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FOREWORD

. SETQPS: American Politics launched the Association’s effort to provid
mnpvat;vg l.nstructionaf materials on recent research topics. in the preface t he
;Z\jgsgtedxtxé)ns ofhthese SETUPS, published in 1975, we expressed the hopeot;a?t
s and teachers would find the materials u :
thousand SETUPS have been ordered for class:s in Z‘z,‘:‘r' .tvﬁ)n:ur:c?r'?(,i do: tW?HAW
and colleges in the United States, Canada, Australia and Europe universities
SE_l‘—_ILe)r;(;e,ét is &vitl"\ gr‘eat satisfaction that we introduce a .second series of
: Cross-National and World Politi i i iti
?nternational politics and methodology. TFhC:IS]E);Jggrisr?st;\?scsoerr?é)sa\:\?::'\;e F:O“UCZ
in the summer of 1975 by political scientists at a College Faculty Wgrigs;e
supporteq by‘ a grant frqm the National Science Foundation and hosted b tf?el
inter-.Un.lvemty Consortium for Political and Social Research at the Univey i
of Michigan. We are indebted to the Consortium on several counts: Theirr:i'(t:x

archive is the source of most SETUPS data; their talented and industrious staff-

assisted SETUPS authors and conti
: nues to pre istri
e sl prepare and distribute the datasets
con'\tJ;W we dwould encourage f.aculty working at their own institutions to
ue to develop SETUPS units that can be field tested, reviewed and revised
for general class use. , e
Evron M. Kirkpatrick
Executive Director

American Political Science Associati
ciat
August, 1978 o
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EDITOR’S PREFACE

SETUPS: Cross-National and World Politics represents, in orr:e‘ ;gnse;,\ var:x:g;r:
' nn
i . The College Faculty Workshop, held in
on a highly successful theme . < A Upe:
i iously directed towara use O
in the summer of 1975, was consciou : . . e S ion
I ti 's experience with the testing a
American Politics as a model. A year se . '
of the first series had provided Sheilah Koeppen Ma:gr;,S/;PSAtgrOJe;L::rse;::oc:%
i director from , with a
and Catherine Kelleher, workshop oPS . ey
i t and level of difficulty. Some o
penchmarks in terms of style, format, : the oY
i hop consultants, Willia
t especially, the senior works .
people were the same, mos . . O un Diogo
i ersity and Betty A. Nesvold,
Buchanan of Washington and Lee Univ ' 4 n D
i i kshop directors for the first series.
State University, who had been wor ‘
technical support staff of the ICPSR were by thep seasoqed veterans in both the
design and dissemination of data components for ms&ucf&o;a:'ﬁurp;??; olves
-National and Wor olitics
in other ways, however, the Cross and Pol il
ignifi ical departures. The first is a variation o
some significant, even radica ‘ . atior O e
i i jori lumes are still primarily inten
the series. While the majority of vo y it for the
i i ter breadth and adaptability. Some
introductory level, all strive for greg : e
specifically designed for upper-division students er\thAat legst so?r?et;arf;tg;?;d !
i iti i he evaluations of the American s
in political analysis. Second, t . o e o
i tors in small schools or wi y
felt need {most often among instruc ‘ ‘
classes) for more varied, flexible approaches to déta anhalys;l}i. /?zzi;gltr;géy,dg
f analysis which, though gt ,
number of the volumes stress modes 0 : wh : . e o
i i A third shift is the direct incorpor
not necessarily require computer use. ect incorporation
i for further research. This is aime
the text of numerous suggestions e o
i i ¢ tudent but also to emphasize tne
towards stimulating the advanced s
types of questions which can be addressed to the same data base, amfi the chance
1o extend the data base to permit more rigorous testing and explc.)rat;(;r;. eative
iki i tions, however, come In
Perhaps the most striking innova , . -
responses of the workshop participants to the central _dtlemma of all ;rvzsrs
national analysis: the question of comparability acrf)ss. time and' space. ;ng,
author had to wrestle with the problem of defining 51m||ar' events; most;t w?cr):“:d
long and hard about parallel indicators or congruenft guestlons. A ‘num kgr 'éh
themselves engaged in a considerable amount of original research‘, wor mg wth
the ICPSR stéff to develop new data sets or drawing on unpublished research,
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their own or that of generous fellow scholars. Still others faced the relatively
novel challenge of including the United States as a country for comparison. In
all, it was a learning experience for all the workshop participants, one which has
implicitly enriched the materials for student use, but also has provided new
insights for the field as a whole.

With the publication of SETUPS: Cross-National and World Politics the
SETUPS model now seems well launched. Individual teachers and researchers
now have a variety of examples to guide their development of new instructional
materials, either for their own use or for eventual distribution under the
continuing APSA program. It would now seem appropriate to consider what
other modes of instructional materials can be designed to meet the standards
embodied in SETUPS series. There may be simpler approaches—as in data sets,
instructional decks, research design exercise; there may be more complex
structures—as integrated courses, linked modules, or more comprehensive
networks combining materials development, instructor training, and student peer
group diffusion. But all must serve the goal the SETUPS series have established:
an introduction for undergraduate students to the conduct of research, to
critical thinking about the relationship between evidence and inference, at the
highest level of professional and instructional excelience,

Our personal debts in the implementation of the SETUPS: Cross-National and
World Politics are many. Our appreciation must go first to the workshop
participants, all committed to the best in undergraduate teaching, and to the
production of innovative materials on an impossible timetable. They are: Herb
Asher, Ohio State; Donald Borock, Gettysburg College; John Campbell,
University of Michigan; Terry Dungworth, Michigan State University; James
Dyer, Texas A&M University; John Echols, University of Michigan; Lee Fennell,
University of the Pacific; Karen A. Feste, University of Denver; Robert Harmel,
Texas A&M University; Roger Harrell, California State University at North-
ridge; William Klecka, University of Cincinnati; Ndiva Kofele-Kale, Governor's
State University; Daniel Nelson, Franklin and Marshall College; Bradley
Richardson, Ohio State University; Jay Stevens, California State University at
Long Beach; and Charles Taylor, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University. Our appreciation, too, to the SETUPS support staff: Valerie Bunce,
Karen Carty, Gretchen Fei, and John Stuckey, all of the University of Michigan.
Thanks of special note to the ICPSR staff, particularly Eric Austin, Robert
Beattie, Carolyn Geda, and Henry Heitoweit. Last, but hardly least, are two
without whom SETUPS: Cross-National and World Politics would not have been
possible: Buck Buchanan, comrade in arms, and Sheilah Koeppen Mann, project

director extraordinaire.
Catherine M. Kelleher, Michigan
Betty A. Nesvold, San Diego State
Editors




To the Instructor

The purpose of this module is to introduce the student, as painlessly as
possible, to the exciting enterprise of data analysis. Specifically, the module is
designed to instruct the student in the production and visual interpretation of
cross-tabulation tables. And because the module is a semi self-contained
instructional unit, it is possible to use the module with a relatively minimal
amount of classroom instruction. However, the module does not teach the
student how to use data-processing equipment; it is left to the instructor to
provide very basic skills necessary to use the computer {(or card sorting device) in
the production of cross-tabulation tables. In addition, we have found that
in-class time can very profitably be spent in discussion of the concepts and
hypotheses which are introduced here, as well as the results of the student’s own
experiences with the data.

Though the module “builds” as it progresses, both conceptually and
analytically, it has been designed to maximize flexibility in its use in the
classroom. In other words, though it is essential to use Chapters One and Two
first, and in that order, Chapters Three through Five may be interchanged, if
necessary, to fit the design of your course. Chapter One, which defines and
discusses the functions of political parties, also engages the student in analysis of
a 2X2 cross-tabulation table. Chapter Two distinguishes among various *“types”’
of political parties, and invites the student to produce his or her own cross-tabs
table, first manually and then with aid of data processing equipment. The
exercises of Chapters Three through Five, which deal with party ideclogy, party
decentralization, and party '‘success,’” provide the student with a number of
opportunities to address hypotheses (“‘expectations’’) with the module’s data set
and the skills that are gradually being developed. Finally, Chapter Six provides a
number of suggestions for additional student projects using the data of
Comparing Political Parties.

