However, most scholars have shown that H3.1 and? Hifave a

conditional relation rather than a constitutive .oiiae deflationary

0 Whether the ENPRES or the ‘extra supply of presidé candidates’ is taken into
account, no differences are observed since bothsunes are highly correlated
(r=0.97).
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(inflationary) effect of presidential elections dnly take place when
both elections are proximate in time, thus leadimdhigher (lower)

degrees of coordination among parties.

H3.3: Temporary proximate presidential electiondl \wicrease the
extra supply of parties competing only when the bemof presidential

candidates is high.

The conventional measure to calculate the vari&ptximity and the
ENPRESSas been called into question in recent timedl(38d.1). In
order to improve the accuracy of the measure &adlsuggested three
modifications as to how these variables are caledff Thus, an
additional model with this alternative operatiosation of these two
variables is used so as to test the validity ared ridiability of the
results obtained, in comparison with the classiqgrationalisation of
the variable. The new variables are respectivebellad Proximity
(Stoll)andENPRES (Stoll)

6.2.4.Regional Arenas

Regional chambers are usually more permissive arémn national

legislative chambers. This creates more fragmepdety systems at the

® These modifications are: First, calculating theximity between presidential and
legislative arenas using days as the unit of aimlgstead of years. Second, adding 1
to the variable Proximity in presidential electicsts that non-concurrent presidential
elections and parliamentary elections can be djsitghed (0 for parliamentary
elections, 1 for non-concurrent presidential etewdiand 2 for concurrent presidential
elections). Third, in the calculus of the ENPRESstéad of allowing only the
preceding elections to have coattails, allowing dle subsequent elections to drive

them, although privileging the preceding presidsdrelections.
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regional arena than in the national one (Park 2@®8&tring 2005;
Brancati 2008). Then, political parties may takeveadage of their
viability in the regional chamber to present caadids in the national

one, where they are non-viable.

However, decentralisatioper sedoes not explain the emergence of
electoral contamination. It is rather, the levelseltf-rule achieved by
the regional chamber that explains the strengtiegibnal parties in the
national elections (Brancati 2008: 158). The higherlevel of self-rule
held by regional governments, the more likely ithat political parties
that are viable at regional elections, decide &s@nt candidacies in the
national arena, irrespective of their chances ¢dioing representation,
thus increasing the ESPE.

H4: The larger the powers attributed to the regibagena, the higher

will be the extra supply of parties competing.

%2 One could argue actually that the level of regioseif-government could be a
predictor of the ESPC at the national arena, camdit on the existence of a
permissive system at the regional arena. Althougbtbably true, there are two
reasons that make difficult the inclusion of suctagable in this analysis. First, the
permissiveness of regional arenas does not only katween countries but also
within countries, since normally each country edeobre than one regional arena and
these vary in permissiveness. Trying to obtain leable averaged value of the
permissiveness of the regional arenas for eachtgowould be very complicated.
Second, data availability on regional parliamentsn general lines, very scarce, and
as the level of self-government decreases, thécdlif§ to obtain such information
also increases. Hence, although it would be a w#uacontribution, both
methodological and practical reasons discouraglidig such a variable in the

analysis.
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The best indicator to measure the level of poweassferred to
regional governments is theegional Authority IndexRAl) (Hooghe,
Marks, and Schakel 201,() yearly measure of the authority of regional
governments in 42 democracies or quasi-democrasies the period
1950-2006°2 This indicator provides data both for the levekeff-rule
and the level of shared-rule owned by regionattiesti Since | am only
interested in the powers attributed exclusivelyegions but not in the
powers that regions share with national governmiease the level of
self-government as a predictor of the ESPC. | litigaucally transform
the variable since | do not expect it to have admrelationship with
the ESPC. | label the variabfieog) Self-rule®*

The level of decentralisation could also have beeerationalised
through other measures that provide reliable inégrom on the level of
decentralisation. This is the case of the indicesnfLijphart (1999),
Baldi (2003) or Fan, Lin and Treisman (2009). Unioately, these
measures only include data for a limited numbecafntries. Elazar’'s
(1995) classification on federal/unitary countrievercomes this
drawback by including data on many countries arotimel world.

However, the dichotomous character of this varialdes not allow me

%3 Available on-line at http://www.unc.edu/~gwmarkata ra.php.

® The RAl included data for 190 observations in the databtsges missing 50
observations for which the remaining data were lalsbd. In order to increase the
number of observations available, a value of Ga(toéntralisation) has been given to
three countries without territorial or decentraliselministrations. These countries are
Costa Rica, Israel and Taiwan. The number of olagiemns in this case increases up
to 208. The inclusion or exclusion of these cowstin the dataset does not have any
impact on the empirical results. The variable withthis additional transformation is

available on-line.
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to differentiate between the level of self-rule asitdhred-rule enjoyed
by regional entities, as the RAI measure does.

6.2.5.Ethnolinguistic Heterogeneity

Asymmetric viability is not only restricted to tiseipply-side of parties
but also to itslemand-sideThe presence in some part of the country of
a territorialised regional cleavage —mainly an etimguistic one— may
displace a viable party in most regions of the ¢tguto a situation of

non-viability in the region with ethnolinguistic egificities.

Thus, the decision of viable parties in most paftgdhe territory to
present candidacies in the ethnically differentlatdistricts will
increase the ESPC. Additionally, it is expected tha more important
are the regional cleavages within a country, theentikely it will be to

find political parties competing when non-viable.

H5: The higher the regional ethnolinguistic cleagaghe higher will

be the extra supply of parties competing.

There are several indices that provide comparatlaga on both
ethnolinguisticafractionalisationand on ethnolinguisticalegregation
Although considerably correlated, both measuresitpat different

causal mechanisms.

Fractionalisation indexes evaluate the probabilitst two randomly
selected people belong to different ethnic or lisgie groups. A value
close to O indicates that all the population isnetimguistically equal,
whereas values close to 1 provide evidence for Vvegrogeneous
societies. Fractionalisation indices do not considdether ethnic
groups are concentrated within a given territoryiot. This is actually
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what segregation indices do. These measures takadoount how the
different ethnic or linguistic groups are distribdt geographically
within the country. Values close to O reflect auaiton where all

regions are ethnically identical, whereas valueselto 1 refer to a
situation where each ethnical or linguistic grougrupies a separate
region and therefore each region is fully homogeseo

As | have hitherto mentioned, it is mainly the gmse of a regional
cleavage concentrated in a territory that is exguetd drive the ESPC
upwards. Thus, ethnic or linguistic segregation Mdoe thought to
better account for variation in the dependent Weiarather than
fractionalisation measures. Unfortunately, segiegaimeasures are
still scarce at present, in comparison with frawigsation indices, at
the same time that the number of countries for wisiegregation data
is available is smaller than for fractionalisatioreasures. In order to
avoid depleting too much the number of observatfom®m my models,

I will mainly use a fractionalisation measure t@@ant for variation in
the ESCP, although a measure of segregation wditiadally be
tested.

As a measure of fractionalisation | use the widabed index of
fractionalisation by Alesina et al (2003). This éxdprovides data for
all the case studies in the analysis. | label thiariable
Fractionalisation Additionally, as a measure of segregation | @ty

the index of ethnic segregation from by Alesina attturavskaya
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(2011). This variable, which is labell&kgregationjncludes data for
39 of the countries in the data&®t.

6.2.6.Control Variables

In order to keep the models as simple and as stablgossible, only
two control variables have been included. Firstcohtrol for the
existence ofirst elections.l understand as first elections any election
that has taken place, either (a) after a procesdrafsition to
democracy, or (b) after a reform in the electorgdtem. There are
theoretical reasons to expect that in both contekis ESPC will be

higher than in consolidated party systems.

Concerningransitions to democragyscholars have argued that during
the early democratic years information cues arekereand outcomes
are more uncertain, due to the presence of lowldeskeinformation,
which lead to high levels of electoral volatilitynch party system
turnover (Olson 1998; Toka 1998; Bielasiak 2002cBiet al. 2003;
Mozaffar and Scarritt 2005; Sikk 2005). The expechkew level of

% This database includes measures for ethnic, ktiguand religious segregation.
Given that the number of observations for whichadate available are higher in the
measures of ethnic segregation than in the onksgefistic segregation | use the first
ones. Further, there are several measures of efhnit linguistic) segregation. In
particular | use the variable labelled by the arghas ‘ethnicity_C’. However, the use
of one of these variables instead of another do¢dring any significant change in

the empirical results.

Additionally, | have tested the validity and rolness of the results through other
measures such as tk¢hnic Power Relationdataset (Cederman, Min, and Wimmer
2009) or the measure of ethnolinguistic fractiosetion by Roeder (2001). In both

cases the results point in the same direction.
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information available in these elections will le&a low levels of
coordination and strategic voting (Sartori 1986; d&lio 1999; Moser
2001; Tavits and Annus 2006), thus probably enmanttie ESPC.

Similarly, reforms in the electoral systeim democratic countries may
also lead to high levels of uncertainty due to thek of accurate
information on the chances of parties standingelections, but also
due to voters’ slow adaptation to the new electandes®® As
Denemark (2003: 615) noted when studying the chdroye a SMD
plurality system to a mixed-member proportional resgntation
(MMP) in New Zealand, “while the party elites wexeare well before
the campaign began of the need to embrace nevedactimaximize
party list votes, the first MMP election in 1996fleeted important
residues of the FPP mindset. (...) [T]he pattefhsonstituency-level
activities in the first election campaign under MM®Bflected the
important influence of inertia amongst the variguslitical actors
involved”. Similar patterns of behaviour can be eocted elsewhere
after a reform in the electoral system. Hence, llowels of coordination

are also expected after reforms in the electorstesy.

In the dataset | have data for five elections laldr aTransitionfrom

a non-democratic period (2.1%) and seven elec{ip1@80) held after a
Reformin the electoral system. In order to enhance thmber of
observations | aggregate both casuistries intova wveiable which |

labelFirst Elections(12 observations, 5% of the total cases). Besides,

% As | have mentioned earlier in Chapter 2 (seerfoiat 16), | understand a reform of

the electoral system as Lijphart (1994) does.
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also test the independent effect of each of them#ables in two

complementary models.

