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This article reports the first empirical findings based on data from a
major study of party change, Hypotheses are developed linking party
change to both internal and external factors. The data provide support
Jor the conclusion that electoral performance alone is nof sufficient as
an explanation for parties’ decisions to change, and thai new leaders
andf/or dominant factions may indeed make a difference. This leads the
authors to suggest that ‘the burgeoning field of thearetical and empiri-
cal work on party change should focus even more atteniion on inter-
nal decision-making processes’.

From the premises that potitical partics are large organisations and that
large organisations are generally ‘conservative' with regard to internal
change, it is often inferred that parties will change only when their
organisational survival is threatened. ‘That is, a competitive party — even
though fashioned as a ‘responsive” mechanism for pelicy change — will
resist changing itself, whether organisationally or in identity, except and
until it is deemed to be necessary for meeting its primary goal. And since
competitive parties are assumed to be motivated primarily by electoral
considerations, it is often further inferred that parties wili change them-
selves anly after suffering poor electoral performance.

Harmel and Janda have recently argued that the above view is based
on soemewhat faulty (or at least overgeneralised) premises, and have
offered a revised theory of party change.'! The revised theory, while
still providing a major rule for electoral performance in affecting
party change, both broadens the applications of the notion of ‘party
performance’ and incorporates some ‘internal’ factors in the more com-
prehensive explanatory model.

Recently, two NSF-sponsored projects have directed their efforts
toward collecting data with which to test theories of party change. The
first, recently completed under the direction of Richard Katz and Peter
Mair, tapped official party records [or annualised data on a wide range of
organisational variables, covering 19 western democracies for the period
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1960-1990. The sccond, still underway under the direction of Robert
Harmel and Kenneth Janda, is also callecting annualised data on party
characteristics, but this time using judgmental coding procedures to tap
the *unofficial’ story of parties’ goals, organisation, internal distribution
of power, strategy/tactics, and ideologicalfissue orientation, for the
period 1950-1990 and for just 19 parties of the United States, United
Kingdom, Germany, and Denmark.

‘The current article reports on tests of parts of the integrated theery of
party change, using available data from Harmel and }anda's project for
six parties of the UK and Germany. More specifically, this article reports
preliminary empirical analysis addressing what we find to be three of the
most compelling parts of the integrated theory - hypotheses associating
party change with poor elecloral performance and the ‘internal factors’
of leadership change and change of dominant faction within the party.
These are eventually treated in a *stepwise’ fashion (i-e., attributing to
leadership and faclional change only party changes which could not
also be accounted for by evaluation of bad electoral performance),
but ail three are also treated in bivariate mode. The uvitimate objective
of these preliminary tests is to shed light on missing or particularly
weak elements in the integrated theory of party change, 50 as to facililate
possible refinements of that theory.?

THEORY

General Theoretical Framework

Whether arguing that most changes in party organisation in recent
decades can be seen as a gradual erosion af the organisation in a period
of *system decline’, or that parties have been ‘forced’ to professionalise
in response to environmental change, most statements about party
change have given little attenlion to the parties’ own decision-making
processes in effecting organisational change. In part, this neglect has
probably been due to a general theoretical orientation that has given
precedence to ‘primary’ causes in explaining party change.

In contrast, it is a major underlying premise of this article that party
change does not ‘just happen’. Decisions to change a party’s organisa-
tion ar identity face a wall of resistance common to large organisations,
such that a successful effort to change the party will normally involve
nol unly a good reason but also the building of a coalition of support. In
our view, then, while the good reason (i.e., stimulus for change) may
be externally induced, the designing and successful implementation of
a responsive change will be highly dependent upan internal factors.

FERFORMANCE, LEADERSHIP, FACTIONS . .. 3

Theory: Electoral Performance

ThOu_gh the ‘external stimuli® {or ‘shucks’)’ may take several forms, a
prominent view in the literature on large, competitive parties is that at
least parties of that size and type tend to be most responsive to shocks
of an electoral nature, Specifically, it has at times been argued that such
parties change - or at least, change dramatically — oniy in response to
bad electoral performance. This view has been succinctly summarised as
‘defeat is the mother of party change’,* which may be translated to ‘poar
electoral performance is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for
party change’. This, in turn, implies:

Hypathesis 1: Party change is proximally® preceded by poor electoral
performance.®

In our gmpiricai analysis, this hypothesis will be the first addressed,
along with a coroliary:

Hypothesis 1a: The relationship between poor electoral performance

and party change is stronger for large, competitive parties than for
small parties.

