. ~ #*
\
] ; .
¢ i
¥ i 1
VARIAYIONS, IN PARTY ORGANIZATIDN ACROSS NATIONS :
AND DIFF:RENCES IN PARTY PERFORMANCE
K t #
};« “
by
A ! P
Kenneth Janda ‘ v o "
Northwestern Upiversity ..,' v u
5 o . El | ! , ¥ Wi
LI we v ol
» +
i 4 ir
P fe FAIN ¢
]
¥ " _— l
uy I e
1w y ™
Prepared: for deljvery at the 1979 Anndal Meeting of the Americ.';m
Polltical Sclence Associationy, The Hashlngtqn HL,!ton Hotel, " i
August 31-September 3. 1979. Copyright by The American  ”
Political Sclence Assoclations 1979 ) oy
# g * & L
# 4 oy, * o
. * # ! v ' ‘ % § :I“ { *
‘g e a ¥
' Yt i
N .
y - .
i T
)




LY !g

ABSTRACT

VARIATIONS IN PARTY ORGANIZATION ACROSS NATIONS
AND DIFFERENCES IN PARTY PERFORMANCE

Kenneth Janda
Northwestecn Univecsity

A random samplie of the world®s parties is analyzed to determine
the effact of party organization on party performance. Four dimenslions
of partys organlzation were studiedt complexity, centratization,
involvement, and factionallsm. These dimensions were relfated to three
aspects ot party performancetl alectoral sSuccessy breadth of
actlvities, ,and legistative cohesion. The concepts and date came from
thée International Comparative Political Partles Project, Which covered
158 partles operating in 53 countries from 1950 to 1962. To estabtish
the theorized causal sequence, the parties® organization In 1350-56
was linked to thelr subsequent operformance In 1957-62. Separate
analyses were conducted for the entire set of parties and for only
competitive parties in 28 democratic systems.

Almost 30 percent of the variance In electoratl success among
competitive .parties could be attributed to differences in party
complexity, centralizations, and involvement. .As theor]zed, more
compiex and less Involved parties were higher in electoral success,
and the refatlionship was stronger for competitive than non-competitive
parties. Contrary to expectation, however, the hore cantrallized
parties alsdo tended to be more successful, .

Breadth of party actlvities (e.ge.s propagandizing and providing
for members® wel fare) was related to centratization within both seis
ot partlesy, but complexity and involvement had different explanatory
roles among all partlies as opposed to competitive partles. Complexity
and centralization alone explained 40 percent of the varianée among
competitive parties, comp ared to 33 percent explained by
centralization and involvement for all parties.

Theoretical expectatlons concerning legistative coheslon did nat
appear untll the data set was further restricted to only competitive
parties In systems wlth effective legislatures. Then, about hatft the
varlance In cohesion could be linked to high cohesion, high
complexity, low involvement, and high leadership factionalisne.

‘Atl  three aspects of party performance were reiated to the four
organizatignral dlimensions through canonical analysis. Two significant
correlations were produced, one (r=,88) explaining variation in a
*principled®* party performance syndrome and the other {(R=455)
explalning a °*winning® party syndrome. ‘

i The paper concludes by discussing the Implicatlons of the
analysls for party reform. It argues that reformers ought to pay more

a!tenvlon to the effects of organizational factors on party
pRertormpances rather than treating organizational characteristics as
end products of reform, In particular, they should consider more

carefully the trade-offs between decentraijzation, as a value in its
.oWn  righty and centrallzatlion, which predicts so consistentiy to

various dimernsions of party performance.
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VARIATIONS IN PARTY ORGANIZATION ACROSS NATIONS
ANDO DIFFERENCES IN PARTY PERFORMANCE*

Kenneth Janda
Northwestern University

Prepared for dellvery at the 1379 Annuat Meeting of the American
Political ‘Science Assbclationy, The Hashilngton Hitton Hotel,
August 31i~September 3, 13979. Copyright by The American
Politiczl Sclence Associatlion, 1979

What is the effect of party organizatlion on party performance? -

This auestion has prompted several studies in the Unitéd States, where
‘strong® party organizatlon usually was found to add from & to 20

percentage polnts 1o =a party®s vote, (Cutright and Rossi 1958, Katz
and Eldersveld 1961, and Crotty 1971) Studies In other countries have
also concliuded that organizatlonal activities have modest but
lmportant consequences for election outcomes. (Pimlott 1972 and 1973,

‘Taylor 1974, and Miller 1975) Hhile these studies .contirm ,our

common-sense expectations about the effects of party organlzatiof,
they do so in an idiosyncratic manner which glves fittle atténtion teo
diffefent diménsions of organization and no attention to alternative
measures of party performance. This paper aims dt contributing to our

knowl'edge of the effect of party organization on party performance by

analyzing 2 S50 percent sampie of the world®s parties to measure the
effects of distinct organlzatlonal characteristics wupon alternative
concepflons of party performance.
i 1

The concepts and data employed In the analysis came from the
International Comparative Political Parties Project, whith covered 158
partjies pperatxﬁg in 53 countries from 1850 to 1962. {(See Janda,
Comparative Polltical Parties; A CrossrNational Sucvey. in press.) The
projJect 1Included not only electorally *competitive® partles but also
*‘restrictive® and *subversive® parties (e«Qey Somoza's Nicaraguan

Llberat Party and the Iranlan Communist Party), Insofar as possible,

all parties mere scored separately for two periods, 1950-56 and
1957~-62, permitting time lags' In causal analysis. The distribution of
parties by area, country, and time perlod 1is given in Table 1.
Attention will! be given to the performance of all 147 parties in
1957-62 and Yo the subpe? 01 95 competitive parties exlsting In 23
democratfc countries (marked with asfterisks in Table 1). Propositions
concerning the effects -of ,party organization on party performance
should hofd more strongly for this competitive subset. Separate
analyses of all parties In the random sampie of 53 <countries and of
oniy competitive partles In democratic countries will test this
expectatlion and déterminé the generality of the findings. The measures
employed in the analysis were ali constructed from varlables Included
in the ICPE Prolec’t and are contained In the data avaliable from the
Inter-Universlity consortjum for Po!itlcal and Social Researchs
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TABLE 1: Coverage of the ICPP Project: Parties by Area, Country,
S . and Time Period

Parties per

Cultural-Geographical Area Country countrty

Parties  Number of parties {n

by avea 1950-56 1957-62

Number of parties
tn both perfods

*Ynited States

*United Kingdom
*Australia

*Canada

*New Zealand

*Treland
Rhodesia/Nyasaland Fed.
*India

Anglo-American;

West Central Europe: *Austria
*France
*est Germany
*Creece
Portugal

Scandinavia and Benelux: *Denmark
) *Iceland
*Sweden
*The Netherlands
*Luxembourg

1"" —v

South America: *Ecuador
Paraguay
*Paru
*iruguay
. *venezuela

Py

Dominican Republic
El Salvador
*Guatemala -
Nicaragua

[] Cuba”

‘Central America:

Asia and the Far East: *Burma
Cambodia
Indonesia
Rorth Korea
*Malaya ¢

‘Eastern Europe: Albania
: ‘Bulgaria
East Germany
Hungary
USSR,

\

Middle East and North Africa: Sudan
! Tunisia
*Lebanon
Iran
*Turkey

West Africa: *Dahomey
Ghana
Guinea
Upper Volta
1 Togo . .