While this module was designed primarily with undergraduate comparative
parties courses in mind, it is also very well suited for use in American parties
courses, given its many references to the American setting. And the testers and
reviewers of the module have suggested that it would also fit comfortably into
many general comparative politics courses.

Finally, it should be emphasized that the module does not assume any
previous methodological training on the part of the student. And yet with your
guidance in the use of the computer, the student should find the initial
experiences with data analysis to be interesting and rewarding ones.
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CHAPTER 1.

Political Parties:
The Mark of Modern Government

The Development of Political Parties. '"The rise of political parties is
indubitably one of the principal distinguishing marks of modern government,”
says E. E. Schattschneider, one of the foremost students of political parties. And
as he suggests, though parties can be found in all but a very few countries today,
modern parties as we know them are infants relative to other major political
institutions.

At their genesis in the British Parliament of the seventeenth century, parties
were not the mass organizations that we usually think of today, but instead were
aristocratic factions which saw the need for form “’blocs’ to organize legislative
voting along lines consistent with their shared interests. Parties in Britain did not
begin to serve the electoral function that we tend to associate with today's
parties until a major extension of the suffrage in 1867, which resulted in the
need to educate and organize the mass of new voters. Candidates soon found
that they could get far more returns from collective efforts than from spending
their resources individually. So electoral committees came into being, and out of
coordination among these electoral committees eventually developed mass
parties.

But though parties had their roots in the factions of Britain’s Parliament,
many claim that the United States deserves the distinction as birthplace of the
first modern parties, as well as the oldest. This is indeed ironic, since the
founding fathers were extremely fearful of the ‘‘baneful,” divisive effects of
factionalism in the new country.? The earlier British experience loomed large as
something to be avoided in the new land, where unity should be the watchword.
Despite these fears, natural political differences were too strong and too
important to be squelched. In the 1790s Alexander Hamilton, who believed that
“the rich, the well-born, and the good” should rule, organized support for his
economic plans which favored that group, and in effect founded the Federalist

Lin George Washington’s Farewell Address, he argued against the "‘baneful effects of the
spirit of party.”” The address is included in James D. Richardson, comp., A Compilation of
the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 1789-1897, Washington, D.C., 1900, Vol. 1, pp.
216-219. Excerpts are reprinted in Owens and Staudenraus (1965).
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Party.? lLater in the same decade, Thomas Jefferson participateltli in the
formation of the opposition Republican Party, the party of 'the common
people.”” Though the Federalists won in the fi\jst electoral meeting of t?e:) twg
parties in 1796, the party quickly declined, que in large part to the jack o roa
popular support. The Jeffersonian Republicans, onAthe other hand, grew };n
stature and for a short period after 1816 were effec_tl\{ely the only pa'rty int E
United States. In 1824, however, this party itself split into several facthns, eﬁcd
supporting a different candidate for the presidency. By 1828, tl'lse \‘Dac‘ﬂonsr I?C—
organized themselves into two major groups, Andrew ‘Jackson s Democ atiC-
Republicans and John Quincy Adams’ National Repubhc?n‘s. The Democra
Republicans had already deveioped an electoral coalition of Westerrgerst,
southerners, and states’ rights northerners strong enough t.o replace incum er;]c
Adams. The Jackson wing continued to enjoy succegs, and in 1840.dro'pped ha
of its name to retain the “Democratic” label by.w?'nch t'he party is still k_nov;/‘n
today. Thus evolved the oldest political party still in existence anywhere in the
Wotll'f)‘;iay there are political parties in all but a handful qf countries. Most
countries have multi-party systems, j.e., more than two partues; French vo:ter.s,
for example, have a choice among several parties..The United Statgs and B.ntallr:\\
are examples of a smaller number of countries with only two major parties.
number of one-party systems are a very recent de\{elopm?nt in Eastern Eu.r(.)pe!
and some new nations of Asia and Africa. Given their relative youth as a pol!t!cal
institution, it is certainly legitimate 10 wonder \{vhy 50 mqn‘y moder‘n po.lmcla
systems are characterized by the institutionalization of political peTrtues.dS\mrE) y
put, why have political parties become so popular? What functions do they
perform for the society and the polity?

Functions of Political Parties. Parties perform several functxor.\s for 't'h}cz
political system and/or the party's members and fol_!owers. Four fun.cttons whicl .
are often singled out for discussion in the comparative government literature arte.‘
education, aggregation, communication, and recruitment of .gove.rn'me? a
teaders. In systems where parties compete with each cher for off‘me, itis o‘ ten
to the advantage of the party, as well as the poh’tv:caﬁ system in ger?era., to
educate the voters on the qualifications of the candidates ar.xd the major_ |§S}Je
positions of the parties. Electoral campaigns and o_tr'\er on-going party actlvut\:s
are expected to contribute {0 a more informed citizenry, better able to made
wise choices at the polls. In systems of only one party{, on the other hand,
education may take the form of propaganda aimed at keepnr.wg the present Ie'acl:iers
in power. This propaganda often inciudes refgrence to thg lmportar-\ce of cm‘zer;
support for the party’s activities. Since the smg_le pgrty is a\wgys mfcc;}ntrol?
the political system, this has the effect of contributing to stability ot the polity

in general. . . ' ‘
Another function is to aggregate interests, 1.e., to bring together people of

2(uoted in Ebenstein et al. (1967}, p. 317.
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varying backgrounds and wants to work as a group for translating their shared
interests into policy proposals. Parties vary in the extent to which they perform
this function. In two-party systems like the United States, the parties must
aggregate broadly in order to obtain the majority of votes that are usually
necessary to win an election. Hence, the coalition of Blacks, Southerners, and
Catholics that we find in the Democratic Party! If the U.S. were a multi-party
system, on the other hand, perhaps separate parties would pursue the special
interests of each of these groups. In multi-party systems, where there is normally
an electoral system that rewards parties getting far less than 50% of the votes,
each of the parties is primarily concerned with getting and keeping a hard core
of voters who are committed to its particular issue positions.

in such systems it is far more common and accepted to resolve all important
disagreements among parties rather than within them. Intra-party aggregation is
perceived to be of less importance than solidarity among the ranks and is
normally replaced by inter-party aggregation when it becomes necessary to build
a ruling coalition in parliament. Just as the number of parties in competitive
systems is related to the extent to which the parties are aggregative, the single
parties of most one-party systems perform a “unification’’ function consistent
with their unigue relationship of party and state. Marxist-Leninist ideology
presumes that the socialist state serves the real interests of all of its citizens. As
hand-maiden of the state, Communist party machinery is calculated to obtain
the allegiance of all of the citizenry. And the single parties of many new nations
were formed initially as parties of independence; that goal achieved, attention
shifted to the problems of unifying, or “integrating,”” what were often very
diverse populations. The party, symbolizing the achievement of independence,
was the natural institution to spearhead unification. Both symbolically and as

political educator, the party aided in stabilizing young political systems. In these

ways, polities with only one party can benefit from the party’s “unifying”
capability while escaping the party competition that could challenge entrenched
political eaders or have divisive effects on the resources necessary to establish a
stable political system.

In addition to aggregating interests, parties of the so-called “competitive’’
party systems also have a responsibility to communicate or "articulate’” their
followers’ interests and demands to the government. Either by actually
participating in the government or by being a vocal opposition party, these
demands must be communicated to the government as the first step in turning
the demands into actions. In one-party systems, this form of “‘articulation’ is
usually replaced in large part by communication in the opposite direction,
another function in which parties may participate. The government is thereby
“linked” to the people, but now for the purpose of communicating to them the
desires of the party leaders, rather than as a means of funneling citizen demands
to the government. Such parties which communicate interests from the top
downward, e.g., in East Germany, are often referred to as ““transmission belts.”