The latter corollary is consistenl with the fact that most references to
bad elections as a factor in change tend to be found in discussions of
larger parties, and with our view that — especially for small parties -
other goals (e.g., advocacy of a *pure’ ideology or issue position)” may
actua{‘ly §upersede electoral success in considerations of the party’s
orgamsation and especially its identity, A version of the latter view has
previously been expressed by Frank Wilson:

In~ western democracies, the principal measure of party success or
failure is election victory. This competition for votes is the central
focus of activity for the major parties. Marginal parties may be able
ta offer snpporters other rewards such as friendships or ideological
fulfilment even if they cannot win power. But major parties expect
to contend for national powers and they are expecied to do so by
their activists and their voters. When a major party appears unable
lo compete successfully, that becomes a powerful stimulus for
change. (emphasis added)®

Hypothesis 1a also relecis the further consideration that while
drarpatic electoral defeats may serve as a strong impetus for farge
parties - experienced with electoral success - to change, it might he that
small (and especially new) parties - perhaps expecting poor ¢lectoral
results — would take electoral defeat in their stride while seeing
unexpected electoral success as a wakeup call to potential bencfits
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af change. For instance, a small party that was developed primarily to
ptomote a message (more so than to govern) may nok be shocked by
electoral stagnation or even downturns, but an extraordinary electoral
success could give fuel to those within the party who may be bent on a
more organised, pragmatic, vote-seeking approach. ‘If we can do that
well without paying attention to the organisation or to the opinion polls,
imagine how well we could do with an organisational overhaul and a bit
of image makeover’, the argument might go.

In any case, though the ‘performance theory of party change’ is very
appealing for its parsimony, it is also possible that it is too simple (i.c.,
ignores too much of the complexity of party life) 1o hold up, alone, in
the face of empirical testing. And while the performance theory may
be prominent today among theories of party change, the literature has
certainly suggested other rival - or better put, complementary — factors
as well. Among these are two types of change taking place within the
party itsell, changes in party leader and changes in the party’s dominant
faction {or coalition).?

Theary: Leadership Change

Do party leaders make a difference with regard to party change? If past
elecioral performance or other ‘external’ factors could explain all party
change, then the role of feaders would presumably be limited to an
‘intervening’ one. Even proponents of electoral performance theory
have not discounted the fact that some leaders are more oriented and
better equipped to respond to the electoral stimuli with party change,
while other leaders could deny the desirability of change or fail in efforts
to make it happen.'” Someone must assess the recent electoral perlor-
mance, as well as the chanees for doing better the next time, and in the
parties’ literature it is generally assumed that the party leaders play a
critical role in such assessments.!’ Likewise, it is generally assumed that
leaders will be instrumental in devising and implementing sirategies
(whether for change or mainienance of the status quo) consistent with
those assessments. Diffcrent leaders will assess things differently;
different leaders have different abilities with which to develop and
implement changes when they do want them. At least in these ways,
there is general agreement that leaders, and who the leaders are, ean
make a diflerence. And hence, it can be inferred that when one leader
is replaced by another of more positive orientation or with better
skills regarding change, the change of leader itsell may prove to be a
facilitating event.?

[i is also reasonable, though, to posit that there are situations within
which the role of the leader may go beyond “intervening’, that is, where

PERFORMANCE, LEADERSHIP, FACTIONS . .. 5

the leader and the leader’s own wishes may be the ultimate cause of
change. Party leaders need followers in order to effect change, and
depending on the structure of a specific party, the most critical follow-
ers may be volers, activists, members, ar some combination from the
tatter. If the critical support base within the party ehanges on its own, or
il it can be changed or persuaded to change by the leader him/ersell,
then this would presumably be one situation (especially in the [atter
case) within which leaders coufd do more than just respond to external
cues and pressures in effecting party change.

In assessing theoretically whether leaders (and hence change of
leaders) may be factors in party change, two relevant points seem clear.
First, as relates to the paragraphs above, different leaders bring some-
what different abilities and orientations to the job, and sometimes
ihe differences between one leader and his/her successor can be sub-
stantial."” Second, the typieal organisational leader will want to leave
his or her mark upon the organisation. Since party leaders know from
the beginning that their period in office may be short, it can further be
expeeted that they will want 10 make a mark quickly. Third, new party
teaders will almost always find need for some level of organisational
innovation as part of strategy for consolidating power.!* And fourth,
from the standpoint of the organisation, leadership changes are gener-
ally destabilising events."” From these premises, it is an easy matter to
infer that leadership change should result in party change, and lo place
political parties within Gilmore's observation with regard lo organisa-
tions penerally:

Leadership transitions represent a ‘natural entry point™® for
change. . . The transition is an occasion to rethink the commitment
to the present agenda, to reflect on roads not taken in the past, and
to review future choices. . . Leadership transitions are thus volatile
moments in the life cycles of organisations, occasions for renewal as
well as for regression.!’