‘Central and East Africa: Centrval African Republic
Chad

Congo-Brazzaville

*tenya

*ganda

T N P LI T O N I i e N [ S Y e R ol o o Y e e Rl

22 22

16 16

22 22

18 1%

17 12

16 13

14 12

13 10

10 4.

TOTALS

v

b £l
—

158 135

22

16

22

18

12

14

10

14

10

147

T

[T S

22

16

22

14

11

10,

12

124

*These countries were classified as having democratic or at least "competilive“'palitical systems

during 1957-62,
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Measurina Party Perforgance

Notwithstanding the natural tendency to judge party performance
by criterla ot electoral success (especially in the United States, see
Wri'ght 1971t 517 and Sorauf 1963: 44), other benchmarks for evaluating
performance deserve to be considered. Among these are the party®s
success In shaplng governmental opolicy, its ability %o command
coheslve behavior from party activistsy and the extent and breadth of
the party®*s activities ir promoting {ts message and attending to the
ne%ds of its members. All of these conceptlons of per formance present
difficulties in measurement. This is especlally frue of the party®s
sSuccess in shaping public polticyy which is too complex to
concepfualige and study in this paper., The other aspects mentioned,
" however, are feasible to research with available data. Qur study witl
theretore ‘foous on assessing the party®s electoral guccasss the
breadth of 1its activities, and Its goheslon. Party performance along
each dimension will be assessed with reference to data from the ICPP
Pro]ecf. To promote understanding of our research procedures through
itdustration, the discussion of each measure will conciude by citing
the scores assigned to the malor parties In the United States and the
Unlited Kingdom for 1957-82. {

Electorgl syccesst What ls ‘the best measure of party success? The
uttimate objective of politlcal parties isy, of course, contrdl of “the
government, .which 1is referenced by the ICRPR varlabie, °*Governmental
Leadeﬁshlp'l-thg proportion of time from 1957 +through 1962 that a
party representative held the position ot head of government. In
pariiamentary systemsy which account for 25 countries and 84 garties
in the study,s governﬁepfa! ieadership Ls a functicn of the party®s
success [n wihnlng parlldmentary seats, referenced by the variliable,
*Legisldative Strength*--the average prgportion of seats the party held
during 1957-82. The party's legislative stréngth Is In turn a function
of. votes won in, legislative elections, referenced by *"Electoral
Strength®--the average proportion of votes won In elections during
1957~-62. The means for these three measure of electoral success and
thelr intercorrelations are reported in Table 2:

Table 2 reveals that the average party .in the entlre sample
enYoyed governmental {eadership about one~third of the time, held
about 30 perceént of the seats, and won about 30 percent of the votes.
Etlminating non-democratic cduntries: from the analysis, we find the
average+competltive party also Ileading the government nearty 30
percent of the time and winning about one-quarter of the seats and
votes. But these are onlf'averagegéafhe standard deviations lmply the
exlstence of wide variafions govermental leadership compared to
fegisiative and electoral strength. The correlations between votes,
séats, ' and governmentai leadership support the assumptlion of a causal
chaln running from votes to seats and then from seats to {eadership,
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" TABLE 2: Measures of Rlactoral Succeas for ICPP Parties, }95@-~62

Intercorrelations among the Measures
. Governmetical  Legisiptive

Number® Mean §.D. Lexdership . Strength.

— T T - . Lo -

All parties:

Govermmental X
Leadexrship 147 .32 A2

Legislarive ‘
Strength 146 ' .30 .28 .84
Elecco al
Strgng h 109 .30 .20 70 .87 "
! ¥
. Competitive parties:
5 CLompetitive parties

Governmerital J '
Leadership 95 .29 .39
Legi-lati;o
Strength . 95 v .25 .18 .81
‘BElectoral Co ' ’
Strength 92’ .27 .16 64 81 ¢

e Iy 5 o R T o

Tho number, of parties pcored for performance in 1957-62 may ialT below
the maximums of 147 for the entige sample and: 95 for.competitive parties in
demogratic aystems-due to missing ‘data.
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with the lowest correlation between votes and leadershio. Even though
the correlations are somewhat weaker for competitive partiesy which
operate In a less deterministic environment, these findings Justify
the emphasis-given In the literature on votes won as a measure of
party performance, and we will therefore focus on this variable as our
indicator of electoral success. By way of itlustration, we scored the
Democratic and Republican partles in the United States .54 and .45
respectively on votes won In congressional electlons from 1957 to
1962, while the Conservative and Labour parties in the United Kingdom
were computed as winning .49 and .44 of the vote in electlons to
partlasent during the same period.

Unfortunately, our search for a measure ot party success cannot
stop with the selectlon of the ICPP variables, "Electoral Strength.”
The number of parties in the system is strongly and negatively related
to raw electoral strength (rz-.5%), reflecting the obvious fact that
it 1is easler to win 40 percent of the vote in a two-party system than
in a three-party system. In general, the more parties In the  systenm,
the lower the proportion of vote needed to be *"successful.® Because
eltectoral success Is a relative matter, dependinae on the systam, we
adjust for system differences by expressing votes won by each party as
deviations from the average won by all parties we studied in that
country. Thus, partles which won more votes than average (e.desy the
Democrats and Conservatives), obtained positive deviations and those
which deviated below the mean received negative SCores. This
adjustment resulted In a relative measure of etectoral strangth which
averaged to 0 over parties in a system and also over all parties In
the sampie. This adjusted measure will serve in our tater assessment
of party success.

Breadth of gctivities: A distinction can be drawn between party
activities and the fupctions of parties for soclety. Activities are
what parties actually do whille functions are what scholars see as the
social consequences of those activities (see Scarrow 13967). Scholars
agree ‘that partles perform numerous functions In addlition to providing
for leadership change thrpugh contesting elections. Presumabityy the
greater the varlety of activities that partles pertorm, the more
multi-functional they appear. At a polnt, hownever, activities and
functions blur together, as in the tist of eleven functions attributed
to Amerlcan parties by Scott and Hrebenar $1979:2). The concept of
breadth of party activitles In the parties prolect is concerned more
with what parties actually do than with the Imputed consequences ot
their actions. It is measured by the sum of party scores on two
distinct factor-analytic dimensions: (a) propagandizing ideas and
programs and (b} providing for members® welfare (r=.%51 between the
tfactor-scales). The *propagandizing® factor contalned four indicatorst
{1) passing resolutions and platforms, {(2) publishing position papers,
(3¥ operating party schoolss and (&) operating mass communications
media. The “welfare* factor contained flve: (1) providing food,
clothing, sheiter to members from party resources, {2) running
employment servicess (3) Interceding with government on members®
behatt, (&4} providing basic education (In addition to political
education, and (5) providing recreational facilities or services.

