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Introduction

Throughout most of the twentieth century and into
the twenty-first century, organizations that iden-
tified themselves as ‘political parties’ have been
among the central actors in politics. Whether in

ower as the result of victory in regularly con-
tested free and fair elections or as a result of
coups d’état or revolutions, the governments of most
countries effectively were in the hands of party
leaders: Winston Churchill as leader of the Brit-
ish Conservative Party; Indira Gandhi as leader of
the Indian National Congress; Adolf Hitler as the
leader of the Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeit-
erpartei (German Nazi Party); Mikhail Gorbachev
as leader of the Communist Party of the So-
viet Union; Ahmed Sékou Touré as leader of
the Parti Démocratique de Guinée-Rassemblement
Démocratique Africain.

When governments have not been in the hands
of party leaders, most often because party govern-
ment has been interrupted by a military takeover, the
resulting juntas (see Chapter 6) have almost always

Definitions of party

immediately announced that their rule will be only
temporary—until a regime of legitimate or honest or
effective parties can be restored. And if, at the begin-
ning of the twenty-first century, there is occasionally
talk that the era of the political party is past, and that
in a fundamental reconceptualization of democracy
social movements and governance networks will sup-
plant parties as the leading institutions channelling
political participation and structuring government,
experience to date offers little reason to suspect {or
hope, depending on one’s viewpoint) that this will
happen any time soon.

O Political parties -are the central actors- in-demo- |
cratic politics, as well as in many authoritarian and

. totalitarfan regimes. o
. O Itis unlikely that social movements or governance |
networks will replace the parties’ many rofes. ;

Given their ubiquity, one might think that the defin-
ition of political party would be straightforward,
but quite the reverse is true. Parties like the Amer-
ican Democrats, the Italian Fascists, or the Kenyan
African National Union (KANU)—rnot to mention
the myriad smaller parties like the Canadian Greens
or the Polish Beer Lovers or the British Official
Monster Raving Loony Party—are so different in
motivation, organization, behaviour, and relevance
as to raise the question of whether a single umbrella

tegory can encompass them all. Indeed there are
many scholars who would argue that some of the
‘parties’ cited above should not be included.

Taking Robert Huckshorn’s (1984: 10) definition
that ‘a political party; is an autonomous group..of -
litical party, 1

citizens %\a&d,gg the purpose of making nominations
and contesting _glggg'gl_sgj:_h__e hope of gaining con-
trol ‘over governmental power through the capture

public offices and the organization of the gov-
ernment’ as an example, one might legitimately ask
whether the ‘party’ in a single-party state qualifies.

i

While it may use the form of elections in an atternpt
to bolster its legitimacy, it does not contest elections
precisely because it does not allow any other con-
testants. On the other side, only by assuming that
they are delusional could one attribute the hope of
gaining even a single office, let alone significant gov-
ernmental power, to the myriad minor parties that
appear on the ballots of many British, American, or
Canadian constituencies.

The definition of party is significant both scien-
tifically and normatively. Scientifically, a definition
of party specifies the range of organizations or groups
to which generalizations are expected to apply and
from which data to test those generalizations should
be drawn. Normatively, in the process of specifying
what a party is, definitions of party often also specify
what a party is expected to do (and hence can be cri-
ticized for not doing). This has been especially true of
definitions that refer to parties in democratic systems,
particularly when they define dernocracy in terms of
inter-party competition; in these cases, democratic




Bolingbroke (1841) arties, even before they degenerate into absolute factions, are still
%mmbers of » emassgg;gtﬁd_togfamg{@i certain purpgses, and certain
initerests, which are not, or which are not allowed to be those of the -
community by others. A more private or personal interest comes but
too soom. .. but such a party is then become a faction.

David Hume (1742) Factions may be divided into personal and real; that is, into factions, -
founded on personal friendship or animosity among such as compose
the contending parties, and into those founded on some reai difference
of sentiment or interest...though...parties are seldom found pure
and ynmixed, either of one kind or the other.

" Edmund Burke (1770) {A] party is a body of men united, for prometing by their joint
endeavours the national interest, upon some particular principle in
which they are all agreed.

Walter Bagehot (1889) L/The moment, indeed, that we distinctly conceive that the House of
' Commons is mainly and above all things an elective assembly, we at
once perceive that party is of its essence: there never was an election

without a party.

Max Weber (1922) ‘[Pjarties’ live in a house of “power’. Their action is oriented toward
the acquisition of social ‘power,” that is to say toward influencing
communal action no matter what its content may be.

Robert Michels (1911} The modern party is a fighting organization in the political sense of the
term, and must as such conform to the laws of tactics. :

Joseph Schumpeter (1950) A party is not. .. a group of men who intend to promote the public
‘ welfare ‘upon some particular principle on which they are all agreed’.
A party is a group whose members propose to act in concert in the

comnpetitive struggle for political power.

Anthony Downs (1957) In the broadest sense, a political party is a coalition of men seeking to
) control the governing apparatus by legal means. By coalition, we mean
a group of individuals who have certain ends in common and cooperate |
with each other to achieve them. By governing apparatus, we mean the - |
physical, legal, and institutional equipment which the government-uses
to carry out its specialized role in the division of labor. By legal means,
we mean either duly constituted or legitimate influence.

V. O. Key, Jr. (1964) A political party, at least on the American scene, tends to be a ‘group’
of 2 peculiar sort.... Within the body of voters as a whole, groups
are formed of persons who regard themselves as party members....In
another sense the term ‘party’ may refer to the group of more or
less professional workers.... At times party denotes groups within
the government. ... Often it refers to an entity which rolls into one
the party-in-the-electorate, the professional political group, the party-
in-the-legislature, and the party-in-the-government....In truth, this
all-encompassing usage has its legitimate application, for all the types
of groups called party interact more or less closely and at times may be
as one. Yet both analytically and operationally the term ‘party’ most of
the time must refer to several types of group; and it is useful to keep
relatively clear the meaning in which the term is used.

 (continued)
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= Leon . Bpstein {1967)

." Joseph Schlesinger {1991)

William Nisbet Chambers (1967)

}ohnAldnch(iggs)

Almost everything that is called a party in any Western democratic
natior: can be so regarded for the present purpose. This means any
group, however loosely organized, seeking to elect governmental office-
holders under a gwen label

[A] poht1cal party in the modern sense may be thought of asa relanvely

durable social formation which seeks offices or power in government, -~
exhibits a structure or organization which links leaders at the centers -

of government to a significant popular following in the political arena
and its local enclaves, and generates in-group perspectives or at least -
symbols of identification or loyalty. ’ B

A political party isn't a fraternity. It isn’t something like the old school
tie you wear. You band together in 2 political party because of certain -
beliefs of what government should be. (Quoted in Time Magazine, 3

A political party is a group organized to gain control of government in "

the name of the group by mnnmg electxon to pubhc ofﬁce

Poht1ca1 partles cen be seen auahuons of ehtes to capture and use
political office. [But] a political party is more than a coalition. A political
party is an institutionalized coalition, one th that has adopted rules, norms,
and procedures. T

values such as popular participation sometimes areg )

incorporated into the definition of party in ways that
imply particular organizational forms.

Although it is only one among an almost endless
list of proposed definitions of party (see Box 12.1 for,

{ more examples), it is instructive to unpack Huck-\

shor’s-definition in order to highlight the issues
involved in defining party. Huckshorn explicitly
combines four elements, common to many defin-
itions, and implicitly adds another.
o The first explicit element concerns the_obj
KIL / (ive of parties: ‘gaining control over governmental
power through the capture of public offices and the
organization—of the-government. There has beer;
however, considerable disagreement concerning the
underiyi/ng-—rrﬁfﬁé’ci- n for this pursuit of power. For
some (Lasswell 1960),)the pursuit of power reflects

psychopathology; others {Downs 1957; Schumpeterf

The second explicit element concerns the methods
by which parties strive to achieve control of, or in-
fluence over, government: makmg nominations and
contesting elections. ..and the orgamzatmn of the
governmient’. . This points to two separable arenas in
which parties operate, the electoral and the govern-
mental, and as will be noted below, one significant
question in the understanding of parties in general,
and any single party in particular, is which came

t.

The thir icit element of Huckshorn’s defin-
ition 1 ition, expressed in the ‘contesting’

).of elections and the_‘hope {as opposed to the

certainty] of gaining control. But does the con-
testing of elections require free and fair compet-
ition among independent competitors or merely
that the form of elections be observed? This is

related to the fourth element, that the group of

1962; Schlesinger 1991) emphasize the pursuit . ofk/\auzens be_autonomous. At the extreme, these

office—essentially--as—an—employment opportunity.
From a more public regarding perspective, one finds
Edmund Burke’s {1770) classic definition of party
as ‘a body of men united, for promoting by their
joint_endeavours, the.national-interest, upon some
particular principle in which they are all agreed”.

criteria appear to disqualify the _parties—of_ ‘one-
party Nﬂ@t@_ﬂ_@ﬂg_g on the other side—these
parties may claim to be facing real, if clandestine’
and illegal, opposition from ‘counter-revolutionary
forces’. Moreover, these parties’ structures also may

play a significant role in the organization and control




of the government, more conventionally under-
stood. :

The implicit element of Huckshorn’s definition is
that the group of citizens has some level of coherence
that allows them to coordinate their actions and to
maintain an identity over time. While this does not
require a formal organization, it certainly is facil-
itated by one, so that both some minimal level of
organization and some minimal level of unity have
become part of the definition of party.

“The remaining question is whether ‘party’ should

be rWory, into which each specific in-

stance either does or doesnot ﬁt oras a@eal gp}, to
which each specific instance can more of less closely
- approximate. It is more common to take the first
position, and to relegate the marginal cases like the
American Prohibition Party or the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union respectively either to a category
of ‘hard to classify but ultimately not very important
parties’ or to a separate category of ‘non-democratic
parties’. For some purposes, however, it is useful to
recognize that all, or nearly all, of the elements of
many definitions are matters of degree, and so to

Origins of parties

H
b

recognize variation in the level of ‘partyness’ even of
organizations that clearly would be encompassed by
a simple category of ‘party’.

Thinking specifically about the meaning of party
within the model of democratic party government,
one can suggest a ‘continuous concept of “partyness”
of an organization or group, defined by m_tl;x_rge_gz_hari
acterlstlcs (11 xhibiting team-like behavior; { 2 in
atternptinig#G win control over all political power; and
(@\,basmg claims of legitimacy on. electoral success’
(Katz 1987:8). T

Q Parties are u'b'qultous in modem pohtlca} systems
i O The definition of ‘party”. is. contentious - because it
' specifies which cases prov1de approprlate evndence
for com"rmmg or.disconfirming empmcal theories. »
| 0 Defintions centring on the. objéctives a nd:meth.

'

ods of party, and emphasmmg their- roie'm political”
competition, reﬂect value Iaden 2851 'ptlorzs abouti
the properfunctlomng of pohtlcs - T

Although there are references to groups that
might today be recognized as parties in the his-
tories - of Athenian democracy, the Roman Re-
public and many of the city-states of medieval
Italy—among other venues-—the origins of mod-
ern parties lie first in the representative assem-
blies of the sixteenth-nineteenth centuries, and
. secondly in the efforts of those who were ex-

cluded from those assemblies to gain:a voice in |

them. In both cases, parties arose in response
to the fact that coordinated action is likely to
be more effective than action taken by isolated
individuals, even if they are in perfect agree-
ment.

The Wﬁeswﬂ-imm— ,

parliamentary origin, evident for example in t

British parliament in the seventeenth century—and
even then the novelty was not the existence of factions
but rather acceptance of the ideas that disagreement
was not synonymous with disloyalty and that organ-

cadres and became active in electoral campaigns. (Q

Their most 51gn1ﬁcant contribution to the devel-
opment of modern politics, as well as the greatest
re-enforcement of their own strength, was to wrest
control of the executive from the hands of the mon-
arch and replace that control with responsibility to
parliament, which ultimately meant that ministers
would in fact be chosen by, and be responsible to, the
parties (and especially their leaders) that controlled
a majority of the parliamentary seats.

The dse.of parliamentary government was far from
equivalent to democratization, because well into the
nineteenth, and generally into the twentieth, century,
the right to participate in political life, including
the right to vote, was highly restricted by a vari-
ety of economic, religious, and gender restrictions.
The need to mobilize and organize large numbers
of those excluded from legitimate participation to
support leaders advocating for reforms-—generally
including the extension of political rights——gave rise

ization was not synonymous with conspiracy. Over- to development of parties of extra-parliamentary

time, these parties developed recognizable leadersh1p
; these parties developed 1ecoghizan e feat=
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origin. The ultimate success of these parties in indu-

In the late twentieth century, a new typeefextern-

cmg the parties of the régimes censitaires to.broaden | ally WMMMMMM

the suffrage then was-instrumental.in converting the
liberal regimes of the nineteenth century into the lib-
eral democracies of the twenty-first century. Indeed,
as Schattschneider (1942: 1) famously remarked, ‘the
political parties created democracy, and. .. modern
democracyis unthinkable save in terms of the parties’.

The distinction between parties ofintra-a
parliamentary-erigin-{ Duverger 1954) is mot only %

matter of timing, with parties of internal.origin gen-
erally coming earlier—in the new democracies of
East and Central Europe in the late twentieth century
as well as in Western Europe and the Americas in
the sixteenth to the early twentieth centuries. As will
e discussed below, especially at their ongms rhey
often differ quite substantially in their orgamzatlons
as well, and these ‘genetic’ differences tend to per-
sist for many decades after parties of external origin
win parliamentary representation, or parties of in-
ternal origin build membership organizations ‘on the
ground’ (see Panebianco 1988).
Parties of internal and external origin have also
tended to differ with r with_respect to their /ocial bases,

with those originating in parliament representing the _

‘establishment’ of upper and upper middle classes {or

earlier, the nobility and gentry, and more recently,
particularly in ‘pacted’ transitions to demeocracy in
the former Sovietbloc, the clientele of the old regime),

while those of external origin represent the middle, >

ower rnlddle, and working ¢lasses; sotnetimes the
dherents of dissenting religions, speakers of margin-
ized languages, the opponents of the old regime, etc.

The functions of parties

countries—most notably and successfully in Italy. In
these cases, a rich entrepreneur used his wealth and-
business empire in effect to create (or buy’) a party
in much the same way as he might create a chain of
retail stores (Fopkin and Paolucei 1999). Although
‘created outside of parliament, these parties tend to
t look more like older parties of internal origin, bothin
eir balance o ofpo €T between the central pa -
gamza.tlonidommated by the entrepreneur through
party officials who are in reality his employees) and
ordigggg&mbﬁ(if any), and in their conservative,
or at least pro-business, peli file. In particular,
‘they are created tobe(cheerleaders’ And supporters of -

Lan,al;ead, stablished (albeit in the economy rather

than in government) leader, who has little interest in
or need for input of ideas or resources from below.
Like the earlier parties of internal origin, and unlike
most leader-centred parties of external origin, they
depend on the material resources that the leader can
mobilize, rather than on his or her personal charisma.

0 Some parties criginated within. parliaments; whife
others onglnated outside af parllaments W|th the
objective of gettmg in. . ¥

O The subsequent power relations ofa party generally
favours leaders whose positions. in pubhc office, of

- in an-external party organization, are ana]ogous o
1 the positions of the leaders’ who orlglnally buiit the E

pary.

Political parties perform a number of functions (see
Box 12.2) that are central to the operation of mod-
ern states, and particularly of modern democracies.
Indeed, as observed above, parties often are defined
at least in part by the performance of these func-
tions. At the same time, however, it should be
recognized that these are not the only things that
parties do (for example, parties may serve as social
outlets for their members), nor do all parties effect-
ively perform (or even attempt to perform) all of
these functions—and that the fact that a function is

essential to the maintenance of a political regime does
not mean it will be performed adequately; instead,
its non-performance may be the reason for regime
collapse.

Coordination

Historically the first function of political parties,
and still one of the most important, is that of
coordination, within government, within society, and
between government and society at large.
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Coordination

Mainteining discipline and communication within the parliamentary caucus.

Coordinating action of the parliamentary caucus in support of, or oppesition to,

the cabinet.

Conducting electoral
campaigns and structuring
competition

Selection and recruitment
" of personnel

Representation
agerncies.

Coordination within government

Coordination within government (the ‘party in pub-
lic office’) takes place in many venues. Most obvi-
ously, the coordination function is manifested in
party caucuses (or groups, clubs, or Fraktionen)
in parliaments, with their leaders, whips (party
officials in charge of maintaining discipline and
communication within the party’s parliamentary
. membership, and ‘newsletters’ informing members
of the expectations of their leaders), policy commit-
tees, etc. Parliamentary party groups also structure
the selection of committee members and the or-
ganization of the parliamentary agenda. Whether in
a system of formal separation of powers, like the
US, or more pure parliamentary government, like
New Zealand, parties provide the bridge between the
legislative and executive branches. They also struc-
ture coordination between different levels (national,
regional, etc.) of government. To the extent that
parties perform this function comprehensively and
effectively, it becomes reasonable to regard parties as
organizations, rather than the individual politicians

Selection of candidates for elections.

; Organizing the political activity of like-minded citizens.
Patterning linkage between representatives in public office and organized
supporters among the cmzenry

histories, and expectations of team-like behaviour.
Developing policy programmes.

Recruitment and/or selection of candidates for appointed office.

Recruitment and socialization of political activists and pbtential office-holders.

Being the organizational embodiment in the political sphere of demographically
or ideologically defined categories of citizens.

who hold office in their name, as central political
actors.