This can reasonably be restated as ‘leadership change is a sufficient,
though not necessary, condition for party change’, and henee our

Hypothesis 2: Leadership change is proximally'® followed by party
change.”

But since some leadership changes themselves derive from (or ai
least follow shortly behind) bad electoral performances, and since the
electoral stimuli may then be seen as the ultimate cause of any conse-
quent party changes, il behoves us in our empirical analysis to deter-
mine the extent to which leadership change afone could conceivably
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contribute to explanation of party change, even controlling for electoral
performance. Since Hypothesis 2 is broad enough to cover both circum-
stances, it is easy to further infer

Hypothesis 2a: Leadership change is associated with party change,
even with all possible direct effects of poor electoral performance
(and resulting leadership changes) already removed.

The extent to which changes of leader will actually result in party
change obviously depends upon such factors as the extent to which
the new leader’s desires and strategies for the party are different from
those of the predecessor, the personal abilities of the new leader to
effect the changes he/she wants, and the extent to which the party is
willing to (or perhaps must, according to the internal power structure)
fallow the leader. The latter condition actually consists of two important
components: the willingness of the groups currently *in power’ within
the party to support the initiatives of the leader, and the extent to which
the leadership position is itself equipped with the powers necessary
to effect change independently of others’ support. The first of these
components is directly related to what we call ‘change of dominant
faction’, and that topic will be discussed in detail below. The second,
the formal structure of power and the leader’s place in it, requires
some attention here.

It is one thing to posit that party leaders are directly involved in
affecting party change, and hence that changes in party leaders them-
selves create special opportunities for significant change. However, to
assume further that all party leaders have the same opportunities for
changing their parties would be to lose sight not only of the specific
characteristics of the leader and the circumstances under which he/she
assumes office, but especially the extent to which limitations are placed
upon leaders by the structures and rules of their own parties.

On this last point, we need only consider the two largest British
parties for an example of how much variance can exist within a single
party system on latitude for leaders to act. The contrast between the
immense powers and wide latitude afforded to Conservative leaders, on
the one hand, and the severe limitations placed upon Labour leaders,
on the other, has been well documented. According to Beloff and Peele,
for instance,

... the Conservative manifesto will very much reflect the personal
style of the party leader rather than, as in the Labour Party, being
the product of a complex process of accommodation and collective
decision-making. The Conservative leader enjoys a great deal of
autonomy throughout the Conservative Party ... ultimately the
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tone and the priorities of party policy are as much personal as
reflective of party opinion generally.?

And not only do general policy thrusts themselves conform to lcaders’
preferences, but the ‘machinery for policy-making in the Conservative
Party will also reflect the preferences of the leadership’. In contrast,
Seyd has described the difficulties that Labour leaders face in trying to
effect change:

Structural constraints have always made Labour an extremely
difficult party to lead. One of these constraints has been that, as a
consequence of its formal institutional links with the trade unions,
the party has operated within certain political parameters. ..
Another has been the party’s divided power structure, with no
single source of legitimate authority... In addition, the party
leadership has been constrained by an ethos that has placed great
stress on the democratic role of party members.'

And finally, 0 make matters even worse for the most recent Labour
leaders, ‘the party activists, who may have been most dedicated to prin-
ciples, gained significant powers in the late 1970s’.22

Inclusion of these two parties among our six cases, along with the fact
that the CDU resembles the Conservatives and the SPD resembles
Labour in these regards,” will afford us an opportunity to address

Hypothesis 2b: The relationship between leadership changes and
party change is stronger for parties with strong leadership structures
than for parties with severely limited leaders.

Theory: Change of Dominant Faction

In addition to leadership change, another type of event in internal party
politics warrants examination as a possible, significant contributor to
party change. It is well documented in the parties’ literature that
factionalism is a fact of life within most political parties.?! It is not
uncommon for rival factions to engage in struggles for control of their
party’s apparatus.® These struggles typically involve conflicts arising
from competing demands, and in those producing a new dominant
coalition/faction, may ultimately result in changes in the party’s organi-
sation and/or direction.