% Due mainiy +to the 11ack of Information oan the "wel fare"
Indicators, only 77 oarties could be scored for the breadth of their
activities. The mean score was .11, far above the Democrats® =-.47 and

/
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the Republicans® -.67. The British parties scored somewhat higher th?n
the Amerjcan partiesy =-.24 for both the Conservatjve and Labour
parties,

Coheslont In a “proper® party, party members are expected to
carry out party policys, especiatiy In voting on liIssues iIn the
tegisiature, where a highly cohesive party would be expected *to

‘demonstrate unanamlty Iin voting behavior among its wmembers. Blondel

even cites “unity® as one of the four reguirements of an ideal ‘party
{1978: 138), and Ozbudun contends, *The more cohesive a*party is, the
greater Is its role as a pollcy-making agent® (1970: 303). The concapt
of Legislatlve Coheslon in the ICPP Prolect mwas operationalized by
computing (or estimating) the Rice Index of Cohesion for sanmples of
party votes on issues betore the legisiature. It proved very difficutlt
to obtain the data for computing the index of legislative cohesion,
and we usually resorted . .to estimating the index from impressionistic
judgments of the party's cohesliyeness. Even so, we were only able to
score 95 of the 147 par ties In 1957-62 on thelir legislaflve cohesion,
and one must expect a substantial component ot random me dsurement
error in this measure of party performance.

The mean level of legistative cohesjion for all 95 par?les uqs
«85. The Democrats and Republicans averaged .63 and .65 respec?ively
on voting in the House of Representatives ﬁuring this pdriod, uhgle

the Conservatives and Labour partles displayed virtualiy cgmplete.

coheslpn (1.0}, “

F
Beasucing Party Organizatlon «* ! Co
Wt W ¥ H o
The conceptual framework of the ICPP Project embraced ten mé}or

concepts for comparing pollitical parties, dlstlngulshlng 'betneen

concepts pertaining to the party*s *"internsal qrganizatlon"and thoséw

descrlblng its *external relations.” Qur dlmenslonallzatlén- of parfy
organlzatioﬁ wmilkt focus on the four ICPP® concepts? complexlty,
centralization, involvemént, and coherence (re- -conceptuallzed fof our
purposes as °*factlonalism®). . Ty N
it
Complexityt Termed inltlallv as the 'degree of orgahlzaf&on’

this concept pertained to the complexity bf regularized procedures: for
coordinating the eftforts of party supporters in executing the aartv S
strategy and tactics. 'Complexity alone seems a better term and wili
be wused throughout this papér. Note that this concep*ual deflnlt;on-
unilke the idea of "strong® party organlzation in the® ilferaturps
refers to structural differentiation rather than the locaflon of
authority, which Is the subject of the next concepts We measured
complexity with six indlcators: )

Structural Articulation

Intensiveness of Organization

Extensiveness of Organization

Frequency of Local Meetings

Malntainlng Records

Pervasiveness of Organization
Each of these Iitems was measured on a multi-point continuum, Factopr
analysls of the items showed that a single factor accountad for 52
percent of their varijznce. After standardlzatlon into z-scoares, the
items nere summed to form a scale with reflability of .82 as measured

]
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psychologically committed to the party and participatéc¢ to further the ./

Janda )

by Cronbach®s alpha. The mean level of complexity for 132 parties
scored in 1950-56 was -«1l. The Democrats at .14 and the Republlicans
a3t «01 were sllightly above average on complexity of crganization, but
they were substantially below the Conservative score of .51 and the
Labour score of .42,

Centcallzation: This term stands for the ICPP contesdt,
centralization of power, which was viewed in terms of "the Iocatlon and
distribution of effective decision making authority Within the party,

A centralized party is one which feafures the concentration of
effective decision making authority in the national part& organs, with
a premium placed on 3 gnallec number of Individuals partkcipating: In
the decision. He sought to tap the locus of power within a party with -
elghf indicaftors:
Natjionallzation of Structure ’
Setecting the National Leader LY, :
Setecting Partlamentary Candldates .t
Allocating Funds '
Formulating Potlicy ~ o o
Controliing -Communications * )
Administering Dilscipline . o
Leadership Concentration t]

ki

These items were also scored on a multi- point confinuum, facto
anaiyzed. and comblned lInto a composite ‘scale with rellabilitv of .83
The mean centra!lzafion scora for 132 parties An 1950 E6 was -.02. The
Democrats and Republicans were among the least centrallzed partles In
the world, scoring -1.48 and =1.41 respectivelys nplacing #hem “tar.,
below the Conservative score of .41 and the Labour: score of .21, ry
. &

Irnvelvements Under the concept *lnvolvesent,® >the Icﬁp

framework assessed the extent to which pafty ‘4ctivists . were

party*s objectives. This concept was jndlcafed with five ITemst o
Membership Regulrements A
{ Membership Participation . .
Material Incentlves ; i
Purposive Incentives “ w ¢ o w '
Doctrinlsa oo S o
These' items were also factor analyzad and sup]ecfeﬁ‘fo rhe &aue? !
procedures for scale constructlon, resul?lng in an Inuelvement scﬁle Y
with a rellabllity of .78, The mean was -.03 for 132 lparties in, |
1950~-568. As expected, low levels of invotvement In furtherlng partv
objectives accompanied pdrtlcipaflon in the Democratlc and Repubfican,
parties, each rating only 77 Parflclpafxon in the Conservqtlve: ang e
Labour panties, ot the other hand, broaght higher levels of
invalvement (-.20 and .208), with gréater involvement shown within the ',
Labour party. %

*
Eactionalism: The ICPP conceptual framework caontdined the

concept of *coherences” which wWwas defined as theé degree of: congruyence ' -
in the attitudes and behavior among party members. One of the five
indlcators of coherence was °Legislative Cohesions® which ‘we: earller '
identified as a measurg of performance. The other four ‘items measured
different types of factionatisms

Ideologicat Factionalism (mean 2.3, N=129) o

Issue Factionallisnm (gean 1.9, N=116)

Leadership Factionalism tmean 2.0 N=139)

¥
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Strategic/Tactical Factionalism {mean 2.1+ N=116) ,
Each type of factionalism was scored on a 7=polint continuum ranging
from B (the basis of division was not sub]ect to debate or
disagreement among ‘party leaders) to 6 (the matter created a ‘targe
factlon within the partv with some formal organjization of [ts own or
provoked a split after the beginning of the period). The mean scores
for the numbers of parties scored in 1957-62 are given above: In
parenthesese. As for factlonallsm along these dimenslons in the U.S.s
sufflice it say that the Democrats were scored higher for ldeological
and issue factionalism, while Republicans were more tactlonallized on
lteadership and strategy. In the U.K.» the Labour Party was rated: as
more factionalized than the Conservative Party on every indicator.
{
Factionallsm is cértainly an aspect of party organl;af[on,‘buﬁ i+
differs from complexity, centralization, and Involvement-~the other
concepts in the study-<«inr Its *Involuntary® nature. Parties presumably
determine the appropriate Jlevel of complexity, cenfraltzatlon, ang
involvement given their goals and environment, They do not ‘ordlnaflly
settle upon an appropriate amount of fact;onalism; which ogcurs, in
spite of organizational Intentions rather than because :of thems Fer
those who are interested in manipulating organlzational
character'létics to Improve party performance, the intradtabifity of
factiponalism may make 1t an uninteresting variable. Because this padén
has implications for such g¢party englneeringy the c¢ncept of
factlondtism will be employed only sparingly-+ only when faéflonalLsm.
is. really néeded to account for performance.