Second, a control fodistrict magnitudehas also been included. DM
has been largely used, most times in its logarithimainsformation, to
explain party system fragmentation (Taagepera ahdg&t 1989;
Lijphart 1990; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994; Cd7 1 ozaffar,
Scaritt, and Galaich 2003; Golder 2006). In thissik, this variable is
used, also in its logarithmic transformation, asoatrol to explain the
ESPC at the district level.

Under the Duvergerian assumptions one could arpaé political
parties would respond to the constraints of thectetal system
regardless of DM: Non-viable political parties woduldesert
competition both in very restrictive arenas andh@ most permissive
ones. However, it has been shown that politicatigmrchallenge the
Duvergerian theories to the extent that they prtesandidacies when
non-viable. If it is assumed thateteris paribuspolitical parties in the
more restrictive and in the more permissive ardredmve equally, i.e.,
they present candidacies even if non-viable instime proportion, no
control would be required. However, scholars haggied that as DM
decreases the number of wasted votes is highestgat 997; Cox and
Knoll 2003). Then, it could be that a reductiorDM does not linearly
reduce the number of parties competing, but ratherdecrease is
smoother. Whether true, this would show evidenceelfsticity in the
supply of non-viable political parties as DM deses Consequently
more ESPC would be found in the most restrictivaruits, although

this would be unrelated to the phenomenon of comation effects.
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Thus, a control variable for (log) DM is includezkpecting that it will

take a negative sigH.

Data on DM come from the same sources from whiehdépendent
variable has been built. The variable, which | lafieog) DM, is

aggregated at the national level through its mead afterwards
logarithmically transforme®

Table VIII in Annex-Chapter 6 summarises the maiesatiptive

statistics for all the variables included in thepancal analysis.

6.3. Descriptive Analysis of the ESPC

Before addressing the reasons that are able taiacéar variation in
the ESPC, it is worth describing the distributioh tbe dependent
variable across countries and presenting somehissif the expected
value of the ESPC on the basis of the main indep@ndariables,

®" The correlation between (log) DM and the standbedation of DM is 0.38 for the
baseline model in this research. There are tworeathat recommend the inclusions
of both variables at the same time in the modestRihe two variables are pointing at
different causal mechanisms, which are well dewedogtheoretically. Second, the
expected directions of both variables is oppo$itd. Dev. DM should be positively
related with the ESPC and (log) DM negatively retiat

% Other control variables have been discarded. Theseamong others, the longevity
of the democracy (Converse 1969; Kitschelt et 809t Brader and Tucker 2001;
Rose and Munro 2003; Mainwaring and Torcal 2006% tontrol for the post-
communist past (Evans and Whitefield 1993; Kolawkig 1993; Rychard 1993;
Kitschelt 1995; Duch 1998; Kitschelt et al. 1999¢lBsiak 2002) or some variables
related to the institutional design such as elesti@here electorate can rank votes, or
the existence in SMD of a run-off system rathenttiee more usual first-past-the-post

system.

193



hitherto presente®. To begin with, Table 6.5 presents the country
mean values of the ESPC, the standard deviationtl@chumber of
elections for which data are available. The tabklerdered from the
lower to the higher levels of ESPE.

Table 6.5Aggregated Descriptives of the ESPC by Country

Number of Std. Deviation of
Observations Mean ESPC the ESPC
Netherlands 6 0.03 0.02
USA 11 0.06 0.02
Trinidad y Tobago 6 0.09 0.10
Israel 7 0.09 0.03
South Africa 3 0.09 0.03
Austria 8 0.11 0.05
Luxembourg 5 0.12 0.06
Sweden 8 0.16 0.05
Finland 5 0.17 0.04
Belgium 5 0.17 0.05
Portugal 8 0.19 0.03
Poland 4 0.19 0.07
Iceland 5 0.21 0.10
Spain 6 0.21 0.09
Switzerland 6 0.22 0.05
Greece 10 0.22 0.07
Slovakia 5 0.22 0.08
Botswana 2 0.25 0.01
Norway 7 0.26 0.03
Latvia 6 0.26 0.08
Czech Republic 5 0.29 0.09
Slovenia 3 0.29 0.07
Costa Rica 7 0.31 0.14
Hungary 5 0.33 0.13

% Note that for descriptive purposes | use the Wei&SPC without its logarithmic
transformation. The log-transformed ESPC will eseolely be used in the

quantitative analysis (section 6.5).

In order to further analyse the distribution ofues of the ESPC, Figure V to
Figure Xl in the Annex-Chapter 6 present the terapevolution of the ESPC for

each country included in the analysis.
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Denmark 7 0.37 0.14
Albania 2 0.38 0.01
Taiwan 4 0.38 0.10
India 3 0.39 0.03
Australia 4 0.43 0.10
Moldova 6 0.43 0.30
Italy 2 0.45 0.29
South Korea 6 0.45 0.12
United Kingdom 5 0.49 0.09
Canada 7 0.52 0.06
Bulgaria 4 0.53 0.11
Croatia 4 0.54 0.17
New Zealand 6 0.57 0.19
Mexico 4 0.59 0.17
Germany 5 0.68 0.02
Estonia 6 0.69 0.49
Ireland 6 0.82 0.20
France 5 1.05 0.35
Cyprus 2 1.09 0.33
Turkey 2 1.20 0.79
Bolivia 2 1.45 0.03
Lithuania 5 1.92 0.51

In the Netherlands, the USA, Trinidad and Tobagoadl and South
Africa, the mean increase of the number of padaapeting compared
to the ones that ended up becoming viable, is |awan 10%. This
indicates that in these countries, the Duvergegranity is not far from

being observed. In 17 countries (37%), the ESPQea=retween 0.1
and 0.3, and in another 16 countries (35%), theevgbes from 0.3 to
0.6. Overall, in 38 of the 46 countries includedthe analysis (83%),
the mean increase of the number of parties competmpared to the
ones which ended up becoming viable is lower thah Ohe 8

remaining countries (17%) have a mean value of ERBRer than 0.6.
Among these, five countries (France, Cyprus, TurkBglivia and

Lithuania) have a value higher than 1, indicatihgttthe effective

195



number of parties competing is more than double vihieie of the

effective number of viable parties.

Figure 6.3 presents the evolution of the valuehefESPC from 1990
to 20117* The graphic bars show the number of observations/hich

data on the ESPC are available for each year. dtieddline shows the
standard deviation of the ESPC by year, and théragous line shows
the evolution of the ESPC since 1990. Accordinthtfigure no trend

is observable throughout time.

Figure 6.3Evolution of theeSPC, 1990-2011
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Table 6.6 presents the summary statistics of tHe(E® relation to all

the five main independent variables and the twatrobivariables in

" Note that the database includes elections sin@5.1Blowever, given that the
number of observations up to 1990 is too small, éhelution of the values of the
dependent variable is presented from 1990, whea fiatalready 21 elections are

available.
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this research. The last column indicates wheth&éferdnces in the

mean for each of the covariates are statisticagiyifscant.

Table 6.6Descriptive Statistics of the ESPC in relationhe tV

Variable N Mean Std Min Max  Sign
Dev
No 112 0.46 0.45 0.01 2.83
Std. Dev. DM (**)
Yes 128 0.31 0.28 0.05 1.76
No 144 0.33 0.30 0.01 1.77
MMS *)
Yes 96 0.45 0.46 0.05 2.83
Presi_dential No 158 0.32 0.25 0.01 1.77 (**)
elections Yes 82 049 053 002 283
No 184 0.41 0.41 0.01 2.83
Self-rule *)
Yes 56 0.29 0.22 0.02 0.81
Ethnic No 120 035 028 001 135
fractionalisation  yeg 120 041 045 002 2.83
No 160 0.29 0.27 0.01 1.77
SMD (%)
Yes 80 0.54 0.49 0.02 2.83
No 228 0.37 0.37 0.01 2.83
First elections M

Yes 12 0.58 0.51 0.16 1.69

Standard errors in parenthes%p.<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01

The first row shows the averaged ESPC between geanwhere the
standard deviation of district magnitude is eqoald from those where
deviation is higher than 0. Evidence shows that rwhkere is
congruence in the number of seats to be electeunailhe legislative
arena, the ESPC is significantly higher. This gaeshe contrary
direction than what was theoretically expectedhalgh this is not a
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surprise given the correlation between this vaeahd the averaged
district magnitude, which is included as a conuariable.

On the second row the averaged ESPC is provideddontries with
and without a MMS. In line with what the literatufeas already
stressed, data show significant evidence in faedtMS articulating
party systems where the number of wasted votekeatawer tier is

higher than in one-tiered legislatures.

On the third row is shown the averaged ESPC inigeesal and
parliamentary countries. Presidential countriesukhdead to higher
degrees of coordination in the legislative arertmsvever, according to
the data the ESPC is significantly higher in prestdhl countries than
in parliamentary ones. The inferential model wilive to clarify this
point since presidential countries are used torigawnore restrictive
electoral systems, which could actually be intradgsome noise into

this bilateral comparison.

On the following row, | present the averaged ESB@ &unction of the
level of self-rule held by regional governmefftsAccording to the
hypothesis established above, in decentralised taesnthe ESPC
should be higher. However, evidence shows that Ha tnore
decentralised countries, the ESPC is significalatlyer than the one in
the more centralised countries. As happened inptegious case of
presidential and parliamentary countries, the arigal analysis will
have to address the extent to which this variadited this unexpected

direction or not.

2 To calculate it, | split by the median value tlesdl of self-rule held by regional
chambers, using the RAI measure (Hooghe, Marks Sahdkel 2010).
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On the fifth row, differences in the averaged ESRE provided with
regard to the level of ethnolinguistical fractideation of the country’

As was theoretically expected, in ethnolinguisticaliverse countries,
the ESPC is higher than the one in more homogemoustries,

although differences are not statistically sigrifit

The last two rows present evidence for the two neaintrol variables
used in the empirical analysis. With regard to thenmy variable
between uninominal and multinominal districts, theeraged mean in
countries elected in SMD is almost twice the ond¢aioled in PR
countries. Differences are statistically significathus showing initial
evidence in favour of the inelasticity of the syppf parties as DM
decreases. For what concerns first elections sstati evidence shows
at the 10% level that the ESPC is higher in thelsetiens, as

theoretically expected.