Both Panebianco and lgnazi have associated party change with
changes in the internal power relationships among groups within the
party®. Panebianco, for instance, argues that as a consequence of the
modifications within the internal power relationships, organisational
changes may be effected to reflect the changes in power distribution.
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‘{Clertain rules of the game — namely, rules of internal competition — are
changed (and sometimes ratified by statutory revisions), because the
new leaders must support their newly acquired control of the party with
organisational innovations’.?’

Hence, it is certainly reasonable to consider change in a party’s
dominant faction(s) to be a likely source of significant party change.
However, the tremendous difficulty in identifying the specific factiona)
composition of most parties, compounded by the even greater difficulty
of identifying the details of change in power relationships among the
factions, have meant little study of the consequences of changes in those
relationships. Nevertheless, our own foray into this area has resulted in
a few preliminary data with which we can begin to analyse

Hypothesis 3; Change of dominant faction within a party is associ-
ated with party change.”®

Data and Approach

This study utilises party change data collected in 1991-93 for Harmel
and Janda’s NSF-sponsored project. The data are annualised for the
period 1950-1990, and were collected using judgmental coding tech-
niques. The latter involved coding on the basis of English-language
literature on the relevant parties (using procedures similar to those
employed by Janda for the earlier ICPP project)®, using detailed coding
instructions. The cases analysed here are the British Labour, Conser-
vative, and Liberal parties, and the German SPD, CDU, and FDP.
Though there are obvious limitations to inferring from comparisons of
just six partics, these particular cases — which are the only parties for
which such complete data on party change are currently available —
nonetheless allow for meaningful comparisons to be made belween
large and small parties, parties with strong and weak leadership struc-
tures, and parties of two- and multi-party systems.

The dependent variable in our analyses is ‘party change’, measured for
a given number of years (normally two-year periods for these analyses,
for reasons explained below) as (1) the number of changes across 26
organisational variables and 17 issue variables (see lists in Appendix 1)
and (2) the weighted sum of rmagnitudes of change across the same
variables.™ Across the six parties, 210 discrete changes were coded from
1950 through 1990. (See note 2.)

Independent variables include electoral performance, leadership
change, and dominant faction change. Our electoral performance vari-
able was coded on the basis of examination of the party’s actual
electoral performance in each relevant election, along with literature
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rcfercnces pertaining to the party’s own evaluation of the performance,
using detailed coding instructions (see Appendix 2). Leadership data
include not only the date of each change, but also literature-based
judgements pertaining to the reason for the change. Factional changes
were identified on the basis of relevant party literature.

Our choice of analytical tools has been guided by (1) determination
not to employ inappropriately sophisticated techniques to data for so
few cases, and (2) concern for choosing tools that are appropriate
for examining each particular hypothcsis (with particular concern for
appropriately treating ‘necessary but not sufficient’ conditions).?’ The
second consideration has resulted in some variance in techniques across
hypotheses. Generally, analyses consist of simple comparisons of per-
centages and means.

Though we can not claim sufficient control for (or elimination of)
plausible rival explanations to justify consideration as causal analysis, it
is nonetheless the case that our search for associarion is driven by the
desire to find evidence with which to judge at least the plausibility of our
hypotheses. Hence, it was important that we design the associational
analyses so as to provide reasonable tests.

In that vein, it is important to consider which changes might reason-
ably be attributed to a given event (e.g. election, or change of leader
and/or dominant faction). On the one hand, it would be unreasonable to
expect that responsive changes would be immediate. It could take some
time for a new leader to develop the details of a reform plan, for
instance, or to consolidate power with which to make it happen. Like-
wise, it could take some time for a party to analyse its performance in
the past election, and to develop and implement a suitable response.
(There is also the technical problem that it may be neccssary to wait
for the next party conference in order to formally introduce some
change, and that it could actually take two conferences before it could
be implemented.)

On the other hand, it would be unreasonable to attribute aff changes
during a given inter-clection period to a past election performance if, for
instance, that period extended for five or six years. In other words,
it must be assumed that even a party’s memory span is finite. After a
certain time has passed, too many other events would have interceded
for us to simply assume that the past election is the only, or even the
meost important, factor in the decision to make a particular change.