Though the extent and purpose of performing the functions of education,
aggregation, and communication vary a good deal from party to party, and from
party system to party system, it is still true that most parties perform these
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functions in some manner and to some degree. While these functions can be
performed by other devices such as pressure groups, there is an additional
function which distinguishes parties from the rest: the recruitment and selection
of governmental leaders who bear the party label. While pressure groups also
educate, communicate, and aggregate, they don't actively attempt to place their
own members in government office. Since this is the one function that all parties
share, we find this to be a meaningful way of defining political party, i.e., as “'an
organization which has as one goal the placement of its avowed representatives
in government positions.’3

In this discussion of party functions, we have suggested that parties in
one-party systems are on average quite different from other parties in the extent
to which they perform the functions of education, aggregation, and communica-
tion; these functions may even take on a different character and purpose in
one-party systems. And in the next chapter we shall consider the very different
approaches that parties may take to the fourth function, leadership selection.
But this does not mean that parties in one-party systems are too different to be
meaningfully compared with competitive parties. As long as all of the
organizations that we consider to be ‘parties’’ share the common goal of seeking
office, and so long as we use concepts in our analysis that can be applied to all
types of parties, then it is possible to compare parties of all systems, regardless
of the number. Hence, our analysis will include all types of party systems.

Taking a Closer Look at One-Party Systems. While parties of one-party
systems do share with other parties the goal of seeking office, it is also true that
they go about attaining and keeping office in a far different way. In fact, the
most distinctive quality of one-party systems is the tack of competition between
parties. For this reason, we normally use the term “non-competitive one-party
systern.”” But is this term completely accurate? Or is there significant
competition within the single parties of one-party systems?

Even in the early days of the United States, the “gra of good feeling” (when
the Jeffersonian Republicans were the sole party) was disrupted by not-so-good

3This definition was developed for the Internationai Comparative Political Parties Project
at Northwestern University, The components of the definition bear closer examination. A
political party is defined first as an organization—implying recurring interactions among
individuals with some division of labor and role differentiation. All organizations are
acknowledged to have multiple goals; but to qualify as a political party, an organization
must have as one of its goals that of placing its avowed representatives in government
positions. Moreover, these individuals must be avowed representatives of the party, which
means in practical terms that they must be openly identified with the party name oOF label.
Finally, the term ‘“placing” is interpreted broadly to mean through the electoral process
or by designation (while preventing other parties from competing) or by forceful imposition
{when a party subverts the system and captures the governmental offices). Some
organizations may call themselves “parties’” but yet not be oriented to providing
governmental leadership, ie., they do not pursue the goal of placing their avowed
representatives in government positions. Therefore, they do not qualify as parties under this

definition.

feelings' among four major factions that arose within the party. Though
com'petltlon among parties was restricted by the lack of an opposition party
pres!dential aspirants from each of the four factions within the single party made:
fgr intense intra-party competition. The one-party system of Tanzania is often
mtec:l as a present-day example of the same phenomenon. Though the
presidential election in Tanzania is something of a plebiscite, i.e., where the
people vote either ""yes” or “no’’ on the single TANU party’s carlldidate the
party i-tself fosters competition at the stage of selecting the candidate.? '

Whlle free and open intra-party competition in one-party systems may indeed
be hmiteq Fo the above samples and but a very few others, what may be more
common is intra-party opposition from factions which are strongly disfavored by
th'e party leaders. One definition of faction is “any intra-party combination
clique, or grouping whose members share a sense of common identity and'
common purpose and are organized to act collectively—as a distinct bloc within
f[he party—to achieve their goals.””> Though factions were supposed!y abolished
in ’fh_e Soviet Union’s Communist Party in 1921, they continued to structure
polmcs‘ among the party’s elite. Khrushchev, who originatly favored a very
aggressn_ve stance against the West and whose priorities were the development of
heavy industry and armaments, shifted toward better East-West relations and
increased production of domestic consumer goods. He encountered opposition
within the Praesidium from staunch leftists. This rift culminated at the beginning
of th'e. 1957-62 period for which we have data, with the majority of the
Praesidium voting for Khrushchev’s ouster as party secretary. In spite of this
§tronq opposition, the Central Committee supported Khrushchev, who remained
in office and began the famous "‘anti-party’’ purge in which more than one-half
of the leading Praesidium members were demoted. So in spite of the fact that -
factions had been formally banned within the party, opposition did materialize
not as “free and open intra-party competition’’ perhaps, but as a competing'
opposition nonetheless.

This is not meant to suggest that parties of one-party systems are the only
ones that have factions. The Republican Party of the two-party United States
was certainly factionalized during the early 60’s; Barry Goldwater represented
the Conservative wing, Nelson Rockefeller the liberal wing, and Richard Nixon
reprgsented the middle course. So parties in two-party systems can also have
fact«ons, and it is likely that parties of multi-party systems are not immune to
intra-party rivalries either. What has often bheen suggested though, is that parties
of one-party systems are much more likefy to have factions than are parties of
systems with more parties. Where competing voices are denied separate parties as

4 . ’ .
Tanzansa doe§ not. hfsppen to be included in the accompanying data set, but it is stili
mentioned here smc}e it is often cited as an example of a relatively democratic one-party
system. For further information on the subject, see Milnor (1969, Chapter V1i). ,

[T P . L, .
This definition is from R. Zariski, "Party Factions and Coumparative Politics: Some

Preliminary Observations,”’ in the Mid . . R
1960). p. 33, n idwest Journal of Political Science, */ol. 4 {February,
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1 “facti ” “non- ional”’ are the number.
ories of “factional” and “non factiona
?f?igg each of these categories. The frequency count fqr ano?ggrtgactjzgrg,;
jssi “ ber of cases which were Impossi
“missing data,” refers to the num : : T e
j 1 i in all of our exercises, using
this variable; we can ignoré those cases ur e ing only ¢
1 i h of the parties has been assign
cases for which we have data. Since eac as g O s
i ibed in the codebook, it is poOssi
the codes for each variable describe int t ‘ .
some interesting questions about parties tike the one that we have just discussed

Comparing Parties on Factionalism.

DIAGRAM 1
Example from Codebook

iable number . e =
@ﬂ—l—i’ ;\i@b‘e label Variable Description ij
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v FACTION

Leadership factionalism.
g2 1—Does not have a leadership faction

t\;laz?st;ire%fch -\4347 2--Does have a jeadership faction
category‘pj g 0-—Missing Data.

Murneric codings
assigned to each
category e

In our attempt to see whether there actually is a relationship between
factionalism and the number of parties in a system, we bagan by simply counting
the numbers of parties with and without factions in one-party systems, and then
did the same for systems of more than one party. The numbers of esach kind of
party in each type of party system are displayed in a common short-hand form
in Table 1. This type of table is called a “cross-tabulation” (or “cross-tabs”)
table, and the number f(or “frequency”} in each cell refers to the number of
cases which have the characteristics specified by the labels at the top of the
column and the side of the row. For instance, the number 6" in the lower
left-hand cell indicates that six of the parties in one-party systems have
leadership factions. With the information in Table 1, you should be able to
answer the questions in Exercise 1, which are designed to help you address our
expectation with regard to factionalism,

Facing Facts: Comparing Parties with Empirical Data. The comparison that
you have just made between parties of single-party systems and those of systems
with more than one party is an example of what we will be doing throughout the
remainder of the module, i.e., taking questions or common suspicions about
parties and confronting them with “facts.”® The facts of empirical parties
research are measurements or “‘codes’ on several variables that we can obtain by
observing parties and their interactions. The codes that we have assigned are
those listed for each variable in the codebook, beginning on page 51.

Some have claimed that comparative studies of parties must be restricted to
one ‘‘type’” of party, i.e., either those which are involved in inter-party
competition or those which are not, since these types of parties are too
fundamentally different to be compared together. As we have already noted, our
definition of party is equally applicable to the parties of Western Europe and to
the parties of Eastern European one-party systems. And as we have seen in the
example of factionalism, if our concepts are basic enough, then we should be
able to obtain comparable measurements of the variable for all parties in all
countries of the world.