Coordination within society

In addition to structuring coordination among like-
minded public officials, political parties are one
of the kinds of institutions (along with interest
groups, NGOs, and the like) that organize and
channel the political activity of citizens. Even in
the absence of a formally organized ‘party on the
ground’, party names and histories serve as points of
reference and identification for citizens whose know-
ledge of and involvement in politics is often both
sporadic and shallow. Where there are more formal
organizations, these provide venues for political edu-
cation, discussion, and the coordination of collective
action.

Coordination between government
and society

The third coordination problem addressed by polit-
ical parties is the linking of the party on the ground



as a group of active citizens supporting a particular
political tendency (whether based on a coherentideo-
logy, a common social grouping, a vague orientation,
etc.) and the party in public office as a group of
officials claiming to represent the same tendency.
Within party organizations (see below), this function
often is performed by a party central office. Whether
this linkage takes, or is supposed to take, the form of
control over the party in public office on behalf of the
party on the ground, or direction of the party on the
ground as an organization of supporters of the party
in public office, varies among parties, as indeed does
the effectiveness of the linkage whichever way it runs,
as well as the level of coordination and discipline
within either the party on the ground or the party in
public office.

Contesting elections

A second major defining function of political parties
is the conduct of electoral campaigns, and of political
competition more generally. Parties provide most
of the candidates in elections, and an even larger
share of those with any real chance of being elec-
ted. In many political systems, parties are the formal
contestants of elections—the ballot clearly identi-
fies parties as the things among which the citizen is
asked to cheose——but even when the object of choice
formally is individual candidates, the most relev-
ant characteristic of those candidates usually is their
' potitical party affiliation. Ordinarily (the US, inwhich
the organization and funding of campaigns is based
primarily on individual candidates, being a notable
exception), most of the funds required for a political
campaign are raised and spent by parties, whether
nationally or at the constituency level; campaign
workers are recruited and directed by parties. The
policy positions advocated in a campaign are gener-
ally those that were formulated and agreed to within
parties. Between elections as well, parties generally
act as the primary protagonists in political debates.

Recruitment

A third major function of parties is the recruitment
and selection of personnel, with the balance between
recruitment (finding someone willing to do the job)
and selection (choosing among multiple aspirants)
depending both on the party and the nature of the

position to be filled. The selection function is most
significant with regard to candidacies for important
offices, like the presidency, membership in the na-
tional parliament, or a regional governorship, and
within parties whose candidates have a high prob-
ability of success. For minor offices (especially those
that are unpaid), hopeless constituencies, or posi-
tions at the bottom of a party list of candidates, the
primary function often is recruitment—avoiding the
embarrassment of not being able to fill the position,
or of filling it with someone who obviously is not up
to the job (Sundberg 1987).

Taken together, these three functions of coordin-
ation {especially within the party in public office),
conducting electoral campaigns (especially the for- -
mulation and presentation of policy programmes,
platforms, or manifestoes), and recruitment of can-
didates for both elective and appointive office, to the
extent that they are performed in a coordinated way
(see the definition of party as an ideal type above),
and to the extent that party elected officials effectively
control the state, make the parties the effective gov-
ernors, and give rise to the idea of ‘democratic party
government’ (Rose 1974; Castles and Wildenmann
1986). Of course, not all democratic governments are
democratic in this way. In the US, for example, the co-
herence of parties is much lower than in most other
democracies, making individual politicians rather
than their parties the real governors. In Switzerland,
the referendum makes the citizens, and the variety of
groups (including but by no means limited to parties)
that can organize petitions demanding a referendum,
the ultimate deciders of individual questions at the
expense of party government.!

Parties have also been active in integrating new
citizens into the political systern. While this function
was (and still is) particularly prominent in systems
with rapidly expanding electorates, either because of
suffrage expansion or significant immigration, the
natural process of maturation means that there are
always new citizens coming to political conscious-
ness. Party youth movements often play a significant
role in integrating the most politically interested and
active members of each new generation into the ex-
isting party system. More generally, if frequently also
(in the developed world) to a lesser degree than in
the past, parties contribute to the connection of cit-
izens to the established political order through the
provision of services, ranging from ombudsman-like




intervention with the bureaucracy to jobs and social
services.

Representation

Finally, parties perform a variety of functions that
may be classified as representation. First, parties speak
and act for their supporters, in electoral campaigns,
in the corridors of power, in the media and other
public fora of discussion. Direct democracy being

impossible in any but the smallest communities,
parties serve as agents of the people, doing things that
the people do not have the time, the training and abil-
ity, or the inclination to do for themselves. Parties also
represent citizens in the sense of being the organiza-
tional embodiment in the political sphere of categor-
ies of citizens, as with a labour party, a Catholic party,
the party of a lJanguage group or region, Or even pos-
sibly a women’s party.? Parties may, by analogy, rep-
resent the organizational embodiment of ideologies.

P Po]mcai parties play a central role | in coordinating
\ ' ~among pubiic oﬁ"uals among citizens with common
! polmcal preferences, and between citizeéns and offi-
1 cials.

Q Political parties are generally the central participants
Loin e%ectlons responsible for both the candidates and
| ‘the |ssues among which voters will choose

O Political parties are central’ partmpants in ‘the recruit- -
ment of political personnel both for the electsve and
appointive office: -~ - i

Q Political parties serveas representatlves both of soaal
group(ngs andof. |deologlcal posr{lons

Models of party organization

Types of parties

Cadre or gﬁm‘es
The earliestCmodern) parties were the cadre (or elite

or caucus) parties that developed in European par-
liaments. Because, particularly in an era of highly re-
stricted suffrage, each of the MPs who made up these
parties generally owed his election to the mobiliza-
tion of his own, personal, clientele or the clientele of
his own patron, there was little need for a party on the
ground, and certainly not one organized beyond the

boundaries of individual constituencies. Hence there |

was also no need for a party central office. Within

parliament, however, the advantages of working in_

concert both to pursue policy objectives and to secure
access to ministerial office Jed to the evolution of par-
liamentary party organizations, frequently cemented
by the exchange of patronage (either personally for
the MP or in the form of benefits for his personal
supporters, patron, or constituency for which the MP
could take credit to maintain his own local standing).

Aselectorates expanded, elite partiesin some places
developed more..elaborate local organizations—
most famously the ‘Birmingham caucus’ of Joseph

Chamberlain—and some greater coordination (fre-
quently taking the form of centrally prepared ‘talking
points’ and centrally organized campaign tours by
nationally known personalities) by a central office,
but the heart of the organization remained, and to the
extent that caucus parties continue to be significant
remains, the individual MP and his or her personal
campaign and support organization. At the level of
the electorate, the concept of ‘party membership’ re-
mained ill-defined. In the twenty-first century, partie
that approximate the caucus format remain signific-
ant in the US and to a certain extent in Japan (the
Liberal Democratic Party) and on the right in France.
Mass parties

The mass party developed from the second half of
the nineteenth century (although some argue that
the Jacobins of the French Revolution really were the
first mass party, for example, Mavrogordatos 1996).
In contrast to the intra-parliamentary origins of the
caucus party, the ‘genetic myth’ of the mass
identifies it as a party of extra—parﬁam

In the initial absence of either elected officials {a party
in public office) or a network of local organizations
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(a party on the ground), the mass party begins with
a core of leaders who organize a party central office
with the aim of developing a party so as to be able to
win elections and ultimately gain public office.

In contrast to the cadre party, which generally
claimed to be speaking for the ‘national interest’ (al-
though often based on a highly truncated view of

candidates, and so are subject to the direction of the
party congress and executive, which are also respons-
ible for formulating the part}? s political programme
or manifesto.
In reality, of course, things are often rather differ-
ent with, as indicated by Michels’ (1962) ‘iron law
of oligarchy’, the very structures of internal party-

who constituted ‘the nation’), mass parties claimed)m emocracy leading to the domination of the party
< - .
to represent the in‘seJ:est_om-yLeﬁ-awpa-EécUJar_gl;QLlp V its elite—a result that is less surprising when one

(most often a social class),* and frequently built on’,
the pre-existing organizations of that group (e. g ¢
trade unions). Their primary political resource was
numbers, with many small contributions of labour
and money substituting for the few, but large, contri-
butions available to elite parties. Both as a reflection
of their subcultural roots and as a way of mobilizing

their supporters, mass parties often pursued a strategy |

of ancillary DI._,}

of ‘encapsulation’
ganizations (women’s groups, after-work clubs, trade
unions) and services (a party press, party- sponsored
insurance schemes) that both helped isolate support—

ers &Wmces and_my madﬁ,party

support a part of the citizen’s enduring personal iden-
tity rather than a choice to be made at each electmn

Naturally, Mmred extensive org:

/parties that approximate the ideal type of the mass

. remembers that the extra-parliamentary elite initially
were the creators of the party. Moreover, in many

party, ancillary organizations as well as the parlia-

mentary party e central ofﬁ;m.l/-f/f_e_t;e_ggg

teed representation in the mational congress and/or
he national executive, increasingly making the ques-
tion of whether authority in the mass party flows from
the bottom-up, or from the top-down, an open one.

Catch-all parties

" The mass party originated primarily as the vehicle
of those groups that were excluded from power un-
der the régimes censitaires. It proved highly effective,
Rowever, first in securing broader rights of particip-
ation_for its clientele groups and then in winning

tion. The archetypal mass_,pgg_tnmﬁ_oxgamzﬁd_on the “‘):elections under conditions of broadly expanded suf-

ground in branches that, like other types of volun-
tary organizations of citizens, have a formally defined
membership, made up of people who have applied
for membership, been accepted {and potentially are
liable to expulsion), and have certain-ebligations to
the organization (most commonly including the pay-

frage, and in many cases this forced the cadre parties
of the right to adapt or risk electoral arinihilation.®
Simply to become mass parties was not appealing,
however. In general the social groups that they would
represent were not large enough to be competitive
on their own under mass suffrage and thus they

ment of a subscription or fee) in exchange for which had to be able to appeal across group boundaries.

they acquire rights to participate in the organization’s
. governance. In this regard, branches will elect their
own officers, as well as delegates to higher levels of the
party organization, including at the top the party’s
national congress (or convention or conference).
The national congress in principle is the highest
decision-making body of a mass party, but as a prac-
tical matter can only meet for a few days every year

committee and/or chairman or president or secretary
which is effectively at the top of the party hierarchy-
The executive also manages the staff of the party
central office, Again in principle, the representatives
elected to public office under the party’s banner are
agents of the party, on the presumption that voters
were choosing among parties and not individual

(if that often), and therefore elects a party executivej

Moreover, the party in public office did not find the \\

idea of ceding ultimate authority to a party congress
and executive, even if in name only, attractive.

result was to create a new party model, WIMCh

of the form-ef-the-mass-party (members, branches,
tongress, executive), but organized as the/supporters
of the.pazty.in i er than as its masters. ™

At the same time,/many mass parties were forced

to change} both by pressure from a party in pub-

lic office anxious to free itself from the constraints
of the mass party model and increasingly able to
claim responsibilities and legitimacy based on a
direct relationship with the electorate rather than
one mediated by the external party organization,
and by changes in sodiety (e.g. breakdown of so-
cial divisions, spread of mass media) that made the
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strategy of encapsulation less effective and the re-  erode. Shifts in campaign technology increased the
sources provided by the parties’ classes gardées less  cost of electoral competitiveness beyond the willing-
reliable and less adequate. ness of members and other private contributors to
The result was({1) a reduction in_the role of provide—at least without the appearance, and often
members relative to professionals (2,) a shedding the reality, of corruption that, when revealed, made
of ideological baggage,(3)a loosening and ultimate  parties even less popular.
abandonment of the inférconnection of party and a These developments have inspired a number of
privileged set of interest organizations (again, partic-  adaptations and other initiatives. Katz and Mair
ularly unions), and{{(4) a strategy that reached across / (1995) have suggested that in many countries catch-

group boundaries fot votes and resources. Particu- | all parties have been moving in the direction of what

larly looking at these changes in mass parties of the theThis involves at least four

left, Kirchheimer (1966) identified this new type as “major changes i the relationships aIE)’gtHe parties,

the Catch-all p S Tact, however, in both strategy  the citizenry, and the state, and between parties and
. - . . 5 " (_—‘_“-*-q

and organization, Kirchheimer’s catch-all partylooks  their members.

very much like that just described as the adaptation of

he old cadre parties. As the catch-all party developed

it was accompanied by greater attention to the func- s . . .
robability of coming to power in the medium
tion of contesting elections, to the detnment of other p ty g§OP

term, in effect form a cartel to-protect-themselves __
party functions such as integrating or representing ’

groups or opinions in politics or formulating and de- ?ﬁ electoral risks (e.g, by erecting barriers

. . . . tacitly agreeing to keep divisive issues
bating policy. It was also accompanied by increased A et s
reliance on political professionals—pollsters, media off the political agenda, by shifting responsibility

., .. .
consultants, etc. (see Chapter 19)—leading to the away from politically accountable agencies so that

idea of the electoral-professional party as an altern- thfay‘ .. mot be 'held b ?ccount for them, by
. . . minimizing the difference in rewards to electoral
ative to, or simply a variant of, the catch-all model

L .. . ~winners and electoral losers) and to_supplement
JAl 1 d
(Panebiafco 1988). Although most parties identifie < their decreasingly.adequate resotrces with sub-

as being electoral-professional in fact have formal . s -
. . . ) ventions from the state (justified in terms of
membership organizations, the emphasis has shifted e .
the parties’ centrality to democratic government

so much toward the party in public office and the . . . .
, . . or of insulating parties from corrupt economic
central office (or hired consultants who are not regu- pressure)

lar members of the party staff) that the membership

1. /The mainstream parties, that is, those that are in
power, or are generally perceived to have a high

is effectively superfluous, or maintained primarily 2. The parties reduce the relevance of theiz-role-of
bringing pressure to bearon the state.on behalf of

for cosmetic reasons (ie. the belief that having a I s . : : :
membership organization will make the party look civil society (i.e. their role of representation), in
favour of a part of their role as governors, defend-

less elitist or oligarchic). g el
8 i the state (including those made by

Cartel parties bureaucrats, ‘non-political’ agencies like central
By the last quarter of. the twentieth century, even banks, and even previous governments made up
~"of other parties), in effect bec&n%l%

the state rather than of society. This status te
to be particularly manifested in the proliferation
of “party laws’ (see below) that regulate the in-
ternal practices of parties in ways that are more
akin to state and quasi-state agencies than they
are 1o private associations.

the catch-all model was under considerable pressure.
Increasing public debts confronted ruling parties
with a choice between dramatic increases in taxes
and dramatic cuts in welfare spending. Globalization
reduced the ability of governments to control their
economies. Cognitive mobilization and the growth
of interest groups, NGOs, etc., gave citizens both .
the abilities and opportunities to bring pressure to @artel partigs tend to increase the formal powers
bear on the parties themselves, and on the state N ofs party_members, and indeed in some cases to
without requiring the intermediation of the parties. allow increased participation by supporters who
Party loyalties, and memberships, began obviously to are not formal members. They do this, however,




i

S

pot to increase the internal democracy of the

Sut rather as a way of preserving the form of
internal democracy while disempowering party
amﬂtSWWho are perceived to be more doctrin-
ire and policy-oriented, and hence less willing
to accept the limitations implicit in a cartel. For
example, leadership selection might be moved
from the party congress, which allows a forum for
internal opposition to be organized and expressed,
to a direct mail ballot of the full membership.

4. An part simply extending the trends evidentin-the

catch-all party, cartel parties also tend to replace
the staff of the party central office with hire

parties, except perhaps in a plebiscitarian sense,>

and Scandinavian Progress Parties on the right
exemplified anti-cartel parties. -

Business-firm parties

An alternative form of challenger to established
parties is represented byrwhat Hopkin and Paolucci
(1999) have called the \busmes_s__ﬁrm
prototypical example is Forza Ita];a, a ‘party’ cre-
ated by Silvio Berlusconi-—a businessman who
became prime minister in Italy—essentially as a
wholly owned subsidiary of his corporate empire,

may-be-an-org
ize supporters to_ches

ization on the ground to mobil-
on the leader, it is only

and staffed largely by its employees. While 1:hen::><

7 central office with *
Eﬂ“ﬁgis*b oth further privileging professional X W@msmmn with the sole basic funct101:> S sz

expertise over political experience and activis
and removing another possible source of chal-
enge to the leaders of the party in public office.

Anti-cartel parties

Although both Duverger (the principal elaborator
of the idea of the mass party) and Kirchheimer (the
elaborator of the idea of the catch-all party) presented
their models as somehow representing an end-state
of party development, each of the models has gen-
erated its own challenger. In the case of the cartel
party, Katz and Mair (attributing the idea to Lars
Bille), identify what they call the anti-party-system
party as the carteja_ﬁ?““‘ H’aﬂlenge Parties of this

tend to expect a much deeper Commitmetit from
their members than either catch-all or cartel parties,
. and in this way are similar to the mass party, but they

of mobilising short-term support at election time’
(1999: 315), and indeed in the case of Forza Italia
the members of these organizations originally were
not members of the party. Although Forza Italia
developed from a previously existing firm, Hopkin
and Paolucci argue that essentially the same model
will typify ‘purpose-built’ parties in the future.