Exelaining Electoral Success

. Any theoretically compiete explanation of party ‘success  Iin
Winning votes must involve such critical factors as the pérties'
posltions on issues, the voters® attitudes toward party, nolliciess the
state of the economy, an¢ the parties® traditional bsgses of soclal
Lsupport. Our analysis will include pnpne of these tactors, It seeKs "to
account for the success of parties In elections solely on the basls ot
‘three organizational characteristics: complexity, centralizatidh, ann
involvement. Therefore we bedin our task knowlng that our exnfanatign
will most certalnly be lncompltete. Our goal is not to brovide a,
compiete explanation of etectoral success but rather 1o,determtnefnhat
proportion of Its wvarlance can be attributed to organizational factors
alone and whether the atfrlbutlons of effects make thecrerical §en$g.:

The theory that guldes our inquiry ls not rigorously developed
and comes from several sources., The effect of complexltv on elecforat
success is treated in the empirical research llferhture cited above.
In sfudylng party organizational activities In gettlng out tHe vota,
that research was concerned closely wlth what we' havée catlied

*organizational complexity.® This vields our first proposlfLon; the
greatec the gomplexity, the greater the electoral sSuccess.

The literature is not so clear in the prediction offered for the
effect ¢f party centralization on electoral success. Some malor
non-quantitative studles theorize that centrallized parties tend to be
more successful in moblillzing voters. Certainly this was important to
Duverger®s explanation aof the superiority of "modern® mass-membership
organizations adopted by leftist partles over the Jloose dcaucus-type

e
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organizations of otlder, more conservative parties, which had ‘to
re-organize to meet the challienge from the teft (1563t 25). HWhile
Epstein argues that recent technological developments have brought
contaglon from the r ight, the counter—-organizational tendencles he
sees in the “new® modern party reject only the copplexity or
mass-membershlp aspect of leftst organization, not centralizatlion of
power. JIndeed, Epsteln believes that the small nembership and less
complfex parties "made it easier to Impose a central and an efficient
directlon of campaligns by professlonals® (1967t 258). On the other
hand, some schotars stress the advantages to electicneering of the
Sy decentralization of opower, which enables parties to capltallze on
{ocal environmenta! conditions. (Huckshaorn 1976t 265) This argument
appears in Agranoff‘ analysis of the "new style®* 1In election
campaigns (13972: 113) and is echoed in many recent explanations of the
"decline of party organizations.® (Fishel 1978: xxii, felgert and
Conway 1976: 392) The research hypothesis whlch gulided this inquiry
;was influenced by this alternative theory, glving rise to the
proposition: the less 1hg centrallzations the greater the electoral
5usq;;s‘

g Although the ICPP concept of *involvement® Is not used as such in
b » Ythe party literature (but see Etzioni, 1975 8-9), simlilar ideas are
i « contalned in the folklore that “pragmatic® parties are more successful

R In  elettions than ‘ideological® partles, which are reluctant to bend
vk principles to win' votes. This bellief was expreSsed in American
. “potitics by many Reoubllcans who opposed emphasizing the party'®s

‘ zh righf-nlng ideo!ogv with thé nomination of Goldwater' in 1964 and agaln
' y. many Democrats who opposed stressing the party's left-wing ideotogy
; ~ 'by nominating McGovern in 1972. For both groupss the folklore was
vindicateds The abandonment of involvement in return for électoral

.t rewndrds was treated specifically by Kirchheimer, who discussed the
N development of the “*catch-all® party which sought fo collect votes

*oa from socially diverse groups by shaping party poticles %o fit their
Interests (196632 190). When cast into ICPP terminology, the relfevant
% ' propoSition becomes, the less the involvements the grsater 1ihe oarly

» ¥ SUCCL2Se

Qefore conducfling the analysis to test these propositions, closer
consideration must be glven to the matter of causality. Even it the

variables correlate as expected, do high comblexifv, low

" centrallZatlon, and low invoivement <cause electoral .success, or do

. “sugcessful parties develop more complex organizations, become more
by decentra![zed tprough expansion, and sacrifice the osychologlcal

“ g lnvolvqment of theil members? Clearly, one susgects a feedback element

in fha reiatlonship. The problem of reciprocal causation will be
: handled in this analysis by relating the tevels of party complexityy
. cgn?ralizaflon, and involvement as scored for 1950~56 to the average
party sutcess in 1957-62. This design does not distlnguish between
bausa and effect as flnely as one would like, but It does .impose ‘the
causal sequence through brute force, offering some protection against
the maln rivat hypothesis. /1/ ’

B

The data In Tab demonstrate that +variations In party
N organlizatlon do indeed % electoral success. More than one-quarter
of the variance among 88 parties within aii coeuntries can be
attributed to differences in complexitys centrallzation, and

invotvemeht. As expectedy somewhat more varlance In relative success
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(atmost 30 percent) among 75 competltive partles In democratic
countries could be explalned by these varlables. However, the affects
arte not entirely as hypothesized. While complexity and Llnvolvement are
related fo success as oredicted, centratization has a positive effect
on successy which supports traditlonal arguments for the value of
centraliZation In elections over the new conventional wisdom favoring
the campalgn flexlbility of decentralization. Note, moreover, that
each ot the organizational factors demonstrated a8 stronger direct
effect on electoral strength when the other two were held constant In
the regression analysis than the factor did In the sinple correlation
andlysiss Thils Is true even for complexity and involvement, which are
strong and poslitively Intercorretated (about .5) but predict to
electoral success in opposite directions!?

- o m

- In,sums the manner in which parties are organized does predict to

*party -performance at the polis. Involvement of party members in the
*broader purposes of the party has a strongly pegative effect on
wlectoral success, meaning that ‘pragmatic’ parties do indeed win more

‘.J

Vvotes, 0f somewhat Jesser Importance than members® opportunisme in

: eJec?oral success is organizatlonal complexity, but 1t IS clear that
nell organlzed tl.e., *more complex®) .parties ailso do better in
elecfldns. Although centraiizaflon does not haye nearly as straong an
efiegt oy electoral suyccess as complexitysy its eftfect is positive
rathenifhan negative, which directly cdntradicts argulents for party

w decenfrallzafgon as 8 source of electoral strength. ,

§

“fr These andlngs raise some questions about alternative forms of
party pertornance. For example, do partiés with greater involvement of
thelr. members do better on other aspects of pertormance? Do such
parties Sspend  their members energies in actlivities bheavond
elgcticneerlng? Weé furn to the concept of *breadth of activitles®  for
:an answer. i . 1

i

LY

Exglaining Breadth of Activities

. ‘What, factors are llkealy to be linvolved In a “complete®

ot onlaﬁati@n of party efforts in propagandizing thelr ideas and

programs and providing for members® welfare? Aftong the more important
would be the type and Intenslfv ot the party ldeoiogys the economlc
conditfon of the 'parity®s supporters, the nature of the competition the
"par?v tfaced from other partles in thé system, and the social welfare
rfote aSsumed by the dovernment itselif. By attempting to explain
partles reljarfice -on propaganda and welfare actlvities using only
organizationhal ‘variables, we are again dealing with only a subset of
those *uhlgh are theorefically important. As beforey we seek only fo
detgrmine what proportion of the wvariance In breadth of party
acfivitles can be attributed to organizatlonal characteéristics in
fheorefically sensible ways.