All in all, this is only initial evidence in favouor against the
hypotheses presented previously. The empiricalyaizathat follows
will have to address the extent to which thesetiogla hold, or not,
when controlling for all the intervening factors ath may be

contemporaneously accounting for differences inB8&C.

6.4. Methods and Models

Data included in this research have a time-seri@ssesectional
structure (TSCS). TSCS models have been shown tdifbeult to
estimate since the error process of these modetsore complicated

8 As in the previous case, | also split into twoups of the same size the variable

‘Ethnic fractionalisation’ by Alesina et al (2003).
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than in either time-series or cross-sectional nmdahd different
assumptions about this error process lead to diftgoreferred methods
of estimation (Beck and Katz 1995: 636).

The most used procedure to estimate TSCS datayetheralised least
squares (GLS) —described by Parks (1967)- has &eewn to have
some problems. In particular, this model usuallgdke to extreme
overconfidence for typical TSCS data (Beck and K&95: 635), and
this situation especially, takes place when the lmemof time points is
not much bigger than the number of cross-sectionés. In the present
database, there are substantially more cross-sattionits (46

countries) than time points (number of elections éach country,
which range between 2 and 11). Hence, TSCS estinthteugh GLS

is not the most adequate procedure to use.

According to the structure of the data, a linegression by Ordinary
Least Squares is the more appropriate method imast the effect of
the different independent variables on the (logPESOLS estimates
of TSCS models usually perform well in practicadaarch situations,
although the standard errors in these contextgaceurate. In order to
solve this common problem in comparative politicsvill correct the

standard errors with the technique of panel-coeskdtandard errors
(PCSE), as Beck and Katz (1995: 635) proposed.dBssia Hausman
test (Hausman 1978) indicates that there are faclistinctive of each

country that recommend the use of fixed effétts.

Hence, an OLS with PCSE model and country dumnsesin. This

allows testing the unitary effects of each explieat variable

" Results not reported.
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independent of the factors idiosyncratic to eadnty. The use of an
OLS regression with PCSE and country dummies i®gemrecautious
solution than using OLS regression with standardrerand clusters by
country, since standard errors in PCSE are codedig the

contemporaneous correlation of the errors. Besigsiese variation in
time is not relevant in this model (see Figure ,6t35 not necessary to

control for the serial correlations of the errors.

Ultimately, the models drawn are robust. The eropiriresults are
coherent and show only small variation when themedion method is
changed. Inference has been run with several alieenmethods: OLS
model with country dummies, OLS model clusteredcbyntry, and

TSCS analysis with GLS estimator and fixed eff¢oighis later case,
dropping the variables that do not vary along timé&he results
obtained do not vary substantially and the mose¢vaait variables
conserve their explicative power. Furthermore, ftinelusion or

exclusion of certain variables does not affectrifan results obtained
and different operationalisations of the varialesnot lead to relevant
changes in the empirical results. Actually, in orte show that the
empirical results are robust to different operai@mations, several

models are designed.

Indeed, a first set of five models is originallysdged. Then, four
additional models are also run to test the robgstaad validity of the

results, irrespective of the type of variable cdifion used.

Following a similar structure to Cox (Cox 1997; bletind Cox 1997:
164) the first model includes only one covariate dach of the main

explicative institutional settings that may bringyametric viability.
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These are the standard deviation of DM, the preseh@an upper tier,
the proximity between presidential and legisla@venas, and the level
of regional decentralisation. The second modehés dociological one
and thus incorporates only the variable relatetheo demand-side of
parties, ethnic fractionalisation. The third onearporates variables
from models 1 and 2 plus the two control variabtas: (log) DM and
the dummy variable for first elections. Model 4 add the previous
one the remaining variables from which contamimagéfects can arise
from an institutional point of view: the squarel@¥, the presence of a
second ballot in MMS and the effective number ogsmtential
candidates. Model 4 is the baseline model of teéearch. Finally, the
fith model adds to the fourth one the interactlmetween proximity
and ENPRES.

These are the five main models. However, in ordershow the
robustness and validity of the empirical resultsunid, several
alternative models are also designed. Model 6 eteduthe alternative
measures designed by Stoll (2011) to account fataroination from
presidential to legislative elections. The fourtlodel serves as the
baseline for the subsequent models to be develdpedlodel 7 and
Model 8, the variable identifying the presence w$tfelections is,
respectively, replaced by the existence of a ttamsifrom a
dictatorship to a democracy (Model 7) and by a dymwariable
identifying a change in the electoral system (Mo@gl Finally, in
Model 9 the fractionalisation variable is repladeyl the measure of
segregation from Alesina and Zhuravskaya (2011js €hables me to
test the extent to which the concentration of savdge within a
territory is better able to account for variationthe ESPC than when
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the measure is insensitive to the concentratiordispersion of the
cleavage.

6.5. Results

Table 6.7 presents the results of the five OLSaggions with PCSE,

in which the independent variables are progresgingtoduced.

Given that the dependent variable is log-transfarntiee interpretation
of the effect of a one-point change on the ESPCoimplicated. In

order to ease the comprehension of the beta cmeffsc Table 6.8
reports the percentage change that the differatgp@ndent variables
in Model 4 —the baseline model- produce in the E&B¢rding to my
estimates® The table further reports the expected directionthsf

variable according to the theoretical argumentatiaghe range of the
independent variable, the original beta coeffigeint the OLS model
and its signification, as well as the maximum intpact terms of

percentage that each covariate can inflict to tB®E€ when changing

from the lowest to the highest value in the indejes variable.

> When the dependent variable is transformed thrathghnatural (or Neperian)
logarithm, the percentage change for the lineaepedident variables is calculated
using 100 * (e# — 1), wherep is the coefficient of each independent variabler F

log-transformed independent variables the formua 100 * (e#*"(10D — 1)
(Vittinghoff et al. 2005).
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Table 6.70LS with PSCS Analysis of the (Log) ESPC

Model 1 Model2 Model 3 Model4 Model5

Std. Dev. DM -0.018 -0.009 -0.043* -0.045*
(0.011) (0.011) (0.020) (0.022)

Std. Dev. DM Squared 0.003*  0.003*
(0.001) (0.001)

Upper Tier 1.509** 1.158* 1.119** 1.136**
(0.148) (0.143) (0.138) (0.140)
Second Ballot in MMS -0.723** -0.625**
(0.163) (0.174)

Proximity -0.015 -0.013  -0.019 0.121
(0.025) (0.025) (0.023) (0.104)

ENPRES 0.028 0.068*
(0.018) (0.033)

Proximity*ENPRES -0.052
(0.042)

(Log) Self-Rule 0.067** 0.039  0.043* 0.044*
(0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021)

Fractionalisation 3.050** 2.504* 3.188** 3.655**
(0.903) (2.097) (1.069) (1.126)

(Log) DM -0.226** -0.269** -0.260**
(0.052) (0.055) (0.057)

First Elections 0.024 0.030 0.032
(0.027) (0.028) (0.028)

Constant -0.038 -0.220* 0.352 0.294 0.135
(0.154) (0.105) (0.280) (0.279) (0.301)

Observations 208 240 208 208 208

Standard errors in parenthesJEap.<O.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table 6.8Percentage Change in the (Log) ESPC

Hypothesised Range Beta % Range x
direction 9€ coefficients Change %Change

Std. Dev. DM + 10 -0.04* -4.02  -40.23
Std. Dev. DM " 122.47 0.003* 031  38.12
Squared
Upper Tier + 0.59 1.12** 192.88 114.57
Second Ballot in -
MMS - 1 -0.72 -50.04 -50.04
Proximity - 1 -0.02 -1.80 -1.80
ENPRES + 8.66 0.03 2.74 23.68
(Log) Self-Rule + 3.14 0.04* 412 12.93
Fractionalisation + 0.75 3.19**  2036.81 1525.57
(Log) DM - 501 -0.27** -25.68 128.66
First Elections + 1 0.03 2.91 2.91

" p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01

Results in Table 6.7 confirm many of the expectatidVlodel 1 shows
empirical evidence and in the expected directiorafpositive and very
significant effect of the percentage of seats elkah the upper tier on
the ESPC, as was hypothesised in H2.

Second, the variable (log) self-rule, which acceunt the existence of
contamination from regional arenas to the natiamals, is statistically
significant and in the expected direction. This lie that the higher
the level of self-rule achieved by regional arercateris paribusthe

higher will be the ESPC in the national arena,xaeeted in H4.

Third, the standard deviation of DM is negativelyt hon-significantly
related with the dependent variable, against wiyabtihesised in H1.
Variation in DM tries to capture the effect of hagipolitical parties
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with asymmetric viability on the ESPC. Empiricaligance does not
support the hypothesis that high asymmetric vigbileads to high
levels of ESPC. However, additional specifications subsequent
models will address whether the explicative powérasymmetric

viability appears only after reaching a certairelesf variation in DM.

Fourth, the proximity between the presidential ahd legislative
elections does not appear to be a relevant predttine ESPC either.
Given that the number of parties competing in plesiial elections is
normally lower than in legislative elections, Hh{pothesised that
close presidential elections should have a negatipact on the ESPC.
The coefficient for this variable is negative alilgh not statistically
significant. 1 will come back to the effect of pidsntial elections on
the ESPC with the inclusion of the effective numbeérpresidential
candidates (ENPRES) and the interaction between pitoximity

between elections and ENPRES.

In Model 2, | address whether ethnic fractional@athas any positive
impact on the ESPC, as hypothesised in H5. In lghthe results
obtained in the second column, the presence ofcetractionalisation

is a relevant predictor of the ESPC in this pusalgiological model.

Model 3 adds to the variables of the previous mndéle two control
variables considered in this research. The inclusid these two
controls does not lead to too many changes in thpireal results.
Both the standard deviation of DM and the proxiniitgtween the
presidential and the legislative arenas continuagoaon-significant.
The percentage of seats elected in an upper tie aihnic

fractionalisation are still very relevant and sfgrant variables.
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Similarly, the level of self-rule achieved by rega governments
continues being positive and statistically sigmifit although at the
10% level.