Parties in the US
Parties in the US present yet another model. From a

__European perspective, they appear to have much in

common with the nineteenth-century cadre party,
and Duverger famously identified them as a historical
throwback or case of ‘arrested developmentj What
they have in common wi e cadre party is

ion{ (2)a focus on ind individual

he absence of a formal membersh p_grgamza—
tion. Where they differ profoundly, however, is in

)

|‘l re organized around an idea rather than a social 4being extensively regulated by law, to the extent that

attractive/popular among different groups). Two of
their primary appeals, however, aze simply to a sense
of frustration that substantive outcomes appear -to
change little, if at all, regardless of which of the main-
stream parties wins an election, and to a sense that all
of the mainstream parties are more interested in pro-
tecting their own privileges (for example, by voting
themselves generous subventions) than in advancing
the interests of ordinary citizens.

Particudarly in their early days (before they faced
the temptations of j }ommg the-cartel and enjoy-

Q%ubhc utilities}, and in allowing the mass. ‘member- >

ip’ (see below for an explanation of the quotation
marks) to make the most important decision, that of
candidate selection.
Reflecting the federal pature of the country, the
basic unit of party organization is the state party. The
ratichal committees mwhlch control

the national party central offices and elect the national

chairmen, are made up of representatives of the state
parties. The national conventions are not policy-
makers, even in form; they are called for the purpose

j}igroupmg (although the idea may be differentially Eps tein-(1986) reasonably could characterize them ag

ing public office), both LGrreen Pa@ on the left  of selecting—and effectively since the 1950s merely
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confirming the selection of—presidential candid-
ates. Moreover, reflecting the separation of powers in
the American constitution, both the parties have sep-

arate organizations in each House of the Congress, -

which not only serve as the equivalent of parlia-
mentary party caucuses but also maintain their own,
independent, fundraising, and campaign-mounting
capacity, abmost as if they were separate parties.

The three key features of the American legal sys-
1, - regulation are the use of primary
elections,{(2) the vacuous definition of:party mem-
bership, ahd [(3)/the candidate-centred nature of
party regulatior. In the decades around the turn
of the twentieth century, reformers intent on break-
ing what they saw as the corrupt and excessive power
of party bosses, ‘democratized’ the parties by putting
power into the hands of ordinary party members
(who they identified as party voters; through the use
of primary elections. Today, each of the state parties
is run (to the extent that they are run at all) by a party
central committee, generally chosen in that party’s
primary election.

Virtually all of the party’s candidates for public
office, as well as the vast majority of delegates to its
national nominating convention, are also chosen in
primary elections, or in party caucuses which are es-
sentially the same in terms of rights of participation.
Unlike so-called primaries in other countries, these
are public elections, run by the state and structured
by public law rather than party rules. The second

> element of these reforms was to deny the parties the

right to_define or control their own memberships.
Rather than having formal members (who make an
application to join, pay a membership fee, and in the-
ory could be rejected or expelled), American parties
ovn;y_haxe‘fr.egisir‘a\gts’, that is voters who have chosen
to affiliate with one of the parties in the process of re-
gistering to vote—if, indeed, there is even that much
of a formal attachment between ‘members’ and party,
given that not all states have partisan registration of
voters. |
American law generally treats registrants as if they
were members in a more substantive sense, but the
party has no control over who registersasa ‘member’,
and the member takes on no obiigation'by enrolling.

Moreover{, some states do not have partisan registra-

tion, and even in some states that do have partisan
registration any voter can claim the right to parti-
cipate in a party’s primary elections (open primary)

N

without even the pretence of prior registration in it.
Generally, the choice between open and closed (only
party registrants may participate) primaries is de-
termined by state law, although the parties have won
(in court) the right for each party to determine for
itself whether to allow voters who are not registered
as ‘members’ of any party to participate in its own
primary. Finally, even when ostensibly dealing with
parties, American legal regulations focus on candid-
ates as individuals. The overwhelming majority of the
money spent in American campaigns is controlled by
the candidates’ own committees, and in general the
parties are regarded merely as a privileged class of
‘contributor’.

Even though eligibility for the public support given
to finance presidential campaigns is based on the vote '
shares of their parties’ candidates in the previous
election, the money itself is given to the campaign
committees of the candidates, not to the party or-
ganizations. The right to call oneself the candidate of
a party is won in its primary election, with the party
organization unable to bar any qualified voter who
presents the requisite number of petition signatures
and/or fee from competing and often is barred even
from expressing a preference among the primary
candidates (although party ‘clubs’, which are formal
membership organizations but are not formally part
of the party, may do so).

The result of all of this is to malke it unclear whether
the United States should be described as having a
two party (Democrats and Republicans), six party
(Presidential Democrats, House Democrats, Senate
Democrats, and the same for the Republicans), or
hundred party (Democrats and Republicans in each
state) system-—or alternatively whether it might not
to some extent be appropriate to characterize the
United States as having no political parties at all.

Membership

Although the original parties of intra-parliamentary
origin had no members other than the MPs who
aligned themselves with a party caucus, virtually all
modern parties claim to havea membtis,@ﬁ_gﬂo\;‘g—éniz-
ation. The modes of dcquiring membership, the role

“played by membersboth in thetoric and in practice,

the size of the membership organization (and indeed
the degree to which if is an organization at all),
however, vary widely among parties.
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Only those who have registered in advance as ‘members’ of the party may participate.

Those who have registered as ‘members” of the party, and—at the party’s dis-
cretion—those who are registered as ‘Independent’ or ‘non-affiliated’ voters may

All registered voters may participate in the primary election of the one party of their

Closed primary
SV ?nmary ...............
participate.
- open?nmary ....................
choice.
. Blanketpnmary .................

Louisiana “primary’

All registered voters may participate, choosing if they wish among the candidates of
a different party for each office. The candidates of each party with the most votes
become the nominees.

All registered voters may participate, choosing among all of the candidates for each
office. If 2 candidate receives an absolute majority of the votes, that person is elected,
and the ‘primary’ in effect becomes the election for that office. Otherwise, the two
candidates with the most votes, regardless of party, become the candidates for the
{run-off) general election.

As suggested above, the prototypical memberslnL_% As elite parties transformed into, or were replaced
based party is the mass party. In its simplest form, the .~ by, membership-based parties of the centre and right,

rm are individuals who have ap-

plied and been accepted as members of local branches
or sections {based either onlocal government bound-
aries or electoral districts—which generally are the
same except in cases where an obsession with pop-
ulation equality forces subdivision boundaries to be
crossed in the construction of constituencies). In
some parties, this form of direct individual member-
ship is or was supplemented by indirect membership
acquired as part of membership in an affiliated or-
ganization. Most commonly these were trade unions
affiliated with social democratic parties, such as the
British Labour Party.

- Affiliated membership might come automatically
- and mescaﬁéBEr'ﬁ? part of union (or other group)
membership, or it might require an explicit choice
by the potential member either to acquire party
membership (‘contracting in’) or to decline party
membership (‘contracting out’); membership rights
such as voting for members of the party execut-
ive might be exercised by the individual, or indirectly
through representatives of the affiliated organization.
With the development of the catch-all party model
and the weakening of social class as the basis of party
politics, affiliated memberships have been dropped
by some parties, for example the Swedish Social
Democrats, leaving only individual membership.

they too adopted the local branch model, although
the relationship of the branches to the party itself
might differ. For example, the National Union of
Conservative and Unionist Associations in the UK
remained organizationally separate from (although
housed in the same building as) the Conservative
Party per se. Similarly, the ‘clubs’ of Forza Italia
are distinct from the party itself, as are the Demeo-
cratic and Republican clubs found in the United
States. In each case, the membership organization
may more properly be described as an organization
of party supportets than as the base of the party
itself.

Particularly in the first half of the twentieth cen-
tury, Communist and Fascist parties developed their
own forms of membership organization. For the
Communists, the dominant form was the cell, based
on the workplace rather than on residence; for the
Fascists, it was the militia.

Membership remains important to the self-
understanding of many parties, and the idea that
party leaders should be responsible to a membership
organization has been widely embraced as a neces-
sary element of democratic governance, although
there are prominent dissenters from this view (e.g.
Sartori 1965). Traditionally, membership has been
measured in three ways.



United States of Ameri_cé

State formation

Arnérican Colonies were founded by Spanish, French, and
English settlers since the 16th century. The US was foun-
ded by 13 colonies declaring their independence from Great
Britain in 1776. It expanded to the western coast of the
i continent and’ has since been receiving more immigrants
| than the rest of the world combined. .
| Constitution: 1787, effective 1789; amended 27 times.

{ Form of government
| Federat republic. .

Head of state President and Vice President elected on the
| sarne ticket by & coliege of representatives who are elected
i directly from each state; term of 4 yaars (renewable once).
| Head of government The President.

i Cabinét Appointed by the President with approval of the
| Senmate. . _
| Administrative subdivisions 50 states and 1 district.

i “legal system

1 - Based on 'Eng'li-s'ﬁ common law; each state has its own legal
| system; judicial review of legislative acts.
i

221,285,099 100.0% "

123,535, 883

55.8%

Legislature

Bicameral Congress.

Lower house House of Representatives: 435 seats; term of
72 years.

Upper house Senate: 100 seats (2 members from each state);
staggered elections {onethird renewed every two years);
term of & years.

Electoral system (lower house)

Simpte majority vote in one round (absclute majority in the
states of Georgia and Louisiana).

Constituencies 435 single-member constituencies. Each rep-
resentative represents roughly the same number of citizens,
provided that each state has at ieast one representative.
Barrier ciause Not applicable. h

Suffrage Universal, 18 years.

Direct democracy

Referendums at state level.

‘Resilts of ‘itjhgl26@?42']e_gi:§lati\fe elections (House of Repres'enfqtiifeé): )

113,192,286

1. The most obvious is simply a raw count of mem-
bers. This is useful for organizational purposes:
is membership growing or shrinking? How much
income should be expected from membership
fees? Are representative institutions necessary, or
canvall members attend a party congress and speak
for themselves?

2. In comparative terms, however, this measure suf-
fers from its dependence on the scale of the system.

If every citizen of Luxembourg were a party mern-
ber, the absolute number of members would still
be less than 25 per cent of German party mem-
bership, which represents less than 3 per cent of
the German electorate. More generally compar-
able across space and time is the ratio of party
membership to the size of the electorate.

3. Finally, comparisons between parties may be
based on their organizational density (the ratio of




members to voters), the problem here being that
an increase in this ratio can be the result either of
an increase in membership (an indicator of party
strength) or of a decline in vote (an indicator of
party weakness).

Regardless of how membership is measured, how-
ever, and despite its perceived importance, party
membership has generally been declining, often in
absolute terms but almost always in relative terms
(for examples, see Table 12.2). Although some schol-
ars (e.g- Katz 1990) argue that members may cost a
party more than they are worth—and that the value
to a citizen of being a party member may also ex-
ceed its cost—this has commonly been regarded asa
problem, for which however no real solution has yet
been found.

Regulation

Whether or not they reflect the merging of parties
with the state, an increasing number of countries
have enacted special ‘party laws’, either supplement-
ing or replacing legal regimes that treated parties
as simply one more category of private associatior.
In some cases, these party laws are embedded in
the national constitution, while in others they are
ordinary statutes or bodies of regulations.

A number of specific justifications have been
offered in favour of special party laws. These can,
however, generally be categorized into three groups.
The first is the centrality of parties to democracy.
In several cases (Germany, France, Spain, Portugal,
Greece, Italy), this is specifically acknowledged in the
national constitution, while in others it has been ac-

_knowledged either in the law or in the parliamentary
debates when the law was enacted. In general/,,the im-
portance of parties to democracy has been a justifica-
tion for giving the parties special rights, protections,
or privileges beyond those that would normally be
granted to an ‘ordinary’ private association.

The second, albeit closely related, justification is
the power of parties. Because of their central po-
sition in democratic government, a party that is
anti-democratic or corrupt may pose a particularly
serious threat to democracy. Hence if their import-
ance justifies special privileges, the dangers they pose
justify special oversight and restrictions.

Third, a party law may be justified as a matter
of administrative convenience or necessity. Most

commonly, this justification has revolved around the
twin problems of ballot access (the right to place
candidates on the ballot) and control over the party’s
name or symbols (particularly on the ballot), al-
though the related question of the right to form a
parliamentary group may also be involved. (Altern-
atively, this may be regulated by the parliament’s own
Rules of Procedure—see Chapter 7.)

‘Where there is a party law, one of the first issues to
be dealt with is the definition of party—to determ-
ine whether a group is entitled to the privileges and
subject to the regulations of the law. Unlike the defin-
itions discussed above, legal definitions generally are
procedural and organizational, and may indeed dis-
tinguish between parties in general and parties that
are entitled to special treatment. For example, while
the Canada Elections Act defines a party simply as
‘an organization one of whose fundamental purposes
is to participate in public affairs by endorsing one
or more of its members as candidates and support-
ing their election’, the ‘real’ definition is that of a
‘registered party’. To be a registered party, an organ-
ization must file an application declaring that it meets
the definition of party just quoted, but also declaring
its full name, a short-form name or abbreviation (that
will appear on the ballot), its logo {if any), plus the
names, addresses, and signed consent of the party’s
leader, officers, auditor, chief agent, and 250 electors.
Finally, it must endorse at least one candidate.® In
other countries, official recognition may require that
the party ‘offer sufficient guarantee of the sincerity
of their aims’ {German Law on Political Parties of
1967, § 2(1)), and/or adhere to prescribed norms of
internal democracy.

Continuing with the Canadian example, once a
party is registered it acquires a number of privileges,
including: (1) contributions to the party become eli-
gible for tax credits; (2) the party’s name appears on
the ballot {but only if the nomination is confirmed by
the party leader, giving the central party organization

control over the use of its name); (3) if it has re-

ceived at least 2 per cent of the valid votes nationally
or 5 per cent of the valid votes in the districts in
which it had candidates, half of its election expenses
can be reimbursed by the federal treasury and the
party can receive a quarterly subvention based on
its vote at the previous election. The requirements
for ballot access in Canada are the same for party
and non-party candidates (except that a candidate
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Party membership

Country

Membership/electorate %
Time 1 % Time 2 %
- Austria 1980 2848 1999 17.66

¢ Switzerland

¢ United Kingdom

wishing to have a party designation on the ballot
must submit a letter of endorsement from the party
leader in addition to the required signatures and
deposit), but in some countries the candidates of a
registered party, or a party that already has some
level of representation in parliament, may be given
a place on the ballot without having to satisfy the
requirements imposed on non-party or new-party or
very-minor-party candidates.

On the other hand, acquiring official status often
also subjects a party to a number of obligations.

Canadian registered parties, for example, are re-
quired to submit frequent, and audited, financial
reports. German law requires membership parti-
cipation in the selection of party leaders and that
candidates be selected by secret ballot, requirements
that are not imposed in equivalent detail on other
private associations.

Finance

As is implicit in the preceding section, one field
in which state involvement in the affairs of parties




has been particularly prominent is that of finance.
Traditionally, this has taken the form of regulation,
and most specifically of prohibitions—against taking
money from certain sources, or using it for certain
purposes. Although they were directed at candid-
ates rather than parties per se (which the law did
not explicitly recognize), the British Corrupt Practice
Prevention Act of 1854 and the Corrupt and Illegal
Practices Prevention Act of 1883 were early examples.
Often these were supplemented by requirements of
public disclosure of sources of income, objects of ex-
penditure, or both. In recent decades, these regulatory
regimes have in many countries been supplemented
by programmes of state support for parties. Some of
these take the form of ‘tax expenditures’ (by making
contributions to parties eligible for tax deductions or
credit, some of the cost of those contributions is ef-
fectively transferred to the state in the form of revenue
that is foregone), while in other cases parties receive
either partial reimbursement of expenses or subven-
tions directly from the state, frequently accompanied
by even more invasive regulations justified as monit-
oring the use of public money.

Regulation of spending

Regulation of party spending has been more-or-less
synonymous with regulation of campaign spend-
ing-—although, of course, parties spend money on
many things that are at best indirectly related to cam-
paigns {for example, social events that help cement
member commitment but have no overt connection
to a campaign). These regulations take three gen-
eral forms: bans on particular forms of spending;
limitations on total spending; required disclosure of
- spending.

Aside from bans on such obviously corrupt prac-
tices as vote buying or bribery, the most significant
prohibition of a specific form of expenditure (more
recently in some countries, this has been a limita-
tion rather than a total ban) concerns the buying
of advertising time on the broadcast media. Lim-
itations on total spending generally are based on
the size of the electorate and the type of office in-
volved. Expenditure reports are frequently required,
and provide some element of transparency, but differ
widely among countries with regard to the categories
of expenditure that are reported, the degree of detail
(e.g. specific recipients or only category totals), the
frequency and currency of reports, and the degree

to which reports are audited or otherwise subject to
independent verification.

Beyond these questions of reporting, all forms
of regulation of party spending confront a number
of inter-related problems concerning exactly whose
spending is to be controlled. Is it parties as organ-
izations, or candidates as individuals, or everyone,
including those without formal ties to either candid-
ates or party organizations? To exclude parties (or
to include national party organizations but not their
local affiliates) is likely to make regulation nugat-
ory, but to include them requires a level of official
recognition that until recently was rare in coun-
tries with single-member district electoral systems.
To include everyone may be seen as an unaccept-
able limitation on the political speech rights of
citizens, but to include only formal party organ-
izations and their candidates risks the explosion of
spending by organizations (such as the American
527s in the 2004 presidential election)’ that are
simply the party in another, but now un- or less
regulated guise.