Y The' baslc theory wunderiylng thls analysis has been expressed In
ditferent ‘terms by several authors. Duverger wrote of varlatlons iIn

the ?najure“ of participation withln partles, some of which were

[y
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TABLE 37 Explnwi.ning ;i:ctaral Success in 1957-62 with Organizational Variables in ‘1950-56
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egression Analysis

e . ~3 ~Intercorgs llu’ion;’; with

Organizationai Variables Mean §.D. Complegity:Centraliz. . Votes

Standardized Levels
. Coefficients _.of Sig..

==

rf

ALl partias, N=88
touplenity
€entralizafion

Involvement

Competitive giftie'h, R=75

ki

Complexity
Centralization

Involvement

- .04

"-15-
~-.02

e

-.17
.04

.74

.68

.72

.66

"109
46

.05

.13

.16
.17
-029

.11
-.34

46
-2&

45

"057

..000

011
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"communities® or even ®orders® instead of mere "associations® (19631
124}« Neurmann distingbished between the partles of *individual
representation® and those of ®soclial integration,® which take over a
good part of thelr members® social existence (1956% &4D4~405). More
recently, 8londel contrasted *representative® and °*mobitizing® parties
(19?6: 22). Al1l of these authors separate parties which are
exclusively vehicles for efecting candidates to government office from
those which do not confine thelr activities to election campaigns but
conduct continuous campaigns of poltitical education and attend to the
soclal needs of thelr supporters. The general argument [s that the
broader the °‘scope of party activities, the greatetr the need for
‘strong party ordanization. Moreover, the broader the scope of party
actlvltles, the more involved the members in party life.

. Note that the argument as put identifies the scope of party
activities as the oausal variable, Organizational complexlitys
centralization, and involvement resylt from broad activities rather
than ¢ause thems On the other hand, it can be argued that the jntent
to  disseminate party opropaganda and to provide soclal benefits Fo
party members cannot be discharged without the, organizatlonal
requls;fes. From this perspective, Ilmitations on organizational

"cémplexifv, centralization, and invotvement constitute iimits to the
, ﬂbreadth of party activifies. Accordlng to this views, it makes sense fo
reverse the causaj arrow arld spedk of organtzatlona! effects on party
ctivl?les. Qur analysis of these effects will dgain seek to 1mpose
the. causal orderlng by relating organizational characteristics in
1950-56 Yo party actlvitles in 1957-62.:Translated Into concepts  in
the ICPP Pro]ect, the ‘propositioh to be tested 1s the gngg;g; the
s:n_nj.m 2 canttatizatlon. and inveivement, the broeader the scope of
pacty activitiese. .

~ ¥ne data 'repbrted In Ta?ie 4 tor 69 parties of al) types and 4&
.competitlve parties generally support the proposition in that
complexitys céntralizatlony and invplvemenf alt display simple
correlations With breadth Of activities of approximately .40. But when
the var;ablés are gntered into redression analysis In a stepwise
$ashion, only two varlab&es are needed to explaln 33 percant of the
vartance in activities apong all parties and about 40 percent among

ompetiflve barties. Unfortuna?ely, the two variables are not the same
in both analysés. White centra[lzatlon is about as strong iIn each'
comp!exltv ls more lmporﬁanf for qupefltlve partles and anOIVement
.ls dominant among hll partles in general.,

o

o e

-

Tabile &4

— ey

¥

Perhaps th;% iIs Just a mahifestation of goliinearity between
complexlty and InvofFvement, although the correlations j{in the two
anaivses (.53 ‘and +39) do not seem high enough to certity that
concl&slon. An 3iternative explanation is that the :shifting resutlts
are artifactsf of measyrement owing malnly to our inability to score
’more paities on bread*h of activities plus the characteristics of’
those which were scored. 72/ At 1éast as ne have measured the parftles,
however, it Seens that organizafional complexlity, centralization, and
lnvolvement do predict to the breadth of party activities, with
complexltv and centrailization alone accountlng for tWo-fifths ot the




TABLE-4: Explaining Breadth of Activities in 1957-62 with Organizational Variables in 1950-56
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Regression Analysis

. . e s wxiintercorrgiqtions with Standardigzed- Levels -

Fganizational Variablep Mean §$.D. ~Comiplexity Centraliz. ~Vortss- . Coefficients of Sig.
Breadflo
All parties, K=69
Complexity 21 .62 .37 - n.s.
Centralization -.10 .68 .17 .49 .4l .000 }
Involvement .08 .67 .59 .25 42 .3 .004

Competitive parties, N=44

Complexity .25 .55 46 42 .001 }
Centralization -.33 .61 .15 .48 .40 .002
"’Invol\‘ement .08 -57 039 o“l -“ - n.s.
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variance among competitive parties, ’

: Exolalniog Leglisiatlye Coheslan

What accounts for variations among parties in legistative
cohesjon? Agains there are many possible system-level! and party-level
causes, 0zbuduns who studied this topic Intenslvely, concluded, *The
pattern of relationships between the executive and legislative
authorltles are even more closely related +to the coheslon of
tegistative parties than are the social, cultural, and organizational
factorse.® {(1970: 380) Kornberg®"s comparison of party cohesion in the
UeS. and Canada (1966) alfso attributes fundamental importance to the
ieglstative structures contflrming Ozbudun®s ‘contention that
barllamentary systems elicit more cohesive behavior than presidential
systems. In view of the theoretical importance of thls factor, the
parllamentary nature of the system wlthin mhlch the partles operate
Will be Incdluded as an environmenta! variable supplementing our
organizational factors. Among such factors thought to be important for
expliainling legislative cohesion, Ozbudun cltes *strong party

~brganjzation® (our "complexity),y "central controi® of .discipline and

nomlna?lons {our “cenfrallzation®), and the party*s “soclal
iﬁtegratlonisf character® (our lnvolvement}. (Qzbudun, 19704: 325, 339,
and 340) '

Up to now, we hdve ignored factlonalism for its effects on party
performance. /3/ Factionalism, howevery, has often been clted as' a
cause of low party coheslion within the Democratic Pacty in the U.S.,
and s?udies in other countries have explained lack of party disclpline
by ‘high factiona!lsm. {MacRae 1967% 41-55, Belloni 1978: 101-103, and
A#onoff 1378: 136) Factionallismy in Ozbudun®s analysise was treated as
cohesion at a dilifferent. *tevel® iIn the extrapari lamentary party

«*(pp.3ﬂ5—310). But surely factionalism can also be regarded as a causal

agent. The basic ‘theorys therefore, 1s that party coheslon In
ileglslatlve vot ing iIs a positive function of one environmental
‘varjiabley ' nanllaﬁsnlanisp, and three organizaticonal varliables:
complexity. gcentralizations and jpnyglvement. Only factionalism Is
‘expected to predict negatively to cohesion. Because these factors are
unilkely to be themselves cgonseayences of party cohesion, we can
conrelafe the parties® organizatlonal characteristics In 1357-62 with
Their performance the same year in testing the theory.