With regard to the control variables, the (log) RMses as a powerful
covariate, showing evidence of the inelastic congooiof the supply of
parties as DM decreases. This means that as tistagnitude is
reduced the ESPC does not proportionally shrinle @bntrol for the
existence of first elections —either after a deratisation or a change in
the electoral system— does not have a significdfécte on the
dependent variable although the beta coefficiepbstive as expected.

Model 4 adds to the previous model the three lastofs that may
account for differences in asymmetric viabilityfiadhe supply-side of
parties: the square of the standard deviation of Ble second ballot in
MMS, and the ENRES. Since this is the baseline mniogie in-depth in

the empirical results found.

The inclusion of the squared standard deviationDM wants to
account for the possibility that an increase in B8P C does not take
place before a certain threshold in the deviatibrDM is reached.
When this squared term is included, the negativefficeent of the
standard deviation of DM becomes stronger andssitzlly significant,
showing thus, that as variation in DM increasesteris paribus the
ESPC initially decreases, against what was hypatéesn the first part
of H1. However, the quadratic term of the variatiorDM is positive
and statistically significant, as was additionalyecified in H1. This
coefficient indicates that, actually, the positeféect of the variation in

DM on the ESPC only takes place after a certaiastiold is reached.
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In particular, it is beyond a variation in DM araurlO that the
dependent variable starts to increase. This evalaemay indicate that a
low variation in DM is not enough to foster comgiehn when non-

viable, but rather that this only occurs when \#&main DM is very

high.

As shown in Table 6.8, an increase in one poitthendeviation of DM

will have a negative impact on the value of the E®P4%. Given that
until a value of 10 in the deviation of DM, the ES®vill decrease,
changing from a country without variation in DM a&ocountry with a
variation equal to 10 would entail a negative cleang the ESPC of
40%. Beyond a value of 10 in the deviation of DM t8SPC will start
to increase. Changing from a country with DM eqoal0 to a country
with DM equal to 15 (the maximum in the databasd) mply an

increase in the ESPC of 38%. Therefore, contanandtom within the

districts of the same arena will take place, algiothis is expected to
occur given a deviation in DM close to 10. Belovistthreshold, an

increase in the deviation of DM will yield a rediact in the ESPC.

With regard to the two variables related to contation from MMS
evidence strongly supports both hypotheses. Apdineentage of seats
elected in the list tier increases, the ESPC afsweases, showing
evidence for H2.1. In particular, an increase ie percentage point on
the number of seats elected in the upper tier pregl@ boost in the
ESPC of 2%. Overall, changing from a country with®dMS to a
country with MMS where 60% of the seats are elettgd®R, more
than doubles the ESPC.
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The presence of a second ballot in MMS is alsoagwedictor of the
ESPC, as hypothesised in H2.2. As Table 6.8 shows|MS where

voters are allowed to cast only one ballot, the ESHII be halved

when compared to those MMS with second ballot. @ljeevidence
strongly confirms the existence of contaminatidie&f from the upper
tiers in MMS to the lower tiers.

As in previous models, the proximity between thespiential and the
legislative areas does not appear to be a goodcpredn the ESPC, as
hypothesised in H3.1. The covariate is negativellated with the
dependent variable although it is far from statadtisignification. The
inclusion of the number of presidential candidqE&NPRES) does not
show a statistically significant relation with tBE&SPC either, although
the beta coefficient takes the expected value anchat far from
signification. In light of these results H3.1 and3.Bl cannot be

accepted.

The level of self-rule, again, seems to be a goediptor of the ESPC.
As expected in H4, as the powers attributed to rdgeonal arenas
increase, the higher will be the ESPC. In particida Table 6.8 shows,
changing from a completely centralised to the madstentralised
country is expected to increase the ESPC by 1396. shtows evidence
of contamination effects from the regional chamberghe national
ones, although the impact of the variable on the?@Ss not

particularly strong.

With regard to ethnic fractionalisation, the valels strongly powerful
and significant at explaining variation in the ESH®Gis confirms H5,

for which ethnic fractionalisation will increaseetimumber of wasted
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voters in the national chamber. Table 6.8 showsdhanging from the
most homogeneous country to the most heterogeneoes will

multiply the value of the dependent variable by Ihis shows
evidence of contamination effects from the demadd-®f political

parties. However, the results yielded by this \@daashow a coefficient
unexpectedly high —although stable across modekhis regard, it will

be worthwhile addressing the impact of the segregandex on the
ESPC. This measure of segregation is theoretieadpected to better
account for variation in the dependent variabled aithough the
number of observations in the model will shrinksltould clarify the

impact of the demand factors on the ESPC.

The two control variables show very similar patserno the ones
observed in Model 3. The (log) DM arises again agoaverful
explanatory variable in accounting for varianceha ESPC. As Table
6.8 shows, changing from a SMD electoral systerthéocountry with
the highest (log) DM, will imply a reduction in tHeSPC of 129%.
With regard to the control for first elections, engal evidence does
not significantly support the idea that a highemiver of votes devoted
to non-viable parties will be found in first elewnts. Despite that, the
variable takes a positive value, as expected. Gilierlow number of
observations for this variable, it is not conclestonsidering that first
elections will not yield an increase in the numbkwasted votes.

The fifth model includes an interaction betweeneffective number of
presidential candidates and the proximity betwdenpresidential and
the legislative arenas. The inclusion of this Valeadoes not lead to

any significant change in the remaining variabliethe model.
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However, adding the interaction term between Prayiand ENPRES
reverses the coefficient of proximity, becoming tms occasion
positive but still statistically far from signifitan. The ENPRES, as
hypothesised in H3.2, becomes significant, thusvgip that a high
number of presidential candidates in non-concuregettions will lead
to an increase in the ESPC. In particular, accgrtinfigures presented
in Table 6.8 changing from an (imaginative) countith a number of
presidential candidates equal to zero to the cguntth the highest
number of candidates would bring about an incréasiee ENPRES of
24% when elections are non-concurrent. Howeverijritegactive term
between both variabless negative, against H3.3, although non-
significant. This situation shows that the margietiect of temporary
proximate elections will not have any impact on dependent variable
depending on the number of presidential candidates.

In view of the results, H3.2 could be accepted wasrH3.1 and H3.3
would have to be rejected. However, when plottihgse results as
Brambor, Clark and Golder (2006) suggest it becouoiear that the
ENPRES has a positive but very small effect on B&PC when
elections are non-concurrent; conversely, whertieles are concurrent
the ENPRES does not have any impact on the ES@erall, the
negligible magnitude of the effects observed wouetommend
discarding any kind of contamination effect frome tipresidential
elections on the ESPC, thus rejecting H3.1, H32HB.3!’

® The figure is not provided. But commands for rejcing it are available on the

web.

" Other interactions of variables that receive supfrom theories have been tested,

although since they do not become statisticallyificant, they have been excluded.
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In order to assess the robustness and validitgeofesults presented in
the previous models, Table 6.9 presents the resfltfour OLS
regressions with PCSE where different operatioaitas and

specifications are tested.

The classical interaction between the permissiverasthe electoral system and
ethnic heterogeneity, which has largely been shbwithe literature to explain party
system fragmentation (Jones 1994; Ordeshook ancet§hwa 1994; Cox 1997

Filippov, Ordeshook, and Shvetsova 1999; Mozafaagritt, and Galaich 2003; Lago
2004, 23-43; Clark and Golder 2006; Golder 200&keih and Stoll 2011) does not
appear to be a determinant factor at explaining ESPC. Similarly, the triple

interaction between the proximity of the presidantelections, the number of
presidential candidates and the permissivenesheofegislative arena proposed by
Hicken and Stoll (2011) to account for variationtbe number of parties competing
does not appear to have a significant effect eithiénough its coefficient is positive

as expected.
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Table 6.90LS with PSCS Analysis of the (Log) ESPC

Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9
Std. Dev. DM -0.039* -0.047* -0.042* -0.047*
(0.019) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020)
Std. Dev. DM Squared 0.003* 0.003** 0.003* 0.004**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Upper Tier 1.134** 1.126** 1.154** 1.116**
(0.142) (0.143) (0.140) (0.140)
Second Ballot in MMS -0.626** -0.737** -0.750** -0.680**
(0.236) (0.165) (0.161) (0.170)
Proximity (Stoll) 0.084
(0.113)
Proximity -0.019 -0.019 -0.031
(0.023) (0.023) (0.024)
ENPRES (Stoll) 0.0705
(0.075)
ENPRES 0.028 0.027 0.032t
(0.018) (0.018) (0.019)
Proximity*ENPRES -0.038
(0.045)
(Log) Self-Rule 0.044* 0.045* 0.042t 0.045*
(0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.022)
Fractionalisation 3.582** 3.159** 3.125**
(2.270) (1.053) (1.089)
Segregation 2.046**
(0.660)
(Log) Mean DM -0.264** -0.272** -0.272** -0.275**
(0.055) (0.055) (0.054) (0.056)
First Elections 0.024 0.029
(0.028) (0.030)
Transition 0.022
(0.044)
Reform 0.035
(0.032)
Constant 0.150 0.320 0.321 0.602**
(0.381) (0.279) (0.281) (0.197)
Observations 208 208 208 195

Standard errors in parenthes%p.<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01

213



Model 6 in Table 6.9 replicates the analysis cdrioait in the fifth
model (Table 6.7). In it, variables related to tlpeocess of
contamination from presidential to legislative ¢l@as are calculated
using the operationalisation proposed by Stoll 30The use of this
new codification does not bring any significant felience in
comparison with the results obtained in Model 5nd&l®f the three
variable related to the process of contaminaticmmfrpresidential
arenas are significant through this new operatisatibn. Actually, the
number of presidential candidates, that was sicgnifi in Model 5, in
this case loses statistical signification. This gups the conclusion
indicated previously. Neither the proximity betwedre legislative
elections (H3.1), nor the effective number of piestial candidates
(H3.2), nor the interaction of both variables (H%have any significant
impact on the ESPC, once it has been controlledlbthe remaining

intervening factors.