But while we will not treat parties from one-party states as totally distinct
from other parties, we will treat party system and polity types as possible
sources of explanation in many of the examples and exercises which foliow. In
other cases we will consider propositions to hold for all parties, regardless of the
nature of the party system or the polity, and will suggest in Chapter Six how the

SWhile it is not a purpose of this module to consider the topic of statistical significance,
those who are acquainted with the subject may be surprised to find that the association
represented in Table 1, though appearing io be quite substantial, does not produce a Chi?
value statistically significant at the standard 05 level. However, this lack of significance can
be explained by the small number of one-party systemns in the sampla, resulting in very
uneven column marginals and rendering the Chi* statistic incomparable to tabies with more
equal marginals. For a discussion of the sensitivity of Chi® 1o marginal distributions, see H.
T. Reynolds, Analysis of Nominal Data, Sage University Papzrs #07-007, Beverly Hills:
1977.



TABLE 1
Parties in:
Systems of
Systems of More than
gne Party One Party Totals
Has No Faction 6 %(13 33
Has a Faction _(i
Totals 12 127 132
EXERCISE 1

Given the information in Table 1, answer the following questions:
a) How many of the parties from systems of more than one party are factionalized?

b} By dividing the answer to a by the total number of parties in s'ystems of n_nore .than
one party, compute the proportion of parties in such systems which are factionalized.

¢) What proportion of the parties in ong-party systems are factionalized?____

he proportion of parties in one-party systems that

i i e between t
d) What is the differenc W T T g

are factionalized, and the proportion for the parties in systems of mor

e) Is the difference about what you expected? . Why?

£} Do you think that the term “non-competitive one-party system’’ should be recon-

sidered? — . Why?

reader might reconsider any or all of these propositions for particular “subsets’’
of parties.

While costs of obtaining data on a/l parties of the world would be far too
great for a single project, data were collected for a representative sample of

countries, and on all but the most minor of parties in these countries.” Hence,
while we do have data on 147 parties in 53 countries (see Table 2}, small parties
like the American Independent Party and the Liberal Party of Britain are not
included. But though this sample does not include a/l parties in all countries, we
feel quite safe in making generalizations about major parties on the basis of the
large representative sample that we do have.

The time dimension for the data is the period 1957-62. These years do not
represent six separate time points as they might in some other data sets, but
instead are taken together as one single time “'slice.”” So a given datum describes
how the party looked or acted during the period 1957-62, which means that a
particular piece of data may no longer apply to the party today. Though we are
most precise in saying that our findings are for our sample of parties as they
were at that time, we would probably not be too far wrong if we were to
generalize the relationships that we uncover {(as opposed to individual pieces of
data) to the present. Some individual parties have changed or even disappeared
since 1962, but the patterns among the concepts across parties are not likely to
have changed substantially.

These data on parties and the countries in which they reside may be used to
confront some of the important questions that have long been discussed in the
literature on political parties, but which have yet to be adequately addressed
with empirical data. Our approach of including a representative sample of a//
parties, rather than just parties in “Western Europe’ or “‘autocratic systems,”’
has been relatively uncommon, due partly to a lack of comparable data across all
types of systems. For this reason and because our data on parties are part of a
collection which has not yet been widely used, you are provided here with an
opportunity to participate in truly original empirical research involving some of
the major dimensions on which parties are usually compared, i.e., strategy
(Chapter Two), ideology (Chapter Three), and structure (Chapter Four). You
should be alert for discoveries which may not agree with statements in some of
the familiar books on political parties. Finally {in Chapter Five}, we will briefly

7in order to be included in the set of parties on which data were coliected, a party had to

achieve a given level of importance in national politics during the period covered by the
data, defining importance in terms of strength among the population and stability of
existence. Hence, the data set does not include data on fegal parties which did not win at
least 5% of the seats in the Jower house of the national legislature in two or more successive
elections from 1950 to 1962. Those illegal parties which did not meet another criterion,
based on other indicators of support from the population rather than on legisiative seats,
were also excluded.

As for the choice of countries, a random sample of five countries was drawn from each of
the ten geo-cultural areas. Though the United States, Britain, and Canada were not picked in
the random draw, they were added later to bring the total to 53 countries.
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consider a fundamental question for all who are interested in political parties:
why is it that some parties are more successful than others?

TABLE 2
Countries Included in the Data Set, by Geo-Cultural Region

Anglo-American Culture/No. of Parties Eastern Europe/No. of Parties

United States 2 Albaria 1
Britain 2 Bulgaria 2
Australia 3 East Germany 5
Canada 4 Hungary 1
New Zealand 2 U.S.S.R. '_1_
frefand 3 10
Rhodesia/Nyasaland 4
India _g Asia and the Far East/No. of Parties
22
Burma 3
i Cambodia 1
Western Europe/No. of Parties T onosin 4
Austria 3 North Korea 1
France 5 Malaya _E_
West Germany 3 14
Greece 4
Portugal ..1— North Africa and Mid-East/No. of Parties
16
Sudan 3
f i Tunisia 1
i . of Parties
Scandinavia and Lowlands/No. of Pa Lebanon 4
Denmark 4 Iran 4
iceland 4 Turkey __2_
Sweden 4 14
The Netherlands 6
L.uxembourg ,i West Africa/No. of Parties
22 -
Dahomey 3
: 2
Central America/No. of Parties gn?::a p
Cuba 1 Upper Volta 1
Dominican Republic 1 Togo 2
E! Salvador 2 —‘—‘9
Guatemala 5
Nicaragua _3— Central and East Africa/No. of Parties
12
Central Afr. Rep. 1
f : Chad 2
South America/No. of Parties Congo-Brazzaville 5
Ecuador 5 Kenya 2
Paraguay 3 Uganda 3
Peru 5 10
Uruguay 2
Venezuela i

-
[+]
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CHAPTER 2.
Strategies for Attaining Office

Three Basic Strategies. The two major parties of the United States seek office
by participating in open elections, but the single party in the Soviet Union stays
in constant control of the government and other parties are banned. In the
autocracy of Paraguay, the party in power is opposed by two parties that would
like to replace it by subverting the present government, with the Febreristas even
willing to consider armed force if necessary. While these parties are all seeking
the same goal, i.e., governmental office, they are obviously pursuing quite
different means to attain that goal. The means are different enough that we
might think of them as distinguishing three different types of parties, each
following a different basic strategy for getting or keeping government offices.

Parties like those in the United States and most of the countries of Western
Europe follow a ““competitive’” strategy. These parties try to attain office by
competing openly in the electoral process in competition with other parties.
They participate in such activities as nominating candidates, campaigning in
elections, and registering voters. A relatively “"pure” competitive party empha-
sizes the importance of free elections even when it is not successful in winning
office.

Parties of one-party systems need not always follow a strategy of “restrict-
ing”’ competition, but such is usually the case. Restrictive parties, including the
one party of the U.5.S.R. as well as one of the four parties in Indonesia, have
presumed that they can attain (or maintain) government positions if opposition
parties are non-existent. Targets of these parties are usually other potential
parties or groups which might provide opposition to the restrictive party in
power. The “restrictive’’ strategy usually includes such tactics as interfering with
opposition advertising, harassing opposition party workers, candidates and
voters, and falsifying voting tallies.

Not all parties seeking office by other than electoral means are restrictive
parties. ‘‘Subversive’’ parties, which sometimes provide the only party opposi-
tion to restrictive parties, follow a strategy of attempting to subvert the whole
political system (e.g., the Febreristas in Paraguay or the Tudeh Party in lran).
Naturally, the most immediate target of such parties is the party currently in
power, Some of the tactics that are intended to remove the government include
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boycotting elections (where elections are held), terrorizing the population,
leading strikes and riots, and sabotaging the facilities of the government. Some
parties go so far as to attempt assassinations or coups, or in some cases even
engage in guerilla warfare. Once the old government is removed, the subversive
party will usually attempt to shape the new government, naturally keeping many
of the top positions for its own ieaders.