Once party and campaign spending are equated,
a further problem becomes the definition of the
campaign. This involves two questions. First, when
does the campaign begin? If the regulated campaign
period is too short, its regulation may be of little con-
sequence. Japan, for example, has a very short formal
campaign period during which virtually everything is
prohibited, but it is preceded by a real campaign sub-
ject to very little regulation. Second, what activity is
campaign activity? As with the question of regulating
non-party spending, an excessively broad definition
of campaigning may subject all political speech to
burdensome regulation, but an excessively narrow
definition, such as the American ‘magic words’ doc-
trine (only messages containing words or phrases
like ‘vote for’, ‘elect, ‘Smith for Congress’, “vote
against’, ‘defeat’, and referring to a specific candid-
ate, count as campaigning) may defeat the purpose
of the regulations. _ '

Regulation of fundraising

Contribution limits are designed to prevent wealthy
individuals or groups from exercising undue influ-
ence over parties (although, of course, the meaning
of ‘undue’ often is in the eye of the beholder).
In various places, foreigners, corporations (some-
times only public corporations or only firms in



312 ‘R_ii::ﬁ'ai:r.-d*'S.:'.‘:k.étz

heavily regulated industries; in other cases all busi-
nesses), or trade unions are barred from making,
and parties from accepting, political contributions.
Anonymous contributions also are generally barred,
perhaps from fear that the anonymity will be in name
only.

Regardless of who is allowed to make contri-
butions, there may also be limits on the size of
contributions from an individual donor, either to
an individual recipient, in aggregate, or both. Both
kinds of limits are, however, relatively easy to evade:
rather than making a corporate contribution, a cor-
poration can ‘bundle’ (collect centrally and then
deliver together) what appear to be individual dona-
tions from its officers or employees; an individual
can give many times the individual legal limit by
‘arranging’ to have donations made in the name
of his or her spouse, children, and other close re-
latives. Moreover, the definition of ‘contribution’
itself is problematic. Money is obvious, but should
in-kind contributions be included (and how should
they be valued)? What about the donation of ser-
vices? And perhaps most vexing of all, if a person or
group independently advocates the election of a party
or candidate (what in the United States are called
‘independent expenditures’), does that count as a
contribution subject to limitation, or free speech that
must be protected? Finally, whether or not contribu-
tions are restricted, their subversive (of democracy)
effect may be limited by requirements of public
disclosure.

Public subventions

A growing number of countries provide support for
parties, through their tax systems, through the direct
provision of goods and services, or through direct
financial subventions. In some cases, these supports
are specifically tied to election campaigns (or al-
ternatively limited to non-campaign related research
institutes) while in others they are unrestricted grants
for general party activities {see Chapter 7).

The earliest and most common public subven-
tions are the provision of staff to parliamentary
parties or their members, ostensibly to support their
official functions but often convertible to more gen-
eral political purposes. Particularly in countries in

which broadcasting was a public monopoly, parties
generally are given an allocation of free air time;
other examples of free provision of services include
the mailing of candidates’ election addresses (e.g.
UK), free space for billboards (e.g. Spain, Israel, and
Germany), free use of halls in public buildings for
rallies (e.g. UK, Spain, Japan), and reduced rates
for office space (e.g. Italy). Although these raise
some problems, the more contentious question was
the direct provision of money, which is nonetheless
becoming nearly universal.

Public support for parties raises two questions
(beyond the somewhat specious question of whether
people should be compelled through their taxes to
subsidize causes with which they do not agree).
First, is the primary effect of state subventions to
allow parties better to perform their functions of
policy formulation, public education, and linkage
between society and the government? Or is it to fur-
ther the separation between parties and those they
are supposed to represent by making the parties
less dependent on voluntary support? Second, do
systemns of public support (in which the levels of
support are almost always tied to electoral support
at the previous election},® as well as rules limiting
individual contributions, further fairness and equal-
ity, or do they unfairly privilege those parties that
already are dominant (‘“to those that have, more shall
be given’)?

| Q Party organizational types have evolved over fime’ §
| as suffrage was expanded and:societies changed. -
O Rather than reaching-an end-point; organizations . |

continue to evolve, and new: types contlnue to.

develop. _ e
E:l Party membership, and mvolvement of: Clt zens |n-3 :
party politics more generally, appears to be decim—“f,

rnay also contr:bute to the en rlenc me,
part|es that currentfy are strong




Parties and the stabilization of democracy

Parties were central to the transition from traditional
monarchy to electoral democracy in the first wave
of democratization (primarily in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries), but they have also
been central actors in the third wave (see Chapter 5).
In the older democracies, where the liberal rights of
contestation were established before suffrage was ex-
panded to the majority of citizens, parties helped
to integrate nmewly enfranchised citizens into the
established patterns of competition. While enfran-
chisement generally led to the rapid growth of parties
(most often socialist) appealing specifically to the
new voters, even what are now identified as ‘bour-
geois parttes’ found it in their interest to appeal to the
new voters—for example as citizens, or Christians,
or members of a peripheral culture rather than as
workers.

In immigrant societies such as the US, Canada,
Australia, or in South America, the parties also con-
tributed to the integration of arrivals into their new
country. The degree to which parties {and other in-
stitutions) could perform this function successfully
was strongly influenced by the magnitude of the
load placed upon them by the rapidity of suffrage
expansion. Where the franchise was broadened in
several steps spaced over decades, as in the United
Kingdom, the existing parties generally were able to
adapt, with the result that would-be demagogues or
revolutionaries found a very limited market. When
franchise expansion was more abrupt, as in France in
1848 or Italy in 1913, the twin dangers that masses of
. new votexrs would be mobilized by radicals and that
this possibility would be perceived by others to be
a threat requiring drastic measures often led to the
collapse of democracy.

This function of integration and stabilization is
also potentially important in the new democracies
of the late twentieth century. Particularly in the
formerly communist bloc (but not only there), the
process of democratization has differed from that in
the earlier waves in that political mobilization of the
citizenry preceded the development of public con-
testation (Enyedi 2006: 228). Moreover, the levels of
literacy, general education, access to mass media, and
international involvement far exceed those of earliex
waves. Coupled with this has been a deep distrust

of the whole idea of political parties, rooted in the
unhappy experience of the communist party state.
Among the results have been extremely low rates
of party membership (giving rise to the idea of a
‘couch party’ —one whose membership is so smalil
that they could all sit on a single couch) and quite
high electoral volatility.

Not only has the attachment of voters to particular
parties been problematic, so too has the attachment of
elected politicians, with parliamentary party groups
(tellingly usually identified in Eastern and Central
Europe as ‘clubs’) showing such low levels of sta-
bility that in some cases parliamentary rules have
been changed specifically to discourage party splits
or defections. Whether integration into the system
of Buropean Union party groups will bring some
stability to this situation, and whether this weakness
and fluidity of party systems will be detrimental to
the performance or continuity of democracy in the
region, remain to be seen.

A second major area in which the role of parties in
stabilizing democracy is in doubt is the Islamic world,
where the question is whether the electoral success
of Islamist parties helps to integrate their followers
into democratic politics, or alternatively threatens to
undermine democracy altogether (Tepe 2006). The
underlying conflict of values—the will of God as
articulated by clerics versus the will of the people as
articulated at the ballot box—1is hardly unique to the
Islamic world {(and indeed was important throughout
the nineteenth century in Europe), but now appears
particulazly pressing there,

One of the features of the late twentieth century has
been the proliferation of international, national, and
non-governmental democracy assistance agencies
(e.g. the UN Electoral Assistance Division; the Center
for Democracy and Governance of the USAID; the
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral
Assistance; see Chapter 25). Given the recognized
centrality of parties to the stabilization of demo-
cratic regimes, not to mention the tendency simply
to identify democracy with inter-party electoral com-
petition, these agencies have seen the promotion and
support of parties as part of their mandate.

While these agencies unsurprisingly only want
to support ‘democratic’ parties, beyond an obvious
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distaste for parties that show disdain for civil liberties
or threaten to suppress/oppress their opponents,
there is some uncertainty regarding what a ‘demo-
cratic’ party is. Most particularly, however, this
disagreement focuses on the question of internal
party democracy: whether it is important that the
party’s members somehow elect the party’s leaders
and decide on, or at least ratify, its policy positions.
Ironically, many of these agencies appear wedded to
the mass party model of organization and democracy,
even though they recognize that the social condi-
tions that gave rise to that model in Burope are not
found in the emerging democracies (and those same
agencies would oppose those conditions if they were)
and even though the standard of internal democracy
they would like to apply in emerging democracies
was not satisfied by many of the parties of the
now-established democracies at the time that their
democracies were emerging.

Conclusion

| '3 Parties have played; and continue to piay, a vital
| role in stabilizing. democracy by integrating new-
citizens {whether new because they—‘hav'ercome of
age, immigrated, or bensfited from expansion. of
the rights of citizenship) into the exustlng polltrca :
system. : .
0O Whether the electoral success of antl democratlc
: parties helps to moderate them and to xntegrate
their followers into democracy, or instead serves
i to undermme democracy, is an unreso!ved but
pressing issue.
i 0 Whether a party can bei nternally oﬁlgarchlc and yet
also be an asset for systern-level democracy remains
; a contentious issue, particularly for democracy« )
premoting agencies deciding Whtch groups merit
their support,
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Political parties remain central to democratic govern-
ment in the twenty-first century. It is still parties that
contest elections and identify most of the candidates.
It is still parties that structure the coalitions required
to enact legislation and support governments. None-
theless, parties face a number of potentially serious
challenges.

As already suggested, party membershlp is de-
clining almost everywhere (Mair and van Biezen
2001). One result has been to force parties to become

" more dependent on financial contributions and other
forms of support (e.g. the ‘loan’ of labour or ‘inde-
pendent’ campaign advertising) from corporations
and organizations of special interests, and more re-
cently to ‘feed at the public trough’ through direct
public subventions. This decline in party involvement
has not been limited to formal members, however,
but is also reflected in declining party identification,
and perhaps most significantly in the growth of hos-

. ility not just to the particular parties that happen to
exist in a given country at a given time, but to the
whole idea of parties and of partisanship. One mani-
festation of this is the growth of anti-party-system
parties; another is the number of new parties that
eschew the use of that word in their names and even
of existing parties that try to ‘rebrand’ themselves

without the party denomination (e.g. ‘New Labour’
instead of ‘Labour Party’).

The growing popularity of such ideas as ‘consensus
democracy’ (Lijphart 1999) and ‘deliberative demo-
cracy’ (e.g. Guttmann and Thompson 2004; Budge
2000), like the complaint of former President Carter
that the 2004 US presidential election campaign was
‘too partisan’, are reflective of a desire for amicable
agreement that denies the existence of real conflicts of
interest and opinion. But if one accepts Finer’s (197
8) definition of politics as what happens when ‘a givi
set of persons . . . require a common policy; and . . #its
members advocate, for this common status, policie
that are mutually exclusive’, this is in effect to want#
take the politics out of democracy.

Although rarely put overtly in these terms, th
alternative to contentious and partisan politics
generally some form of government by experts
technocrats. Qften these ‘reforms’ have been ady
ated and enacted by the parties themselves as a
of avoiding responsibility for unpopular but
avoidable decisions or for outcomes that are beyo
their control. Even when the parties remain centr
involved in policy, increasingly their role {an
basis upon which they compete) is defined in
of management rather than direction. By red



the policy stakes of elections, however, the parties
have also decreased the incentives for citizens to be-
come active in the parties {Katz 2003) and given
ammunition to those who ask why the state should
provide subsidies and other special privileges (Mair
1995).

The role of parties as representatives of the people,
or as links between the people and the state, has been
challenged as well by the increasing range of interest
organizations that compete with them as ‘articula-
tors of interest’. Rather than being forced to choose
among a limited number of packages of policy stances
across a range of issues—-some of which may be of
little interest, and others of which he or she may
actually oppose—the modern citizen can mix-and-
match among any number of groups, each of which
will reflect his or her preferences more accurately on
a single issue than any party could hope to do. With
improved communications skills, and especially with
the rise of the internet, citizens may feel less need for
intermediaries at all; they can communicate directly
with those in power themselves.

Many parties have themselves tried to adapt to
more sophisticated electorates and to new techno-
logies, giving rise to the possibility of ‘cyber parties’
(Margetts 2006; see also Chapter 19). In its initial
stages, this may be little more than the use of mass
e-mailings to ‘members’ (now of mailing lists rather
than of real organizations) and the use of the mech-
anisms of e-commerce to facilitate fundraising from
individuals. In a more developed form, it is likely

Questions

Is democracy conceivable without political parties?
What is-the ‘iron law of oligarchy’?

How do cartel parties differ from catch-all parties’P
Does the United States have real’ polmcal partles’r'

What is the meaning of ' left' in political terms?
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Chapter 12 Political parties

to include chat-rooms and discussion list-servers.
In theory, the technology might allow what would
amount to a party meeting that is always in session.
To date, however, there has been more evidence
of people at the grass roots using the internet to
send messages to those in positions of authority than
there has been evidence of those in authority actually
listening. And as with the party congresses of the last
century, even if the internet (or simply the regular
mail) is used to allow party members or supporters to
make decisions, real power will continue to rest with
those who frame the questions. It remains unlikely
that the internet will somehow lead to the repeal of
the Iron Law of Oligarchy.

Overall, then, there are two challenges facing
parties at the beginning of the twenty-first century.
One is the increasing complexity of problems, the in-
creasing speed of social and economic developments,
increasing globalization—all making the problems
facing parties as governors less tractable. The other is
the increasing political capacity of citizens {cognitive
mobilization) running into the ineluctable Limita-
tions of individual influence in societies of the size of
modern states—expectations of effective individual
involvement, even if restricted to the minority who
are politically interested, often are unrealistic. Both
challenge widely held views of how democratic party
government should work, How parties adapt to these
changing circumstances, whether by redefining their
roles or by altering public expectations, will shépe
the future of democracy.

1. Is a group that nominates candidates in order to put pressure on other parties, but not with a real hope of
" winning an election itself, properly called a political party? :

2. s ‘political party’ better understood as a category, into which each ‘case either does or does not fit, orasan
ideal type, which each case can more or less closely approximate?

Is the regulation of political parties’ finance compatibte with political freedom?

Do political parties play the same role in new democracies as in the established democraaes?
¢. Musta democafatlc pelitical party be internally democratic? .
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Introduction

This chapter views parties in their connections and
relationships within a system. As in planet systems
the focus is not on single planets but on the constel-
lations they form: their number, the balance of size
between them, and the distance that separates them.
Parties can be ideologically near or distant, there are
systems with many small parties or few large ones
or even—to pursue the analogy further—one large
party with ‘satellites’ (as in some authoritarian sys-
tems). Over time some systems change while others
remain stable. The variety of party ‘constellations’ is
thus very large.

Whereas the dynamic principle of planets is grav-
ity, the motor of political interactions is competition
for power. In liberal democracies this competition
is based on popular votes. The shape and dynam-
ics of party systems are determined by the electoral
game in which parties are the main actors. A party
system is therefore first and foremost the result of
competitive interactions between parties. As in all
games there is a goal: the maximization of votes to
control government. In this sense, party systems are
much more dynamic (changeable) than star systems.
The set of interactions between parties, however, is
not exclusively composed of competition, but also of
cooperation. Parties, for example, cooperate when
they build a coalition to support a government.

Three main elements of party systems are import-
ant:

1. Which parties exist? Why do some parties exist
in all party systems (e.g. socialists) whereas oth-
ers only in some {e.g. regionalists, agrarians, or
confessional parties)? This relates to the origin, or
genealogy, of party systems.

2. How many parties exist and how big are they?
‘Why are some systems composed of two large
parties and others of many small ones? This relates
to the format, or morphology, of party systems.

3. How do parties behave? Why in some systems
do parties converge towards the centre whereas in
others they diverge to the extremes of the ideolo-
gical ‘space’? This relates to the dynamics of party
system.

An obvious but important point is that party sys-
tems must be composed of several parties. There
is mo ‘system’ with one umit only. The competitive
interaction between parties requires pluralism. If the
goal is to get the most votes, there must be free
elections, some degree of enfranchisement, and plur-
alism without which competition cannot exist. This
chapter therefore focuses on democratic systems and
excludes totalitarian or authoritarian regimes with
single parties (such as China or Syria).

t:l Party systems ‘are sets of parties that compete and
cooperate with the aim of increasing thelr power in
controllmg govemment '

l:i What determmes interactions is (1) which parties ex-

' |st (2} how many pames compose a system and how

large they are, and (3} the Way,in which_ they maximize
votes. !
O It is appropriate to speak of a party system only L
democratic contexts i which several paz‘tles com pete
. for votes in open and plural eiectlons ' :

?‘

The genealogy of party systems

The ‘national’ and ‘industrial’
revolutions
Most contemporary parties and party families origin-

ated from the radical socio-economic and political
changes between the mid-nineteenth century and the

first two decades of the twentieth. Lipset and Rokkan
(1967) distinguish two aspects of this transforma-
tion: (1) the Industrial Revolution refers to changes
produced by industrialization (aradical change of the
economy) and urbanization (cities and new family
structures); (2) the National Revolution refers to the
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formation of nation-states (culturally homogeneous
and centralized political units), and liberal demo-
cracy (parliamentarism, individual civil and voting
rights, equality, and secular institutions). These two
sets of transformations caused unprecedented levels
of social and political mobilization.