The next two models test whether the existence todrgsition from a

non-democratic regime, or the change in the elatgystem, are able
to account for variation in the ESPC. These modetspresented as
alternatives to Model 4, where the variable accogntfor first

elections included, at the same time, transitiamc@sses and electoral
reforms. In Model 4, the variable identifying firstections was not
significant. Similarly, the substitution of this nable by a new one
identifying a transition (Model 7) or a reform ihet electoral system
(Model 8) does not bring any relevant result eithdone of the

variables are significant, although in both casesketa coefficient is

also positively related with the ESPC.

214



In the last model the measure of ethnic fractiaagilon used up to now
is substituted by the measure of ethnic segregatiprAlesina and

Zhuravskaya (2011). The use of this variable presida beta
coefficient, which is far more reliable than theeabtained through the
Alesina et al's (2003) measure. Indeed, changiramfrthe least
segregated to the most segregated country in thelsavould have a
positive impact on the ESPC of 106%, —a value farameliable than
the one obtained through the fractionalisation mesasThis would

show evidence in favour of the fact that it is tencentration of a
regional cleavage within a territory, that is betle to account for
variation in the ESPC, rather than the mere presehethnolinguistic

fractionalisation within a country. Unfortunatelyhe number of

observations for this variable is smaller, so tithe use of

fractionalisation measures was more recommendableuhning most

of the models. Further research will have to gahierron the impact of
segregation measures on the number of wasted Votespverall it

seems clear that ethnolinguistic heterogeneity drasmpact on the
ESPC, as H5 suggested.

6.6. Concluding Remarks

In this chapter | have focused attention on deteimgithe extent of the
phenomenon of contamination effects. In it, | haaddressed the
impact of both institutional and sociological fastocon a dependent
variable that accounts for the extra supply of iparcompeting, as
compared to what the Duvergerian theories prediotdo so, | have
purposely built a new database, which includes eihtries and data

for 240 democratic elections. Through an OLS regoes with PCSE
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and country dummies, | can confirm many of the tbecal

expectations put forward.

First, and in the same direction of what has beegely pointed to by
the literature, an increase in the percentage atsse a MMS elected
through PR has a positive impact on the ESPC indver and less
permissive tiers of MMS, thus confirming H2.1. Howee the
percentage of seats elected in the upper tiertisheounique source of
contamination effects from MMS. Indeed, MMS wheoters can only
cast one ballot for the upper and the lower tieagehbeen shown to
have a positive effect on the ESPC. H2.2 can tleusciepted.

The degree of self-rule attributed to the regicaa@na is also able to
explain variation in the ESPC, showing evidencefamour of the
existence of contamination effects between natiandlregional arenas
(H4). The higher the powers held by regional goments, ceteris
paribus the larger the electoral contamination from theoren

permissive regional chamber to the national arelide:

The presence of an ethnolinguistic cleavage has als® shown to be
a good predictor of the ESPC, thus providing ewigem favour of
contamination effects from the demand-side of partias H5
suggested. The segregation measure has providethdeg reliable
results than the fractionalisation index. Furthealgsis will have to go
further on the effect of segregation measures énnlimber of wasted
votes, although it seems that —as was theoretiexibected- it is the
concentration of a regional cleavage within a teryithat is better able

to account for differences in the ESPC.
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Finally, it has also been shown that an increagbernvariation of DM,
leads to a decrease in the ESPC until a certaimti@v in district
magnitude is obtained (around 10). Beyond this tpontreasing the
variation of DM will yield an increase in the ESP®us partially
confirming H1. This provides evidence of the exse of
contamination effects from within the same legiskatarena, although

this only applies when differences in district miigghe are very high.

None of the variables related to the process ofaznimation from the
presidential to the legislative elections, havenbsekown to have an
impact on the ESPC. Neither the proximity betweke kegislative
elections, nor the effective number of presidentahdidates, nor the
interaction between both terms has been able mwuatdor variation in

the dependent variable.

Besides, it is also relevant to pay attention ® émpirical results of
the control variables. Although they do not tellars/thing about the
existence of electoral contamination, they can gisovide some
interesting insights on the explanation of the ESPi&t, a low (log)
DM has been shown to increase the number of partisgeting even
if non-viable, showing thus, evidence in favouttlod inelasticity in the
supply of political parties as (log) DM decreasescond, no evidence
has arisen with respect to the possibility thadtfelections lead to a
significant increase in the ESPC. Neither when dolynding elections
after a non-democratic period are taken into acgouwor when
considering only elections, which have taken plater a reform in the
electoral system; nor when both casuistries areuggo together,
empirical evidence is strong enough to accountditferences in the
ESPC.
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CHAPTER 7.
CONCLUSIONS

7.1. Contribution

According to the Duvergerian theories, the entran€enon-viable
parties is a random phenomenon. Political partesilsl only present
candidacies when they have chances of achievingeseptation, so
that deviations in this equilibrium should only teenporary. At the mid
and the long-term, parties would be thought to desempetition when
non-viable. In this thesis | have called into giestthis largely
accepted assumption by claiming that, even wheionat choice
assumptions are met, the decision to stand fortietec when non-
viable, is a systematic phenomenon that takes pdacess parties,
countries and electoral systems. Thus, enterimg ¢gompetition when
non-viable, far from being a random phenomenon,oles the

dominant strategy among political parties in masst®ns.

Before addressing the reasons that explain whyigalliparties decide
to present candidacies when they are non-viabéefitst and foremost
purpose of this thesis has been to establish tkagrhenon, to show
that it exists, and to identify its commonalitiemang apparently
different processes. Through an in-depth revisibrthe literature, |
have identified five different contexts that caantaminatepolitical
parties’ entry decisions in national legislativeeraas. Four of these
factors are related to the supply-side of parti@sfrom districts within
the same national legislative arena; (b) from tkietb the nominal tier
in mixed-member systems; (c) from presidential ted@s; and (d) from
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second-order elections, specifically from regiomaénas. The last
factor is connected with the demand-side of partie3 from the

presence of a regionalised ethnolinguistic cleavage

However, beyond the different casuistries that bang about the
emergence of contamination effects, | have argied the causal
mechanisms behind each of these phenomena arersaliand they
lead to a common pattern of behaviour which carexgained by a
general theory: Political parties take advantagehefr viability in a

certain arena to present candidacies in other anehare they are non-
viable.

In this thesis, | have argued that the dilemmaamrdination among
non-viable political parties is most often solvadavour of competing
alone, rather than coalescing or joining a coalitidhis is as a
consequence of two fundamental organisational dappibies that the

overlap of electoral arenas generates.

First, the presence okconomies of scaleAs the number of
constituencies where the party decides to presamdidacies increases,
the marginal cost of doing so decreases, thus gdbk& entrance for

competition.

However, the presence of decreasing marginal odstsmpeting is not
enough to explain parties’ entrance when non-viablee costs of
competing, although becoming marginally smallerntcwme being
higher than 0 in those constituencies where thty plres not expect to
achieve representation. Thus, still another fadaequired to explain

the decision to enter when non-viable.
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The appearance qfolitical externalities to competss precisely the
second organisational opportunity that encouragetes to compete
alone when non-viable. The decision to stand fectens in those
arenas where the party is non-viable, genergtesitive political
externalities that will not be internalised by the local patbwt rather
they will be internalised by another actor, namisg party at other
arenas of competition where it is viable. Analodputhe decision to
withdraw from competition or to join a coalition Wwusually bring
about somenegative political externalities,which will not be
internalised by the non-viable party at the logaha but rather for the

homonym party in other arenas where it is viable.

The emergence of political externalities to compétes becomes the
identifying factor in explaining parties’ decisian whether to enter
into competition alone, or not, when non-viablelitkal parties will

generally find it more attractive to compete alavigen they are non-
viable —due to the emergence of positive politieaternalities to
compete and the decreasing marginal costs of camgpetwhereas
withdrawing from competition or joining a coalitiowill usually be

less favourable strategies —due to the negatividigadlexternalities to

compete.

7.2. Findings

Through in-depth interviews with party leaders aathpaign managers
in Canada and Spain, | have addressed the reasmnsgdoolitical

parties’ entry decisions in contexts of non-vidpiliinterviews have
shown that political parties obtain sevepaskitive political externalities

from competing alone due to the overlap of ele¢taranas.
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First, they maygain visibility.: By running candidacies when non-
viable, parties are able to show that they areriaseand committed
party. In heavily populated areas, the intensitytlik externality
becomes stronger because parties will feel, tayheniextent, the need
to show that they stand everywhere, irrespectivehefr chances of

obtaining a seat.

Second, they may alsoomserve and promote the party labéy
standing for elections everywhere under the sab,lparties show an
image of internal coherence. The more instituticeal parties will
decide to run for elections with the aim of keepthg party label,
whereas new parties, if they decide to competey thid do so to

promote the party label.

Third, parties may also be ablekeep the organisation aliv&ntering
into competition when non-viable enables the p#&stkeep the local
organisation in good shape for when the time camesntest elections
where the party is viable. However, this only oscur parties where
party activists have a very relevant role at prongptthe party,

especially during electoral campaigns.

Fourth, they may promote thegparty platform Within parties with a
certain ideological rigidity, running a full slatd candidates enables
the party to keep political debates active andapriem throughout

the country.

Besides, evidence from interviews has also shown ttiere are two
fundamentalnegative political externalitieghat usually arise when

parties decide not to compete alone when theyameviable.
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First, parties mayose credibility and reputationNot entering into
competition alone has been shown to bring abowdteridration in the
image of the party. However, this only holds witlparties, which are
competing in their core election. When parties @oé competing in
their main electoral arena the decision not todsti@n elections alone

will not see punishment from voters.

Second, they maface confrontation from local organisatianSome
parties have argued that in the case of not egtanto competition
alone, the local organisation could feel slightddwever, others have
argued that these negative political externalitids not appear when
the conditions for withdrawing from competition joining a coalition

are very clear and most of the organisation agséisthe strategy.