Polity Type and Party Strategy. There is a relationship between being a
democratic polity and having competitive parties, almost by definition.
Likewise, no matter how one defines “autocratic,” it would be rare to find an
autocratic polity without a restrictive party. Because there is a certain “‘buiit-in"’
pattern between polity type and party strategy, we are most interested in those
cases which may ““deviate’” from that pattern.

If we define ““democratic’’ and "autocratic’’ polities solely in terms of the
number or types of parties that a country has, then we would rule out the
possibility of any “rare cases” {(also referred to as "deviant cases,”” since they
deviate from the expected pattern). If the ““democratic’’ polities were defined as
“having at least two competitive parties, and no restrictive or subversive parties,’”
then there could be no one-party democracies. If “autocratic’’ polities were
defined as those “having a single restrictive party,’”’ then polities such as East
Germany, with its dominant restrictive party plus four dependent parties, would
not be considered an autocracy. Neither would countries with a strong restrictive
party and a couple of small but potentially effective subversive parties.
Obviously, definitions based only on the number or types of parties would be far
too limiting.

We opt instead for Ted Robert Gurr's definitions based on the relative
“openness’’ of decision-making in the polity.l] The essential characteristic of
democracy is not just the number of parties in the system, but the presence of
mulftiple institutionalized centers of power, some of which are open to
widespread participation on the part of citizens. The essential quality of
autocratic polities, on the other hand, is the institutionalized monopolization of
power and political activity by the state. By these definitions, parties provide
only a clue to the type of polity; we must look also at the means of selecting the
national governmental leader (competition, by birth, etc.), whether decision-
making is centralized in the national government or spread around to include
more localized centers of power, the number of everyday activities that are
controlled by the government, the extent to which citizen participation is
allowed or even invited, and the degree to which the executive can be
constrained by other governmental institutions like the legislature. We have
considered these five “indicators’” before making a judgment as to whether a

1Ted Robert Gurr, '"Persistence and Change in Political Systems, 1800-1971,"” American
Political Science Review, 68 (December, 1974), pp. 1482-1504.
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?Igljtnocss;atli:g'zshou!d be described as essentially “democratic’’ or essentially
. .A democratic polity is one which would have a number of thesa character-
Istics: competitive leadership selection, decentralization of power, a limited
afn‘ount of governmental activity in people’s every-day lives, institlutionalized
citizen participation, and a number of ‘Checks” on each branch of the
goverpment by the others. An autocratic polity wouid be characterized by
selection of leaders through other than competitive means, centralization of
powgr, broad governmental activities affecting the lives of the population
restn.cted participation by the citizenry, and an executive relatively fr;e 10 act’
on his own Yvishes without interference from other governmental bedies. Of the
53 polities in our sample, 21 are basically democratic and 20 have a large
numbey of autocratic characteristics.

4 Though we have not defined polity types solely on the basis of parties, there
is still a certain “built-in"" relationship between type of political system am,j type
of par:ty. Democratic polities, which by definition are likely to favor
competition among political groups, naturally tend to harbor competitive parties
gs well. And autocratic polities, which restrict competiticn, are much more
h'kely to have restrictive parties. While subversive parties m’ight be found in'
either type of system, they are probably more likely to arise in situations where
the only means of removing the party in power is by subversive tactics.

The numbers of each type of party in each type of polity are displayed in the
crossitabulation format in Table 3. Looking down the columns, we Aare not at all
§urpr|sed, given the definitional relationship, that the largest number of parties
in democratic systems are competitive and the largest number in autocratic
systems are restrictive. Looking across the rows, we are also not surprised tha;‘t’
most of the competitive parties are in democratic polities and all restrictive

2 -

Of course, it is r_eally more accurate to view "'democracy’ and “autocracy’ in terms of
deirees ratheflthan elultherﬂr states. Indeed, Gurr's own data were originaily coded as degrees
rgx e:j than typgs. However, we have opted for the simpler classification in order to
simplify the analysis.

TABLE 3
Polity Type and Party Strategy

Type of Polity

Party Strategy Democratic Autocratic Totals

Competitive 68° &P

Restrictive o°¢ 229 Zg

Subversive 18 & 7
Totals 69 ?32}— ﬁ')g
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parties are in autocracies, or even that more subversive parties are in autocratic
polities than in democratic polities. But what is perhaps the most interesting is
cell b which indicates that there are six parties with competitive strategies in
basically autocratic polities.

When we examine the particular circumstances of these six ‘“deviant’’ parties,
however, we find that the apparent incongruity can be explained. The
Nicaraguan Conservative Party participated in national elections during our
1957-62 period only to keep the guise of democracy alive in that country.
Actually, the party was no more than loyal opposition to the dictator in power.
The lranian People’s Party and National Party were both born with the Shah’s
blessing, and he effectively controlled the programs and activities of both
parties. Only the Iranian National Front was a true opposition competitive
party, winning only one seat to the Majlis in the 1961 election under
harrassment from the government. The experience of these four parties in
Nicaragua and lran suggests that even the roles of competitive parties can be
molded, or mold themselves, to fit the autocratic tendencies of the polity. A
fifth “"deviant’’ party, the Chadian Progressive Party, participated with increasing
success in elections during our period, winning control of the government, and in
1962 banning all opposition parties. The sixth case, the United Party of Ghana,
attempted to survive competitively during the period of our data, but was
gradually forced out of existence {(by 1964) as the restrictive Convention
People’s Party consolidated its power. So each of the “‘deviant’ cases can be
explained by its particular historical and political circumstances.3

3This attemnpt to explain the deviant cases has served to help us understand why
competitive parties might exist in autocratic regimes. It is important to recognize that we
have actually found it necessary to add to our original explanation in order to cover all of
the cases. One must be cautious not to “"explain away'’ deviant cases simply to save a "‘pet’”’

theory.

TABLE 4
Types of Polities and Types of Parties, by Geo-Cultural Region
Types of Type of
Geo-Cultural Region Country Parties* Polity
Anglo-American United States C-C Democratic
United Kingdom Cc-C Democratic
Australia cC-C Democratic
Canada c-cC-C Democratic
New Zealand Cc-C Democratic
Ireland c-CcC Democratic
Rhodesia/Nyasaland S-M-M-M Neither***
india C.C Neither
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TABLE 4 (continued)

Western Europe

Scandinavia and Lowlands

Eastern Europe

South America

Central and Latin America

Asia and the Far East

North Africa and the Mid-East

West Africa

Central and East Africa

Austria

France

West Germany
Greece
Portugal

Denmark
lceland

Sweden

The Netherlands
Luxembourg

Albania
Bulgaria

East Germany
Hungary
U.S.S.R.
Ecuador
Paraguay

Peru

Uruguay
Venezuela
Cuba
Dominican Republic
El Salvador
Guatemala
Nicaragua

Burma
Cambodia
Indonesia
North Korea
Malaya

Sudan
Tunisia
l.ebanon
fran
Turkey

Dahomey
Ghana
Guinea
Upper Volta
Togo

Central African
Republic

Chad

Congo-Brazzaville

Kenya

Uganda

cCc-C
cccce
c-cC
CcC-C-C

c-c-CcC
c-ccC
c-cCC
cLc-cccc
C-C-C-C

R-R
R-R-R-R-R

cLCccm
R-5-8
cCccC

c-CC

R-M
cCC-Cs
C-8-M

Cc-C-Mm
C-R-M-M
Cc-C-C-C-s
R-S-8
c-cc-C
cC-C-s
Cc-M

CC-M
R-C

C-R

R
C-R
C-R
cC
c-c-C

Democratic
Democratic
Democratic
Democratic
Autocratic

Democratic
Democratic
Democratic
Democratic
Democratic

Autocratic
Autocratic
Autocratic
Autocratic
Autocratic

Neither
Autocratic
Neither
Democratic
Democratic
Autocratic
Autocratic
Neither
Neither
Autocratic

Democratic
Autocratic
Neither
Autocratic
Democratic

Autocratic
Autocratic
Neither
Autocratic
Democratic

Neither
Autocratic
Autocratic’
Autocratic
Neither

Autocratic
Autocratic
Neither
Neither
Democratic

*Key: C—Competitive; R—Restrictive; S—Subversive; M—Mixed.