The Industrial and National Revolutions cre-
ated socio-economic and cultural divisions opposing
different social groups, elites, sets of values, and
interests. Lipset and Rokkan name these conflicts
cleavages (sce Box: What is a cleavage?, in the Online
Resource Centre). With the birth of modern parlia-
ments and free elections, and with the progressive
extension of franchise, political parties developed and
reflected the socio-economic and cultural divisions
created by the two ‘revolutions’. Modern party fam-
ilies appeared as the ‘political translation’ of social
divisions in systems in which conflict is increasingly
settled through vote. Cleavages in modern states can
be classified according to two dimensions:

- territorial: at one end are territorialized conflicts
that oppose peripheral regions to the centre of the
state (its elites and bureaucracy); at the opposite
end are non-territorial conflicts between groups
within the very centre of the state;

- functional: at one end are conflicts about re-
sources and their (re)distribution between social
groups (e.g. economic interests); at the opposite
end are conflicts on moral principles (e.g. religious
values).

Cleavages and their political
translation

Lipset and Rokkan distinguish four main cleavages
created by the two ‘revolutions’ (see Table 13.1).
These revolutions have each produced two main
cleavages. Subsequent transformations have pro-
duced additional cleavages, namely the ‘International
Revolution’ triggered by the Soviet Revolution of
1917, and the ‘Post-Industrial Revolution’ in the
1960s—1970s, which led to a value cleavage between
generations and globalization since the late 1990s.

In the transformation of the nineteenth century
socio-economic and cultural conflicts emerged sim-
ultaneously with democratic reforms: the creation of
modern parliaments, free competitive elections, and
the extension of civil and political rights. Conflicts

of that time were expressed in organizations that
were typical of this new regime. Political parties are
the product of the parliamentary and electoral game,
and party systems reflect the social oppositions that
characterize society when parties first appear. The
fundamental features of today’s party systems were
set during the early phases of mobilization of, at
first, restricted electorates (only very few people had
the right to vote when liberals and conservative
dominated in the nineteenth century) and, later, of
‘massifying’ electorates when socialist parties mobil-
ized the vast working class that emerged from the
Industrial Revolution.

The National Revolution produced two cleavages.

Centre—periphery cleavage

This conflict emerged when nation-states formed
and integrated in the nineteenth century, and
political power, administrative structures, and tax-
ation systems were centralized. It also brought
about-—sometimes artificially—national languages
and the adoption of a national religion. Italy in
1860—70, Germany in 1870, Switzerland in 1848
unified as nation-states. Others formed through inde-
pendence (Ireland in 1922 from the United Kingdom,
Norway in 1906 from Sweden, Finland in 1907/17
from the Russian Empire). The new national territor-
ies were heterogeneous with different ethnicities and
languages, and administration was fragmented. Na-
tionalist and liberal elites carried out state formation
and nation-building, facing resistance from subject
populations in peripheral territories in two aspects.

1. Administrative: peripheries were increasingly
incorporated in the bureaucratic and fiscal system
of the new state (for example, with the creation
of provinces or departments through which the
central state controlled the territory of and ex-
tracted taxes), implying a loss of autonomy for
Tegions.

2. Cultural: religious, ethnic, and linguistic identi-
ties in peripheral regions were replaced by the al-
legiance to the new nation-state fostered through
compulsory schooling, military conscription, and
other means of national socialization. As the first
Italian prime minister said in 1870 after Italy uni-
fied, ‘we have made Italy, let us make Italians’.
Nation-building took place also in old established
states. In France in 1863, according to official
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figures, only 22 per cent of the communes spoke
Prench, alllocated around the Paris region (Weber
1976: 67).

Resistance to administrative centralization and cul-
tural standardization was expressed in regionalist
parties such as the Scottish National Party, the
Swedish Party in Finland, the various Basque and
Catalan parties in Spain, the parties of the German-
and French-speaking minorities in Italy, the Bloc
Québéquois in Canada, and so on, opposing nation-
alist/liberal parties.

State-church cleavage

Nation-states in the nineteenth century were not
only centralized and homogeneous, but also based
on the liberal ideology promoting secular institutions
{no church influence), individualism, and democracy
(sometimes republicanism). Liberal reforms and the
abolition of estates (clergy, aristocracy, bourgeoisie,
peasantry) of pre-modern parliaments, as well as in-
dividual vote and free elections, put an end to clerical
and aristocratic privilege. Liberals were opposed by
conservatives who refused democracy and defended
the monarchy. To a large extent, this was a conflict
between the rising industrial bourgeoisie and the
corporate privilege of clergy and aristocracy.

The new Liberal secular state fought against the
long-established role of the church in education.
Compulsory education by the state was used to ‘forge’
citizens with new (non-religious) values. Especially
in Catholic countries this led to strong conflicts,
whereas in Protestant countries—where churches
belong to the state—the cleavage focused on moral
principles. The church was also expropriated of land
and buildings and, in Italy, it lost its temporal power
and state (about a fourth of the Italian peninsula)
when Italy unified from the previous state mosaic in
1860-70.

The conflict characterized the opposition to lib-
erals against the conservatives, who believed in a
return to the old pre-democratic regime. In some
countries, Catholics took the place of conservatives,
as in Belgium, Switzerland, Germany. In other coun-
tries, Catholics were banned through papal decree
from participating in the political life of the liberal
nation-state (by being candidates, voting, or creating
a party). For this reason Catholic parties did not ap-
pear in Italy and France until the early 1920s. In fact,

it was not until after the breakdown of democracy
and the inter-war fascist period that the Catholic
Church fully accepted democracy. ‘Christian demo-
cracy’—in Italy, France, Germany, Austria—is the
family that appears from this evolution after the
Second World War.

An interesting case is that of countries with mixed
religious structures. In the Netherlands there was one
unified Catholic party and a number of Reformed
and Calvinist parties reflecting the fragmentation of
Protestantism. Religious parties merged in 1972 into
the Christian Democratic Appeal. In Germany, too,
an inter-confessional party developed (the Christian
Democratic Union). In Switzerland a major Catholic
party emerged from the opposition to the Protestant
Radicals/Liberals.

The Industrial Revolution produced two addi-
tional cleavages.

Rural-urban cleavage

The first was the contrast between landed rural in-
terests {agriculture) and the rising class of industrial
and trading entrepreneurs. This cleavage focused on
trade policies, with agrarians favouring trade barriers
for the protection of agricultural products (protec-
tionism) and industrialists favouring free market
and trade liberalization with low tariffs (liberalism).
This cleavage was reinforced by cultural differences
between countryside and urban centres where indus-
tries concentrated. Cultural openness/closure added:
to the division between primary and secondary
sections of the econormy.

As a general rule, weak sectors of the economy
tend to be protectionist because of the threat of
imports, whereas strong sectors favour the open-
ing up of economic borders which favour exports
(Rogowski 1989). Agriculture was threatened by tech-
nological progress and acceleration of productivity.
The defence.of agrarjan interests—when peasant
populations received the right to vote—was ex-
pressed from the end of the nineteenth century
through agrarian parties (also called peasants’ or
farmers’ parties). Large or small agrarian parties ex-
isted everywhere in Europe but were particularly
strong in Eastern Europe and in Scandinavia. They
were also common in Latin America.

The period after the Second World War witnessed
both the decline and transformation of these parties.
On the one hand, in most countries peasants’® parties



disappeared. On the other, the large agrarian parties
of the north and east abandoned the agrarian plat-
form and changed into centre parties. The recent
reawakening of this cleavage is most notable in Latin
America where opposition to multi-national com-
panies, defence of raw materials and resources, and
the threat of globalization has led to protectionist
policies (e.g. gas and oil nationalization in Bolivia
and Venezuela). In the 1990s a number of upheavals
of peasants took place in the Chapas region in Mex-
ico. This cleavage is also present in the European
Union where farmers’ pressure groups lobby for pro-
tectionist trade agreements and for state subsidies.

Workers—employers cleavage

This is the cleavage between the industrial entre-
preneurial bourgeoisie who started the Industrial
Revolution and the working class that resulted from
it. It is the opposition between ‘capital’ and ‘labour’
.which, up to the present, characterizes the left-right
alignment. In so far as this split is present in all coun-
tries, it is the most important one. Left-right is the
most common ideological dimension along which
parties are placed (even in the US where a socialist
party never developed: see Box 13.1).

Industrialization had a very deep impact on West-
ern societies. It radically changed the production
mode, it caused unprecedented levels of geograph-
ical mobility through urbanization (the dislocation of
people from countryside to urban industrial centres),
it transformed family structares from extended to
nuclear. Workers moved to new industrial centres
where living conditions were extremely poor. They
were therefore easy to mobilize through trade uni-
ons, with socialism providing a unifying ideology.
‘With the extension of voting rights social democratic
and labour parties gained parliamentary representa-
tion.

Socialist parties campaigned for labour protec-
tion against the capitalist economy. They promoted
social rights and welfare state provisions on top of
civil and political rights, and a substantial equaliza-
tion of living conditions besides formal legal equality
(Marshall 1950; Kitschelt 1994). These claims con-
cerned under-age and female labour, wages, working

- hours, contract security, protection in the work-
place and during periods of unemployment or

illness, progressive taxation, abolition of heritage,
accident insurance, pension schemes. Socialists fa-
voured economic policies with a strong intervention
of the state in steering the economy and public in-
vestments (later Keynesianism) against the liberal
free-market ideology. They looked for state owner-
ship of infrastructure (railways, energy), industries,
and sometimes financial institutions.

Many socialist and labour parties originate from
previously existing trade unions, the main organiza-
tions of the working class before universal suffrage.
With restricted franchise most workers did not have
the right to vote. The state was therefore controlled
for most of the nineteenth century by liberals and
conservatives who were able to impose their policies.
Unions responded to a number of needs of the work-
ing class, increased solidarity and cooperation within
it, and provided a wide range of ‘services’. With
enfranchisement, workers’ parties developed as an
‘electoral branch’ of trade unions.

The Soviet Revolution of 1917 produced a cleavage
within the workers’ movement.

Communism-socialism cleavage

In the aftermath of the Pirst World War and the
Russian Revolution that led to the Soviet Union and
the single-party regime controlled by the Commun-
ist Party, in all countries communist parties formed
as splinters from the socialists. The main issue was
the acceptance of the lead of the Soviet Communist
Party in the international revolutionary movernent
and also ideological differences, namely whether a
revolution would be necessary to take the proletariat
to power, or if this goal would be achieved through
electoral means.

As a reaction against the radicalization of the
working class and its powerful action through a
new type of mass party organization, fascist parties
emerged in a number of Buropean countries and,
more or less directly, dominated government during
the 1930s. These parties favoured the nation over
class and ‘internationalism’, and private property
against communism. Fascist parties were the product
of the radicalization of the industrial upper bour-
geoisie threatened by socialist policies, and of the
aristocracy threatened by the redistribution of land
and agrarian reforms.




A number of classical studies have addressed this quas-
tion. The ‘main factors explaining the absence of a
socialist ideology and workers’ party in the the most
1" advanced capitalist country are:

¢ Open 'ﬁonri_er: geographical and social mobility gave
American workers the possibility 1o move on in search
" of better conditions.

2 = Party machines. dominance of Democrats and Repub-

i licans in the nineteenth century made the rise of third

i parties difficult.

. _

° The free gift of the vote: working-class white men all
had-the right to vote, were integrated in the political

system, and had a say in government's actions.

* Roast beef and apple pie: the American working class
‘was more affiuent than the European and all socialist
utopias come to grief with a satisfied working class.

- No feudalism: the absence of aristocracy in America
made the working class very similar to the Furopean
bourgeoisie.

Read:

Lipset, 5. M. (1977} "Why No Socialism in the United
States?’, in S. Bialer and S. Sluzar {(eds.), Sources of
Conternporary Radicalism (Boulder, Colo.: Westview -
Press), 131-48. . ’

—and Marks, G. (2000} it Didn’t Happen Here: Why So-
cialism Falled in the United States (New York: Norton).

Sombart, W. (1976) Why is there No Socialism in the
United States? (London: Macmillan), translated from
the German 1906 text.

Finally, the ‘Post-Industrial Revolution’ (Bell
1973) created two more recent cleavages.

Materialism-post-materialism cleavage

A cleavage between generations over sets of socio-
political values emerged in the 1960s and 1970s as a
consequence of the protracted period of international
peace, economic wealth, and domestic security since
the end of the Second World War (Inglehart 1977).
The younger cohort developed ‘post-materialist val-
ues” focused on tolerance, equality, participation,
freedom of expression, respect for the environment,
fair international trade, peace, Third World aid, as
opposed to the ‘materialist’ values of the war genera-
tion centred around themes of national security, law
and order, full employment, protection of private
property, tradition, and authority (within the family
and the state).

These new values were primarily expressed in a
number of new social movements (see Chapter 16):
the civil rights movernent in the US in the 1950s, pa-
cifism from the Vietnam War in the 1960s, feminism
in the 1970s claiming equality in the labour market
and family, environmentalism in the 1980s, In the
1990s, new anti-globalization movements developed
against the globalization of the economy and the
Americanization of culture (Della Porta et al. 1999).
From a party politics perspective, however, there are
only a few examples of a significant impact of these

‘new left’ movements, the main being green parties
{Miiller-Rommel and Poguntke 2002). A more per-
vasive impact of the Post-Industrial Revolution is on
the ‘new right’.

The globalization cleavage

Economic globalization has created a further post-
industrial cleavage between sectors of the economy
that profit from the blurring of economic boundaries,
and sectors that are negatively affected by the com-
petition from new markets and cheap labour from
the East and Asia. ‘Losers’ in globalization and—in
the European Union—integration (Betz 1994) have
reinforced support for neo-populist protest parties
who favour trade barriers to protect local manufac-
ture and ‘Tocals-first’” policies in the labour market.
These groups are the small and medium enter-
prises, unskilled workers, craftsmen, and agricultural
producers.

The economic defensive attitude of these groups is
reinforced by cultural, anti-immigration, and xeno-
phobic prejudice stressing religious and national
values against multi-ethnic society and cosmopol-
itanism. Many of these parties rely upon an extreme
right-wing heritage, such as the Austrian Liberal
Party, the French and Belgian National Fronts, the
Italian National Alliance {Kitschelt 1995). Others
are more sporadic parties, such as the One-Nation
Party in Australia. In Latin America neo-populist
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tendencies have a left-wing ‘Bolivarian’ character
as the movements led by Morales in Paraguay and
Chavez in Venezuela (Burgess and Levitsky 2003},
Neo-populism is also a reaction to changing security
conditions which—since the terrorist attacks in the
early 2000s—have created a resurgence of material-
ist values, the need for internal police and external
control.

Variations in cleavage
censtellations .

Cleavage constellations change through space (from
country to country) and over time.
Space

Not all cleavages exist in all countries. There is a
variety of constellations, and thus of party systems.

‘Why do some cleavages exist in specific countries .

while not in others? It is difficalt to summarize the
" explicative part of the Lipset—Rokkan’s model here.
Whereas the left—right cleavage exists everywhere and
is a source of similarity, the state—church cleavage
developed especially in Catholic countries in Europe
and Latin America. The rural-urban cleavage was
strong in regions with small farming and independ-
ent units, where farmers were not under the control
of landlords. The centre—periphery cleavage appears
where there are ethno-linguistic minorities.

Country-specific cleavage constellations are there-
fore determined by:

» differences in objective factors such as diverse social
structures: multiple ethnicities or religious groups,
structure of the peasantry, class relations;

= the extent to which socio-zconomic and cultural
divisions have been politicized by parties, that is,
by the action of elites (Rose 1974; Lijphart 1968b);

the relationship between cleavages: their existence
and strength can prevent the development of new
ones (agrarian claims have been incorporated by
Catholic parties or by conservative parties where,
like in England, agriculture had been commercial-
ized early).

Generally, two types of constellations are dis-
tinguished: (1) homogeneous constellations where
there is one predominant cleavage, namely the
left—right cleavage on the distribution of resources
between classes (for Britain),

example, and

(2) heterogeneous constellations in which vari-
ous cleavages--~economic, ethno-linguistic, reli-
gious, territorial —overlap or cut across one other in

plural democracies such as Belgium, Canada, India,
the Netherlands, Switzerland (Lijphart 1984).

Time

Lipset and Rokkan do not take into account de-
velopments that took place after the 1920s as, over
time, cleavage constellations and party systems have
remained extraordinarily stable. Up to the present
even party labels have not changed (liberal, social-
ist, conservative), as a sort of political #mprint that
crystallized. Lipset and Rokkan have formulated the
so-called freezing hypothesis: ‘

k& [Tlhe party systems of the 1960s reflect, with few but signi-
ficant exceptions, the cleavage structures of the 1920s ...
[Tlhe party aiternatives, and in remarkably many cases,
the party organizations, are older than the majorities of
the national electarates. (1967: 50; italics omitted) 53

Today’s party systems reflect the original conflicts
from which they emerged (see Box: Party families, in
the Online Resource Centre) in spite of a decline in
cleavage politics with the blurring of social divisions
(Franklin 1992). In the 1920s the full mobilization
of the electoral market through universal suffrage
and PR caused its saturation. With the extension
of suffrage citizens were incorporated in the polit-
ical system. Voters acquired strong political identities
through partisan identification and socialization pro-
cesses that proved stable over time. As in all markets,
in the electoral market too there are entry barri-
ers. Little room was left for new parties. Existing
parties were thus able to maintain their control over
electorates through the generations.

