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AFSTRA~T. Region is presumed to have an ‘effect’ on the characteristics of 
political parties, causing parties in the same region of the world to be 
‘different’ from parties in other regions. The nature and extent of d&renm 
in party characteristics within and between regions have not previously been 
systematically investigated. This paper applies the analysis of variance to 11 
organizational characteristics of 147 political parties. The parties came from 
53 countries representing a stratified random sample of party systems in 10 
cultural-geographic regions of the world. The study finds significant dif- 
ferences between the regional groupings of parties on all characteristics, with 
region predicting from 11 to 52 per cent of the variance in individual party 
traits. A separate discriminant analysis of parties grouped into a First-Second- 
Third World typology shows that 90 per cent of the parties can be correctly 
class&d in ‘their’ world on the basis of their organizational cbamct&tics. 

Political scientists often resort to regional concepts when explaining the characteristics of 
political parties. For example, Sartori notes that ‘the literature on Latin American parties 
incessantly speaks of factionalism, personalism, and the like’ (1976: 82). Pye suggests 
that ‘the floundering of the party systems of Asia is . . . a reflection of the persisting 
difficulties of these societies in achieving a workable balance between traditional and 
modern, between the parochial and the universal’ (1966: 372). Many others (e.g. 
LaPalombara and Weiner, 1966; Blondel, 1969, 1972; Roth and Wilson, 1976) 
emphasize similarities among parties within regions. Given political scientists’ fondness 
for regional concepts in analyzing party politics, one justifiably asks, ‘How well does 
“region” explain political party characteristics?’ 

This paper investigates two aspects of this theoretical question with evidence on 11 
variables from 147 parties in 53 countries grouped into 10 regions of the world.’ First: 
how much variation in party charac&is tics can be attributed to differences in political 
cuhures among regions? Second: if there is significant regional variation in these 
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individual characteristics, what configuration best differentiates the parties into regions? 
We begin by discussing the concept of region and its potential for explaining political 
institutions. 

The concept of region 

Compared with many troublesome social science concepts, the concept of region is 
relatively clear. Vance’s definition of region, ‘a homogeneous area with physical and 
cultural characteristics distinct from those of neighboring areas’ (Vance and Henderson, 
1968: 377) is close to its recent definition by two Soviet scholars as ‘a complex spatial 
socioeconomic system, characterized by a stable combination of political forces and 
possessing a specific complex of features’ (Vitkovsky and Kolossov, 1980: 539). Perhaps 
the most critical issue in conceptualizing a region revolves around the requirement of 
geographical contiguity. Must a region be geographically bounded or can it consist of 
areas that are spatially discontinuous? Russett, who reviews some of the ambiguities and 
controversies associated with the term, holds that most analysts would reject a simple 
geographic definition in favor of some criterion of economic and social homogeneity 
(1967: 2-7). Although Young (1969) criticizes Russett for thii broad conceptualization, 
it is clear that most scholars do not require contiguity in defining a region (Cox, 1969: 
71, 77). This is especially true in the international sphere. Thus Vance calls a region ‘a 
group of national states possessing a common culture, common political interests, and 
often a formal organization’ (Vance and Henderson, 1968: 378). Under this conception, 
the British Commonwealth might qualify as a region, despite its lack of territorial 
contiguity. 

The concept in comparative politics has served to explain similarities in politics and 
institutions within nations in the same region. In effect, region becomes a synonym for 
‘culture area’, which Ehrich and Henderson define as ‘geographical territories in which 
characteristic culture patterns are recognizable through repeated associations of specific 
traits . . .’ (1968: 563). They find ample evidence for the persistence of culture patterns 
in given areas over time and even the reappearance of old boundaries for culture areas 
when peoples with different culture patterns overrun the territory. Although there are 
pitfalls in ‘political culture’ explanations of politics, the concept holds some utility for 
the comparative analysis of political institutions and behavior (Elkins and Sieon, 1979). 

The coincidence of cultures with geography invites political scientists to employ 
regional concepts when they seek to ‘hold constant’ the effects of political culture on 
political parties. Thus parties in Western Europe (often including Anglo-American 
countries) are treated as a group in the writings of Alford (1963), Daalder (1966), 
Duverger (1961), Epstein (1967), and Merkl(1980). Latin-American parties are treated 
as a group by Blanksten (1960), Scott (1966), and Ranis (1971). Pye (1960) and 
Weiner (1960) discuss patterns that are considered common to the parties in Asia, 
Southeast Asia, and South Asia. Others (e.g. Coleman, 1960; Hodgkin, 1961; Coleman 
and Rosberg, 1964) find similarities among African parties. 

The causal mechanisms in regionul explanations 

Following a well-established tradition in anthropology, Ross and Homer (1976) cite two 
causal mechanisms (function and diffusion) to explain similarities of traits in domestic 
politics among countries. A ‘functional’ relationship between social and political traits 
might be based on socialization processes, e.g. authoritarian child-rearing practices 
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producing highly centraked political parties. Another expression of a functional relation- 
ship between traits, seldom dkussed by anthropologist, could be gametheoretic: 
certain institutional arrangements (e.g. proportional repmsentation) produce other 
institutional mqonses (e.g. multiple parties). The other causal me&a&m for political 
simihuities among nations is ‘diffusion’, which amounts to simple borrowmg of traits or 
institutions-as in adopting presidential government, bicameralism, proportional repre 
sentation, or even constitutions. Such borrowing is apt to be especially common among 
nations in the same region, although communications technology and the high degree of 
interaction among modern states has led to the diffusion of institutions across the world. 

We are less concerned here with identifying the causes of intranational political 
similarities within regions than with det ermining the extent of those similarities. Our 
special interest is in the similarities of party politics among nations in the same region. 
We believe that the pattern of party politics reflects the central nature of a national 
political culture as defined by Pye: 

A national political culture thus consists of both an elite subculture and a mass 
subculture, and the relatidp between the two is another critical factor 
demmining the performance of the political system. The relationship 
determhes such matters as the basis of legitimacy of government, the freedom 
and limitations of leadership, the limits of political mobilization, and the 
possibilities for orderly transfers of power (1968: 220). 

Because political parties are designed to link masses and elites, we expect them to be 
especially responsive to and reflective of national political cultures. To the extent that 
political cultures are regional as well as national, we expect to find similarities among 
parties in the same region. 

Attempts at delineating world regions have produced comparable results (e.g. Russett, 
1967; United Nations secretariat, 1977; Kurian, 1978), with the main diffemnce being 
in the number of regions identified. Based on demographic characteristics, the United 
Nations Secretariat divided the world into eight major areas-East Asia, South Asia, 
Oceania, Latin-America, Africa, Europe, USSR, and Northern America. This is a 
relatively standard class&cation, but it is not universally accepted. In the absence of a 
definitive classification of nations by regions, this regional analysis of party politics 
begins with the 10 ‘culture areas’ that served as the sampling units for parties studied in 
the International Comparative Political Parties Project (Janda, 1980). The project 
identified 92 countries that had functioning party systems from 1957 to 1962. These 
countries were divided into 10 culture areas: 

AngloAmerica 
West Central Europe 
Northern Europe 
South America 
Central America and the Caribbean 
Asia and the Far East 
Eastern Europe 
Middle East and North Africa 
west Africa 
Central and East Africa 
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The first region embraced nations dominated by British political culture; the other nine 
conformed to common geographic divisions. Five countries were drawn at random from 
each area, producing a representative sample of party systems within regions and across 
the world. Party systems were sampled rather than parties to permit study of parties in 
interaction with other parties. Because this strict sampling procedure did not result in 
the selection of the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada, these three 
countries (desired for substantive interest) were added to the sample and assigned to the 
Anglo-American cultural area. This small addition of cases to the random sample of 
party systems was judged to be worth whatever minor bias might be introduced into the 
SlXilYSiS. 

With the addition of the two North American countries and the United Kingdom, the 
Anglo-American culture area became the most populated in the sample and the most 
diverse, given its inch&m of India and the old Ehodesia and Nyasaland Federation. In 
most political scientists’ classifications, all these countries except the latter two belong to 
the ‘Western Community’ culture area. We conform to common practice by reassigning 
India to the Asian category and Ehodesia/Nyasaland to East Africa. We differentiate the 
Western Community, however, into three subgroups: (a) the six countries remaining in 
Anglo-America, (b) West Central Europe, and (c) Scandinavia and the ‘Benelux’ 
countries of northern Europe. The complete set of 53 countries stratified by region is 
given in Table 1, which also identifies the parties and reports the data used in the 
analysis. The concepts heading the columns in Table 1 are dkussed below, along with 
the results of the analysis of variance. 