Overall, from in-depth interviews, it has been polgsto conclude that
the overlap of electoral arenas modifies the ingeatpolitical parties
have to compete alone when they are non-viablgahticular, due to
the emergence of positive political externalitiasd given marginal
decreasing costs of competing, the decision tadstanelections alone
becomes the dominant strategy. Conversely, duesg@ative political
externalities to compete, withdrawing from competitor joining a
coalition will be less preferable strategies thamatvthe Duvergerian

theories presume.

In the quantitative analysis of this research,Vehfocused attention on
determining the extent of the phenomenon. To dolsmly on a
dependent variable that accounts for the extra Igupp parties
competing (ESPC) as compared to what the Duvergeti@ories
predict. As covariates, | use the institutional aodiological factors,
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which have previously been argued lead to contaimimaffects. To
assess the impact of these factors on the ESP@el tanstructed a
completely new database of national legislativectedas, which
include 46 countries from around the world, 240cebms, and data
compiled for over 25,000 districts. The results vghevidence of
contamination effects to the national legislativeenas both from

institutional and sociological factors.

First, from thenominal to the list tiers in mixed-member systems

line with what has been largely stressed by tleeditire, an increase in
the percentage of seats elected in the list tidVMS has a positive

impact on the ESPC in the nominal tier. Also, MM8ere voters are
allowed to cast only one ballot for the two tierdl Vead to an increase
in the ESPC, thus confirming again the existencecaitamination

effects from the upper to the lower tiers in MMS.

Second, fromregional arenas The higher the powers that regional
governments hold, the larger electoral contamimafrom the more

permissive regional chamber to the national arelide:

Third, from thepresence of a regionalised ethnolinguistic cleavage
Regional cleavages displace nationwide parties distexts of non-
viability in ethnolingusitically-differentiated rémns, thus enhancing
the number of parties competing when non-viablds Tonfirms the
existence of contamination effects from the demsidd-of parties.

Fourth, from districts within the same national legislative aaen
Although low levels of variation in DM across dists lead to a
reduction in the ESPC, variation in DM higher tHeEhwill lead to an
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increase in the ESPC, thus showing partial evidericgontamination

effects from within arenas.

For what concerns the variables related to thega®of contamination
from the presidential to the legislative electionsne of these have

been shown to have any impact on the ESPC.

7.3. Further Research

The development of this thesis has left some queststill open and
points to several future lines of research that nraprove the
theoretical argumentations and the empirical figdinpresented
hitherto.

Some of these avenues for research are relatdw toeed to increase

thenumber of countriescluded in the analysis.

First, the database should be opened to new countfiee dataset |
have built to carry out this research is, at presene of the largest
databases that can be built with the data curremtbilable on the
Internet. This dataset guarantees that all thernmdtion included is
completely reliable and that only exclusively demadic countries are
considered. All in all, nowadays, it is becomingrenand more usual
for countries to provide detailed information abelgctoral results at
the district level. This will soon allow increasiripe number of
countries included in cross-national studies, tmaking analysis more
compelling. In this sense, the availability of maekectoral results,
beyond the European boundaries, would be crucighssdo test the

robustness of the results obtained.
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Second,t should bereconsidered the impact of founding electiofs

crucial question yet to be solved by scholars ésuhderstanding of the
process of learning from both the side of voterd anganisations.
Evidence from this research seems to indicate fthatding elections
will lead to higher numbers of wasted votes, algiothe number of
observations in the sample is not large enough dm @gtatistical

significance. The inclusion of a higher number whe points per

country would allow the temporal evolution of caniaation effects to

be addressed, and specifically, the emergence laadhypothetical

disappearance of the phenomenon of contaminatfentsf

Third, the impact of variation in DM should be reconsktrVariation
in DM has been shown to increase the ESPC only vitherstandard
deviation of DM is higher than 10. Given the low nmher of
observations with such levels of variation, thelusomn of more
countries in the dataset should allow the robustoeéshis finding to be

readdressed.

Other further avenues for research are relateldetsdope of analysisf
this research.

First, alternative directions of contamination should bensidered

National legislative arenas are not only contaneiddiut they can also
impinge upon contamination. Given that winning thegislative

elections is usually a big prize, it is very likehat these elections will
contaminate other elections that are less impqrtaanely, second-
order elections. This has been voluntarily omitfeain the present
research, since | have focused the attention otagonation directed

towards the legislative arena. However, scholarthen future should

226



change the perspective and address the effectentdraination from

the legislative to other electoral arenas.

Second,the analysis should be broadened to other elettaranas

The analysis of the factors that can account far ¢éimergence of
asymmetric viability has been restricted to a leditnumber of
institutional designs —namely, from within the aagm MMS, from the
presidential arena, from upper chambers and frogiomal arenas.
However, these are not the unique institutionatiregg from which
contamination effects can arise. These should kiendgd to other
electoral arenas, such as municipal elections, gaao elections,

gubernatorial elections, etc.

Additionally, further assessments of the ESPC shaansider some
new explanations and hypothetical shortcomings

On the one handf should berefined the impact of segregation and
fractionalisation measuresThe empirical analysis has shown that
outcomes for fractionalisation measures provide sually inflated
coefficients, whereas the measure of segregatiowsta coefficient
more in accordance with what could be expected.rédseat first sight,

it seems that the segregation measure is morewttbly, it still
remains open to determine whether the fact thatfereift
ethnolinguistic collectives are grouped togethercertain zones, as
indices of segregation presuppose, can better atéoudifferences in
the ESPC.

On the other handhew control variables should be includdeuture
research should consider the impact of competiéssron the number

of wasted votes. High levels of electoral compatithad been said to
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increase the number of third-party candidacies ¢Rsi®ne, Behr, and
Lazarus 1996; Lem and Dowling 2006), although icerg times this
relationship has been said to be curvilinear rathan linear: Large
numbers of wasted votes will be found, both in vegnpetitive, and in
non-competitive elections (Best and Lem 2011). @esi further
research should also try to address the ballotsactzvs to explain
differences in the ESPC. Best and Lem (2011) haeevs for the US
gubernatorial elections that the presence of thady competitors can
be explained by the percentage of signatures redjunom the total
state population to appear on the ballot. Althotigk is a plausibly
relevant factor, there is a lack of cross-countwynparative data that
does not allow, at this moment, the inclusion aflhsa variable in the

analysis.

Finally, anew dimensiorwith regard to the concept of contamination
effects should be addressed, namely the needomgider political
parties instead of countries in the quantitativalgsis By focusing the
attention on each parties’ decision to enter irmgetition rather than
in an aggregated measure of inflation, it couldpbssible to address
the impact of variables related to party supparternal organisation,
ideology, sphere of competition, etc., on parte®ry decisions. Such
an analysis however, is highly data-demanding lseadti not only
requires the information on which party is runnatgeach district to be
available, but also it is necessary to obtain dtetive data for

variables which hitherto have mostly been treataalitatively.

Overall, this thesis has gone one step furtherdising a new general
theory about party strategies. Many questions r&tihain unanswered,
but what is certain is that we need to avoid thenegessary
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proliferation of theoretical concepts and make gpefforts to identify
the causal mechanisms underlying, apparently, cispgrocesses. In
this sense, this thesis has been a first attempil tthe gap in the
literature on contamination effects and on the equosnces that the
overlap of electoral arenas may bring about foitypatrategic entry

decisions.
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Annex-Chapter 5
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Table I List of People Interviewed

Case Interviewees Position Place Date
Leader of ICV in Barcelona
Rafel Ribo M€ 1999 Catalan  coionia  06/10/2011
parliament Spain)
1) Coalition between elections P
the PSC and ICV in Member of the
the 1999 Catalan National L'Hospitalet
parliament Ramén Commission of  de Llobregat
Luque? EUIA and the (Catalonia, 16/12/2011
Federal Executive Spain)
Commission of IU
Head of the
Electoral Montréal
2) QS in the federal Alain Commlttee of (Quebec, 17/06/2010
elections Tremblay Campaigns and the
: Canada)
Committee of
Coordination of QS
3) Strategic
withdrawal of the Stéphane Liblé?gldlsgrc;f ti?lethe Montréal
Liberals in the 2008 b Y (Quebec, 11/06/2010
. . Dion 2008 federal
federal elections in . Canada)
elections
Central Nova
4) C's in 2011 lower José Manuel  Oraanisation Barcelona
house elections in Villegas secrgtar for C's (Catalonia, 03/10/2011
favour of UPyD 9 y Spain)
5) Sl in the 2011 Alfons  Deputy of Slinthe Carcelona
. . . (Catalonia, 25/11/2011
lower house electionsLdépez Tena Catalan parliament Spain)
Head of the
Electoral Montréal
6) QS in the Alain Committee of
) . . (Quebec, 17/06/2010
Quebecois parliament Tremblay Campaigns and the
: Canada)
Committee of
Coordination of QS
Senior Press Ottawa
7 NI_DP in the federal }(arl secretary for the (Ontario,  28/06/2011
elections Bélanger NPD and leader of Canada)
the NDP in Quebec
8) Failed attempt of Karl sei?gtlg: Pf:)erstie Ottawa
fusion between the Bélanger NDP and)lleader of (Ontario, 28/06/2011
NDP and the Liberals 9 Canada)

the NDP in Quebec
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Leader of the

. : : Montréal
Stgf’ohna”e L'bgg"’(‘)'BP%régglthe (Quebec, 11/06/2010
. Canada)
elections
Member of the
Federal Executive
Commission of IU L'Hospitalet
9) IU in the lower Ramén and campaign  de Llobregat
house elections Luque? manager of the  (Catalonia, 16/12/2011
party for the 2011 Spain)
lower house
elections
10) C's in the 2008
lower house elections‘José Manuel  Organisation Barcelona
and in the 2010 . , (Catalonia, 20/12/2011
Catalan parliament Villegas secretary for C's Spain)
elections
) ) C;ampaign mar;]ager Madrid
11) UPyD in the Francisco or UPyD in the .
National elections Pimentef 2011 lower house ('\S/Igglrr'g 20/12/2011

elections

4 Both the interview of Francisco Pimentel (UPyD) aRdmoén Luque (IU) were
carried out in the framework of th®laking Electoral Democracy Workroject