'The data Feported in Table 5 reveag! that the basic theory 1s
supportéd but It holds goply when yvet another variable is controlled.

JMoreover,, théré s an important departure from, theoretical

expectations about the effect of one variable. If we proceed as
before, lfooking at the results for ali parties and the subset of
competitive parties jin democrnatic countries (Ns= 93 and 69 for this
analysis), We flnd that fhe theory Is only partly and unimpressively
conflrmeds While all the bivarlate corretations with.party coheslon
are In‘the predicted direction, many are quite tow. When the varlables
are joined -in multivarlate analysis, only +two variables achlave
signiticance at the .05 level, but this tine they are the same for
both sets of partiess Parliamentarism |Is positively related to
cohesion, and leadership factionalism, selected as the best predlctor
among the factionallsm Indlcators,/4#/ Is negative retlatede Altthough

'cohesion 1In competitive pdrties Is explained somewhat better by these
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two variables than coheslon in all partiesy the percentage explained
is disappcinting. Moregver, centratlzation, compl exi tys and
involvement are inexplicably absent as causes of cohesion within the
competitive parties subset, where organlzational eftfects were expected
to be shouwn most strongly.

Tablie 5

On reftectiony, one realizes that the theory was realiy expected
to hold most strongly among partles In countrles with gffective
legisiatures-~whether parliamentary or presidential. When the analysis
was performed only tor those partliess eliminating 16 parties in Third
wordd countriesy alil the expectations but one appeared, and the
percentage of varjlance increased to almost half of the total, which Is
remarkable given the substantial random error suspected In our measure
ot cohesion., The expectations about jinvoivement, hownever, dld not
materiallze. While Involvement shows sllight positive relationships to
cohesion at the blvarjate levelsy as hypothesizedy, its effect on
cohesion is actuailly reversed once the other variables are taken iInto
account. Hhen one controls for the parilamentary system, conmplexity,
centratlizatliony and factjionalisms high involvement actually depresses
coheslion. Ex post f3acto explanations are suspect, of course, but it
does make sense that parties which feature hlgh levels of Involvement
in party purposes are more apt to encounter déviatlions in legislatlve
voting from members who depart from the majority position on matters
of principle as they perceive them. Cohesiveness, however, is a smati
price to pay for those who have little invo!vqment in the party. Once
agaln,y, thls relationship holds only when alil the other variables are
controi{led, Note finally that partiamentarism drops befow the .05
fevel of significante when partles In countrles without effective
legislatures are exciuded. Thls may be due to the .reductlon In |Its
varlance, as 91 percent of the remaining parties are in parliamentary
systemsy or due +to pariiamentarlism acting on the organizatlonal
varjables as a prior cause. (See Janda, 1978.)

t

Explaining Party Perfgrmange

Up to now, we have been concerned with explaining variations In
three separate dimensions of party performance. Can we provide a more
comprehensive explanaticn which would involve all three aspects of
party performance? If so, It vould approximate scholars® efforts to
*type* parties according %o simlilar characteristics and behavioral
syndromes. Hright, for example, distinguishes bpetween the

*rational-efficient® and *party democracy® models of behavior
according to their functions, structural characteristics, party
processesy and evaluatlive criteria. In brief, rational efficient
partles focus on their electorat function, engage in iimjted
activi-tidésy are motivated by material incentlves, employ organization
suited to sltuational requirements, tack formal membership, neglect
the policy rote of the party, and evaluate effectliveness solely
according to electoral success. Those fitting the party democracy
moids oh thae other hand, pursue ideological and governing functions,
engage in actlvities beyond campaignling, stress purposive iIncentives,
teature extensive and integrated structures, require formal party

Ll-.h.
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» ¢ :  “TABLE 5: _Explaining Lesislaeive ‘Cohésion in 1951-62rv£th Pazlianaleazy Structure
and Organizational Variables in 1957-62
L s ' . . . 7 Regf;aaion Analysis
. S - . Iltercorrg}atibga.uit? Standerdized Levels )
Orgadmizational Varimbles rMean S$.D. Parl. Cokp. Ceiit. Iavo. Cohesion . Coeffiecients of Sig.. R
All partien, N=03 ) -~
Parliamentary System .63 A48 .27 .26 .008
Coniplek1ty N TR TR T .19 He N
uﬂéraliahion - 003 068 - 27 - .~_07 - 18‘ n S, - 17
Leadership Factiomalism 1.72 2. 08 -.06 .02 -.,27 -.07 -.32 ~,31 .002
Competitive parties, N=69
Parlimntary System .80 41 45 W41 .000 -
Compleix{ry 05 .69 .32 .26 ~ ns. N
“I;fﬂlt”tiﬂﬂ - t16 -63 k-4 003.; - . 13 -10 ‘.'.o ‘36
Involvement .04 .58 .31 .46 .20 .19 d.s. 7
Leadership Factiomaliem 1.70 1.99 =-.11 - .09 -.23% -.05 - .44 -.39 000
Competitive parties and
!ifactive legiolaturea: N=53
‘Putiiamentary System. 91 .30, 38 .22 .089
Gﬁi;&elity s .22 60 -.12 . .22 .40 .001
Cevtxalization . -.28 .59 L8 .07 .35. »31 .022 48
h@lvmtt 5] - =l m.lo . 60 K] 27 R 35 142 - 007 - 227. ooa_o

-

Leaderghip.Fectionalism 1.85 2.06 -.3t. .09 -.18 -.03 -.51 -.43 .000
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membershlp, emphasize pollcy makings and judge their effectiveness |n
terms of policy results. (197131 31-54, see alsc Wellhofer and
Hennessey 1974) This *typoiogical® tradltion in parties research can
be pursued If we can somehow relate organlzaticnal varlations
simuttaneously to all three dinmensions of performance-—-electorat
successs breadth of activities, and legistative cohesion.

Canonlcal analysis provides a method for relating two 5ets of
variabless such as our organizational and performance variables.
Canonlcal analysis weights the variables on each side of the .equation
to produce two sets of composite scores calculated to maximize the
simple product-moment correlation between them. The ftirst canonical
correlation can be interpreted as the maximum correlation that can' be
obtalned through the best linear combinations of both sets of
variables. The second correlation indicates +the next best linear
combination of the varlables under the constraint that this pair of
composite scores be uncorrelated with the first pair. The number of
canonlcal correlations computed depends on the number of varlables In
the smaller of the two sets. Whether the first or any of the
subsequent correlations are significant, of course, depends on the
relationships nithin the data. (For a lucid discussion of canonical
analysiss see ‘Levine 1977.)

. 0ur' canonical analysis of organizational characteristics and
party performance will be guided by the theory discussed above as
validated and modified by the ¢tfindinds reported for .competitive
parties. While those resul¥s wlil aid considerably In [nterpreting the
canonjcal analysis, they wil! also be the source of ‘some unresolved
confusion due to differences in the dati sets imposgd by requlrements
of the new technique. The need for comptete data on all cases plus the
selection of parties In countries with effective legislatures reduces
tha number of partles to 38, nearly all from "Westérn® countries. The
fiead for consistency Iin varlables reqguires fthat we rely only on

:organizatibnal characteristics in 1950~56, Iinstead ef wusing the

1957-62 variables when explaining leglstatlve coheslon. Finally, due
to the faded signiflcance of parilamentarism In predlcting to coheslon
once all the other varilables were taken [htg accountys that variable
was excluded from the analysis.