Our solution - which we readily admit is an imperfect one - is to treat
changes for the two years following an election or a leadership change
as reasonably attributable to that event. (Because we do not think it
reasonable to assume that changes will follow immediately upon an
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election or a leadership change, we do not include changes occurring in
the same calendar year as the event itself. For factional changes, our
procedures are different, as explained later.) So, for example, with an
election in 1965, we would associate the accumulation of changes for
1966 and 1967. With a leadership change taking place in 1982, we would
associate other party changes occurring in 1983 and 1984, and so on.
From a strictly methodological standpoint, this strategy has the positive
side effect of standardising the periods over which changes in the
‘dependent variables’ are accumulated.®

(For graphical chronologies of performance, leadership change, and
party change, see Figures la through 6b in Appendix 2.)

EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

Analysis: Electoral Performance

According to Hypothesis 1, a party’s evaluation of poor electoral perfor-
mance is a necessary, though not necessarily sufficient, condition for party
change. In other words, though not all bad electoral performances will
necessarily result in change, all party change should be attributable to bad
elections. A reasonable standard by which to judge this hypothesis
would seem to be simply the proportion of all change which is conceivably
attributable to poor election performances. Following our approach
of attributing only changes taking place within two years of an event to
that particular event, only changes taking place within two years of poor
electoral performances are even conceivably supportive of Hypothesis 1.
Changes taking place after good elections, or more than two years after
bad elections, would cumulate as refutational evidence.

Tables 1 and 2 present per cents of total magnitudes and numbers,
respectively, of changes following three types of electoral performance.®
Bad electoral performances account for only one fifth (41 of 210, or 19.5
per cent) of all changes and one fourth (24.5 per cent) of all magnitude of
change, across the six parties. The least support comes from the Conser-
vative Party, and ironically, the greatest support comes from the Labour
Party.™

Hypothesis 1a posits that the relationship between bad electoral per-
formance and party change should be stronger for large than for small
parties, on average. This hypothesis is based on the premise that all large
parties are heavily concerned with electoral success, while small parties
may give higher priority to other goals, and hence to other standards of
success. Our preliminary analysis provides mixed evidence with regard
to this hypothesis. Though bad electoral performances could account for
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TABLE 1|

PER CENT OF TOTAL MAGNITUDE OF CHANGE FOLLOWING (WITHIN 2 YEARS)
EACH TYPE OF ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE
(With Average for Elections of That Type)

Cbu FDU SPD Cons Lab Lib
within 2 years of:
Bad election 23(8) 14(4) 22(4) %(3) 45(6) 38(5)
Tolerable 26(7) (1) 3(5) 6(3) 0{0) 15(5)
Good 11(4) 18(5) 13(4) 21(4) o) {0y
lotal*: 60 % 33% 43% 37% 45% 54%

*Changcs not accounted for here ook place murc than two years alter any cleciion.

TABLE 2

PER CENT OF TOTAL NUMBER OF CHANGES FOLLOWING (WITHIN 2 YEARS)
EACH TYPE OF ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE
(With Average for Elections of Thal Type)

CDU FDU SPD Cons Lab Lib
within 2 years of:
Bad election 21(7) 17¢4) 15(3) 13(4) 29(4) 18(2)
Tolerable 25(6) 2 8(4) 8(4) (0} 14(5)
Good 6(2) 24(6) 15(5) 17(3) 0(0) 0(0)
lotal*: 52% 44% 38% 38% 28% 32%

*Changes nol accounted for here took place more than two years alter any clection.

a much smaller proportion of party change in the FDP than in the CDU,
SPD, or Labour Party, it is actually the large Conservative Party which
provides the least support for the original Hypothesis 1, while the smaller
Liberal Party is among the stronger supporters.

In fairness to Hypothesis 1a, we should note that there are only two
small parties included in this analysis, and of those the Liberal Party must
be thought of as primarily vote-seeking and the FDP as primarily office
benefits-secking throughout the period. A fairer test of this hypothesis
must await inclusion of small parties with other primary goals. 1t is
interesting, nonetheless, to note that the FDP — a benefits-seeking party
in a multi-party, coalition-prone environment - appears less responsive
to bad elections than the Liberals — a vote-seeking party in a situation
where coalitions are highly unlikely.

It is also interesting to note that three of the parties (the FDP, SPD,
and Conservatives) averaged as much or slightly more change following
good election performances as after bad elections.