Measuring party concepts and regional effects 

Parties can be viewed from numerous perspectives and measured in countless ways. The 
ICPP Project measured parties on a small number of abstract concepts. Most concepts 
were scored on multi-item scales composed of concrete party characteristics. Information 
for scoring parties on these concepts was gathered from library materials using a 
microfilm-computer system of information retrieval (Janda, 1982). The scoring 
procedures and scale construction were quite complex, and the interested reader is 
directed elsewhere for a complete explanation of the data, concepts, and scoring 
techniques (Janda, 1980). Even by limiting our focus to a few major party concepts, we 
are confronted with a large problem in data analysis and interpretation. Our initial 
approach to this problem is to test for regional effects on each party concept. Our basic 
test is a one-way analysis of variance, using the 10 regions as independent variables 
predicting to party characteristics.2 

The null hypothesis being tested is that region has no effect on how parties score on 
each concept: that is, the characteristics of parties in one region should show the same 
central tendencies and variations (means and standard deviations) as parties in any other 
region. A maximum of 147 parties are involved in the analyses; the number varies 
somewhat depending on missing data.3 We review regional effects on each party charac- 
teristic in order of the strength of the effect, measured by the eta-squared statisti~.~ All 
the relationships are significant at least at the 0.05 level. The strength and significance 
of the relationships are reported at the end of Table 1. 

Because the data pertain to parties scored for characteristics in 1957-62, some 
findings might change in particulars if the study were replicated with 1980 data. The 
threat to contemporary validity comes mainly from the demise of old parties and the rise 
of new ones, for parties seldom change characteristics much over time. In any event, the 



183 



T
A

B
LE

 1 
(C

on
t.

) 

R
&

r.
 

O
pe

n
 

co
m

pt
. 

co
m

pt
* 

I&
i-

 
D

iv
st

y.
 

liz
at

n 
su

#r
Z

 
C

en
tr

L
 

L
ib

er
al

is
m

 
P

ow
er

 
M

an
is

m
 

&
F

e@
 

or
ga

n.
 

ii
 

In
uo

iv
e-

 
G

ov
t. 

m
en

i!
 

C
oh

er
en

ce
 

st
4t

us
 

w
.G

em
la

nc
D

u 
W

. G
er

m
an

 S
P

D
 

W
.G

fx
m

m
F

D
P

 
G

fe
ek

J.
ib

er
al

 
G

re
ek

 E
P

E
K

 
G

re
ek

 R
al

ly
-E

R
E

 
G

re
ek

 E
D

A
 

P
or

t.
 N

at
io

n
al

 U
n

io
n

 

M
t%

U
l 

S
D

 
N

o.
 o

fp
ar

ti
es

 

N
or

th
em

 E
ur

o@
 

D
an

is
hs

oc
ia

lD
em

. 
D

an
is

h
V

en
st

re
 

D
a&

h
 C

on
se

rv
at

iv
e 

D
an

is
h

 R
ad

. V
em

re
 

k
&

m
dI

n
de

pe
&

n
ce

 
Ic

el
an

d P
ro

gr
es

si
ve

 
Ic

el
an

d P
eo

pl
es

 U
n

. 
Ic

el
an

dS
oc

ia
lD

em
. 

sw
ed

is
h

S
oc

ia
lD

em
. 

S
w

ed
is

h
 ce
n

te
r 

sw
ed

k
ih

L
&

er
at

 
S

w
ed

is
h

 C
on

se
rv

at
iv

e 
D

u
tc

h
 ca

th
. P

eo
pk

s 
D

u
tc

h
 L

ab
or

 
D

u
tc

h
 L

ib
er

al
 

D
u

tc
h

 A
R

P
 

D
u

tc
h

m
U

 

0 0 0 0 0 1.
0 

40
.0

 

0.
3 

1.
0 

16
 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4.
0 

4.
0 

4.
0 

4.
0 

4.
0 

:::
: 

0 

0.
03

 
1.

63
 

0.
39

 
0.

07
 

-0
.5

3 
1.

10
 

-0
.0

2 
0.

22
 

1.
31

 
1.

26
 

0.
39

 
-0

.2
7 

-0
.2

9 
1.

15
 

1.
35

 
-0

.2
9 

0.
61

 
0.

85
 

0.
41

 
-0

.1
6 

-0
.9

8 
0.

56
 

0.
55

 
0.

11
 

0.
16

 
1.

42
 

0.
15

 
0.

20
 

-0
.2

4 
-2

.7
0 

-1
.0

8 
-1

.8
1 

-0
.2

4 
1.

02
 

0.
48

 
-0

.1
8 

-0
.3

0 
-2

.2
7 

-1
.0

8 
0.

41
 

0.
43

 
1.

73
 

-0
.3

0 
0.

52
 

-0
.4

2 
-1

.5
3 

-0
.6

7 
0.

45
 

-0
.6

6 
1.

28
 

0.
66

 
0.

63
 

0.
36

 
0.

52
 

0.
83

 
0.

61
 

-0
.0

3 
0.

58
 

-1
.1

7 
0.

85
 

-1
.1

4 
-0

.1
0 

-0
.7

6 
-0

.1
5 

3.
5 

0.
43

 
1.

30
 

0.
18

 
0.

02
 

-0
.2

0 
-0

.1
5 

-0
.0

1 
-0

.2
4 

1.
0 

0.
52

 
0.

31
 

0.
51

 
0.

42
 

0.
67

 
1.

21
 

0.
75

 
0.

69
 

16
 

16
 

16
 

16
 

16
 

16
 

16
 

16
 

16
 

4.
0 

4,
.0

 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 

%
*o

o 
4:

o 
4.

0 
4.

0 
4.

0 

1.
30

 
1.

37
 

0.
74

 
0.

09
 

-0
.1

4 
0.

84
 

0.
40

 
0.

91
 

0.
97

 
0.

82
 

0.
74

 
0.

20
 

-0
.8

5 
0.

35
 

0.
40

 
0.

15
 

1.
00

 
1.

05
 

0.
58

 
0.

20
 

-1
.0

5 
0.

64
 

0.
40

 
0.

88
 

0.
83

 
1.

13
 

1.
24

 
0.

29
 

-0
.2

5 
0.

25
 

0.
40

 
0.

42
 

0.
68

 
1.

42
 

1.
09

 
0.

39
 

-0
.3

0 
-0

.1
7 

-0
.7

7 
0.

84
 

0.
40

 
1.

27
 

1.
09

 
0.

10
 

0.
03

 
0.

18
 

-0
.6

8 
0.

70
 

0.
29

 
1.

28
 

1.
09

 
0.

52
 

0.
63

 
0.

59
 

0.
97

 
0.

14
 

0.
88

 
1.

35
 

1.
09

 
0.

33
 

0.
16

 
-0

.4
2 

-0
.1

1 
-0

.9
9 

0.
71

 
1.

47
 

0.
20

 
-0

.6
9 

0.
48

 
0.

92
 

-0
.1

7 
0.

23
 

0.
56

 
0.

96
 

0.
23

 
-1

.2
1 

-0
.4

9 
0.

49
 

0.
10

 
0.

55
 

0.
50

 
1.

52
 

-0
.0

2 
-1

.2
2 

-0
.5

2 
-0

.2
6 

0.
04

 
0.

44
 

0.
75

 
1.

08
 

-0
.1

8 
-0

.9
9 

-1
.1

0 
-0

.2
4 

0.
20

 
0.

19
 

0.
71

 
1.

12
 

0.
28

 
-0

.4
6 

-1
.1

5 
0.

58
 

0.
07

 
-0

.4
1 

1.
17

 
1.

27
 

0.
91

 
-0

.3
9 

-0
.0

1 
0.

95
 

0.
24

 
-0

.3
6 

0.
36

 
0.

93
 

0.
45

 
-0

.7
7 

-0
.8

2 
0.

32
 

-0
.0

5 
-0

.2
5 

1.
23

 
1.

15
 

-0
.2

4 
-0

.2
1 

-1
.4

4 
0.

79
 

0.
09

 
0.

16
 

0.
91

 
1.

18
 

-0
.2

4 
-0

.6
7 

-1
.4

8 
0.

01
 

-0
.1

0 
-0

.9
3 

0.
95

 
-0

.2
8 

-0
.5

6 
-0

.6
6 

-0
.7

6 

fi
 

0.
78

 
%

 
-0

.4
8 

3 
-0

.5
9 

P
 

-0
.3

0 
$ 

0.
46

 
-0

.0
8 

$ 
-0

.4
6 

$.
 

-0
.0

2 
0.

91
 

-0
.5

8 
-0

.5
8 

-0
.5

7 
0.

56
 

-0
.0

3 
-0

.3
7 

-0
.2

7 
-0

.2
9 



r&
s&

 
of

en
 

co
m

pt
. 

c
o

m
p

t. 
rn

st
i- 

D
&

y.
 

lix
at

n 
su

pp
t. 

ce
nt

rl.
 

Li
be

ra
lis

m
 

po
w

er
 

D
eg

re
e 

IfW
O

lV
e-

 
G

ou
t. 