**Twelve of the polities have too few of the “democratic"’

be classified as either of these two polity types.
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The Geographical Distribution of Party Strategies

In Exercise 2 you are asked to state your own expectations, and complete
your own cross-tabs table, with regard to the distribution of party strategies
among the “‘western,’”” “‘eastern,”” and ‘‘third world’’ zones.

EXERCISE 2

The polities of what can be roughly called the “Western European’ (including
Anglo-American, Western European, and Scandinavian and Lowlands) geo-cultural area are,
for the most part, democratic and with long traditions of open elections, What type of party
might you expect to predominate in this geo-cultural zone?

Polities of the “'Eastern European’’ geo-cultural zone are primarily autocratic regimes. On
the basis of what we have already learned about the relationship of polity type and party
strategy, which strategy would you expect to occur the most often among the parties of
Eastern Europe?

The polities of the remainder of the world {South America, Central America, Asia, and
Africa), essentially the group of countries which have been commonly referred to as the
‘third world,” include both entrenched autocracies and newly-independent polities
attempting autocracy, democracy, or some mix of the two. How would you characterize
your expectations concerning the frequencies of each type of party strategy in this portion
of the world?

Ny Usmg the mformgtion from Table 4, fill in the cells of this cross-tabs table, designed to
mmarize the data in a much less complex and more easily-readable form: '

Geo-Cultural Zone*

Party Strategy Western European Eastern European Other

Competitive

Restrictive

Subversive

—t

*Note that the Western European “zone”’
Scandinavian and Lowlands countries.

inciudes Anglo-American, Western European, and

Given your expectations as you stated them above, are any of the cell frequencies

surprisingtoyou?

Explain your answer.

meignafg:/r:afﬁt:e Fel;‘ve:)llue:se\?/%m to indicate ““deviant’’ cases, try to identify these cases from
nin Table 4. Write a brief paragraph in which i i

t 4 £ you specify which cases the
are, and see if you can begin to explain them on the basis of the information in the table Y
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EXERCISE 3

i ers of cases sharing

ise 2, you completed a cross-tabs table by c'clwunnn’? ;2&2:;\2}:’)‘). o agh the

In. Exer'(r::if c'h\:;racteristics {e.g., "'Eastern Europfean da:cig ;)e et euming e
o wat o i doubtedly founai i : han
. le one, Vo0 ven istake in the counting. [e]
ok ol relatlvgly o ven “got tost’’ and made a mista ting. PO
have Lk e perh?fzsuewill b% told by your instructor hoTVYhto use z'gégflv s;‘Z p

e machi A
roduce tables for you.
i i ter or card-sorter} 0 p
machine f{i.e., compu

ble as
h the data set for you, counting the cases for each cell of the ta

it goes alon atur. ou have to . the ma(:hme what you want the table to IOOk
g ’ Natu ally y t t Il y
long. I3

tly.
like, and your instructor will help you to do that correc 1% 1 like the one you have
: i se the machine nOwW to produce another tE'z ‘ oh values of ZONE
Just for practioe, 0 ords, have it produce a cross-tabs tc{b e'w D R eseriptions for
just comploted. ‘nd c\’/;?g;sv‘;f STIRATEGY down the side. You will find the
across the top, an

ZONE and STRATEGY in the Codebook. -
_,_'___"_____,_,_——f——f_.__._ﬂ_ e ——

you would ;
the remainder of the exercises,

-
e

U

OPTIONAL EXERCISE: American Parties Reconsidered

i ies in the United States aré compfetxtl\{e
e suggest_ed N Itlhe t‘;vcz:on:;ziit?j:‘sitategy to place their. represen;i\:';\(gi ércxl
N .baSlc.allV_fO c::v:es in U.S. potitical history wben parties h’iv:ave jnase
offiee. VOL{ e lgztiiescribed as subversive Or restrictive? Y_ou ?c;;\ve!
e WhiCht m':?\:ttv?litfngor parties or 10 electoral politics at the nationa .
your answer 10

parties, i.€.,
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CHAPTER 3.
Party Ideology

The Pragmatic and the Programmatic. The Democratic and Republican Parties
in the United States are often described as "‘pragmatic’’ and ‘‘non-ideological,”
offering little electoral choice since both travel the “middle of the road.” In
other countries, socialist parties and parties of the right are said to be more
“ideological” or "“programmatic’’ in nature. In fact, all parties are expedient fo
some extent, and all have ideologies of one kind or another. The basic
distinction is one of emphasis.

The pragmatic party “stands for’’ good government in general, taking stands
that reflect the best interest of the party and/or society at the time, with little
regard for consistency or whether the position happens to lead to the left or the
right. The result may be a hodge-podge of issue stands, though extreme positions
in either direction are rare. This pragmatic type of party is well suited to
aggregating varied interests, since many groups can find something to their
liking. )

The programmatic party shares its pragmatic counterpart’s interest in winning
elections, though the emphasis is on the party’s “principles.” Often, though, a
hard ideological line is not synonymous with losing elections; the right
combination of political and social circumstances can allow the programmatic
party to have its principles and pursue them too. One student of comparative

politics has stated quite concisely the common belief about the relationship of
“'party system’’ and ideological tendencies:

Principled parties thrive best in multi-party situations, where success can
be based upon appeal to a fixed and ideclogically homogeneous clientele.
Parties in two-party sysiems, on the other hand, are forced to aggregate a
more diverse clientele because political success consists of winning a

plurality of the total vote (or majority of the seats in the legislature).
{(Mavyer, 227.)

We will confront that belief with data later in this chapter. Whether or not this
particular relationship stands the test of the data, though, it remains true that
programmatic parties have been viable political forces in many systems; Guinea’s
Democratic Party and Sweden’s Social Democratic Party are but two examples.

Whether a party is ideological or non-ideological can have effects not only on
its own level of success, but also upon the electoral process in general. One major
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function of ideclogy in competitive party systems is to clearly associate a party
with a given set of issue positions with which it can consistently be identified.”
This reduces the voter's “‘costs’ by removing the need to study each party on an
issue-by-issue basis before each election, and hence facilitating a rational voting
choice. It also makes it easier to hold the party accountable once its
representatives have been elected to office. The pragmatic parties’ ever-changing
“platforms’’ are much more sasily forgotten than the principles of their

programmatic counierparts.

Ideological Position: The Left-Right Continuum. While there are a number of
ideological continua along which parties may be compared, the most common in
the literature is the left-center-right continuum, which basically consists of
positions on Marxist principles. One definition of ideology is “a general value
structure and immediate political goals.””* For the left-right continuum, the
value structure is based largely on the role that the government should play in
society in general and in the economy in particular. The immediate political
goals for leftist parties might be characterized by issue positions favoring a
strong governmental role in the economy, a major re-distribution of wealth from
rich to poor, a social welfare program, and secularization of society by
hampering institutionalized religion. Rightist parties tend to favor a laissez faire
economic role for the government and official support of religion, and tend 1o
oppose re-distribution of wealth and social welfare. Not al! ideological parties of
the left or right necessarily take all of the relevant set of issue stands, but every
ideologica! party does support most of these positions.

The accompanying data set includes a variable JDEOLPOS on which 127 of
the parties are coded. After studying a party’s positions on the six issues of
Table B, the party was assigned an over-all “ideological position’ score. As

rrayed in Diagram 2, each party was assigned one of five codes ranging from

ugar left” to “far right.”” By this left-right coding procedure, parties that fall at
either end of the continuum are the most uoxtreme’” ideologically; “'centrist”
parties are those which are the maost ideologically neutral.