The bottom line from this rather generous assessment of the adequacy
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of performance theory is that the theory, by itself, leaves large amounts
of party change unaccounted for. Though poor electoral performances
could conceivably have contributed to significant amounts of change in
each of the parties, in no case is that amount a majority of change, not
to mention the totality as predicted by Hypothesis 1. So while electoral
perfermance remains a strong candidate for inclusion in an integrated
theory of party change, this analysis should help put to rest any linger-
ing thoughts that all, or even most, party change is directly attributable
to poor electoral performances.™

Analysis: Leadership Change

To enable direct comparison of the relative strengths of bivariate associ-
ation of electoral performance and leadership change with party change,
we have presented in Table 3 the percentages of total magnitude
and number of party changes that have taken place within two years of
leadership changes. Comparison of Table 3 with Tables 1 and 2 reveals
that the proportions of party change following leadership change are
higher than those following poor electoral performances for some parties
and lower for others.

TABLE 3

PER CENT OF TOTAL MAGNITUDE AND NUMBER OF PARTY CHANGES
WITHIN TWO YEARS OF LEADERSHIP CHANGE
(With Average per Leadership Change)

PERFORMANCE, LEADERSHIP, FACTIONS . . . 13

leadership change alone could account for more change than could
be attributed to bad electoral performances for the Conservatives, the
FDP, and the CDU is testimony to the strength of leadership change,
even as compared to election performance.

According to our Hypothesis 2, which posits that leadership change is
sufficient but not necessary for party change, we are not suggesting
that leadership change should account for any particular percentage of
overall party change. What we are positing is that every time there is a
leadership change, there should be a party change following closely
on its heels. Hence, a reasonable, direct test of Hypothesis 2 would
be to ascertain the percentage of leadership changes which have resulted
in party change, as has been done for Table 4. By this standard,
Hypothesis 2 gains maximum support from the cases of the CDU and
the Conservatives, but lower levels of support from the FDP, SPD, and
Labour, with no support at all from the Liberal Party.

TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE OF LEADERSHIP CHANGES THAT ARE FOLLOWED BY PARTY
CHANGE WITHIN TWO YEARS

CDhU FDP SPD CONS LAB LB

100 (4/4) 57 (47 60 (3/5) 100 (5/5) 60 (3/5) 0(073)

cDU FDP SPD CONS LAR Lm
Magnitude 27(N 26 (3) 16 (3) 42 (8) 31{6) 0(0)
Number 25 (6) 12 (4) 27(5) 29 (6) 22(4) 0(0)

It must be noted before continuing, though, that to subject leadership
change to the type of analysis presented in Table 3 is to act as though
leadership change is posited as a necessary condition for party change,
as was the case for the original electoral performance hypothesis. 1n
other words, by asking what percentage of a party’s change could
conceivably be attributed to leadership change, we are subjecting
Hypothesis 2 to an inappropriate test, and one which is unfairly harsh.
Given this, it is particularly impressive that leadership change fares as
well as it does in comparison to electoral performance theory, when
judged by a standard more appropriate to the latter. The fact that

While the findings of Table 4 provide only mixed support for the orig-
inal hypothesis, they conform very closely to what would be predicted
from Hypothesis 2b, which posits stronger results only for parties with
stronger leadership structures. Of the parties in this analysis, the Conser-
vatives and the CDU are known to have the strongest leadership struc-
tures, and for both parties, 100 per cent of leadership changes from 1950
through 1989 were assoeciated with party change occurring within the
following two years. The SPD and Labour, for which the leadership
structures are known to be much weaker, posted substantially lower
levels of association between leadership and party change. For the
Liberals, governed largely by committee™ and where teadership by the
parliamentary group leader was challenged on several fronts,” none of
the four leadership changes was followed by party change.

So, the data of our analyses do provide considerable evidence of the
hypothesised relationship between leadership change and party change,
especially when differences in leadership structures are taken into
account. Still, it remains to be seen the extent to which performance
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and leadership change hypotheses — both of which have received some
support — may work cumulatively rather than redundantly to explain
party change. That is, can the one factor complement (i.e., add to) the
explanation already provided by the other, rather than merely compet-
ing with it for the same turf?

For those situations where leadership changes (for our cases, 12 of
the 29) themselves derive from (or at least follow shortly behind) bad
electoral performances, it is impossible for our analytical approach
to assign separately the partial ‘effects’ of the two simultaneously
occurring events (i.e., upon party change occurring within one or two
years of both of them). However, since our point of departure for this
study was performance theory, and since electoral performance is more
often cited as a primary cause of party change, it seems reasonable for
this analysis to assign alf shared effects to the bad electoral perfor-
mances. This, obviously, maximises the difficulty with which party
change can still be attributed to leadership change, since maximum
effects of performance have already been removed. In effect, we are
asking whether leadership change is associated with the residuals of the
performance-change relationship. This is, after all, precisely what is
called for by Hypothesis 2a.