M
ar

xi
sm

 
w

ga
n

. 
m

en
t 

C
oh

er
en

ce
 

st
at

m
 

D
llt

ch
co

m
m

lu
lis

t 
Lu

x-
so

ci
al

 
Lw

ts
oc

in
lis

tI.
ab

or
 

Lu
x 

D
e!

m
oc

m
tic

 
Lu

xc
om

m
un

is
t 

M
C

!a
ll 

SD
 

N
o.

of
pa

rt
ie

s 

&
U

th
A

m
sr

ic
a 

-v
el

as
qu

is
 

E
cu

ad
o

fi
an

C
o

n
se

rv
at

 
E

cu
aQ

h
in

n
 

R
ad

. 
L

ib
er

. 
-s

o
ci

al
is

t 
E

cu
o

d
o

ri
n

n
cF

P
 

p
p

ro
g

u
p

yp
a-

 

Zg
!!

 

Pe
m

lia
nU

N
0 

Pe
nl

~c
hr

is
t. 

D
em

. 
Pe

ru
vh

 
A

P
R

A
 

Pe
ru

vi
m

Pa
pl

. 
A

&
m

 
Pe

cu
vi

an
M

D
P 

U
ru

gu
py

fn
- 

U
ru

gu
ay

m
B

lm
co

s 
V

en
ez

~u
R

D
 

ve
ae

zu
$a

nm
m

1 
ve

fm
&

llA
D

 

SD
 

N
o.

 o
f p

ar
tie

s 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
.5

 
1
.0

 
4
.0

 
0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0
 

0.
3 

1
.0

 
1
8
 

4
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 

4
.0

 
0
 

2
2
 

4
.0

 
3.

5 
4
.0

 
3
.5

 
2
.0

 
0
 1
.0

 

i.
8
 

4
1
0
 

4
.0

 
3
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 
4
.0

 

::
: 

1
8
 

0
.4

5
 

0
.5

5
 

0
.9

8
 

0
.7

4
 

1
.1

6
 

0
.5

7
 

0
.7

8
 

a.
1
7
 

-0
.9

1
 

0
.9

6
 

1
.1

8
 

0.
30

 
-0

.3
4
 

-0
.7

3
 

-0
.2

9
 

-0
.1

0
 

0
.4

5
 

0
.7

9
 

1
.1

4
 

1
.2

4
 

1
.0

5
 

-0
.4

5
 

0
.1

0
 

-0
.4

1
 

0
.4

0
 

0
.1

4
 

-0
.1

5
 

0
.7

0
 

1
.2

3
 

0
.6

3
 

-0
.1

2
 

-1
.0

9
 

0
.2

2
 

-0
.3

4
 

0
.3

5
 

-0
.2

4
 

0
.3

2
 

0
.0

7
 

0
.6

3
 

0
.4

5
 

1
.5

9
 

0
.4

4
 

1
.6

9
 

0
.8

3
 

-0
.7

8
 

0
.7

6
 

1
.1

2
 

0
.5

7
 

-0
.1

9
 

-0
.3

3
 

0
.2

9
 

0
.1

8
 

0
.1

9
 

-0
.1

5
 

0
.3

0
 

0
.3

2
 

0
.4

8
 

0
.5

7
 

0
.8

1
 

0
.4

4
 

0
.5

3
 

0
.5

4
 

0.
53

 
2
2
 

2
2
 

2
2
 

2
2
 

2
2
 

2
2
 

2
2
 

2
2
 

2
2
 

-0
.5

3
 

1
.5

7
 

1
.1

6
 

1
.4

8
 

1
.1

7
 

1
.7

6
 

0
.4

3
 

1
.0

6
 

-0
.4

3
 

0
.7

9
 

1
.1

0
 

1
.4

2
 

-1
.1

1
 

0
 

0
.1

6
 

1
.6

4
 

-0
.6

7
 

1
.6

6
 

-0
.6

9
 

1
.4

4
 

-0
.5

1
 

1
.7

1
 

-0
.7

5
 

1
.7

0
 

-1
.2

8
 

1
.5

6
 

1
.3

3
 

1
.7

7
 

1
.2

6
 

1
.7

4
 

-0
.8

8
 

1
.5

4
 

-0
.8

0
 

1
.5

1
 

-0
.3

5
 

1
.7

6
 

-0
.3

6
 

-0
.3

5
 

0
.7

4
 

0
.3

3
 

-1
.2

8
 

0
.4

3
 

0
.3

3
 

-1
.0

7
 

0
.6

4
 

0
.0

6
 

-0
.0

6
 

0
.6

3
 

1
.0

5
 

1
.0

5
 

0
.6

5
 

0
.4

2
 

-0
.1

6
 

1
.0

1
 

-0
.2

4
 

-1
.5

2
 

-0
.7

0
 

0
 

-1
.0

0
 

-1
.5

7
 

-0
.4

2
 

-0
.2

8
 

0
.2

6
 

-0
.7

8
 

-0
.1

2
 

-0
.4

7
 

-0
.8

2
 

-0
.6

4
 

-1
.0

8
 

1
.4

9
 

-0
.9

7
 

0
.6

7
 

-1
.1

9
 

0
.9

6
 

0
.6

6
 

-1
.1

6
 

-1
.1

9
 

-0
.0

3
 

0
.9

9
 

-0
.2

6
 

0
.0

8
 

-0
.7

4
 

-0
.4

7
 

0
.1

2
 

0
.9

2
 

0
.6

0
 

0
.9

3
 

-1
.8

9
 

0
.3

2
 

-0
.2

3
 

-0
.1

8
 

-0
.7

1
 

-0
.5

8
 

0
.3

5
 

-0
.8

8
 

-0
.8

5
 

-1
.2

4
 

0
.6

5
 

-0
.6

4
 

-0
.2

6
 

-1
.5

2
 

0
.6

7
 

-0
.2

9
 

0
.6

9
 

0
.4

4
 

0
.2

1
 

1
.2

2
 

0
.0

7
 

0
.0

3
 

0
.1

0
 

-0
.5

9
 

-0
.4

4
 

-1
.4

2
 

-0
.0

1
 

-1
.6

0
 

-1
.5

0
 

-1
.2

4
 

0
.0

7
 

-1
.6

3
 

0
.6

2
 

0
.9

4
 

-0
.1

5
 

-1
.0

8
 

-1
.6

3
 

0
.5

9
 

0
.9

4
 

-0
.4

8
 

-1
.0

8
 

-1
.0

5
 

0
.4

6
 

-0
.4

5
 

0
.0

7
 

-1
.4

1
 

0
.2

8
 

-0
.1

6
 

0
.1

7
 

0
.1

8
 

0
.7

4
 

-0
.0

1
 

0
.4

3
 

1
.0

5
 

0
.5

7
 

-0
.9

0
 

0
.0

7
 

0
.1

4
 
h
 

-0
.4

8
 

z 

-0
.3

0
 

0
.6

2
 

0
.5

0
 

0
.7

9
 

-0
.3

6
 

-0
.2

2
 

0
.5

7
 

-0
.0

8
 

1
.4

5
 

0
.1

8
 

-0
.1

7
 

0
.0

2
 

-0
.3

1
 

-0
.2

0
 

-0
.5

1
 

0
.9

1
 

0
.4

4
 

0
.6

7
 

0
.8

7
 

0
.8

0
 

0
.8

5
 

0
.7

7
 

0
.7

5
 

1
8
 

1
8
 

1
7
 

1
8
 

1
8
 

1
8
 

1
8
 

1
8
 

-0
.1

3
 

0
.8

0
 

1
8
 

g 



T
A

B
L

E
 1 
(C

on
t.

) 

R
&

r.
 

@
en

 
ht

i-
 

D
iv

St
y.

 
ce

nt
rl

. 
co

m
fl

t. 
co

t?
@

. 
liz

at
tn

 
JU

pp
rt

. 
L

&
er

al
is

m
 

po
w

er
 

5 

fi
m

e 
In

vo
lu

e-
 

G
ov

t. 
iM

m
xr

j, 
w

ga
a.

 
m

m
t 

C
oh

er
en

ce
 

sf
at

f4
.s

 

G
en

tr
aI

 A
m

er
ic

a 
cu

bi
ul

 P
S

P
-a

uu
is

t 
D

om
ir

liG
ul

Pa
rt

y 
sa

lv
~d

or
ea

u P
R

U
D

 
Sa

lv
ad

or
ea

llP
A

R
 

G
u
a
m
a
l
a
n
M
D
N
 

G
u

at
em

al
an

 
C

&
I&

. D
em

. 
G

u
at

en
h

n
P

R
 

G
ot

te
n

 
G

u
at

em
ah

L
ab

or
 

N
ic

ar
ag

u
an

 P
L

N
 

N
ic

ar
ag

u
an

P
cN

 
N

ic
ar

ag
u

an
 R
X

 

M
&

Il
l 

S
D

 
N

o.
 o

f p
ar

t&
 

A
ka

an
dF

m
&

st
 

In
di

al
lc

O
ll~

 
In

di
an

~u
ni

st
 

B
un

w
se

 S
ta

bl
e A

F
P

F
L

 
B

~
~

~
S

~
~

 
B

u
rm

es
eB

W
P

P
,N

U
F

 
ca

m
bo

di
an

S
an

gk
~

 
I,

dc
m

&
m

P
N

r 
Im

h
n

es
h

N
u

 
ld

on
~

P
K

1 
h

do
n

es
h

 
M

as
jt

i 
N

. K
or

ea
n

 W
or

k
er

s 
M

al
ay

an
 U

M
N

O
 

4.
0 

4.
0 

3.
5 

0 1.
5 

0 0 0 0 2.
0 

0 0 1.
3 

1.
7 

12
 

0 0 0 0 1.
0 

:::
 

2.
0 

1.
0 

1.
0 

4.
0 

0.
5 

0 8.
5 

2.
0 

E
 

3:
5 

3.
5 

0 2.
0 

4.
0 

1.
0 

1.
9 

1.
6 

12
 

:*
:: 

4:
o 

4.
0 

2.
0 

2.
0 

1.
0 

::“
o 

1.
0 

0 3.
5 

-0
.4

7 
1.