These several changes In the cdata anatyzed complidate comparlsons
between the canonical and multiple regresslion results, but most of the
previous findings reappear in the canonical results in Table 6. The
two significant canonical correlations reported there correspond to
different and gnnglalgg syndromes ‘of party performances which are
lgbeied for purposes of discussion as the ‘principled® and the

yinning party syndromes. Each syndrome Is marked by sallent

=organlzatlonal and performance featuyres, which are indicated by the

magnitudes ot the canonlical variste coefficients. The paired composite
scores created by multiplying the coefficients by the standardized
variabies wera correlatad, vielding two signiticant canonicdl
correlations, He will offer an Interpretation of each analysis In
turn. )

- — -




TABLE 6: Canonical Analysis oF Orgapizational Characteristics in 1950-56 with Party
Performance in 1957-62: Prinefpléd’ dnd:®Winning' Party Syadromes

Dimensions of Party Peuformamce im 1957-62

Oxgenizational Characteristics im 1950-356

Corralations
with composite
scoras

Camonical
Variate
Coafficlients

Canonical

Variate

Coefficients

Correlattions
with composite
acores

Complexity
Centralization
Involvement
Factionalism

Complexity
Centralization
Involvement
Pactionalism

.02
.65
.37
-.27

1.18

44
-%.60
-- .06

¥YLret:Corrglasion:

Composite
scores for
organiza.
variables

Composite
scores for
perform.
variables

R=.83

Second Correlation;

Composite
scores for
perform.

vaxiables

Composite
scores for
organiza.

R=.55
variables '

‘Principled' Party Syndrome

-.31 Electoral Success
.39 Breadth of Activities
.82 Cohesion

‘Winning' Party Syndrome

.93 Rlectoral Success
.23 Breadth of Activities
«-,.10 Cohenion
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The first canonical correlation pertains to the “principied”
party syndrome. It derives jfts name from the high coefficlent (welght)
given to legislative cohesion on the performance sides the substantial
coefficient for breadth of activitiesy and the depressing effect of
electoral success. The importance of cohesion ir computing the
composlte score can also be seaen In the simple corretations on the far
right, which indicates that cohesion alone correlates .75 wifth the
composite score. Alt hough cohesion 1Is the male indicator of
*princlipied® parties, the other variables account for about half the
varlance In the composite score. The canonical correlation squared
reveals that 69 percent of the variance in the performance composite
can be predlcted from the score composed from the organlizationatl
variabtles, of which centratization is the most Iimportant. In fact,
centratization by itself correlates .90 with the organlzatjional
composite., Of virtually no importance [n the anaiysis Is complexity, a
variable that figured in most of the analyses above. Moreovery
Involvenment, whlch opredicted negatively to cohesfion alone, now
predicts positively to the principied party syndrome, which Is
somewhat puzziing. YThe effact of Invoivement on party performance
appears to vary considerabty, depending on the control of other
variabtes and tha mix of performance indicators, It deserves closer
scrutiny at a Vater time. A succinct verbal summary of the present
canonical analysis results might be +that highiy centralized,
moderately iknvolved parties which are moderately low on factionalism
wlll tend to be very highly cohesive, moderately broad In activities,
and moderately unsuccess ful. y

This analysis can be itlustrated by reference to Figure 1, which
identlities and plots the composite organization and performance scores
from the first canonical analysis for 38 partles. Note that the most
*principled® parties in the figure, according tg thelr gecformance Jin
1957-62y are the Indian and French Communist parties. At the other
axtremes the least principled--in the sense of emphasizing high voting
cohesjon even at the expense of electoral success--were the Blanco and
Colorado parties of Uruguay and the Democrats and Republicans of the
UeSs 75/

* W ol T

Figure 1

— i s

The second canonical correlation corresponds to the *winning®
parfy syndrome, which Is named for the dominant Influence of electoral
success on the composite performance score. .In fact, electoral success
by itself ls nearly a perfect Indicator (r=.98) of the ‘'composite
score, It should be made clear that this composite score .ls completely
unretated (r=,0) to the “principled® party syndrome. The *winning®
syndrome constitutes a second solution to the oproblem of maxializing
the correlations between the two sets of variables. The canonical
correlation of .55, however, lndicates that this scolution explains
only 31 percent of the inherent variation. Neverthelass, we see that a
*winning® performance for these parties Is related mainty to high
complexlty and tow involvement, with centralization exhiblting a
moderate positive effect-=Just as in the earljer analysis.
Factlonalismy which was omitted previousiy, has virtually no etfect
here, A aquick verbal summary of these results might be that very
complex, ¢entralized, and very uninvolved parties tend to be very

J—
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CENTRALIZED, INVOLVED. AND LESS FACTIONALIZED

FIGURE 1:. Plot of Composite Scores from
the First Canonical Analysis ,
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successfuly somewhat broad, and moderately low In cohesion. }

The plot for all 38 parties In Figure 2 illustrates the second
analysis of party performance In 1957-62. The highest performers on
the °winning® syndrome were the German Christjan Democrats, the
Swaedlsh Social Democrats, and the Austrian People®"s Party. The .Jonest
performers were the Swedish Conservative and Peopte®*s parties. The
Democrats and Republicans placed in the center with the British Labour
Party, and all were decldedly below the 8ritish Conservative
Party--ai though the Conservatives fell below the ®"swinning® peformance
expected by their complex, centralized, and uninvoived organizatlion.

e i ek sy o

laptigations for Party Reform Ain the UsSa

This abstracf analysis of organizationai effects on party
per formance across nations may prove lnteresting to students of
comparative politicsy, but does It have any l1lmolications for party
reforn in the United States? I think it do¢s. In addition to drawing
attenfion to alternative dimensions of party performance through
explicit conceptualization and measurement, It indicates that
variations In organization dg aftect different dlmensions of Pparty
performance, and efforts directed at manipulating organization are
certainly worthwhile. Secondiy, it suggests that the avaitabte theory
concerning organlzational effects, on party performance ls largely
confirmed by the data--byt perhaps not entirely. If °®decentrallzation®
is pursued for its presumed confribution to electorsalt success, the
pursult is misquided, for the evidence in the regressicn and canohical
analyses cpnsisfently shows that centralization of power in party
organizatlons is positjvely retated to electoral Success. Thirdlv, the
study shows that centrallzation Is also an {important predictor of
other dimensions of performances breadth of activities and tegislative
coheslon. These findings become significant, I believe, iIn view of the
tendency among many +to value decenfrall;atlon of power as the prlane
objective In American party reform {see Janda, forthcoming). Without
reverting to the other extreme and seeking to maxlmize cenfcalization
In restructuring our partles, those interested in réshaping them as
organizatlonal forces for making of opubftic policy should ramoueé

*centralization® from the dirfy word list and ponder the effects of
thi's organizatlonal characteristic on party performance.