Table 5 reveals that after assigning to bad electoral performances the
changes that could reasonably be attributed to both electoral perfor-
mance and leadership change, large increments of residual party change
could still be attributed to leadership change. This is true for five of the
six parties, but it is especially true for the Conservatives, SPD, and FDP.
For the Conservatives, for instance, the three bad elections alone could
account for only 9 per cent of total party change, and without allowing
for overlapping explanation the five leadership changes could con-
ceivably account for an additional 36 per cent.

TABLE 5
PER CENT OF TOTAL MAGNITUDE AND NUMBER OF PARTY CHANGES
WITHIN TWO YEARS OF LEADERSHIP CHANGE, CONTROLLING FOR BAD
ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE
{(With Average per Leadership Change)

cDu FDP 5PD CONS LaB LB

Magnitude 13 (1) 25(3) 16 (3} 36 (9) 7(1) 0 (0}
Number 14 (4} 29 (4) 27(5) 21¢5) 9¢2) 0 (0)
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Analysis: Dominant Faction Change

Hypothesis 3 posits a relationship between dominant faction change and
party change. While factional change is viewed as contributing to
special opportunities for party change, there is no implication that
change of dominant faction is necessary for party change. Evidence of
much change occurring simultaneously with or shortly after (i.e., within
two years) changes of dominant faction would be supportive of this
hypothesis (and especially if the same party changes could not be
accounted for by the other factors treated above).

Based on our examination of the literature of the parties included in
this study, we have identified three dominant faction changes during the
1950-1990 period — one each in the SPD (the change from traditional-
ists to new socialists and radicals in 1957), Labour {(from right to left in
1963-65), and the Conservative Party (the establishment of the right
from 1975-79).* In all three cases, some party change occurred within
a few years of the internal power shiit, and in each case it would be
reasonable to attribute at least some of the party change to the change
in dominant faction. For the Labour Party, however, the party changes
were not of the magnitude and/or type to be captured by our measure-
ment of party change. Nonetheless, we note them here for the sake of
completeness (but will return to this point in the last paragraph of this
section).

For the Labour Party, the introduction of what some have character-
ized as a more liberal regime resulted from increasing dominance of the
left in party decision making (1963-65). Beginning from July/August
1966, the left wrested control of the Chief Whip and House Leader posi-
tions from the right. The appointments of John Silkin (Chief Whip) and
Richard Crossman (Leader of the House) facilitated experiments with
a more lenient party management type. Crossman, as a key figure in
the Bevanite left, consistently objected to the right’s social democratic
centralism, arguing ‘for a more pluralist conception of party democracy
which placed less emphasis upon the will of the majority and more upon
the ability of minorities to challenge and replace the holders of power™.*
Not coincidentally, parliamentary discipline was loosened by 1967, as
one of several elements of a ‘generally more refaxed atmosphere in the
party”."!

In the Conservative party, the changes in dominant factions (1975-77)
as a result of Mrs Margaret Thatcher’s leadership were reflected by 1979
in numerous ideological changes to the right.*? ‘The change in the domi-
nant coalition composition and the victory of the rightist tendencies
brought about a deep restructuring of organisational physiognomy: an
alteration of the rules of internal competition and a “succession of ends”,



16 WEST EUROPEAN POLITICS

i.e. a radical redefinition of the Conservative identity around Thatcher-
type “neo-liberalism™.’#

In the SPD, dramatic changes in the party’s identity (i.e., taking the
form of a redesigned programme) occurred at least partially as a result
of changes in the internal power relationships among competing groups.
By 1957, the dominant coalition in the SPD had changed from the
traditionalists to the new socialists and radicals. The latter groups, led
by Willy Brandt, Helmut Schmidt, Fritz Erler, Herbert Wehner,
and Karl Schiller, campaigned to reform the party.* “Their aim was to
modernise the party and bring it into line with the changed circum-
stances of the postwar era of economic growth, political integration,
and changing social structures’.** The most important consequence was
adoption in 1959 of the Bad Godesberg programme, a ‘fundamental re-
definition of social democracy — disavowing the party’s traditional Marxist
connections, class orientation, anti-clericalism, and accepting the new
“social market economy” and membership of NATQ and the EEC’ %