40
 

-0
.0

4 
1.

16
 

0.
10

 
1.

34
 

-0
.7

8 
1.

12
 

-0
.4

3 
1.

09
 

-1
.1

2 
1.

12
 

-1
.1

1 
1.

16
 

-1
.1

1 
1.

52
 

-0
.9

4 
0.

13
 

0.
18

 
1.

48
 

-1
.0

8 
1.

31
 

-0
.2

8 
1.

23
 

-1
.3

7 
-1

.9
4 

-1
.2

4 
0.

86
 

-1
.0

3 
0.

49
 

-0
.5

6 

-0
.6

1 

0.
63

 

0.
34

 
1.

23
 

1.
09

 
0.

66
 

-0
.1

7 
1.

07
 

-0
.0

4 
-0

.5
2 

-0
.9

3 
0.

92
 

0.
67

 
-0

.5
0 

-1
.0

3 
-0

.6
5 

0.
13

 
-1

.0
2 

-0
.5

0 
-1

.4
4 

0.
08

 
-0

 
0.

98
 

-0
.4

7 
-1

.1
1 

-1
so

 
-0

.3
9 

1.
11

 
0.

10
 

-0
.5

5 
0.

67
 

0.
42

 
0.

95
 

0.
04

 
-0

.5
9 

-0
.1

9 
-0

.9
5 

0.
58

 
-0

.7
5 

-1
.0

0 
-1

.2
4 

-0
.5

4 
-0

.1
2 

1.
42

 
0.

96
 

1.
23

 
-0

.6
3 

0.
83

 
-0

.8
3 

0.
53

 
-1

.0
9 

0.
13

 
0.

38
 

-1
.7

5 
-0

 
-0

.4
4 

1.
01

 
0.

05
 

-0
.8

3 
-1

.0
1 

-0
.4

1 
-0

.2
9 

-0
.5

9 
1.

17
 

-0
.5

3 
0.

48
 

-0
.2

4 
-0

.4
2 

-0
.3

2 
-0

.0
3 

0.
50

 
0.

36
 

0.
99

 
0.

62
 

0.
88

 
0.

88
 

0.
85

 
0.

63
 

12
 

12
 

9 
12

 
12

 
11

 
12

 
11

 

1.
06

 
1.

66
 

0.
21

 
0.

07
 

0.
68

 
0.

32
 

0.
13

 
0.

05
 

0.
61

 
1.

30
 

0.
64

 
0.

02
 

0.
97

 
0.

93
 

1.
49

 
-0

.9
1 

-1
.3

2 
0.

37
 

0.
30

 
0.

11
 

0.
21

 
0.

36
 

0.
95

 
0.

83
 

-1
.3

2 
0.

31
 

0.
40

 
0.

31
 

0.
20

 
0.

34
 

0.
57

 
-2

.2
5 

-0
.8

2 
0.

94
 

0.
89

 
0.

34
 

l-
23

 
-1

.0
8 

1.
45

 
-0

.1
0 

-0
.7

1 
0.

79
 

-0
.3

9 
0.

68
 

0.
39

 
-0

.2
1 

-0
.4

6 
-1

.2
7 

0.
44

 
0.

95
 

-0
.7

7 
-0

.4
0 

0.
88

 
-0

.2
1 

-1
.1

0 
-0

.6
0 

-0
.2

0 
0.

82
 

-0
.4

5 
-0

.7
4 

0.
26

 
-0

.3
0 

-0
.0

7 
-0

.0
1 

0.
13

 
0.

75
 

0.
72

 
0.

43
 

1.
15

 
1.

09
 

1.
40

 
0.

83
 

-0
.2

7 
1.

16
 

-0
.0

1 
-0

.9
7 

0.
18

 
0.

33
 

0.
25

 
-1

.6
5 

a.
10

 
1.

63
 

-2
.0

1 
0.

80
 

1.
40

 
1.

07
 

I.
18

 
0.

51
 

0.
09

 
0.

90
 

-0
.9

4 
-0

.0
3 

0.
01

 
0.

03
 

0.
27

 
0.

42
 

0.
28

 
1.

93
 

1.
63

 
-0

.5
4 

0.
39

 
- 

-0
.7

9 
P

 
-0

.7
6 

g’
 

0.
47

 
- 

-1
.2

7 
8 

1.
90

 
2 

-0
.3

8 
,”

 
-1

.2
7 

&
 

0.
13

 
2 

I.
17

 
L

x 
12

 

f 

1.
13

 
$.

 
-0

.9
1 

g 
-0

.3
5 

0.
69

 
-0

.7
7 

2.
08

 
-0

.4
6 

-0
.6

2 
-0

.7
9 

--
1.

01
 

1.
79

 
0.

92
 



187 



L
&

m
ew

 N
at

io
n

al
 B
L

 
I.

m
ia

n
P

eo
pl

es
 

k
da

n
N

at
io

d 
h

an
ia

n
 T
u

de
h

 
If

im
im

N
U

F
 

T
u

rk
is

h
 R
ep

u
bl

ic
an

 
T

u
rk

is
h

 D
em

oc
ra

ti
c 

M
C

iU
l 

S
D

 
N

o.
 o

f p
ar

ti
es

 

W
es

t A
jk

ic
a 

~
P

~
~

~
 

A
C

E
D

 
D

ah
om

ea
n

R
D

D
 

&
m

ai
an

m
 

C
&

ad
ar

i u
&

d 
G

u
in

em
D

em
oc

ra
ti

c 
v0

1t
ai

qu
e rk

m
. u

ti
on

 
T

og
ok

se
 C

U
T

 
T

o&
se

 
D

em
. U

n
io

n
 

M
W

l 
S

D
 

N
o.

 o
f p

ar
&

s 

ce
n

tr
al

&
E

l&
 A

fr
iG

a 
R

h
o&

&
n

 
U

n
it

ed
 F
ed

. 
R

h
od

es
ii

rk
m

in
io

n
 

R
h

od
&

in
A

N
c 

0.
5 

0 1.
0 

0 0 0 2.
0 

0.
9 

1.
1 

14
 

1.
5 

0 2.
0 

3.
0 

0 Z
.8

 
3:

o 
0 1.

7 
1.

4 
9 2.

0 
1.

5 
0 

3.
5 

4.
0 

3.
0 

:::
 

4.
0 

2.
0 

2.
2 

1.
5 

14
 :::
 

2.
0 

::;
 

1.
0 

1.
0 

i:
! 2.
1 

1.
2 

9 2.
0 

2.
0 

2.
0 

0.
12

 
0.

81
 

-1
.1

7 
0.

13
 

-1
.2

5 
0.

44
 

-0
.8

1 
0.

15
 

-0
.8

2 
0.

58
 

0.
20

 
1.

37
 

0.
40

 
1.

53
 

-0
.5

1 
0.

72
 

0.
52

 
0.

49
 

14
 

14
 

-0
.2

4 
0.

75
 

-0
.8

4 
0.

92
 

-0
.3

7 
0.

29
 

-0
.1

4 
1.

43
 

-1
.3

9 
1.

10
 

-0
.2

2 
1.

42
 

-0
.2

9 
0.

81
 

-0
.6

2 
1.

33
 

-1
.8

4 
0.

85
 

-0
.6

6 
0.

59
 

9 0.
29

 
-5

.2
1 

-0
.7

3 

0.
99

 
0.

37
 

9 0.
30

 
0.

04
 

0.
14

 

0.
89

 
-8

.4
3 

-1
.1

5 
0.

89
 

0.
83

 
0.

20
 

-0
.1

1 

-0
.1

0 
0.

92
 

13
 

0.
52

 
-0

.9
4 

-0
.5

8 
-1

.0
4 

0.
97

 
0.

93
 

-0
.2

5 
-1

.2
0 

-0
.8

2 
-0

.2
4 

0.
93

 
-0

.1
2 

-1
.3

7 
-0

.8
2 

0.
86

 
0.

11
 

1.
30

 
0.

62
 

0.
95

 
-0

.1
2 

-0
.0

3 
0.

28
 

-0
.2

9 
-0

.8
2 

-1
.5

8 
-0

.1
5 

0.
36

 
0.

24
 

0.
13

 
0.