Empirical research has confirmed the basic sta-
bility of electoral patterns over time, rejecting the
thesis of increasing dealignment and realignment of
Western electorates (Dalton et al. 1985). Rose and
Urwin (1970) and, in a long-term perspective, Barto-
lini and Mair (1990) have analysed trends of electoral
volatility (the change of votes from one election
to the next) from 1885 to 1985. First, they found
that general levels of volatility are stable support-
ing the freezing hypothesis. Second, they found that
volatility between left and right declines, confirm-
ing the stabilizing of ideological identities. Third,
however, they found that volatility within the left




and within the right increases which means that,
whereas left and right identities persist, the identi-
fication with a specific party declines (see also Kriesi
1998). Therefore, in spite of secularization and post-
industrial economies—and in spite of some degree

of change within Western electorates—a dramatic
realignment along new cleavages does not seem to
have taken place, maintaining the validity of the
freezing hypothesis.

| O Modem party families originate from socic-economic

©and cultural cleavages created by industrialization,
urbanization, and the formation of centralized fiberal
states,

0 The centralized and democratic liberal state creates
conflicts with the church and with peripheral regions,
leading to religious and regionalist parties. Industri-
alization opposes iiberal economic interests to the

= rural world as weil as to the working class, leading

| to agrarian and labour parties. Parties of the working

o class ':d:.i\fi'de__ih.thg 1920s into communist and social

| democratic parties.

O The introduction of universal suffrage and PR after
the First World War ‘freezes’ the party constellations
that remain stable until the present. After the Second
World War the end of the state=church-conflict leads
to the emergence of Christian demaocracy. -

Q The most significant examples. of realignment in
recent time are the generational cleavage over
{post-imaterialist values and'th'e_ econemic changes
triggered by globalization thatled to new party famil-
ies: the greens and-the neo-populist parties.. '

The morphology of party systems

An important element of the competitive interaction
between parties is the shape of party systems (some-
times called format). The two main elements of the
morphology of party systems are: (1) the number
of competing units, that is, parties, and (2) the size
of these units. How many are the players and how
strong are they? The number and strength of actors
can be observed at two levels: the votes parties get in
elections and the seats in parliament. A “variable’ that
must be considered is therefore the electoral system
through which votes are translated into parliament-
ary seats,

Itisimportant to distinguish types of party systems.
Two types of party systems are not considered in this
section because they do not fulfil the democratic
conditions that allow competition:

1. Single-party systems in which one party only is
legal: these are the totalitarian and authoritarian
experiences of the Communist Party in the Soviet
Union, the Nationalist-Socialist Party in Germany
in the 1930s, or the Baathist Party in Iraq until
1993 and in Syria.

2. Hegemonic-party systems in which other parties
are legal but are ‘satellites’, under the strict control

of the hegemonic party with whom they cannot
compete to control government: these are also
totalitarian or authoritarian systems existing in
Egypt or Algeria today, and in many former com-
munist regimes before 1989 in Central and Eastern
Europe. :

The other four types are: (1) dominant-party sys-
tem, (2) two-party system, (3) multi-party system,
and (4) bipolar system.

Dominant-party systems

Dominant-party systems are characterized by one
very large party that dominates all others with a large
majority (well above the absolute majority of 50 per
cent of parliamentary seats) over protracted periods of
time (several decades). In these systems all parties are
legal and allowed to compete in free elections with
universal suffrage to challenge the dominant party.
However, no other party receives enough votes to
come close to 50 per cent. Electors vote massively
for the dominant party. There is therefore no al-
ternation in power and the dominant party does not
need to build coalitions to form a government. In
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dominant-party systems it is in fact irrelevant how
many other parties exist.

An example of a dominant-party system is India
between 1947 and 1975. After Independence and
the end of colonial rule the Congress Party received
electoral support above 50 per cent and was able to
rule unchallenged until 1975~77 when the ‘state of
emergency’ was declared. Over the long period of
uncontested rule forms of patronage developed and
in 1977 the Congress Party was eventually defeated.
A more recent example of a dominant-party system
is South Africa since the end of apartheid in the early
1990s. The African National Congress, initially led by
Nelson Mandela, has been able to secure the absolute
majority of the votes because of the role it had in
enfranchising the black population. In Europe a case
of a dominant-party system is Sweden. The Social
Democratic Workers’ Party formed almost all gov-
ernments from 1945 until 1998, with around 45 per

cent of the votes on average. Only ina few cases did it

have to form a minority government or rely on small
coalition partners such as the formerly communist
Left Party. In Mexico, the Institutional Revolution-
ary Party was in power from the revolution of 1917
until the 2000 election when it was defeated for the
first time.

Between 1946 and 1994 the Italian Christian
Democracy was uninterrupted in power. However,
only until 1953 did this party receive an absolute ma-
jority of the seats and was able to form a single-party
government. After 1953 it relied on small coalition
partners. A similar case is the Liberal Democratic
Party in Japan between 1953 and 1993. Factions de-
veloped within both parties and, because of the lack
of alternation, they became less responsive to the de-
mands from the electorate with forms of patronage
(Shiratori 2004: 105).

Two-party systems

A two-party system is one in which two fairly equally
balanced large parties dominate the party system and
alternate in power. The two parties have comparable
sizes and equal chances of winning elections. Even
a small amount of votes changing from one party
to the other (electoral swing) can cause a change of
majority. Alternation in power is therefore frequent.
These are very competitive systems. Because both
parties are large, the winning party is likely to receive

the absolute majority of seats and form single-party
governments without the need for partners.

The features of two-party systems are those list-
ed in Table 13.2. The two large parties have similar
sizes around 35—45 per cent of the votes each, that
plurality electoral systems transform in absolute ma-
jorities of seats for the largest party. This does not
mean that these are the only parties. A number of
other smaller parties compete in the elections. How-
ever, they are marginal as they are not necessary to
form a government. In the United Kingdom, the Lib-
eral Democratic Party, Scottish National Party and
Plaid Cymru (the Welsh national party), and various
parties in Ulster compete but do not have a strong
impact on the party system.

In two-party systems single-party governments
tend to alternate from one legislature to the next.
This is, to a large extent, an effect of plurality electoral
systems. Because the threshold in first-past-the-post
(FPTP) systems is very high, the two main parties
have a majoritarian vocation. Parties propose policies
and programmes that are acceptable to a large part
of society. Plurality leads to ideological moderation
and similarity of programmes. In turn, this similarity
makes it easier for voters to switch from one party to
the other and creates alternation.

There are not many cases of two-party systems.
These systems are typical of the Anglo-Saxon world
where—unlike continental Europe where around
the First World War all countries changed from
majoritarian to PR electoral systems—plurality in
single-member districts has been maintained. In ad-
dition, the trend seems to be declining. Only the
US provides today a ‘perfect’ example of a two-
party system where Republicans and Democrats
have dominated since 1860.! Australia maintains
a strong two-party system with the Australian La-
bour Party and the Liberals. In Great Britain the
Conservatives and the Labour Party have been in-
creasingly challenged by ‘third’ parties like the Liberal
Democratic Party. Other examples include Costa
Rica (National Liberation Party and Citizens’ Ac-
tion Party) and Malta (where the Labour Party
and the Nationalist Party receive together close to
100 per cent of the votes). In Canada Conser-
vatives and Liberals dominated until 1993 (with
a strong New Democratic Party), since when the
Bloc Québéquois and the Reform Party have been
increasing their support.




Features

Cases

* Multi-party

% Bipolar

One large party with more than
absolute majority of votes and seats.

No other party approaching 50%.
No alternation.
One-party governiment.

Two large parties sharing together
around 80% of votes and seats.

Ralanced (35—45% each) with one of
the two reaching 50% of seats.

Alternation between parties.
One-party government.

Several or many parties, no one
approaching 50% of votes and seats.

Parties of different sizes.

Parties run for elections individually
and form coalitions after elections.

Alternation through coalition
changes.

Coalition government.

Two large coalitions composed of
several parties sharing together
around 80% of votes and seats.

Coalitions are balanced (40-50%
each).

Coalitions are stable over time and
run elections as electoral alliances.

India until 1975, Japan between 1955
and 1993, Mexico until 2000, South
Africa since 1994,

Austria, Britain, Costa Rica, Malta, New
Zealand until 1998, Spain, South Africa
until 1989, US.

Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany
until 1989, Hungary, Italy before 1994, .
Netherlands, Poland, Russia,
Switzerland, Turkey.

France in the Fifth Republic, Germany
since 1990, Italy since 1994, Portugal.

Alternation between coalitions.
Coalition government.

Two-party systems can be found also in coun-
tries with PR electoral systems. Austria since the
Second World War has been dominated by two
parties——the Austrian People’s Party and Austrian
Socialist Party—receiving around 40 per cent of
the votes and seats each, and able to form single-
party governments in many legislatures. In addition,
alternation has taken place frequently. After the trans-
ition from Franco’s regime to democracy in 1977, the
party system of Spain moved towards a two-party sys-
temn. In spite of many (but small) regionalist parties,
the party system in Spain presents two large parties

- of a similar size: the Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party

and the People’s Party.

For vears Germany came close to a two-party sys-
tem and was named a ‘two-and-a-half party system’
with two large parties collecting together more than
80 per cent of the votes (the Christian-Democratic
Union and the Social Democratic Party) and a smal-
ler Liberal Party party (around 5 per cent) with a
pivotal position and able to decide—through alli-
ance—which of the larger parties would be in charge
of government. With the rise of the Greens the system
turned towards a bipolar system. Israel has used a
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PR electoral system since the creation of the state in
1948. Yet until the end of the 1990s the system was
structured around two main parties: the Likud and
the Labour Party.

Multi-party systems

Multi-party systems are the most frequent type of
party system. In the majority of countries mmulti-
party systems exist. This is also the most complex.
type of party system. In a mulfi-party system the
number of parties ranges from three to double-digit
figures. Three to five parties exist in Canada, Ire-
land, Japan, and Norway. Party systems in which the
number of parties approaches ten (or even more) are
Belgium, the Netherlands, and Switzerland. None of
the parties in 2 multi-party system is majoritarian
(with 50 per cent of the votes or seats). Furthermore,
the parties that compose a multi-party system are of
different sizes: some are large {say, 30 per cent of the
votes) some small (less than 5 per cent).

Because in multi-party systems no single party has
an overall majority the result is that parties must
form coalitions in order to support a government.
In parliamentary systems (see Chapters 5 and 7) the
vote of confidence requires a 50 per cent majority of
seats. Parties run individually in elections {contrary
to bipolar systems) and governmental coalitions are
negotiated after the results are in.

Unlike plurality in single-member constituencies,
PR does not hinder small parties from addressing
small segments of the electorate, sometimes through
extreme ideologies and programmes. PR therefore
does not lead to ideological moderation which, in
turn, makes it more difficult for voters to switch
from one party to the other and cause a government
change. In addition, PR does not provide the “amp-
lification’ effect of electoral swings as does plurality.
As a consequence, government change rarely takes
place through electoral change but rather by swaps
of coalition partners.

While multi-party systems are considered to rep-
resent better socio-political pluralism in countries
with religious, regional, and ethno-linguistic cleav-
ages, their negative aspects have been at the forefront

since the Second World War. Multi-party systems
were held responsible for instability, frequent coali-
tion “crises’, and poor responsiveness, with no single
party clearly accountable. Classical political scient-
ists such as Finer (1932), Hermens (1941), Duverger
(1954), and Almond (1956) blamed PR and multi-
party systems for thelack of ideological moderationin
the 1920s and 1930s which eventuallyled to the break-
down of democracy in most continental European
countries.

Positive aspects of PR and multi-party systems have
been stressed since analysis in the 1960s and 1970s
including small countries such as Belgium, the Neth-
erlands, Switzerland, and the Scandinavian coun-
tries. Studies on ‘consensus democracies’ showed
that multi-party systems are stable, functioming,
and peaceful. In plural societies PR and muiti-
party systems are the only viable ways to involve
minorities in decision-making processes and reach
consensus.? As Chapter 5 shows, consociational or
consensus democracies represent a different model
of democracy from the majoritarian or ‘Westminster’
model. Both have advantages and disadvantages (see
Box 13.2).

The way in which multi-party systems function
largely depends on the degree to which parties
are ideologically polarized. Sartori (1976) has dis-
tingnished two main types of multi-party sys-
tems.

Moderate multi-party systems

“The logic is similar to that of two-party systems.

First, the number of parties is limited (below five}
and, second, the direction of the competition is cent-
ripetal, that is, the main parties tend to converge
toward the centre of the left—right scale to attract the
support of the moderate electorate. At the centre are
one or more small parties with whom the two big
ones on either side may form a coalition. The role
of these small parties is ‘pivotal’ in that they can de-
cide whether the coalition is going to be centre-left or
centre-right. The ideological distance between parties
is limited so that all coalitions are possible. This type
of party system is named ‘moderate’ because of the
absence of extreme parties.” -
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Two-party systems

Multi-party systems

Historically positive connotation

Two-party systems are the main cases that
resisted the breakdown of democracy between
First and Second World Wars: Britain and US.

Effective

Produces governments immediately after
elections. Governments are stable because they
are formed by a single party.

, Accountable

Because there is only one party in government
responsibility is clearly identifiable by the
electorate.

Alternation

Two main parties alternate in power. Voters

influence directly the formation of goverment: a
small shift can cause government change.

Non-representative

FPTP under-represents minorities and
over-represents large mainstream parties of

left-right.

Moderate politics

All main parties have a chance to govern and thus
avoid extreme claims. Need to gather votes from
large moderate segments of the electorate.

Discontinuity

Decisions are made by majority with a clear
strategy but there can be discontinuity between
subsequent goverments. Legislation is often
reversed.

Historically negative connotation 1
After the Pirst World War in Italy, Weimar
Germany, Spanish $econd Republic, and in the {
French Fourth Republic (1946-56) instzbilityled |
to crisis of democracy. -

Ineffective ;
Governments take long to form after elections
because of negotiations between parties.
Coalitions lead to unstable governments.

Nowu-accountable
Because governments are formed by many parties
responsibility is obfuscated.

No alternation

Coalition negotiations are out of the reach of
voters’ influence and shift of votes are not
necessarily followed by changes of government. |

Representative

PR fairly represents minorities in societies with
ethno-linguistic and religious minorities.

Extremne politics

Multi-party systems allow representation of
extreme {anti-system) parties. Some do not have
any government prospect and do not hesitate to
radicalize their claims.

Continuity

Decistons are made by consensus throngh
consultation. More difficult to find a clear
strategy but more continuity in legislation.

Polarized multi-party systems

There are three main features

in polarized

systems.

1. Polarization. There is a large ideological distance

between parties with a strong dose of dogmatic
radicalism. Extreme anti-system parties aim not
only to change government but also the system
of government (the regime). These parties do not

PR T

share the principles of the political system and aim
to change its institutions (Capoccia 2002). Given
the ideological distance between parties not all co-
alitions are viable. Some parties are continuously
excluded. Such parties know they are in constant
opposition, become irresponsible, and radicalize
their discourse with promises they cannot main-
tain (and know that they will never be called to
put into practice).
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2. An occupied centre. There is one main party
placed at the centre of the left—right axis which
represents the ‘system’ against which extreme anti-
system parties are opposed. The centre party is
always in power and becomes also irresponsible
and unaccountable. This party is not punished
electorally because of the absence of viable altern-
atives.

3. Centrifugal competition. The occupation of the
centre discourages a centripetal move on the part
of other parties because, ideologically, the centre
is already occupied. As a consequence, there is
divergence. The competition is centrifugal and
accentuated by a bilateral opposition on both
sides of the centre.

Examples of polarized multi-party systems are the
Weimar Republic in Germany, from 1919 until 1933,
and Italy between 1946 and 1992. Italy in particular
has often been taken as an ideal type. A strong centre

“party, Christian Democracy, was opposed on both
sides by unreformed anti-system parties: the Italian
Communist Party and Italian Social Movement
(a post-fascist party). Coalitions between Christian
Democracy and either anti-system parties were not
viable and Christian Democracy ruled uninterrupted
until 1992, although the Communists had a large
share of yotes (35 per cent).

Bipolar systems

Bipolar party systems combine elements of both
multi- and two-party systems. As in multi-party sys-
tems there are many parties, none of which has
a majority. And, again, coalition governments are
the rule. However, coalitions—rather than single
parties—are the important players. These form be-
fore elections and run as electoral alliances. They
remain stable over time. There are usually two large
ones of evenly balanced size alternating in power.
Competition therefore resembles that of two-party
systems.

In France left and right have alternated in power
since 1958.% The left includes Socialists, Radicals,
Communists, and Greens, whereas the right includes
Gaullists and Liberals (they merged in 2003 as the
Union for a Popular Movement). In Italy since 1994

the centre-left coalition is composed of Social Demo-
crats, Communists, Greens, and Catholics, whereas
the centre-right coalition is of Silvio Berlusconi’s
Forza Italia, the Northern League, a Catholic and the
post-fascist party. The coalitions have alternated in
power in 1996, 2001, and 2006. In Germany, finally,
two coalitions oppose each other: Social Democrats
and Greens on the one hand, Christian-Democratic
Union, Christian-Social Union, and Liberals on
the other.

The number of parties

So the number of parties is important, but how, ex-
actly, should parties be counted? If all parties that run
in an election are counted (or even only those that get
some votes) their number would be extremely large
and useless in building a typology. In every election
there are dozens of parties and candidates that do
not get any votes or very few. It is therefore necessary
to have reasonable rules to decide whether a party
is ‘relevant’ or not, and counted or not. There are
two ways to count parties: {1) numerical with indices
based on the size of parties; (2) qualitative with rules
based on the role of parties in the systemn.

Numerical rules

These rules represent quantitative atternpts to classify
party systems on the basis of the number and size
of parties that compose thern. Various indices have
been devised to summarize this basic information: are
there many small parties (a fragmented party system)
or few large parties (a concentrated party system)?