(http://electoraldemocracy.com).
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Figure | Share of Votes and Seats in the Canadian FedeegttiBhs, 1974-2011
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Source: Own elaboration. Data from Elections Car@udine (http://elections.ca/)

& Between brackets the number of representativegatig achieved.
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Table Il Share of Votes and Seats in the Canadian Electi®¥&}-2008

1974 1979 1980 1984 1988 1993
Lib 43.2 141 40.1 114 44.4 147 28.0 40 31.9 83 41.3 177
C - - - - - - - - - - - -
BQ - - - - - - - - - - 13.5 54
NDP 15.4 16 17.9 26 19.8 32 18.8 30 20.4 43 6.9 9
CA - - - - - - - - 2.1 0 18.7 52
PC 35.5 95 35.9 136 325 103 50.0 211 43.0 169 16.0 2
Green - - - - - - 0.2 0 0.4 0 0.2 -
SC 5.1 11 4.6 6 1.7 - - - - - - -
Others 0.9 1 15 0 1.6 0 29 1 2.2 0 3.3 1
TOTAL 100 264 100 282 100 282 100 282 100 295 100 295
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1997 2000 2004 2006 2008 2011
Lib 38.5 155 40.8 172 36.7 135 30.2 103 26.3 77 18.9 34
C - - - - 29.6 99 36.3 124 37.7 143 39.6 166
BQ 10.7 44 10.7 38 12.4 54 10.5 51 10.0 49 6.1 4
NDP 11.0 21 8.5 13 15.7 19 17.5 29 18.2 37 30.6 103
CA 19.4 60 25.5 66 - - - - - - - -
PC 18.8 20 12.2 12 - - - - - - - -
Green 0.4 0 0.8 0 4.3 0 4.5 0 6.8 0 3.9 1
Others 1.2 1 1.4 0 1.3 1 1.1 1 1.2 2 0.9 0
TOTAL 100 301 100 301 100 308 100 308 100 308 100 308

& Acronyms:Lib: Liberal Party of Canada; C: Conservative PaftyCanada; BQBloc QuébécoisNDP: New Democratic Party; CA: Canadian
Reform Conservative Alliance / Reform Party; PGdressive Conservative Party of Canada; Green:3?aety of Canada; SC: Social Credit.
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Figure Il Share of Votes and Seats in the Quebecois ProViBlzations, 1976-2008
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Table Il Share of Votes and Seats in the Quebecois Parligrh876-2008

1976 1981 1985 1989 1994 1998 2003 2007 2008
PLQ 338 26 46.1 42 56.0 99 50.0 92 444 47 436 48 46.0 76 33.1 48 42.1 66
PQ 414 71 493 80 38.7 23 40.2 29 448 77 429 76 332 45 283 36 352 51
ADQ - - - - - - - - 65 1 118 1 182 4 308 41 164 7
UFP / QS - - - - - - - - - - - 11 O 3.6 3.8 1
Green - - - - 01 0 20 01 O - - 04 O 3.9 22 0
Independent 04 O 0.1 o4 0 09 O 17 0 03 O 02 O 01 O 02 O
Others 245 13 45 4.8 70 4 26 15 0 09 O 0.1 02 O
TOTAL 100 110 100 122 100 122 100 125 100 125 100 125 100 125 100 125 100 125

& Acronyms:PLQ: Parti Libéral du QuébecPQ: Parti Québécois ADQ: Action Démocratique du QuéhedFP / QS:Union des Forces
Progressistes Québec SolidaireGreen:Parti Vert du Québedndependent: Independent candidates or candidatlesut affiliation.
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Figure Ill Share of Votes and Seats in the Spanish LegisBtaaions, 1977-2011
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-89 10Q0% (10)  10.6% (21) /
10y 94% (19) 108X (23 0.1 (17) 6(10) 106 6 4% (16)
-—

o 0,
8.2% (1) 7.2% (9, 7.0% (11)

5.0% (5
) 'zsonm/
V

8.2% (1 19 (10N, ©

5% 6.1%

\ 0, 0,
2.8% (11) 27%(®) 379 1 47%(7) 51%(18)  50%(17) 460 (16) 430 19 539 10 — 4.2% (16)
N . 0
0% - 1.6%(8) 1.7% (7). 19% () “Nson(d) 1a0m(my  T2% () T3% () 16%(7) 17%(7) 1% (6)  14%(5)
1977 1979 1982 1986 1989 1993 1996 2000 2004 2008 2011

Source: Own elaboration. Data from taisterio del Interior, Gobierno de Espaihattp://www.infoelectoral.mir.es)

& Between brackets the number of representativegatig achieved.
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Table IV Share of Votes and Seats in the Spanish Electl®79,-201%

1977 1979 1982 1986 1989 1993 1996 2000 2004 2008 2011

PSOE 29.4 118 30.5 121 48.3 202 44.1 184 39.9 175 39.1 159 38 141 34.7 125 43.3 164 44.4 169 29.2 110
AP/ PP 8.2 16 6.1 10 26.5 107 26 105 26 107 35 141 39.2 156 45.2 183 38.3 148 40.4 154 45.3 186
PCE/IU 94 19 108 23 4 4 46 7 91 17 96 18 106 21 61 9 5 5 38 2 70 11
UPyD - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 12 1 48 5

Clu 28 11 27 8 37 12 5 18 51 18 5 17 46 16 43 15 33 10 3.1 10 42 16
PNV 16 8 16 7 19 8 15 6 13 5 13 5 13 5 16 7 17 7 12 6 13 5

ERC 08 1 07 1 07 1 04 O 0O4 O 08 1 07 1 09 1 26 8 12 3 11 3

BNG 01 0 02 O 05 O 09 2 13 3 08 2 08 2 08 2

UPC/CC 63 1 02 0 03 1 03 1 09 4 09 4 11 4 09 3 07 2 06 2

HB 1 3 1 2 12 5 11 4 09 2 07 2 14 7

ucb 345 166 35 168 6.8 11 - - - - - - - - - -

CDS - - - - 29 2 92 19 79 14 18 0 - - - - 01 O

EE 03 1 05 1 05 1 05 2 05 2

PAR 02 1 02 1 - - 04 1 04 1 06 1 02 0 01 0 02

PSA-PA 18 5 04 0 05 0 1 2 04 O 05 0 09 1 07 O 0.3

uv 03 1 07 2 05 1 04 1 03 O

EA 0 2 06 1 05 1 04 1 03 1 02
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UA-CHA 0o 0 O O 02 O 03 1 04 1 0.2

Na-Bai / Gbai 02 1 02 1 02 1
Others 128 9 89 1 32 0O 58 1 56 0 30 0O 15 0 28 0 23 0 24 0 38 2
TOTAL 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350 100 350

& Acronyms:PSOE:Partido Socialista Obrero EspafiohP/PP:Alianza Popular/ Partido Popular PCE / IU:Partido Comunista de Espaiia
Izquierda Unida UPyD: Unién, Progreso y DemocragciaCiU: Convergéncia i Unip PNV: Partido Nacionalista VasGoERC: Esquerra
Republicana de Cataluny8NG: Bloque Nacionalista Galeg@JPC / CC:Unién del Pueblo Canarié Coalicion Canaria HB: Herri Batasuna
(includes all brands under which Basque secesssomhigve been presenting candidacies throughoutitftery); UCD: Unién de Centro
Democratico CDS: Centro Democratico SociaEE: Euskadiko EzkerraPAR: Partido Aragonés Regtionalist®SA / PA:Partido Socialista
Andalucista/ Partido AndalucistaUV: Uni6 Valeciana EA: Eusko AlkartasundJA / CHA: Union Aragonesistd Chunta AragonesistdNa-Bai

/ GBai: Nafarroa Bai/ Gueroa Bai
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Figure IV Share of Votes and Seats in the Catalan Regiomatighs, 1980-2010
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Source: Own elaboration. Data from epartament de Governacio i Relacions Institucisn&eneralitat de Catalunya
(http://www.gencat.net/governacio-ap/)

& Between brackets the number of representativegatig achieved.
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Table VShare of Votes and Seats in the Catalan Parliani€80-2016°

1980 1984 1988 1992 1995 1995 2003 2006 2010
Ciu 278 43 46.8 72 457 69 46.2 70 41.0 60 37.7 56 30.9 46 315 48 38,5 62
PSC 224 33 30.1 41 298 42 27.6 40 249 34 378 52 312 42 26.8 37 18.3 28
AP/ PP 77 11 53 6 60 7 131 17 95 12 119 15 10.7 14 123 18
PSUC/ICV-EUIA 188 25 56 6 78 9 65 7 95 13 25 3 73 9 95 12 74 10
ERC 89 14 44 5 41 6 80 11 97 11 87 12 164 23 140 21 7.0 10
CDS 38 3
ucb 10.6 18
PSA-PA 27 2
C's 30 3 34 3
Sl 33 4
Others 82 0 28 0 49 0 47 O 09 0 28 0 14 0 24 0 69 O
TOTAL 100 135 100 135 100 135 100 135 100 135 100 135 100 135 100 135 100 135

& Acronyms: CiU:Convergéncia i UnipPSC:Partit dels Socialistes de CatalunyaP / PP:Alianga Popular / Partit PopularPSUC/ICV-EUIA:
Partit Socialista Unificat de Catalunya/ Iniciativ@atalunya Verds - Esquerra Unida i AlternataRC: Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya
CDS: Centre Democratic i SocialUCD: Unié de Centre Democratid®SA-PA: Partido Socialista de Andalucia-Partido Andalucist@’s:
Ciutadans. Partido de la Ciudadanial: Solidaritat Catalana per la Independéncia
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Table VI Sources of Information for the ESPC

Country Source / (*) Notes

Albania Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.

Australia Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.
Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset uni #1990

Austria elections. N
From 1994 onwards, the Federal Ministry of therinte
(http://www.bmi.gv.at/).

Belgium Belgian Ministry of the Interior (http://www.ibz.&y.be/).

Bolivia Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.

1999: Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset an
Electoral Institute for the Sustainability of Demacy in

Botswana  Africa (EISA, http://www.eisa.org.za/WEP/
botelectarchive.htm).
2004: EISA.

Bulgaria Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.