27
 

-0
.2

9 
-0

.4
4 

0.
24

 
-0

.1
8 

0.
28

 

0.
43

 
0.

22
$ 

-0
.2

2 
-0

.1
6 

0.
10

 
0.

49
 

0.
64

 
0.

76
 

0.
74

 
0.

74
 

14
 

14
 

13
 

14
 

12
 

-0
.6

2 

-0
.1

2 
-1

.5
3 

-0
.2

7 
-0

.2
7 

-0
.4

8 
0.

69
 

-0
.1

2 
0.

95
 

0.
80

 
0.

64
 

-0
.8

3 
-0

.8
6 

-0
.4

5 

0.
85

 
1.

07
 

0.
82

 
1.

00
 

1.
27

 
0.

20
 

0.
55

 
0.

83
 

-0
.5

0 

1.
16

 
0.

35
 

0.
05

 
-1

.1
7 

-0
.7

5 
-5

.6
2 

-0
.3

8 
-0

.6
2 

-0
.7

1 
-0

.6
2 

1.
01

 
-0

.0
8 

-2
.3

8 
0.

86
 

0.
66

 
0.

92
 

-1
.0

9 
-1

.5
0 

-0
.8

9 
-0

.0
6 

-1
.6

6 
-0

.9
1 

0.
49

 
-0

.2
6 

-0
.5

8 
-1

.3
8 

-0
.7

5 
-0

.4
1 

0.
10

 
-1

.2
7 

-1
.0

3 
-0

.4
1 

6 
1.

22
 

2.
 

-0
.4

7 
‘J

, 
0.

92
 

!&
 

14
 

“0
 

S
L

 
fi

 

0.
75

 
.$

 
-0

.3
5 

+
$ 

0.
36

 
1.

74
 

k
 

-1
.1

0 
2 

2.
03

 
2 

1.
72

 
2’

 
1.

26
 

E
Y

 
-1

.1
9 

-0
.7

4 
0.

68
 

0.
01

 
-0

.6
9 

-0
.2

9 
0.

07
 

0.
58

 
0.

48
 

0.
54

 
0.

73
 

1.
05

 
0.

80
 

0.
80

 
1.

23
 

6 
9 

8 
9 

9 
8 

9 

-1
.6

5 
-0

.8
7 

-1
.2

1 
-0

.9
7 

-0
.7

7 
-0

.7
3 

1.
50

 
--

f.
89

 
-1

.3
1 

-1
.1

9 
-1

.1
3 

-0
.3

0 
-0

.3
8 

-0
.4

4 
0.

79
 

-0
.6

3 
0.

79
 

-0
.8

1 
-0

.0
5 

-1
.3

0 
-0

.7
4 



R
&

r.
 

op
en

 
co

m
pt

. 
co

?#
pt

 
If&

i- 
Lx

za
ty

. 
lk

at
n 

su
pp

rt
. 

G
m

td
. 

Li
be

ra
lir

m
 

po
w

r 
D

eg
re

e 
Im

ro
lu

e-
 

G
ov

t. 
A

-t
&

a*
 

or
ga

n
. 

m
nt

 
co

ba
ra

nc
a 

Sk
&

s 

M
al

aw
ic

on
gr

es
s 

C
A

R
M

es
an

 
ct

ta
di

an
 P

ro
gr

es
si

ve
 

ch
ad

ia
n

S
oc

ia
lA

ct
. 

K
en

ya
 A

f.
 D

em
. U

n
io

n
 

u
ga

n
da

P
eo

pl
es

co
n

g.
 

u
ga

ll
&

D
em

oa
at

ic
 

U
ga

cl
da

K
a~

Y
ek

k
a 

M
ea

lI
 

S
D

 
N

o.
 o

f p
ar

ti
es

 

W
w

M
SH

?H
?U

k 
M

6l
ll

 
S

D
 

N
u

m
be

r 
E

ta
-s

qu
ar

ed
 

S
ig

n
if

ic
an

t at
 

0 
1.

0 
3.

0 
1.

0 
4.

0 
0 

i-
0 

3.
0 

1.
0 

::x
 

1.
0 

1.
0 

:::
 

0.
5 

0.
5 

:3
 

1.
5 

2.
5 

1.
4 

2.
2 

1.
2 

1.
1 

14
 

14
 

-0
.3

4 
0.

17
 

-0
.0

4 
-0

.8
6 

-1
.0

1 
-0

.2
8 

-0
.6

2 
--

il
.0

5 
-1

.1
7 

-0
.2

6 
-1

.6
7 

0.
09

 

0.
44

 
0.

34
 

0.
95

 
0.

94
 

1.
35

 
1.

09
 

0.
23

 
0.

26
 

0.
38

 

0.
79

 
-0

.6
4 

-0
.8

7 

0.
29

 
-0

.4
3 

0.
37

 
0.

37
 

0.
27

 
0.

48
 

-1
.0

8 

0.
68

 
0.

70
 

0.
61

 
0.

29
 

0.
88

 
0.

13
 

-2
.4

8 
-1

.2
7 

1.
10

 
-0

.2
7 

0.
82

 
-0

.2
5 

-0
.4

0 
0.

60
 

-0
.5

3 
0.

65
 

-1
.0

4 
0.

16
 

-1
.2

0 
-0

.3
3 

0‘
43

 
-0

.1
4 

-0
.0

9 
-0

.3
9 

-0
.9

2 

-0
.8

0 
-1

.0
9 

-1
.4

8 
-1

.3
8 

-1
.4

0 
-0

.6
2 

-0
.3

4 
-0

.2
6 

-0
.6

0 
-1

.0
7 

-0
.4

2 
-0

.5
0 

-0
.7

5 
-1

.4
7 

-0
.1

0 

0.
43

 
0.

29
 

0.
13

 
0.

86
 

0.
79

 
0.

54
 

-0
.2

7 
0.

97
 

0.
50

 
0.

63
 

0.
32

 

-0
.5

6 
0.

50
 

-0
.3

2 
-0

.2
8 

-0
.1

0 
-0

.8
2 

-0
.5

3 
0.

20
 

0.
56

 
0.

43
 

0.
95

 
1.

06
 

0.
72

 
0.

43
 

0.
52

 
0.

65
 

14
 

13
 

12
 

14
 

14
 

13
 

12
 

14
 

0.
9 

2.
8 

0.
05

 
1.

07
 

-0
.0

3 
0.

04
 

0.
01

 
-0

.1
4 

-0
.0

6 
-0

.0
4 

1.
4 

1.
5 

0.
78

 
0.

48
 

0.
82

 
0.

71
 

0.
75

 
0.

82
 

0.
75

 
0.

74
 

14
7 

14
7 

14
7 

14
6 

13
3 

14
7 

14
1 

14
4 

14
4 

14
2 

0.
52

 
0.

51
 

0.
51

 
0.

39
 

0.
34

 
0.

24
 

0.
21

 
0.

20
 

0.
16

 
0.

13
 

0.
00

1 
0.

00
1 

0.
00

1 
0.

00
1 

0.
00

1 
0.

00
1 

0.
00

1 
0.

00
2 

0.
01

 
0.

01
 

-0
.7

7 
1.

92
 

1.
63

 
-0

.4
5 1.
51

 
0.

21
 

0.
08

 
-0

.4
7 

-0
.0

3 
-0

.1
7 

-0
.3

9 
I 

0.
24

 
Q

 
0.

96
 

~
 

z 
14

 

ii
 

14
7 0.

11
 

0.
05

 
I/

 



190 ‘Region ’ and political party characteristics 

reputed effects of region on parties are thought to be enduring and, if they exist, should 
not change in broad outline within one generation. 

Restrictive orientation 

Parties may follow three types of strategies in gaining governmental office: (1) competing 
openly in’elections with other parties, (2) restricting competition from other parties, and 
(3) subverting or overthrowing the existing political system. Three scales were created to 
measure the extent to which a party followed each of these strategies, or mix thereof 
(Janda, 1980: 81). Each scale ranged from 0 (the party did not rely on the strategy) to 4 
(it relied exclusively on that particular strategy). The correlations among these items 
were high (about -0.80) but not perfect, indicating some special mixes of party 
strategies. All 147 parties were scored for ‘restrictive orientation’. The mean score was 
0.87 (out of 4.0), implying that most parties in the sample did not follow a restrictive 
orientation. Region had a pronounced effect on which did and did not. 

Region had the strongest effect on restricting competition among the 11 concepts 
studied, explaining 52 per cent of the variance in restrictive orientation. All 10 Eastern 
European parties in the study were coded for exclusive reliance on this strategy. (The 
data set includes minor parties cooperating with the ruling Communist Parties in East 
Germany and Bulgaria.) While no other region shows such homogeneity on this 
concept, restricting competition is not uncommon among parties in Africa and Central 
America. On the other hand, only one party in our South American sample (the 
Colorado Party of Stroessner in Paraguay) followed a restrictive strategy during our time 
period, 1957- 1962. The Portuguese National Union under Salazar was the only party 
in the three Western regions that was exclusively restrictive, but the Greek ERE also 
showed restrictive tendencies. 