The most straightforward way of counting is obvi-
ously done by deciding to include all parties above a
given threshold (say, 1 per cent}. This method, how-
ever, has many problems, namely parties with 2 and
49 per cent are counted one-to-one. Similar methods
include Rokkan’s method {1968) to classify party sys-
tems through an index based on the distance of the
largest party from the 50 per cent absolute majority,
the distance of the second party from the first, and
so on. Lijphart (1968b) devised an index based on
the sum of parties’ percentages in decreasing order
until 50 per cent is reached: the larger the number
of parties needed to reach the absolute majority, the
more fragmented the party system.




' Itatian Republic (Repubblica Italiana)

State formation

The Kingdom of Italy was prociaimed in 1867; ltaly was finally
unified in 1870. The monarchy was abolished by a popular
referendum in 1946.

Constitution 1947, effective 1 January 1948; amended many
times. "

"Fotm of government

! Parliamentary republic.

U Head of state President elected by an electoral college
consisting of both houses of Parliament and 58 regional
representatives, term of 7 years (no term limit).

| MHead of government President of the Council of Ministers,
appointed by the President and confirmed by Parliament.
Cabinet Council of Ministers, nominated by the Prime Min-
ister and approved by the President.

Administrative subdivisions 15 reglons and 5 autchomous
regions.

Legal system

Civil law system; judicial review under certain conditions in
i Constitutional Court.

Legislature

Bicameral Parliament.
Lower house Chamber of Deputies (Camera del Deputati):
630 seats, the winning national coalition receiving 54 per
i cent of them; term of 5 years.

47,160,264 100.0% -

Voters:

f the 2006 legisiative elections (Chamber of De

Lipper house Senate (Senate): 315 s_ea"cs, the winning coalition
in each region receiving 55 per cent-ofthat region’s seats.

Electoral system (lower house)

Proportional representation.

Formula If the political coalition or party with the highest
number of votes fails ¢ win 340 seats, it is given: ‘bonus’
seats to meet the 340=seaf requirement. The 277 remain-
ing seats are distributed among the other coalitions or lists
using the whole number quotient and highest remainders
method. :
Constituencies 26 multi-member constituencies for 617
saats, 1 singleemember constituency and 1 roulti-member
constituency for ltajfans abroad. 7 _
Barrier clause 10 per cent nation-wide for a coalition, 2 per
cent for a party within a coalition, 4 per cent for an inde-
pendent party; for language minority lists, 20 per cent of the
votes cast in their constituency. A list obfaining the highest
numaber of votes among ail lists and which fails to win 2 per
cent of the votes cast is also entitled to a seat. .
Suffrage Unlversal, 18 years (25 in sehatorial elections).

Direct democracy o E

A consultative referenduim can be ',cai_led\ by- Parliament; and
an abrogative referendum (with a quprum_df_ participation.of
50 per cent) can be called by 500,000 citizens.or 5 Regional

Councils. An optionai constitutional referendum has never

been practised.

Valid votes %

The Union

South Tyrolean People’s Party
Autonomy (Vallée d’Aoste)
Qthers

Total ‘The Union’

11,928,362 312 220
.......... ; ,229,6045841
............. 991,0492618
............. 377,159“2316
............. ; 84,9122316
............. 783,9442115
............. 534’5531410
............. 182,703054
34,167 ...... 01 .............
............. ; 90’533150

19,036,986
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Party Valid votes %  Seats
Go Ttaly 9,045,384 23.7 137
; NatmnalA]ha.nceli,706,654 ..... P S
¥ Union of Christian and Centre Democrats 2,382,233 68 39
& Nomhemleagie LTS 46 26
; Christian Democracy-New Socialists 285,744 0.7 4
2 G 626,05016 .......... .
e ; 8,9 95,697 ..... rea T
S 197,381 ...... S - . :
e 38,230,0641000630 Soures Minisay oF.
. . Eﬁtc;%glz. ) o

The most used indices are Rae’s fractionalization
index (Rae 1971) and the effective number of parties
(Laakso and Taagepera 1979). The fractionalization
. index (F) varies from 0 (full concentration of seats
“or votes in one party} to 1 {total fragmentation with

each seat or vote going to a different party). The

effective number of parties (E) indicates the number

of parties in a system and does not have an upper

limit.

The two formulas are the following:
F=1-35p} E=1/3p}

where p is the percentage of votes or seats for party
iand ¥ represents the sum for all parties. The per-
centages for all parties are squared to weight parties
through their size. If there are two parties A and B,
receiving each 50 per cent of the seats, one calculates

first the square for party A (.50 x .50 = .25) and -

for party B (.50 x .50 = .25) and then adds them

together (.25 4 .25 == .50). Thus:
F=1-50=.50 E=1/50=2

In this example, F is exactly between 0 and 1 (.50)

and E counts perfectly that there are two parties only.

In the real world, the distribution of power among

parties is obviously more complex.

Table 13.3 lists the effective number of parties
{based on seat distributions)in a number of countries
for recent elections.” As one can see there is a great
variation between countries, The less fragmented
countries are those using plurality/majoritarian or

transferable vote systems in single-member districts
(Australia, France, Great Britain, Hungary, Malta,
the US), whereas the most fragmented countries
are those with PR and many religious and ethno-
linguistic parties (such as Belgium, Finland, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Switzerland).

Table 13.3 Rae’s parliamentary e
fractionalization index (F), effective number. -

~ of parfliamentary parties (E), and Gallagher’s -
index of disproportionality (LSq) -

Country Election F E 18q
Australia 2004 60 24 8.7
Ausa 002 65 29 LS
Argennna .............. 2 005 ........... 81 ..... 5 3 o
Belgmm ................. 2 003 ....... 86 . - -
. B mzﬂ .................... 2 002 .......... 88 ...... 8 5 ........ 3 : 7 e

. Can ada ................. 2 0 06 .......... 69 ...... 3 2 ........ 87 .....

. Chﬂe ..................... 2 0 05 .......... 82 ...... 5 6 ........ 68 -

. CZECh REPUth ...... 2 0 06 .......... 68 ...... 3 1 ........ 6 . 3 -

lea_nd ................. 2 003 .......... 80 ...... 49 ........ 3 5
. Prance ................... 2 0 0.2. . 2 2 ...... 222 e
................................................... S




. Country

i Germany

. Greece

' United Kingdom

: United States
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Qualitative rules

In many cases it is not appropriate to consider nu-
merical criteria only to decide whether or not a
party is relevant. Often small parties—that quant-
itative rules would not count—have far-reaching
consequences for coalitions, influencing important
decisions, mobilizing people in demonstrations, and
so on. In many cases, small parties are much more
important than their sheer size would suggest. Sar-
tori (1976) has developed two criteria—or rules—to
decide which parties really ‘count’ and should be
‘counted™:

1. Coalition potential: a small party is irrelevant if
over a period of time it is not necessary for any
type of governmental coalition. On the contrary, a
party must be counted if, disregarding its size, it is
pivotal and determines whether or not a coalition
is going to exist and which.

2. Blackmail potential: a small party must be con-
sidered relevant when it is able to exercise pressure
on governmental decisions through threats or
veto power and by doing so alter the direction of
competition. '

The influence of electoral laws on
the format of party systems

Given the impact of party system fragmentation on
government stability, accountability, and respons-
iveness, as well as on the type of comsensus vs.
majoritarian decision-making, a large amount of
comparative politics has been concerned with est-

. ablishing the causes for varying numbers of parties

and their size. Two sets of causes have been identi-
fied: (1) the electoral system and (2) the number of
cleavages in the society.

Electoral systems

Electoral systems are mechanisms for the transla-
tion of votes into parliamentary seats. Chapter 10
shows that there are two main ‘families” of electoral
systems: (1) majoritarian systems in single-member
constituencies; (2) PR systems in multi-member con-
stituencies. The first and best-known formulation of
the causal relationship between electoral and party
systems is Duverger’s Laws from his classic book Les
Partis Politiques (1951, translated in 1954). As can




’ .Duverger’s ’laws (1 954)_
Frrst.'_ow ‘
Lo he majonty [plurallty] smgle—balot system tends to
party duallsm '
Second Law
© The second ballot [majonty} system’ or proportlonal
: representatlon tend 10 mul’trparty ism’.
Mechanrca/ eﬁ"ects N =

Electora! systems wrth hlgh thresholds of representation
(first-past- the- post) ‘exclude small parties from parliament,
whereas FR allows small partles e wrn seats.

'Psycholog cal eﬁ’ecrs

. ."mall pa,_ es p_artres. aye an mcentlve to merge 10 pass
3'h|gh thresho ids of represent '_'ion under PR vaters vote
smcerely for small_partres Wthh are not penallzed and

Sartori’s ‘tendency laws’ (1986)

Law 1

‘Given systemlc structuring and cross-constltuency dist
persion {as joint necessary conditions), pluralrty system
cause (are z sufficient condition of) atwo~party format :
Law 2

‘PR formulas facilitate muitipartyism and are, conversely'
hardly cond Lcive l:o two—partyrsm

Cox’s coordlnatlon argument‘ (‘I 997)

‘Why-... .would the sametwo parties necessar iy com pet
in all districts [cross-constltuency drspersron or natior
ization]? Local candidates link together because of th
need to coordinate in ordar to compete more effectivel
for(1) seatstoamplementpollc tes, (2 )supportpreade_ntxal
candidates, {3} elect the prime minister, (4) abtain rh_ore
upper-tier seats, and (5) obtain. more campain finances:

‘If 2'system (1) elects legistators by plurality. rile
single-member districts; (2) elects its chief, executive by.
somethmg like natlonWIde purallty rue and-{3} ho
executive and legislative elections concurrently, then
will tend to...have a national two-party of “one-part
dominant system

be seen in Box 13.3, the two laws are simple: plurality
or majoritarian electoral systems favour two-party
systems whereas PR leads to multi-party systems.
This causal relationship between electoral and party
systems is due to both mechanical and psychological
effects.

Mechanical effects refer to the formula used to
translate votes into seats. In single-member constitu-
encies to win the one seat is difficult. One party
with the most votes gets the single seat. The second,
third, fourth, and so on, do not get any seat (first-
past-the-post}. If in a constituency Party A receives
29.4 per cent of votes, Party B 29.3 per cent, and all
other parties even less, only Party A is represented
(winner-takes-all). This means that the threshold is
high and all parties but the first one are eliminated.
With PR, on the contrary, in each multi-member
constituency many seats are allocated in proportion
to the votes. If Party A receives 32.4 per cent of votes,
it has a right—more or less——to a third of the seats
allocated in that constituency. Small parties are not

excluded (a party with 5 per cent of votes gets roughly
5 per cent of seats) and the overall number of parties
that end up in parliament is much higher than under
single-member plurality systems.

Psychological effects refer to the awareness of
voters and parties of mechanical effects: : ele

1. On the demand side (voters), in electoral systems
in which only large parties have a chance to win.”
seats, voters tend to vote strategically (not neces-
sarily their first party preference) to avoid wasting ° \-e2
votes on small parties with no chance of getting !
seats. Converging votes on large parties reduces
their overall number. On the contrary, with PR in
which small parties can win seats, voters vote sin-
cerely (their first preference) because their vote
is not wasted. This increases the vote for small
parties and thus their overall number.

2. On the supply side (parties), with plurality small
parties have an incentive to merge with others
to increase their chances to pass the threshold,
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reducing the number of parties. On the con-
trary, with PR pasties have no incentive to merge:
they can survive on their own and small splinter
parties are not penalized. This increases the overall
number of parties.

Rae (1971), Riker (1982), and Sartori (1986) have
questioned these laws by asking whether the reduct-

ive effect of majoritarian electoral systems works at

the constituency level or at the national level. At the

constituency level the high threshold reduces the
_number of parties. But does this always translate into

a reduction at the national level?

Suppose a parliament has 100 seats from 100
single-member constituencies. If in each constitu-
ency a different party wins the seat, we would end
up with a fragmented parliament. The question thus
is: under which conditions does the reductive effect

" of FPTP at the constituency level, also reduce the

number of parties at the national level? The answer
is: majoritarian systems produce two-party systems
at the national level only if parties are ‘nationalized’,
ie. receive homogeneous support in all constitu-
encies {see Cox in Box 13.3). If there are parties
with territorially concentrated support, this leads to
fragmentation in the national party system. Under
plurality, a nationally small party can be strong in
specific regions and thus win seats and create frag-
mentation in the national parliament. If many parties
are territorially concentrated the national fragment-
ation is larger.

An example is Ttaly. In 1994 a new, mostly plur-
ality, electoral law in single-member districts was
introduced with the aim of reducing party-system
fragmentation. Yet this did not happen. Many of
the parties have regional strongholds such as the
Northern League in the porth, the Catholics in the
north-east, the Left Democrats in the centre, and the
post-fascist party National Alliance in the south. In
addition, many small parties base their support on
local clienteles.

In most countries party systems nationalized with
the beginning of competitive elections in the mid-
nineteenth century, so the support parties receive is
increasingly homogeneous across regions and territ-
orialized support has declined. This can be observed
in Furope, North America, but also in India and

Latin America (Caramani 2004; Chhibber and Koll-
man 2004; Jones and Mainwaring 2003) due to the
development of national party organizations and in-
creasing candidate coordination (Cox 1997). Where
plurality systems exist, therefore, the reduction of the
number of parties did take place. Plurality systems
distort party votes when they translate them into
seats:

+ they over-represent laxge parties (the share of seats
for big parties is larger than their share of votes);

+ they under-represent small parties.

How can we measure the empirical level of
(dis)proportionality between votes and seats? Vari-
ous indices have been devised: the most used one
is the Least Square index of disproportionality or
LSq (Gallagher 1991; Gallagher and Mitchell 2005:
appendix B):

LSq=/1/2%(y; — Si)z

where v is the percentage of votes for party i, 5 is

the percentage of seats for party [, and X represents

the sum for all parties. This index varies between 0

(full proportionality) and 100 (total disproportion-

ality). Take, as an example, the results of the 2005

New Zealand election in Table 13.4. If the total of
the squared differences is halved (3.9/2 = 1.9) and

then the square root is taken, the result is 1.4, that is,

an almost perfect proportionality between votes and |
seats.

In the last column of Table 13.3 values of the LSq
index are given. In countries with plurality systems
(Canada, Great Britain, India) there is a stronger
distortion of the popular vote. The same applies for
other systems based on single-member constituen-
cies such as France with a two-ballot majoritarian
system. On the contrary, disproportionality is lower
for countries with PR systems.

The number of parties in parliament is always
smaller than the number of parties that run for elec-
tions. All electoral systems—also PR systems—have
a reductive effect on the number of parties. Differ-
ences among PR systems are large. Spain’s system
is more disproportional than others. This is be-
cause in Spain the magnitude of constituencies
is small. The magnitude refers to the number
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Votes (%)

Seats (N)

Difference Squared
(% seats—

% votes)

Seats (%)

100.0 121

of seats allocated in a given constituency. The lar-
ger the magnitude, the higher the proportionality
between votes and seats. If the magnitude is small,
the few seats go to few parties and are harder for small
parties to win. Some PR systems artificially increase
the number of seats (those using the Droop quota
or the Imperiali quota) in order to make it easier for
small parties to get represented. In these systems the
correspondence between votes and seats is greater.®

Cleavages

Large numbers of parties are also the result of
social and cultural pluralism. The presence of nu-
merous cleavages leads to more parties than in
culturally homogeneous countries. PR electoral sys-
tems were introduced in plural societies to in-
corporate minorities in the representation circuit
and in decision-making processes. Plurality systems

hcieas sests ichude both pasty lst seats and eleciorate seats

isting political fragmentation, and not the other

100.0

would have excluded large segments of the soci-
ety which then—dangerously—may have looked
for other (non-institutional) channels of action.
As a recent article by Colomer (2005) argues, PR
electoral systems are the result of an already ex-

way round.

Fipally, radical changes in the morphology of
party systems due to new electoral systems are
rare. Examples are the change from majoritarian
to proportional as in New Zealand in 1998 (lead-
ing to an increase in the number of parties), or
the other way round in France with the 1958
new constitution (leading to a bipolar structure).
When in 1986 PR was reintroduced for one election
only, small parties such as the National Front re-
ceived many more seats than under the majoritarian
system and thus caused a greater party fragmenta-
tion.




Chapter 13-

0 The morphology of party systems is important for
understanding the competitive interactions between
parties: it concerns the number of players and their
size. The main types are dominant-party, two-party,
multi-party, and bipolar syszems.

0 In two-party systems, moderate mufti-party systerns,

“and bipolar systems competition is centripetal and

i alternation between parties or coalitions takes place.

i In dominant-party systems and polarized multi-party

| systems there is no alternation and competition is

. centrifugal.

O Measures of fragmentation are based on the num-
ber and size of parties. However, small parties, too,
can be important if they have coalition or blackmail
potential.

Q The format of party systems is influenced by electoral
systems. Through mechanical and psychological ef-
fects plurality tends towards two-party systems (large
parties are over-represented) and PR to multi-party
systems (which are less disproportional).”

The dynamics of party systems

In the wake of Joseph Schumpeter’s {1943) definition
of democracy—a set or rules for selecting political
leaders and making decisions by means of compet-
ition for votes—authors have developed analogies
between electoral competition and market competi-
tion. In the electoral market, parties and candidates
compete for ‘shares’ of the electorate as happens in
the economic world where firms compete for shares
of the market. Parties are organizations whose main
motive is the maximization of votes, and the exchange
between represented and representatives is similar to
that between demand and supply in the economy
{see Table 13.5).