Ideological Position and the Number of Parties. Since two-party systems
require parties that can aggregate successfully in order to tally the large
proportion ¢f votes necessary 10 win elections, it has often been suggested that
the only effective parties in this type of system are pragmatic parties. in fact,
many have argued that Goldwater’s 1964 defeat and MeGovern's in 1972
demonstrate the disastrous e¢ffects of forgetting the necessity 10 aggregate; these
candidates were perceived to be too “ideologically extreme’’ by the mainstreams
 of their partiss. Itis argued that ideological parties are much more likely to arise

in multi-party systems, where a small but hard core of dedicated foliowers is

lThis definition is from F. Gross, The Revolutionary Party, Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, 1974, p. 78.
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often enough to attain some measure of electoral success. In the 1262 election in
France, for instance, the Gaullist Party received a plurality of only 32% of the
votgs.' The Popular Republican Movement (M.R.P.), Radical Socialists, and
Socialists ea}ch received about 10%, and the Communist Party polled 22%, The
M.S.P.. received 8% of the seats in the Parliament, the Radical Socialists 9°/‘ the
Socialists ?4% and the Communists 9%, the leading Gaullists captured 5(;‘7 of
:c/hs se;’ats: Thﬁ)ugh t‘he Gaullists were clearly the most successful, each of the moore
tilo:(i)no?;:;allegi[z::&eé.had enough committed support to achieve some representa-
If thefe is indeed a relationship between the number of parties in the system
fand the likelihood that it includes ideclogical parties, then this should be evid;nt
nr? a .cross'tabs table. In the previous chapter we used a cross;tabs table to
hlghl.lght “deviant cases,”’ when we knew that there would be a str
relationship for definitional reasons. Here we employ a more common use of Sg\g
summary dfevice, i.e., to determine whether an expected relationship actuall
does exist in spite of no definitional “built-in” relationship. In this case thz

TABLE 5

Leftist Party Positions Rightist Party Positions

1. Favors governmeqtal ownership of the 1. Favors private ownership of the means of
means of production. production )
2. Favors a strong governmental r i
. ole in 2. Favors decentralized ec i isi
. ¢ . onomi -
economic planning. making I nie decision
3. Favors a major re-distribution
. of wealth 3. Opposes re-distributio s
! . T nof
from the rich to the poor. of the wealth.
4. Fayors social welfare through public 4. Opposes governmental social weifare
assistance. programs

5. Favors secularizatien of society, 5. Favors institutionalized religion.

6. Favors international alignment with the 8 i
3. Favors al i “Wester| "
Favors imerna o \:‘arts:raﬂyggnment with the "Western blog’
DIAGRAM 2
(British Labour Party) (W, German
Christian Democrats)
Far Left 4 Center 4 Far Right
| t
H
| | I
1 Moderate Left 4 Moderate Right 1
{US.S.R {U.S, Dernocrati
SR, 5. atic i
Communist Party) Party) Fref%ggi:f&nrty)
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emphasis is primarily on the pattern itself, and only indirectly on deviants from
that pattern. ’

In Table 6 we have included not only the relevant frequencies in each cell,
but also the “column percents.” This allows us to state our findings as we
usually do our expectations, in terms of proportions. For instance, if our
expectations in this case are upheld by the data, then we should find a larger
proportion of parties being ideological in multi-party systems than in two-party
systems.? Following the normal procedure of comparing column percents across
rows, we find some surprising results. Contrary to our expectations, a smaller
proportion of parties in two-party systems are non-ideological {18.2% as
compared to 26.6% for multi-party systems), and slightly larger proportions are
moderately and even highly ideological than is the case for the multi-party
systems. Apparently the relationship of “number of parties” and "‘ideological
position’ is not as strong, and not even in the same direction, as students of
politics have long believed.

How may we account for this? Much of the literature, and so far we
ourselves, have acted as though a centrist position can be equated with
“pragmatic’’ and far left or far right positions with “programmatic.” But there is
another component of pragmatism that ideological position does not adequately
tap, ideological consistency. Even though a party may be legitimately labelled as
moderately or even highly leftist or rightist, its set of issue positions may still
include some inconsistencies put there to please the electorate; such a party may

2Because our expectations concern two- and multi-party systems, we do not report
figures for gne-party systems in the following tables. But for the record, we had sufficient
information to make judgments for 10 of the 12 parties in one-party systems; one is far
right, one is center, three are moderate leftist, and five are far left,

TABLE 6
ldeological Position and the Number of Parties

Number of Parties

Parties of Parties of
Two-Party Muiti-Party
ideological Position Systems Systems
Non-ideological 4 25
18.2% 26.6%
Moderately !deological 9 35
{Moderate Left or Moderate Right) 40.9% 37.2%
Highly {deological 9 34
(Far Left or Far Right) 40.9% 36.2%
Toztals 22 94
100.0 100.0

n=116
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be more “pragmatic” than a centrist party whose positions are consistently
centrist.

Ideolagical Consistency and the Number of Parties. The concept “ideological
consistency’’ refers to the extent to which a party supports issue positions all of
which fall at the same point on an ideological continuum. An ideologically
consistent party is one whose stands on all issues are rightist, all leftist, or all
centrist, with only a few minor exceptions. On the basis of the party’s positions
on the six left-right issues of Table 5 (page 00), each party has been coded as
"inconsistent,” “moderately consistent,’”” or “very consistent.”” While there is a
strong relationship between ideological position and level of consistency,
Diagram 3 indicates that it is possible for a party to be both centrist and
consistent, or both ideological and inconsistent. Even basically Marxist parties
may stop short of accepting the “ideological extras’ of secularization and
alignment with the Eastern bloc. In some countries, religious traditions are so
strong that leftist parties either softpedal their secularism or ignore it altogether
and quietly make peace with the dominant religious leaders. In other countries,
practical economics, geographical location, or historical circumstances may
result in uncharacteristic international ties.

If the need to aggregate compels the parties of two-party systems to “‘shop
around” for popular issue positions, then we might expect these parties to be
more ideologically inconsistent than their counterparts in multi-party systems,
regardless of the over-all ideological position. Table 7 indicates that the
relationship which does exist is not as predicted. Parties in multi-party systems
are just as likely as parties in two-party systems io be inconsistent.

TABLE 7
ldeoiogical Consistency and Number of Parties

Number of Parties

Parties of Parties of
Two-Party Multi-Party
ldeelogical Consistency Systems Systems -
Very Consistent 8 24
40.0% 27.9%
Moderately Consistent 5 28
25.0% 32.6%
Inconsistent 7 34
35.0% 39.5%
Total 20 86
100.0% 100.0%

n =106
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DIAGRAM 3
Examples of ldeological Consistency and Inconsistency:

Positions on Six Left-Right issues*®

Rightist
Position

Leftist
Position

Rightist
Position

Leftist

Center

Center

Position

ideological Consistency:

Government cwnership
Economic planning

Redistribute weszith

Sociul welifare
Secularization

East/West alignment

Malayan Chinese Association,

Communist Party of the Soviet Union,

centrist and consistent

leftist and consistent

tdeoiogical Inconsistency:

Government ownership

Economic planning

Redistribute wealih
Social we'fare

Secularization

East/West alignment

Australian Liberal Party,

French Socialist Party,

centrist and inconsistent

leftist and inconsistent

i {tri i jon i igi i heme.
*The original ICPP data set uses 11-point scales for each of the six issues; the left-right dimension is based on that original coding sc

On the basis of Tables 6 and 7, itnow appears that pragmatic parties are just
as likely to arise in multi-party systems as in systems with only two parties.
While a need to aggregate in two-party systems may be a factor in the ideological
content of some parties, it is apparently not the dominant factor in many, Other
factors from the social environment, political context, and particular historical
circumstances may impinge on the would-be impact of the aggregative need. At
the same time, such factors may overrule the propensity for parties of
multi-party systems to be programmatic. A two-party system with an extremely
homogeneous society may produce programmatic parties that are still suf-
ficiently aggregative; and an otherwise programmatic party may adopt unchar-

acteristic positions for certain issues on which many voters have very strong
opinions.