Competitive orientution 

Most parties in the sample relied primarily on winning elections to gain office. The 
mean score was 2.8 (out of 4.0) over all 147 parties, and the effect of region on 
competitive orientation was very strong, explaining 51 per cent of the variance. 

Parties in the three Western regions-Anglo-America, West Central Europe, and 
Northern Europe-scored uniformly high on this concept. Except for four parties in 
West Central Europe, all Western parties obtained the highest score of 4. The exceptions 
were the Portuguese National Union, the Greek ERE, the Greek EDA, and the French 
Communist Party. The first two parties deviated toward restricting competition. The 
leftist EDA and the French Communists were primarily oriented toward electoral 
competition, but they also sought to subvert the political system through strikes at 
critical times. With these exceptions, parties in the three Western regions were 
distinguished by their orientation toward electoral competition. The only other region 
whose parties approached the Western orientation toward competition was South 
America. 

Znstitutionulization 

The extent to which the party exists as a social organization, apart from its momentary 
leaders, and demonstrates recurring patterns of behavior (Jar& 1980: 19) is defined as 
institutionalization. The concept was measured by four items: 
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regularity of leadership competition 
stability in legislative seats, 1950 to 1962 
stability in electoral votes, 1950 to 1962 

In measuring this concept, the parties’ scores on the individual items were tmmformed 
into z scores, summed, and averaged (excluding missing data) to form a scale with an 
alpha reliability of 0.79. Although all 147 parties received scale scores because they 
were scored on at least one of the four items, the mean was 0.05 rather than 0.00 due 
to the incidence of missing data for individual items for some parties. Regional effects on 
institutionali2ations were again very strong, explaining 51 per cent of the variance in the 
scale scores. 

The most ~ti~tion~~ parties were in Anglo-America, folknved closely by parties 
in Scandinavia and Northern Europe. The mean ~titutio~tion score for West 
CentraI Europe was lowered substantially by the four Greek parties in the study. The 
only other region whose parties stood above the world mean on institutionalization was 
Eastern Europe. The developing regions demonstrated a Lack of party institutionalization 
that many (Coleman, 1960; Scott, 1966; Sartori, 1976) attributed to them. Again, 
there were substantial differences between South American and Central American 
parties. Parties in South America were slightly below average in institutional&tion, 
while the Central American parties stood ninth, just ahead of those in West Africa. 

Diversity of support refers to the extent to which the party attracts support from various 
social groups, refits the social composition of society, and does nob find its support 
concentrated in any particular social group (Jar&, 1980: 42-43). These three ways of 
measuring social support were applied to six different social groups: occupation, religion, 
ethnicity, region, urban-rural, and education. The parties’ scores for the three social 
support measures were summed over all groups, yielding a theoretical range from 0 
(least diverse) to 3 (most diverse). The scale reliability is 0.84. A total of 146 parties 
received scale scores, but scores for about haIf of the parties were based on data for only 
one or two of the social groups. The mean support score was 1.07. Parties with high 
scores on the social support scale would usually be labelled ‘heterogeneous’ or 
‘aggregative’ of various social groups. 

Region had a strong effect on the diversity of social support for parties, explaining 
39 per cent of the variance in scale scores. In accordance with statements by Kirch- 
heimer (1966) and Segal(1974), parties in Western countries, especially Anglo-America 
and West Central Europe, were among the most socially diverse regional groups (ranking 
first and third respectively). The mean diversity score for Northern Europe was 
substantially decreased by the Communist Parties in Luxembourg and The Netherlands. 
Although Anglo-American parties were the most heterogeneous, South American 
parties were virtually as diverse. This finding corresponds with assertions by Anderson 
et al. (1974), Lipset (1964) and Ranis (197 1) that South American parties tended to be 
cuiturally plural and approximated the support patterns of European parties. In line with 
these statements was the &xIing that the only other region to fall about the world mean 
was Central America, whose mean was mhced by the low score of the Guatemalan 
Labor Party. The remaining regions demonstrated less diversity in support. Again, these 
findings support the Literature. Many writers (WaLlerstein, 1967; Anderson ef a%, 1974; 
Grove, 1975; Young, 1976) suggested that, in these remaining regions, parties tended 
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to re5ect social divisions, whether these divisions were based on class, religion, region, 
ethnicity, or urban-rural differences; and, as Grove (1975) asserted, East European 
parties demonstrated moderate levels of social cleavages in their membership. 

Liberal orientation 

Liberalism refers to the party’s orientation toward a set of issues in liberal democratic 
government (Janda, 1980: 148): 

role of the military 
electoral participation 
protection of civil rights 
protection of civil liberties 

The Liberalism scale was formed following the procedure used for Institutionalization- 
which was used for all subsequent scales. The parties’ scores on each item were trans- 
formed into standard scores, summed, and averaged. The scale reliability was 0.81. Due 
to missing data, only 133 parties received scale scores (the average party was scored on 
3.1 issues in the scale). 

Region explains 34 per cent of the variance in the parties’ stance on the four liberal 
issues. The mean values for parties in the three ‘Western’ regions were all above the 
world mean. These parties existed in what writers call ‘liberal democracies’ (Roth and 
Wilson, 1976), so their high scores on this scale should not be surprising. The major 
outlier in these three regions was the Portuguese National Union. The South American 
parties were very similar to those in West Central Europe. The mean scores for parties 
in the remaining areas were below the world mean. Although these regions contained 
some parties above the mean, most tended to be of a non-liberal tradition. No parties 
from West Africa or East Europe scored above 0. In fact, all of the Eastern European 
parties scored lower than the least liberal parties in the Northern Europe and Anglo- 
American regions. 

Centralization of power 

The extent to which decision-making authority is located in the national organs 
conforms to the centralization of power (Jar&, 1980: 108). The concept was measured 
with eight indicators of centralization: 

nationalization of structure 
selecting the national leader 
selecting parliamentary candidates 
allocating funds 
formulating policy 
controlling communications 
administering discipline 
concentration of leadership 

These items formed a scale with a reliability of 0.83. All 147 parties were scored on this 
scale, but the average party was scored on only 6.2 items. 

Region explains 24 per cent of the variance in centralization of power. Unlike many 
of the previous concepts, the ‘Western’ parties did not score high on this scale. The 
West African parties tended to be the most centralized. Only one West African party, 
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the Togokse Democratic Union, had a negative score. Parties in these countries, even 
mass parties, tended to be centrally controlled during our time period of 1957-62. 
Hodgkin (1961) noted that the leaders of mass parties of independence+ which tended to 
be in West Africa, were often the founders of the parties and enjoyed a dominant 
position of power. The concentration of power in Eastern European parties, on the other 
hand, was due to structural as well as personal factors. Pemmalist factors are likely 
responsible for the relatively high scores for Central American and Middle Eastern 
parties. 

Mkist orientiztion 

Marxism refers to the party’s orientation toward a set of seven leftist issues (Janda, 
1980: 148): 

government ownership of the means of production 
government role in economic planning 
redistribution of wealth 
providing for social welfare 
secukzation of society 
alignment with the Eastern bloc in foreign policy 
anticolonialism 

These items formed a scale with a reliability of 0.90. Due to missing data, only 142 
parties received scale scores; the average party was scored on 6.1 issues in the scale. 

Region had only a moderate effect on Marxist orientation, explaining 21 per cent of 
the variance on the Marxism scale. As expected, East European parties scored the 
highest on Marxism. In fact, all the East European parties scored above the mean values 
for the other nine regions. Asia was a distant second on Marxism, perhaps supporting 
Pye’s assertion that ‘the political parties of Southeast Asia tend to profess concern for 
ideological matters’ (1960: 110). All five Asian countries also had a Communist Party 
in our sample. Most of the regions, however, showed substantial variation in the Marxist 
orientation of their parties. This would be expected given the dispersion of ideological 
preferences within the population, a rational strategy by political leaders, and permissive 
conditions for the formation of new parties. The only region in which a strongly leftist 
party did not exist was Anglo-America. The most extreme rightist parties were in South 
America (Peru and Ecuador) and Central America (Nicaragua-where all three parties 
were rightist in our time period). 

Organizational comphity 

This concept refers to the complexity of regularized procedures for mobilizing and 
coordinating the efforts of party supporters in executing the party’s strategy and tactics 
(Janda, 1980: 98). The concept was measured with six indicators: 

degree of structural specikity or ‘articulation’ 
intensiveness of organization 
extensiveness of organization 
frequency of locai meetings 
maintenance of records 
pervasiveness of organization 
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These items form a scale with a reliability of 0.82. Due to missing data, only 144 
.parties received scale scores, with the average party scored on 4.8 items. 