The market analogy

Anthony Downs’s An Economic Theory of Demo-
cracy (1957} is a pioneering book in which the basic
elements of these models were spelled out for the
first time. It is one of the most influential works in
the comparative party systems literature (see Further
reading). In this model, actors (parties and voters)
are rational. Parties calculate their strategies by for-
mulating platforms with the goal of maximizing votes
and being elected or re-elected, disregarding policy
priorities. Parties are coalitions of individuals seeking
to control institutions rather than the implementa-
tion of programmes. Parties act self-interestedly to
gain office. Like firms in the economic market, they
are indifferent to the ‘product’ they offer but inter-
ested in making profit (monetary in the economic

market and votes in the electoral one). To maximize
votes parties offer programmes that appeal to a large
part of the electorate.

Voters, like consumers, face alternatives which they
order from most to least preferred and choose the
alternative that ranks highest. Voters make a rational
choice by voting for parties whose programmes are
closest to their policy preferences, because they are
close to their interests ot to their values and moral
orientations. Voters vote on the basis of the proxim-
ity between parties’ positions and their preferences

Dimensions Economy Elections
Market Economic Electoral
Firms Parties
ACtO 3 oS
Consumers Voters

Supply Goods, ser- Programmes
vices policies
Demand Product pref- Policy prefer- -
erences ences .
Communi- Advertising Campaigns
cation




and so0 they know what the alternative proposals by
different parties are, that is, they are informed about
their possible choices.

Rational citizens vote on the basis of a self-
interested calculation, like consumers who calculate
the benefit between ‘packages’. On the other hand,
parties are like businesses competing for custom-
ers. They establish what people ‘like’ so they can sell
more. Following a logic of supply and demand, parties
offer policies that voters can either choose to ‘buy’
or not. Once elected, parties seek re-election through
policies appealing to large segments “of the elector-
ate. The parties’ goal is to make a ‘profit’ in terms of
votes; the voters’ goal is to maximize utility by buying
a product that increases their satisfaction. As in eco-
nomic theory, the search for individual advantages
produces common goods, namely responsiveness and
accountability.

Rational choice competition models were first de-
vised for two-party systerns—mainly the US. How-
ever, vote-maximizing strategies have been observed
in multi-party systems, too. To maximize votes is the
main motive also in systems in which governments
are coalitions. The more votes, the better the chances
to enter a coalition, control governmental institu-
tions, and place individuals in key official positions.

The spatial analogy

The idea of proximity/distance between individual
preferences and parties’ policies indicates that players
move in a space of competition, The second element
that Downs ‘imported’ from economic models of
competition is their spatial representation. In par-
ticular, Downs adapted models of the dynamics of
competition between firms, that is, where firms loc-
ate premises according to the physical distribution of
the population.

Let us take the simple case of a village in which
there is only one street (the example is from Hottel-
ing 1929}. On each side of the street there are evenly
spaced houses (the square dots in Figure 13.1}. What
are the dynamics between two competitors, say two
bakeries A and B? Assuming that both bakers offer

the same quality of bread for the same price and that
consumers will rationally try to reduce their ‘costs’
by buying bread in the nearest shop (proximity), if A
and B are located as they are in the figure, B will have
a larger share of the market. The share of B’s market
goes from the right-side end of the street to the M-
point which is the middle between the locations of
A and B. Residents on the right of the M-point will
buy bread in bakery B and residents on the left of the
M-point will buy bread in bakery A. The dynamic
element in this model consists of A’s move to increase
its share of the market. By relocating the bakery in
AA, the baker is able to gain the share of the market
indicated by the dashed area. Obviously, B too can
move toward the centre {BB} and win back part of the
lost share of the market. Both bakers seek to optimize
their location.

An additional element introduced by Smithies
(1941) concerns the elasticity of the demand. The
further away from the grocery, the higher the ‘costs’
for buyers. To what extent is a relocation towards
the centre tolerated by residents of the extremes?
Incentives for a new bakery at the edges of the village
increase as people feel that AA and BB are too distant.
The risk of strategies of relocations toward the centre
is that a new bakery C appears taking away part of
B’s share of the market (the dark shaded area). In
these models there are therefore two dynamic ele-
ments: (1) the movement caused by the search for
the optimal location and (2) the appearance of new
competitors in spaces left uncovered. Equilibrium
is reached when no competitor has an interest in
changing its position along the axis.

Downs’s model

Through the spatial analogy between physical and
ideological space, Downs imports these analyses
into electoral studies. Most elements are maintained:
{1) the one-dimensionality of the space, (2) the prin-
ciple according to which costs are reduced by choos-
ing the nearest option (proximity), (3) competitors’
search for the optimal location through a conver-
gence toward the centre.

Fig. 13.1 Hotteling’s model (1929)
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Downs represented the ideological space through
a 0 to 100 scale ranging from left to right. As will be
seen, one-dimensionality is maintained, even if it is
not always a realistic assumption, because it summar-
izes other dimensions and is the most important one
(in terms of size of parties that define themselves ac-
cording to this dimension), and because it is present
in all party systems (thus allowing comparisons).

Both Hotteling and Smithies had previously ap-
plied spatial models to politics through analogies with
the ideological space and were able to predict that
parties tend to converge towards one another in the
effort to win the middle-of-the-road voters, and to
presentincreasingly similar programmesand policies.
Downs adds one crucial element to the models: the
variable distribution of voters along the left—right
continuum. Voters are not distributed regularly along
the scale but concentrate in particular ideological po-
sitions, namely around the centre. For Downs this
is the crucial explanatory and predictive element of

partysystems’ dynamics: ‘if weknow something about
the distribution of voters’ preferences, we can make
specific predictions about how ideologies change in
content as parties maneuver to gain power’ (1957:
114}. If one assumes a normal (or ‘bell-shaped’) dis-
tribution of the electorate with many voters at the
centre of the scale and fewer at the extremes (see type
A in Figure 13.2), the prediction of the model is again
that parties will converge toward the centre.”

The first dynamic element of these models is that
they predict the convergence toward the centre and
the increasing similarity of platforms and policy ac-
tions. This centripetal competition (Sartori 1976) is
determined by the parties’ aim to win the median
voter (see Box 13.4). Examples are the progressive
convergence of previously radical left-wing workers’
parties toward the centre to attract moderate voters
(the German Social Democrats in 1959, the French
Socialists in the 1970s, the New Labour Party under
Tony Blair, or the US Democrats under Bill Clinten).

Type A: Downs’s basic model (1957); the bell-shape (or normal) distribution of the

electorate: centripetal competition

Number of
efectors

| |

| |
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A 4 B

A 4

Type B: A two-modal distribution of electors: centrifugal competition

Number of
electors

100

A 4+——— w————p B

100 Fig. 13.2 Types of voter distributions
{continued)
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Type C: A skewed distribution of electors: enfranchisement in the nineteenth century

and new parties
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Type D: Polymodal distribution in multi-party systems
Number of
electors
— B—
0 25 50 75 100 .
A B c >} Fig. 13.2 (continued)

The second dynamic element consists of centri-
petal competition arising not only because of the
proximity principle, but also because there are more
voters in the centre. Parties’ strategy does not only
depend on the logic of the model (the assumption of
proximity voting) but also on the empirical distribu-
tion of the electorate. The potential loss of voters at
the extremes does not deter parties from converging
because there are few voters at the extremes. This is
not the case if the distribution of the electorate is dif-
ferent, a two-model distribution as depicted in type

* The median voter is the voter whe divides a distribu-
tion of voters placed on a left-right scale into two equal
halves. In & distribution from 0 to 100 in which for
each point there is a voter (including position 0), the
median voter is on position 50 {with 50 voters on each

B. This is a case of ideological polarization within a
political system (for example, the Weimar Republic
and Italy during the ‘first republic’). The distribution
of the electorate therefore determines the direction of
competition {centrifugal or centripetal).

The third element of the dynamics of party systems
is that in the middle of the left—right axis voters are
more flexible than at the extremes where they are
firmly encapsulated in strict ideologies and/or party
organizations. ‘Available’ voters (Bartolini and Mair
1990), located in the middle, are less ideologized

side). Suppose, however, that there are 50 voters on
position 100, and the remaining voters distribute regu-
larly between positions 49 and 99 {one voter on each
position}. In this case the median voter is on position 99.




and have weak party identifications. These voters are
ready to change their minds and, therefore, are very
appealing to parties seeking to ‘seduce’ them.

The wider application of rational
choice modals

What are the links of these models with other aspects
of parties and party systems? Four are particularly
important as they show the range of their potential
application.

Party organization

Rational choice models help to interpret the trans-
formation of parties from mass parties to ‘catch-all
parties’ (see Chapter 12). This transformation can be
seen as the organizational and ideological adaptation
to competition.

Dealignment

These models also help to interpret patterns of de-
alignment, that is, the loosening of the relationship
between parties and specific segments of the society
{workers for social democrats, peasants for agrarians,
middle classes for conservatives and liberals). Cent-
ripetal competition and the maximization of votes
lead parties to make their programmes and ideolo-
gles more vague to attract support from other groups.
This blurs the connection between groups and parties
and causes a higher propensity to change vote from
one election to the next.

Enfranchisement and democratization

- In both types A and B the distributions are symmet-
rical. In type C, on the contrary, we have a skewed
distribution. The solid curve represents an electorate
that is skewed toward the right of the axis. Here
the median voter is around position 65 rather than
50, and parties A and B would accordingly con-
verge toward this point. This is a situation typical
of restricted electorates in the nineteenth century
when lower classes were excluded from the franchise.
A and B would therefore be the typical parties of
the periods of restricted electorates, namely Liberals
and Conservatives as the parties of ‘internal origin’
(Duverger 1954) of the bourgeoisie and aristocracy.
Enfranchisement and democratization processes in
the second half of the nineteenth century and first

two decades of the twentieth radically changed the
shape of the distribution of electors as represented by
the dashed curve, making it more similar to a normal
curve. This new distribution explains the emergence
of new parties C and/or D of ‘external origin’ {such
as social democrats and agrarjans).3

The dream of reformists (as against revolutionary
socialists) was that socialism and the proletariat could
come to power through votes (‘paper stones’) and
the extension of the franchise rather than through
revolution (real stones!). For analytical Marxists the
development of the industrial society would natur-
ally lead workers to power through sheer numbers.
Since, however, numbers of industrial workers did
not grow—in fact, they declined—socialist parties
faced a dilemma between moving toward the centre
to maximize their appeal to the middle classes~—thus
relaxing their programme-—and giving up their ideo-
logy and losing voters from workers (Przeworski and
Sprague 1986).

PR and multi-party systems

Under FPTP convergence is likely because the threat
of other parties appearing at the extremesis low, given
the high threshold required to win a seat. Rather than
new parties, under these systems, the model predicts
high abstention levels as is the case in the US. Is it
different in PR electoral systems?

First, multi-party systems occur when PR electoral
systems allow a lower threshold of representation.
Second, multi-party systems develop when the dis-
tribution of the electorate is polymodal, with more
than one or two peaks (type D). With electors’ distri-
butions of this type the dynamics of the competition
is not centripetal. PR is no hindrance to new parties.
Existing parties have no incentive to converge toward
the centre since they would lose part of their support
to ‘neighbouring’ parties and because the position
they would*be moving to is already busy. It is there-
fore less likely than in two-party systems that parties
will look like each other ideologically.

Downs assumed that the ideological space was
fixed and not elastic, that is, ranged from 0 to 100.
Observing multi-party systems, Sartori (1976) was on
the contrary able to establish that ideological spaces
are elastic, that is, they can stretch, with extremes
becoming more extreme and an increasing ideolo-
gical distance between parties. Parties may adopt the
strategy of becoming more extreme to distinguish
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themselves from moderate parties. This leads to
the radicalization of parties wishing to maintain a
distinctive character.

In Italy between 1989 and 1992 the two main
‘anti-system parties’ underwent processes of ideolo-
gical deradicalization, with the Italian Communist
Party dropping the communist ideology and label,
and transforming into a modern social democratic
party (as the German SPD did in 1959 at the fam-
ous Bad Godesberg congress), and the Italian Social
Movement abandoning its former neo-fascist ideo-
logy. For both parties the centripetal move led to
splinter parties which maintained radical ideologies
{the Party of Communist Refoundation and the fas-
cist Tricolor Flame). Both are small but PR did

not prevent them from existing and stretching the
ideological space.

In cenclusion, the crucial determinant is the dis-
tribution of the electorate. If we know the shape
of the curve we can predict the behaviour of parties.
However, to know what the voters’ distribution looks
like is a matter of empirical investigation—not of
deductive models—namely through surveys asking
respondents to place themselves on a left~right scale
(Budge and Farlie 1977; Laver 2001).

In spite of critiques (see Box 13.5) these models
remain useful. In all electorates a number ofless ideo-
logical voters are ready to change their vote. Thisis an
available electorate around which competition turns
and on which these models focus. This electorate
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Parties are not vote maximizers:

Vote maximization

*

- ndimensonaiy

The relationship between parties and voters is determined by 2 number of
: ‘non-rational’ or ‘irrational’ factors: socio-economic conditions, party
) identification, political socialization, influence of the media. Empirical
research shows that most voters vote according to these factors rather than {
! rational ones (Budge ef al. 1976),

Voters are not fully informed about the proposal parties present in their
platforms and programmes, and are unable to evaluate the extent to which
they corresPcmd to their own preferences Also, do voters know what their

* Parties as office seekers do not require to maximise votes but to get just
enough. There is the need to win but the magnitude of the victory is not
important. Parties ‘seek to maximize only up to the point of subjective
certainty of winning’ {Riker 1962: 33).

Parties may just seek to influence public policy rather than aim for
office. As de Swann notes, ‘{c]onsiderations of policy are foremost in
the minds of the actors . ..
the determination of major government policy’ (1973: 88).

Vote maximization faces resistances within parties to keep a less ‘cynical’

attitude and a more coherent ideology. The influence of militants,

activists, and ‘rank and files’ should not be underestimated. :
Miiller and Strem: (1999) find that only half of the parties they examine follow
& strategy ¢ of vote ma:ummatmn

Ttis a0t reahstlc that all partles compete along the left—nght dlmensmn. Thxs
may be true in two-party systems in which the electoral system reduces the .
variety of parties. In multi-party systems, however, the number of dimensions
is larger. Several empirical analyses show that the space of competition is in

maost cases pluri-dimensional, as genetic models show.

[T]he parliamentary game is, in fact, about




is composed of opinion voters or ‘pocket-book vot-
ing’, that is, based on private interests, values, and
opinions, rather than identity voters or ‘socio-tropic
voting’ based on socio-economic and identification
factors. The models described in this section apply
less to segments that are encapsulated in strong iden-
tifications. For this reason these models apply to the
lefi-right dimension along which voters are available
rather than other dimensions (ethnic, linguistic, reli-
glous) along which identities are stronger and voters
less available (Sartori 1976). Even if these models
apply to parts of the electorate only, they are crucial
as they determine the direction of competition.?

A more fundamental question, however, is how
to interpret the convergence of parties and the

increasing similarity of their programmes. From a
methodological point of view it is difficult to separate
the impact of competition from other factors such
as (1) the development of a Jarge and homogeneous
middle class and the disappearance of other classes,
namely the working class; (2) the reduction of social
inequalities and the secularization of society with
the disappearance of religious conflicts; (3) the in-
tegration of societies and the disappearance of ethnic
and linguistic particularities through nationalization
and globalization. In this respect the elasticity of the
space is central. The space of competition seems to
have become smaller with extremes falling away. Is
the convergence of parties a result of this evolution
rather than a product of competition?

L In the electoral market parties (the supply side)
present programmes and platforms to appeal to a
large number of voters whose vote is determined
by the proximity of their preferences (the demand
side) with the parties’ offer. Voters are assurhed to
be rational, that is, informed about alternative party
propoesdls and able to chose the alternative closest to

“ their tap preferences, ,

Q The. dynamics of -party systems is determined by

partaes search for the optimal location. on the

Conclusion

left-right axis. Depending on the distribution of the
electorate along the scale, part|es move to a pos tlon
where the supportin votes is largest..

O The prediction of competttion models is. that part es
converge toward the centre of the left--ri right axis as
the optimal location, as the point where most votes
concentrate, and as the paint. where voters are less

rigidly ldeologlzed

Understanding party systems requires the combin-
ation of the various perspectives presented in this
chapter.

1. The macro-sociological approach must be com-
bined with institutional and actor-oriented mod-
els. They complement each other and are not
mutually exclusive. We cannot understand party
systems without reference to the social cleavages
from which parties have emerged. However, we
must also take into account parties’ capacity to act
independently from social conditions—in fact, to
shape them-—through ideology and policy. The
motivations of parties are not entirely determined
by their origins. Parties’ strategies, in turn, must
take into account the rules of the game-—electoral

laws being the most important ones— influencing
the number and size of players.

2. Both descriptive and explanatory research are
needed. The ultimate goal of research is to ac-
count for the shape and dynamic of party systerns.
However, before searching for causes, party sys-
tems should be described carefully. As seen with
counting parties, this is often more complicated
than appears at first sight.

3. Finally, we cannot understand party systems in
isolation. We need comparison to assess whether
or not they are fragmented or unstable, as well asa
long-term perspective rather than a myopic focus
on just the most recent elections. This is the only
way of assessing how exceptional a given party
system or a given change really is.
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