American partles are decentralized to "an exftreme, even to a
fault. When carefully assessed on a varlety of indicators, they scored
below all other *Western® parties on the ICPP concept; centratization
of power--easlly futtilling their description In the parties
literataore for the 1950s and 1960s. But are our parties still
structured such that *decentralization® is their ‘primary
characteristic® (Keefe 1S76: 29)? Party reforms, state statutes, and
court decisions In the 1970s have had a profaound impact on party

organlzation and activitles (see Longley 1976 and Ranney 1978).

However, thesé changes have not all pushed in the same direction, and
the net effect Is perhaps to increase the legal and potential
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supremacy of the national party organlzation rather than to result in
an gperational increase in the centratization of power a¥ the national
fevel, ASs Ranney observes, alithough '"the national party organs? power
to make rules governing presidential nomlnating processes* is at a
paak in this century, the nem rules "have al! but destroved the power
of national and state party leaders to control the nominating game
played under those rules®™ (1978s 230).

Extreme decentralization fits nicely with plurallst politics as
practiced in the United States durlng our era of economic growth,.
Current condltions of scarclty requlre greater coherence in
governmental policies fthan provided by hetter-skelter pluralist
politics, with oprivate Interests obtaining speciat advantages iIn
public policies. In such a8 system, daecentrallzed partles seek mainly
o stay out of policy fights, keeping thelir c¢cliothes clean for
elections. This Jleaves policy-making to ever-shifting, mind-boggling
coatitions of Individusis and interests. Because our political
partles, as gorganizati¢nss rarely adopt and support firm policy
positlonsy they can plead innocence for policy fallures with perverse
lustification.

Why* value party organization at all? Wilsons a noted student of
Dolitical organization, argues that organization 'nrovides continuity
and predlctability to soclal oprocesses that would otherwise be
episodic and uncertain® (13733 7). Continuity and predlctabltity In
turn are necassary tor achleving political etffactiveness and
accountability. The evidence from our cross-national analysis of
polificaf parties confirms the opredictions of party Yheory that
‘centralization promotes legislative coheslon, and coheslon--as Ozbudun
reminded us--préomotes the party"s role as a policy-making agent. Even
If one grants the argumenf in favor of a greater policy-making rote
for American partles 'via greater dentrallzation and leglsiative
cohesfon, what can be done to increase party centralization in vien of
the suspected (Keefe 197€: 1) and demanstrated (Harmel 1978) influence
of environmental factors on party centrallizatlon? Must we undertake
the questionable and impossible task of switching from a presidential
to a parilamentary form of government?

Environmental reforms need not be so drastic tc have measureable
effects on perty organization. One potenflallv powarful change, which
fatls clearly under the heading of political ®"retorm,® lies in the
area of campsigning financing. If ‘the national committees, rather than
thé candidates, were the Teciplents and thus atiocdators of campalgn
funds (my fourth iIndicator 'of centralization of power), there would be
a detinite increase in party centralization. Uniike reconstituting
Congress into Parliamenty this environmental change seems practical
- from the standpoint ot party engineering. The politlical barrijiers, on
the other hand, seem far more formidable in view of the short shrift
given within” Congress to such proposals in the past (see Jacaobson,
torthcoming). But wunlike the wholesate restructuring of our
.government, the barrler to funding the national committees [s a
‘political hurdle which ¢an be measured and presumably cledreds It daes
not seem, therefore, that more centralized parties sare beyond our
grasp. They are merely beyond our understanding, which this paper
hopes to improve. ‘
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EQQINOTES f

*T wish to thank Willlam Crotty, Carole Uhtaner, and Alex Hicks
for thelr helpful comments on this paper.

i. Separating cause from eftect through time lags depends in part
on the magnltude of the correlations between the same variable at two
time points. One would expect organizational charactéri;flcs to change
more slowly than party fortunes, and this is in fact the case. Over
all partjies, the correlations betreen the same varjables in 1950-56
and 1957-62 are as follows!? compiex11v=.98' centratization=. 9%,
involvement=,96, and electoral success=.67. However, for competitive
parties only, the respective correlations are e99y 298y <98, and .88,
These wvery high correlations warn that lagging the variables provides
only a weak control for time sequencing, especially for fhe
competitive parties subset,

2. Note that the standatd devliations reported in Table & for the
three organizational variables dropped about .07 to .10 points from
the wunrestricted set of 69 parties to the competitive group of Li
parties. Involvement, which had the lowest reliability of the three
concepts to begin with and then suffered the greatest decrease in
variancé, may have been washed from the analysis due fto ‘the
attentudtion of correlation through enhancement of lts random error
component., i

3. Incldentally, no factionalism indicator was a signlflicant
predictor. %o ‘electoral success or legislative coheslion when added to
the multiple regresslon equation in any of the analyses reported.

4. Only leadership and ideological factionalism were jmportant
among ‘the tactionallsm jndicators as predictors Yo legisiative
cohesion at the bivariate level. 0f the two, leadership factionalise
Was more Important, and it also retained significance {n the multiple
regresslion analysisy whjle ldeological factionallism dropped out. It
appears that leadershlp factionalism, when it appears, has a dirdct
effect on legisiative cohesion through the presence of parijaméntary
members as a source of voting cues. Ideological factionalism, on the
other hand, may be dburled deeper in the party and may not surface at
the pariiamentary level untess ldeological and teadership factionalism
colncides Thus its effect on legislative cohesion appears to be more
indirect, Issue and strateglc factionallsm most certalnly have only
small indirect effects.

5« Note that one party in Flgure 1, the Dutch Christian
Historical Unlony is located far from the regression {ine. What can we
tearn about the analysis from thls devliant case? Let us ,assume. that
the CHU -was scored reasonably accurately on the organjizational
variables. We then ask, why should the CHU score the jongst on the

*principled® party syndrome when its organizational characterlstics
should place it near the average of the other parties? Ifts placerent
seems to obe due to its extremely low score of .40 for tegistative
cohesion. The discussion of this variable for the CHU in Comparative
Politlcal Parties: A Cross-Natlonal Survey says,

PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATIVES OF THE CHU ARE ALLOWED TO VOTE

AS THEY WISH ON ANY ISSUE. AS A RESULT, IT IS NCT UNCOMMON
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FOR THE PARTY"S PARLIAMENTARIANS TO SPLIT IN HALFs OR 60-40 ?
ON ANY VOTE. THE PARTY DOES DISPLAY SCME COHESION ON BILLS
WHICH DRAW CHU MEMBERS YOGETHER, SUCH AS THOSE PERTAINING TO
RELIGION OR AN ISSUE BASIC Y0 CHU BELIEFS AND THE THEOLOGY
OF THE DUTCH REFORMED CHURCH. THE “AVERAGE® SPLIT IN VOTE
FOR THE CHU PRODBABLY APPROXIMATES 70-30.
In view ot the deviant placement of the CHU In Figure 1, I suspect
that our scoring of the party on tegislative coheslon was in error. It
thlis Is not the answers perhaps students of Dutch potltics can explain
why the CHU devlates so much from the regression line In the canonical
analysis.
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