Region explains 20 per cent of the variance in the complexity of party organization. 
Not surprisingly, the parties of East Europe tended to be the most complex in 
organization. The Scandinavian and Dutch parties also tended to be highly organized. 
Contrary to Weiner (1960: 207), Asian parties ranked third in organization. However, 
the region’s high score was due to its Indian, Indonesian, North Korean, and Malayan 
Communist Parties. The remaining Asian parties were less well organized. The mean 
score for West Central Europe was drastically reduced by three of the four Greek 
parties, which were characterized by very low organizational complexity. There was 
considerable variation among parties throughout the other regions. The West African 
region had outliers on both extremes: the Ghanaian CPP and the Guinean Democratic 
Parties were more highly organized than the average, while the short-lived Ghanaian 
United Party and the Togolese Democratic Union were well below the average. All of 
the parties in Central and East Africa fell below the mean scores for the parties of 
Eastern Europe, Northern Europe, Asia, and Anglo-America. The lack of organization 
in African parties in general was noted by LaPalombara and Weiner (1966). 

Involvement of party members 

Involvement is defined as the intensity of psychological identification with the party and 
as the commitment to furthering its objectives by participating in party activities (Jam-la, 
1980: 154). The concept was measured with five indicators: 

severity of membership requirements 
extent of membership participation 
absence of material incentives 
presence of purposive incentives 
extent of do&&m in party behavior 

These items formed a scale with reliability of 0.78; the average party was scored on four 
items. 

Region explained only 16 per cent of the variance in the involvement of party 
members as we measured it. The region showing the greatest level of involvement was 
not East Europe, with its Communist Parties, but Asia. Only four Asian parties (two 
each in Indonesia and Malaya) scored below the world mean. However, Asia’s ranking 
is again due mainly to its Communist Parties, whose members tended to be more 
involved in the parties’ ideological purpose than members in East European parties- 
especially in the four auxihary parties in East Germany. 

Coherence 

This concept refers to the degree of congruence in attitudes and behavior among party 
members (Janda, 1980: 154). The concept was measured by five items: 

cohesion in legislative voting 
absence of ideological factionalism 
absence of issue factionalism 
absence of leadership factionalism 
absence of strategic or tactical factionalism 
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These items formed a scale with a rehabibty of 0.72; the average party was scored on 
4.2 items. 

Region explained a smah portion (13 per cent) of the variance in coherence of party 
behavior, which is prirnarhy a measure of party factionahsrn. As with the involvement 
scale, there was almost as much variation within as between regions. The most coherent 
parties were found in East Europe. Even the least coherent party in Eastern Europe 
(which, ironically, was the CPSU) was more coherent than the average party in South 
America. Except for these differences at the extremes, however, region has only a minor 
effect on party coherence. 

Gouemnentul status 

This concept refers to the amount of access to the governmental structure enjoyed by 
the party (Jar&, 1980: 144). It was measured by five items: 

favorable governmental discrimination, 1957-1962 
proportion of time in governmental leadership, 1957- 1962 
proportion of time participating in the cabinet, 1957- 1962 
mean percentage of seats in the legislature, 1957- 1962 
mean percentage of votes in ekctions, 1957-1962 

The parties’ scores on these items were summed to form a scale with a rehability of 
0.92. 

Region had the least efkct on governmentaI status, explaining only 11 per cent of 
the variance in parties’ access to govemmentaI structure. Upon consideration, there is 
little reason to expect that this concept would vary much by region, for it really 
measures party success and each region (indeed each country) should have both 
successful and unsuccessftd parties. Regional differences arise, however, due to the 
clustering of non-competitive party systems, which produce parties that are extremely 
high in governmental status. Eastern parties in Eastern Europe, not surprisingIy, rank 
highest on govemmentaI status-despite the low status of the five minor parties (four in 
East Germany and one in Bulgaria). The party-states in West Africa at the time of 
independence quabfied that region for second place. The minor role accorded to political 
parties in North Africa and the Middle East @stow, 1960) is reflected in that region’s 
lowest rank on governmental status. 

Summuri.zing regimul effects 

Region is consistently related to ah party characteristics at the 0.05 of significance, but 
the strength of this relationship is highly variable. Region alone explains 52 per cent of 
the variance in party orientations toward restricting competition but only 11 per cent of 
the variance in parties’ governmental status. Thus region, as a surrogate variable for 
poIitical culture, does predict to the traits of political parties. Moreover, the nature of 
these regional effects is largely as cIaimed in the party literature. For example, Anglo- 
American and European parties do tend to be more sociahy diverse than parties in most 
other regions, and parties outside of Europe and AngIo-America do tend to be less 
organixationally complex. 

One general finding that has emerged from the review of regional diffemnces in party 
politics is that parties in the three ‘Western’ regions (AngIoArnerica, West Central 
Europe, and Scandinavia) tend to be similar to one another, thus supporting Russett’s 
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delineation of a ‘Western Community’ region (1967). Similarly, parties in West Central 
Africa tend to be similar to those in Eastern Africa, justifying their combination into a 
broader ‘Subsahamn Africa’ category. Moreover, the other ‘developing’ areas- 
especially Asia, North Africa and the Middle East, and Central America-often show 
similar tendencies in party characteristics. Finally, the parties in Eastern Europe often 
stand out from all other regions. We pursue these findings when conducting a more 
complex analysis in the next section of this paper. 

Discriminant analysis of parties into regions 

The preceding analysis demonstrated the pervasive influence of region on party charac- 
teristics, taken one at a time. The question arises, does region have an even stronger 
influence on configurations of party characteristics? For example, are we likely to find 
that parties in Western Europe tend to be both more institutionalized and less Marxist 
than parties in Africa? In general terms, can we improve regional explanations of party 
politics by analyzing party characteristics simultaneously? If so, how can we conduct 
such an analysis? The familiar technique of multiple regression will not serve here due 
to the polychotomous nature of ‘region’ as a variable in the analysis. A better technique 
for our purposes is discriminant analysis. 

As described by Klecka (1980: 7), discriminant analysis ‘allows the researcher to 
study the differences between two or more groups of objects with respect to several 
variables simultaneously’. The variables are combined in a ‘canonical discriminant 
function’ that maximizes the differences of the group means on that function. Additional 
canonical discriminant functions can be derived to maximize remaining group differences 
under the condition that values on subsequent functions are uncorrelated with values on 
the preceding ones. In practice, the discriminating power of additional functions drops 
rapidly after the initial one. 

The explanatory power of a discriminant function can be judged by the canonical 
correlation coefficient, which measures the relationship between the grouping and the 
dis&niiant function. When squared, the canonical correlation can be interpreted as the 
proportion of variance in the discriminant function explained by the groups (Klecka, 
1980: 37).5 It is thus analogous to the eta-squared statistic reported in our analysis of 
variance, except that now we are predicting to a linear combination of party charac- 
teristics (the discriminant function) rather than to a single characteristic. Discriminant 
functions can also be used to classify cases in the group to which they ‘properly’ belong. 
The success of the analysis can be judged by determining the percentage of correct 
classifications. 

In our application, we are concerned with finding a parsimonious set of variables that 
yields a high rate of success in classifying parties into regions on the basis of their 
characteristics as combined in one or more discriminant functions. In practice, the 
technique of discriminant analysis involves an iterative search for good discriminating 
variables and, in some instances, for optimum groupings of cases. If there are meaningful 
differences among the groups on the variables, however, the analyses usually converge 
on functions and &ssiflcations that are quite similar. Our analysis began with the 10 
groups of nations involved in the analyses of variance and with all 11 variables except 
the parties’ liberal orientation, which sacrificed too many cases due to missing data. 
Initial analyses soon eliminated two additional variables-governmental status and 
coherence of party behavior-that showed the least variation by region. Two other 
variables-degree of organization and Marxist orientation-seemed to be interchangeable 
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in the analysis, producing similar results when one or the other was included. For 
simplicity’s sake, we focus on the set of seven variables that included the parties’ 
Marxist orientation. There were valid data for 138 parties on all seven variables in this 
analysis. 

These variables yielded two meaningful discriminant functions with canonical 
correlations of 0.82 and 0.66 when all 10 regions were involved in the analysis. When 
these two functions were used to classii the parties into regions, the correct classifica- 
tion-a rather demanding test-was made for 40 per cent of the parties. Many of the 
errors came from misclassifying Western and African parties in adjacent regions. Seeking 
to improve on success, the number of regions was reduced to seven by combining 
Anglo-America, West Central, and Northern Europe into the ‘Western Community’ 
and by combining West and East Africa into ‘Subsaharan Africa’. The canonical 
correlations remained almost unchanged but success in classi!%xtion climbed to 58 per 
cent. 

In general, the success of classification rose as the number of regions declined after 
merging regions into larger geographical areas. In part, this is artifactual with the 
method, but not for the reasons that Clark and Avery (1976) describe as a consequence 
of data aggregation in correlational analysis. In discriminant analysis, the probability of 
correct classification without knowledge of predictive factors is a function of the number 
of categories and the distribution of cases among those categories. The proportion of 
cases in the model category determines the expected success in classification given no 
knowledge about predictive factors. However, the success in prediction climbed more 
steadily than expected simply from a smaller number of regions. When the regions had 
dropped to three-the Western Community, Eastern Europe, and the developing areas- 
88 per cent of the cases were correctly classified, although the two canonical correlations 
had dropped to 0.76 and 0.59. The three nzgions produced by our analysis are close to 
the famihar ‘three worlds’ of development: the Western Community, the Communist 
Party-states of Eastern Europe and elsewhere, and the Third World of developing 
nations6 We can perfect the fit by reassigning two Communist Party-states-North 
Korea and Cuba-to the Eastern World for our &al discriminant analysis. This results 
in the same Western Community (with 54 parties), increases the Eastern World to nine 
parties with valid data on all seven variables, and drops the Third World of non-Western 
and non-Communist nations to 76 parties. 