At the “System” Level: Ideological Distance and the Number of Parties.
Though the number of parties in the system may not have the expected
relationship to the ideological positions of individual parties, it may still be
related to the diversity of parties within the party system. It has often been
suggested that multi-party systems do a much better job of representing a broad
range of ideological positions than do two-party systems, since each of the
parties in a two-party system must appeal to a broad constituency and, in large
part, to the same constituency. Both parties are drawn to the central ideological
tendency of the population, regardless of where that central tendency may be on
the left-right continuum. in systems where the society itself, or at least that
portion which is politically active, tends toward one end of the ideological
continuum, both of the parties might have to share that ideclogical tendency to
remain viable. Examples of such systems, where the two major parties have .
shared the same non-centrist ideological position, are India with two leftist
parties, Uruguay with two moderately leftist parties, and EI Salvador with two
moderately rightist parties.

Based on the individual ideological positions of the parties in a system, we
have assigned an “ideological distance’’ score for each party system {i.e.,
country). This score takes into account the positions of the parties which are
farthest apart in the system. If all parties in the system are at the same
ideological position, then the system is assigned a code of ‘“no distance,”
regardless of the number of parties in the system. If, on the other hand, the
system contains both far left and far right parties, then it is assigned a
“maximum distance’’ code. This notion of ideological distance is a valuable
concept in that it suggests both the importance of ideology in inter-party politics
and the likelihood that citizens with differing ideological concerns can find
direct representation of their interests by one of the parties in the system. Where
major segments of the population are left unrepresented by the parties, other
political devices may have to be employed to articulate their interests.
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DIAGRAM 4
ideological Distance Categories, with Examples

Far Moderate Moderate Far
Left Left Center Right Right
No x
Distance X
]

India
{2 parties}

Britain
(2 parties)

Denmark
(4 parties)

Malaya
{5 parties)

Middle

X

X

X X
Maximum

Distance X X X

Peru
{5 parties)

EXERCISE 4

Using the variables IDEODIST and NUMBER2, and considering our
concerning a relationship between ideological distance and number of pa

expectations
rties, do the

following exercise. {Note that IDEODIST is in the “p ARTY SYSTEM' data set rather than
the “PARTY"” set which is used for all other exercises. Here we are analyzing the

characteristics of the B3 party systems, rather than the 147 individual parties.)
a. Complete the following cross-tabs table:
Number of Parties

ldeological Distance 2 Parties 3 or 4 Parties J 5 or 6 Parties ‘

No Distance (1)

e ]
(2}

Middle Distance (3) o

N (4)

Maximum Distance {5)

b. Does the table suggest that there is an association petween number o

ideological distance? . ————— in the expected direction?

Are you surprised by any of the results?

Elaborate.

¢. Sum i indi i i
deoiony ar:gr;ie; the f:)ndmgs of Fhos.chapter concerning the expected relationships between
deology and the number of parties in the system. In particular, does the number of parti;as
important effect on the ideological content of parties? of party systems?

f parties and
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CHAPTER 4.
Party Structure

Party Structure: The “Levels” of Party Organization. Although we are
primarily concerned in this module with ““national’’ parties, i.e., those that hope
to attain national offices, the internal structures of national parties often involve
organization at many other levels as well. In the United States, for instance,
sub-units of the two major parties exist at the levels of the state, county,
locality, and even precinct or ward. Some have called the American nationai
parties ‘‘confederations’”” of state parties, since in many respects the national
organs exist only at four-year intervals when state delegations meet in
conventions to select presidential nominees. In many ways the party structure in
the United States parallels the federal structure of the government itself.

But not all parties with local sub-units reside in federal systems. The British
Conservatives are organized locally and in "“area councils’’; the Labour Party has
11 “regional councils’’ as well as local organizations. In France, the basic
structural unit is the commune, and most parties also have ‘‘federations’”
between the local and national levels. And of course, Communist parties also
have small organs primarily at the level of the cell.

While it is theoretically possibie for a national party to be organized at the
national level only, most have found it useful or even necessary for their
purposes to maintain localized sub-units as well. In some parties, the local units
exist only to carry out or communicate the decisions that are made at a higher
place in the party hierarchy; but in other parties, the local and/or regional levels
are involved more directly in the making of important party decisions including
the choice of policies that the party will pursue, the selection of party leaders .
and candidates, and the ways in which the party’s funds will be expended.

Structure and the Distribution of Party Power. Students of parties have been
interested in party structure from two different perspectives. One is a concern
with the ways in which parties meet their organizational, i.e., “administrative,”’
needs. This interest focuses on structure, per se. Another concern, and our
primary interest here, is with varying structures as means of actually distributing
party decision-making authority, and not just the administration of decisions
made elsewhere.

This distinction is similar to the common distinction between “formal’
federalism and “effective’” federalism. A government is formally federal if iis
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constitution says that it is federal, i.e., if it “looks’’ federal, But it is effectively
federal only if there is an actual distribution of power among the levels of
government. in this sense the Soviet Union is formally federal because its
constitution says so, but it is not effectively federal; likewise for Austria,
Venezuela, Burma, and Malaya in our sample of countries.

In much the same way, we cannot rely solely on a party constitution or
charter to convey the actua! distribution of power within the party structure.
Our codings are instead based on expert judgments as to the actual “centraliza-
tion” or ‘‘decentralization’’ of power among the levels of the party structure,
with a party considered “centralized” if all of the important decision-making
takes place at the national level, regardless of the number of levels at which
those decisions are applied. By this criterion the U.S. parties are decentralized.
The parties in Britain and especially the Soviet Union are not, despite their
multi-leveled organization.

There are at least two motivations that a party might have in seeking or
maintaining decentralization of power. One stems from a very pragmatic
approach to party politics. In societies as diverse as the United States, relatively
independent regional organizations may be necessary for the rnaintenance of a
viable national party with equally viable regional and local components. For
instance, some have argued that it could mean political suicide at the state and
local ievels if the national Democratic Party required all of its sub-units to “"toe
the line.””! According to this argument, only a large dose of local autonomy has
been able to preserve the coalition of '‘northern liberals” and 'southern
conservatives.”

But the problems of party politics in the United States are in some ways
unique to federal systems, where electoral battles are fought on both regional
and national levels, and not all decentralized parties share precisely those
concerns. Decentralization may be appealing for ancther more ““philosophical”’
reason as well; it offers the promise of taking the party power to the people.
Local organization without local power allows for party activity, but local
organization with power invites participation on a higher plane. In this sense, the
concept of centralization/decentralization captures the essence of participation:
how many individuals are, or even can be, involved in the high level
decision-making of the party?

But while democratic philosophy might laud the wider participation offered
by decentralization, the mora limited participation of centralization has some
endearing qualities as well, Within that old cliche, “too many cooks spoil the
broth,” lies a bit of wisdom which is applicable to the relative merits of large and
small numbers of decision-makers in political parties. Where the decentralized
party may benefit in some ways from a diversity of opinions and approaches, the
centralized party offers promise of greater efficiency accompanied by a single,
more coherent party program.

lwe must note, however, that the national Democratic Party has flexed its muscles sinee
1968, and has achieved state compliance to its “,guidelines’” for selection of delegates to
national conventions.
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Party Origins and the Distribution of Power. Given its importance for
understanding the inner-workings of parties, it is little wonder that much effort
has been expended in trying to explain decentralization of party power. The
question is quite simply: Why are some parties decentralized while others are
not? Maurice Duverger, whose work has inspired the study of parties, suggested
that one factor may be a party's “‘place of origin’’; more parties which were
initially formed inside the legislature could be expected to be decentralized than
parties formed externally.2 He reasoned that “insiders’’ who formed parties were
usually motivated by the need for legislative voting blocs and electoral
organizations, while “outsiders’” were often motivated by ideological goals which
required unanimity within the ranks and often resulted in attempts to overthrow
the government rather than to replace it by electoral means. Hence, the insiders
would form a party reflecting the needs to “unify diversity” within the
population and maintain local electoral organizations, while the outsiders would
be drawn to the cohesiveness and discipline provided by a centralized party. If
Duverger’'s explanation for the variance in centr