Until 2000, Constituency Level Elections Archive,EA.

Canada From 2004 onwards, Elections Canada
(www.elections.ca/home.asp).

1994 and 1999: Constituency-Level Elections (CL&pdet.

Costa Rica Remaining years: Supreme Electoral Tribunal
(http://www.tse.go.cr) and the Digital Electoralas of Costa
Rica (http://www.atlas.iis.ucr.ac.cr).

2000 and 2003: Constituency-Level Elections (CL&pdet.
2007: Adam Carr. http://psephos.adam-carr.net.

Croatia *Since the electoral results for Croatians abraadithe ones
for the minorities (SMD plurality) are presenteéfefiently in
the different elections for which data are ava#aloinly data
for the 10 districts with 14 representatives anesgdered.

Cyprus Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.

Czech Czech Statistical Office's Election Server

Republic (http://www.volby.cz/).

Danish Ministry of the Interior and Social Affairs

Denmark (http://elections.sm.dk/).

Danish Folketing (http://www.ft.dk/).
2011: Danmarks Statistic (http://www.dst.dk/).
Until 1999, Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dsgt

Estonia From 2003 onwards, the Estonian National Electoral
Committee (http://www.vvk.ee/).

Finland Statistics Finland (http://www.stat.fi/).

France 1988: Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.
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For the remaining elections, Bureau des électibde® études
politiques. Ministére de l'intérieur, de l'outre-makes
collectivités territoriales et de I'immigration
(http:/Nlannuaire.service-public.fr/services_natior/service-
national_180396.html).

* For the 1988 elections data for only 469 distriate
available.

Germany

German Elections Office (www.bundeswabhlleiter.de).

Der Bundeswabhlleiter
(http://www.bundeswabhlleiter.de/de/bundestagswadfiggher
e_bundestagswahlen/)

Greece

Until 2007, Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dst
For the 2007 elections, the Ministry of the Interio
[http://www.ypes.gr/].

Hungary

Political Transformation and the Electoral Prodes3ost-
Communist Europe, University of Essex
(http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/databgge.as

Iceland

Statistics Iceland (http://www.statice.is/).

India

Electoral Commission of India
(http://eci.nic.infeci_mainl/ElectionStatistics.Rsp

Ireland

Elections Ireland (http://www.electionsireland.grg/

Israel

Central Bureau of Statistics (http://www.cbs.gdyaind The
Knesset (http://www.knesset.gov.il/).

Italy

Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.

Latvia

Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.

Lithuania

1992 and 1996 elections:
http://www?2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/database.asp
From 2000 onwards, the Central Election Commiseifon
Latvia, CVK (http://web.cvk.lv/pub/public/).

Luxembourg

Until the 1994 elections, Constituency-Level Eleot (CLE)
dataset.

From 2004 onwards, Le site officiel des électionsGaand-
Duché du Luxembourg (http://www.elections.publif.lu

Mexico

Instituto Federal Electoral
(http://www.ife.org.mx/portal/site/ifev2/HRE_200DQ9/).

Moldova

Until the 2001 elections, Political Transformatimmd the
Electoral Process in Post-Communist Europe, Unityeo$
Essex (http://www2.essex.ac.uk/elect/database/ds¢adsp).
From 2005 onwards, the Association for Participator
Democracy of Moldova (http://www.e-democracy.md/en)

Netherlands

Dutch Electoral Council, Kiesraad (http://www.kiaad.nl/)
and Statistics Netherlands (http://www.cbs.nl/).

New Zealand

Electoral Commission of New Zealand
(http://www.electionresults.govt.nz/).
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Until 1997, Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dsgt
From 2001 onwards, the Ministry of Local Governmand

Norway Regional Development's Election Portal (http://wwalg.no/)
and Statistics Norway (Statistics Norway).
Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset and

Poland Poland's National Election Commission

(http://www.pkw.gov.pl/).

Secretariado Técnico dos Assuntos para o Procésiorgl,
STAPE (http://www.stape.pt/).

Portugal 2009: Legislativas 2009 website
(http://www.legislativas2009.mj.pt/) and Constitagsievel
Elections (CLE) dataset.

Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset andStaistical

Slovakia Office of the Slovak Republic (http:/portal.stéits.sk/).

2000: Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.
Slovenia From 2004 onwards, the Ministry of Public Admington
(http://volitve.gov.si).

Electoral Commission of South Africa

South Africa (http://www.elections.org.za).

Until 2000, the Constituency Level Elections Arahi@LEA
(http://www.electiondataarchive.org/).

From 2004 onwards, the Republic of Korea, Natidtiattion
Commission (http://www.nec.go.kr/engvote/main/majp).

South Korea

Spain Ministerio del Interior de Espafia (http://mir.es).

Until 2006, the Constituency-Level Elections (Cldataset.
2010: Swedish Election Authority (http://www.val)send
Statistics Sweden (http://www.scb.se/).

Sweden *Due to unavailability of disaggregated resultsadar the
Sweden elections include always the allocatioreatsof the
upper tier (39.11%), although it should not beueld in the
calculus.

Federal Chancellery (http://www.admin.ch/) and $wgss

Switzerland - o oo statistical Office (http:/fwww.bfs.adminch

Taiwan Constituency Level Elections Archive (CLEA).

'Tl'rlnldad and Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.

obago

Turkey Constituency-Level Elections (CLE) dataset.
Until 1997, the Constituency-Level Elections (Cld&ataset.

United From 2001 onwards, Pippa Norris data

Kingdom (http://www.hks_.harvard.edu/fs/pnprrls/Data/Dgtmhand the
European Election database (http://www.nsd.uib.no/
european_election_database/index.html).

USA Constituency Level Elections Archive (CLEA).
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Table VII Countries and Elections Considered in the Empirical

Analysis

Albania 2001 2005

Australia 1993 1996 1998 2001

Austria 1986 1990 1994 1995 1999 2002
2006 2008

Belgium 1995 1999 2003 2007 2010

Bolivia 1997 2002

Botswana 1999 2004

Bulgaria 1994 1997 2001 2005

Canada 1988 1993 1997 2000 2004 2006
2008

Costa Rica 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006
2010

Croatia 2000 2003 2007 2011

Cyprus 1991 1996

Czech Republic 1996 1998 2002 2006 2010

Denmark 1990 1994 1998 2001 2005 2007
2011

Estonia 1992 1995 1999 2003 2007 2011

Finland 1995 1999 2003 2007 2011

France 1988 1993 1997 2002 2007

Germany 1990 1994 1998 2002 2005

Greece 1985 1989 (1) 1989 (I) 1990 1993 1996
2000 2004 2007 2009

Hungary 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006

Iceland 1987 1999 2003 2007 2009

India 1998 1999 2004

Ireland 1989 1992 1997 2002 2007 2011

Israel 1988 1992 1996 1999 2002 2006
2009

Italy 1994 2001

Latvia 1993 1995 1998 2002 2006 2010
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Lithuania 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008

Luxembourg 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009

Mexico 2000 2003 2006 2009

Moldova 1998 2001 2005 2009 (1) 2009 (II) 2010

Netherlands 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006 2010

New Zealand 1996 1999 2002 2005 2008 2011

Norway 1985 1989 1993 1997 2001 2005
2009

Poland 2001 2005 2007 2011

Portugal 1985 1987 1991 1995 1999 2002
2005 2009

Slovakia 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010

Slovenia 2000 2004 2008

South Africa 1994 1999 2004

South Korea 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008

Spain 1989 1993 1996 2000 2004 2008

Sweden 1985 1988 1991 1994 1998 2002
2006 2010

Switzerland 1987 1991 1995 1999 2003 2007

Taiwan 1995 1998 2001 2004

Trinidad and Tobago 1986 1991 1995 2000 2001 2002

Turkey 1999 2002

United Kingdom 1987 1997 2001 2005 2010

USA 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
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Table VIII Statistics of the Dependent and Independent Vargabl

Std.

Variable Obs. Mean Dev. Min. Max.
(Log) ESPC 240 0.29 0.22 0.01 1.34
Std. Dev. DM 240 3.51 4.14 0 14.92
Std. Dev. DM Squared 240 29.42 4757 0 222.47
Upper Tier 240 0.11 0.17 0 0.59
Second Ballot in MMS 240 0.13 0.34 0 1
Proximity 240 0.20 0.35 0 1
Proximity (Stoll) 240 0.56 0.79 0 2
ENPRES 240 1.02 1.58 0 8.66
ENPRES (Stoll) 240 0.99 1.57 0 8.66
(Log) Self-rule 208 1.80 1.11 0 3.14
Fractionalisation 240 0.30 0.21 0.002 0.75
Segregation 213 0.06 0.08 0.002 0.36
(Log) DM 240 1.78 1.52 0 5.01
First Elections 240 0.05 0.22 0 1
Transition 240 0.02 0.14 0 1
Reform 240 0.03 0.17 0 1

251



Extra Supply of Parties Competing Extra Supply of Parties Competing

Extra Supply of Parties Competing

Figure V Extra Supply of Parties by Country
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Figure VI Extra Supply of Parties by Country
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Figure VII Extra Supply of Parties by Country
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Figure VIII Extra Supply of Parties by Country
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Figure IX Extra Supply of Parties by Country
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Figure X Extra Supply of Parties by Country

Poland Portugal
Nt I}
QA
ﬁ T =3 N
{ g
g~
~ g -
y 8 .
& <7
0 k5
\—! b o
5
>
Q
— £
n
]
&
o A o A
T T T T T T T T T
2000 2005 2010 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Year Year
Slovakia Slovenia
<
o
n
&
&1 2
T ™
g ™
g
[V [Tel
y é Q-
8
ﬂ B & N 4
- o
>
g
A @
g
3
o A o
T T T T T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
Year Year
New Zealand Norway
@ ™
~ N+
2 <
© §- NE
£ &+
[Tos (@]
’ 3
k=1
~ 4 &
5
>
o™ 4 a
’ 3
2]
8
i
O o A
T T T T T T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Year Year

257



Extra Supply of Parties Competing Extra Supply of Parties Competing

Extra Supply of Parties Competing

Figure X1 Extra Supply of Parties by Country
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Figure Xl Extra Supply of Parties by Country
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