The effort to explain the analysis is limited- by concentrating on the discriminant 
functions that produced the final classification of parties into one of these three ‘worlds’. 
Klecka notes that the disciiminant function coefficients themselves often constitute poor 
guides to the ‘meaning’ of the function (1980: 34). He proposes instead looking at the 
product-moment correlations between the individual variables and the discriminant 
functions. He refers to these correlations as ‘total structure coefficients’. They tell ‘how 
closely a variable and a function are related’ (1980: 31). These structure coeff?cients are 
reported in Table 2. 

The two functions in Table 2 can be labelled with reference to the variables that 
correlate highly with them. Thus we call the first function an ‘anti-campetitive’ 
function, for it correlates inversely with the two alternative party strategies. This 
function, which explains the most variance in the parties grouped into the ‘three 
worlds’, thus spreads the parties along the first dimension of classification. The second 
function reflects the influence of ‘institutionalized’ party struchlre- including also 
membership involvement and diversity of support. It spreads the parties along the second 
dimension of class@cation. 
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TABLE 2. Structure coefficients for the &&minant functions: correlations between 
the variables and the functions“ 

LXwimiwting variables 

Open competition 
Restricting competition 
Marxist orientation 
Centralization of power 
Institutionalization 
Involvement of members 
Diversity of support 

1 st Function: 
anti-competitive 

2nd Function: 
institutionalized 

-0.82 > 0.37 
0.79 > -0.08 
0.50 > 0.22 
0.38 > 0.01 

-0.57 < 0.74 
0.19 < 0.48 

-0.23 < 0.40 

* Values are the simple correlations between the variables and the composite variable 
computed by the dkriminant function, whose values are not given to conxrve space. 

The parties’ scores on the seven variables were multiplied by the disrriminant 
function coefficients to give every party a score on both functions. The differences 
between the three groups of parties can be seen by examining the group averages on 
each function: 

Anti-competitive Institutionalized 

Western World -1.36 0.56 
Eastern World 3.71 2.75 
Third World 0.61 -0.64 

The inter-group distances on the discriminant functions can be readily seen by plotting 
the group means along the two dimensions. The computer program used in the analysis’ 
plotted these group means, called group ‘centroids’, in a twodirnensional ‘territorial 
map’ that identified the boundaries separating parties in one group from those in 
another. This map is reproduced in Figure 1. We see that the means for parties in the 
Western World are diametrically different from those for parties in the Third World. The 
Western parties are very low on the anti-competitive function and relatively high on the 
institutionalized function. Third World parties tend to be just the reverse. Parties in the 
Eastern World, on the other hand, are extremely high on both functions. As shown on 
the territorial map, parties in the Eastern World are clustered in the upper-right portion, 
the Western parties are grouped on the left-hand side, and Third World parties are 
spread somewhat more loosely in the central lower segment. 

Of 138 political parties plotted on the territorial map according to their scores on 
both functions, 124 (90 per cent) were correctly classified in ‘their’ world. The 
classification results are summarized in Tub& 3. All of the seven ruling Communist 
Parties are correctly classified into the Eastern World, and two parties in Third World 
countries (the Democratic Party of Guinea and the Paraguayan Colorado Party) are more 
like the ruling Communist Parties than the other parties in the Third World. On the 
other hand, three parties in Western countries (the Greek EPEK, the Greek EDA, and 
the Portuguese National Union) were more like Third World parties than the other 
Western parties. Finally, nine of the 76 Third World parties (two each in India, Ecuador, 
and Uruguay, plus the Malayan MCA, the Lebanese National Bloc, and the Turkish 
Republican Party) stood closer to the Western parties than to other Third World parties. 

Lest one should think that the distinctiveness of the Eastern parties in this analysis 
was due to their strong Marxist orientation, it should be noted that they were also 
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FIGURE 1. Territorial map of boundaries separating parties into three world 
groupings based on the dischhmt fuwxions, with mi&ssSed parties 
identified. All-groups scatterplot: l indicates a group centroid. 

dassified together when the analysis was conducted with the degree of organization 
variable instead of the Marxism variable. (That analysis, however, correctly class&d 
only 88 per cent of the cases, rather than the 90 per cent using Marxist orientation.) 
One might also wonder whether the broad ‘three world’ grouping of parties performs 
better in the analysis of variance than the 10 regional groupings that were used. The 
answer is no. The finer grouping of parties into regions consistently explains as much 

TAeLe3.Percentsurressindaspifying~esintothreeworldsusingsewn 
variablesin a dischhmt analysis 

Actualgroup membership Western Eartsm Third 

Western world 94.4 0 5.6 
(51) (3) 

Easternworld 0 100.0 a 
(7) 

Third world 11.7 85.7 
(9) (ii6 (66) 

124of138partiescorrecdyclaSified(90percent) 
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variance, and usually substantially more, than grouping the parties into the ‘three 
worlds’. This phenomenon is consistent with a ‘hierarchy of regions’ in geographic 
theory (Cox, 1969: 76), which allows that large areas, relatively distinctive on some 
traits, may contain smaller areas that are in turn distinctive from one another. The 
broader grouping is superior for capturing the configuration of party characteristics, but 
the impact of region on individual characteristics is greater when the regions are more 
homogeneous. 

Summary and conclusion 

This study was prompted by scholars’ tendencies to generalize about the characteristics 
of parties in given regions of the world. The assumption behind these generalizations is 
that nations in the same region share, to some extent, a common political culture. This 
is an implicit form of the argument that environment affects organizational form and 
purpose [see also Lammers and Hickson (1979: especially chapter 22) and Gilds (1981) 
for cultural effects on organizations in general]. A more precise test of the effect of 
environment on party characteristics would focus on the countries individually rather 
than on countries lumped into regions. As Harmel and Janda have shown (1982), 
country effects on party characteristics tend to be substantially larger than the regional 
effects detected in this paper. For example, the national environment accounts for about 
68 per cent of the variance in centralization of power compared to 24 per cent for 
regional effects, and nation explains 57 per cent of organizational complexity compared 
to 20 per cent for region (Harmel and Janda, 1982). 

Their study, however, addresses a different question from the one addressed here, 
which was constrained to study environmental effects only as they operate within cross- 
national culture areas. As long as parties in 10 homogeneous regions were studied, that 
theoretical framework was adhered to. The authors moved outside that framework when 
seeking to maximize success in classifying parties according to their configurations of 
characteristics. This study shows that the three worlds of development, which are 
strikingly beterogeneoics, are indeed characterized by different types of party politics. 
Whatever causes their similarity in party characteristics, it cannot be the influence of 
common domestic political culture, especially in the diverse countries of the Third 
World. More likely, the similarities in parties, as a form of political institution, are due 
to the influence of international politics. Stauffer (1971) holds that some features of 
domestic politics in Third World countries are dictated by East-West tensions- 
especially governmental capacity to maintain stability through coercion. Alternatively, 
the ‘world system’ approach to analyzing domestic politics (Wallerstein, 1974; Hopkins 
et al., 1982) attributes differences in domestic politics to the position of nations at the 
‘core’ or ‘periphery’ of the international capitalist economy (see Snyder and Kick, 
1979). 

How good are regional explanations of party politics? The simple answer is that 
regional explanations are rather powerful. Although there are substantial variations 
among parties within regions on major concepts, region has a significant effect on each 
of 11 party characteristics measured. Moreover, region explains more than 20 per cent 
of the variance for eight of the concepts and more than 33 per cent for five concepts. 
These effects are observed when the world is divided rather fmely into 10 regions and 
attention is focused on single party characteristics. When attention shifts to configura- 
tions of several characteristics simultaneously, these regions retain their explanatory 
potential in discriminant analysis, but they do not achieve as much success in classifying 
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Parties as does a global grouping of parties into the Western, Eastern, and Third Worlds 
of development. In sum, parties in the same regions do tend to share the same charac- 
teristics, and there is evidence for even gross generalizations about party politics at the 
global level. But these generalizations probably owe more to international politics than to 
common cultural factors. 

Notes 

1. The collected under NSF grants GS-1418, 
with Kenneth Janda 

as Principal Investigator. The deposited with 
ICPSR Study 7534 

Janda (1980). 
This usage from Cox’s description of the aim of regionalization 
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were not rotated. Unfortunately, the SPSS program does not calculate the total structure 
coefficients reported in this paper. They were computed by correlating the variables with a 
composite score created from the unstandardized dixrhhnt function coefficients. 
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