We did nol, in our discussion of theory on the role of dominant
faction change in party change, develop specific hypotheses pertaining
to the possible location of factional displacement in the causal chain (as
we did for leadership, in noting that some leadership changes them-
selves result from bad electoral performances). This is for two reasons.
First, there is no compelling reason to expect that bad electoral perfor-
mances are either necessary or sufficient reasons for dominant faction
change. In fact, we see no compelling reason to expect such a relation-
ship between the two at all. (For the record, of the three cases of
dominant faction change discussed here, only the Conservative factional
change took place within two years of a bad electoral performance.)
And second, while dominant faction changes are highly likely to result
in leadership changes, it is also true that leadership change may create
circumstances conducive to change of dominant faction. As Gilmore has
argued for organisations generally:

[D]uring a leadership struggle in an organisation, dormant fault
lines, such as between the old guard and young turks, or among
ethnic groups, may re-emerge; new alliances are forged as differ-
ent factions jockey for influence. Different hopes and ideas are
projected onto the leader. The status quo is shaken up. People
who have been out of the dominant coalition get a chance to be
influential in the new administration.*’

In this light, it is interesting to note that two of the three dominant
faction changes discussed above (i.e., those in Labour and the Con-
servatives) themselves derived from leadership changes. The dominant
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faction change in the Labour Party was part of Harold Wilson’s con-
solidation of power, as he recruited like-minded leftists into positions of
power.* Similarly, the choice of Thatcher to lead the Conservatives
opened doors to the Selsdon Group and the Monday Club that had
hitherto been closed to them.

Nevertheless, it would be incorrect to conclude, even in these two
cases, that factional change could add nothing to explanation of party
change that was not already covered by Icadership change alone. In fact,
!Jy precise application of our two-year rule, the party changes discussed
in the paragraphs above (which, admittedly, for Labour were not cap-
tured by our own measure of party change) could not be attributed to
the leadership changes themselves, though they could be attributed
to the resulting factional changes. It is, indeed, reasonable to posit that
the combination of leadership and factional change — whether coincident
or sequential — creates opportunities for change that are greater than
what either event would accomplish alone. And even in those cases
where the factional change is completely attributable to a leadership
change, it may be that the factional change was absolutely essential in
order for the leader to accomplish the party change.®

In any case, conclusions that we would draw from this preliminary
analysis of factional change stand on shaky ground, given that (1) the six
parties provide so few cases of dominant faction change and (2) the
organisational changes that we have mentioned for Labour were not
captured by our own measure of party change. Hence, we are loath to
claim a concrete conclusion from this portion of the analysis. Never-
theless, we do feel that it has yielded important heuristic evidence to
support further research into the hypothesised relationship between
dominant faction change and party change.

CONCLUSIONS

This article has reported the first empirical findings based on data from a
larger study of party change, the most important underlying premise of
which is that party change does not ‘just happen’, either randomly or in
automatic response Lo external stimuli. Resting on that premise, this pro-
ject has been directed toward helping to identify the finite set of factors
—including both internal and external — which together may explain deci-
sions of parties to change themselves. And in that vein, our hypotheses
have dealt not only with external stimuli for party change, but also with
internal factors which may create special opportunities for change.

The results from our preliminary empirical analyses have generally
supported the view that while external factors (and most especially,
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poor electoral performances) may act as important stimuli for change,
there is also an important role for the social (i.e., sub-party) actor to play
in the theory of party change. Our test of electoral performance theory
revealed that while a substantial portion of total party change could
conceivably be linked to bad electoral performances, the latter [alls
considerably short of being either a necessary (as originally hypothe-
sized) or sufficient condition for change, with large residuals remaining
for all parties. Our search for complementary factors led us to posit
an important role for change in organisational actors (i.e., leaders and
dominant factions) in explaining some of the residuals. And indeed, the
data provide evidence for such a role.

Even with the preliminary nature of our analyses, we are nonetheless
encouraged by the amount of support that has been found here for the
general theoretical framework. And most particularly, we have gained
new confidence for suggesting that the burgeoning field of theoretical
and empirical work on party change should focus even more attention
on internal decision-making processes. If our analyses are correct, party
change doesn’t ‘just happen’; and leaders and factions may indeed make
a difference.
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less judge the current dala Lo be an accurate and meaningful representation of these

PERFORMANCE, LEADERSHIP, FACTIONS . .. 19

10.
. See Kris Deschouwer, ‘The Survival of the Fittest: Measuring and Explaining Acap-

12.
13

14,

15.

17
18.

2.

21.

. See also Wilson (nole 8), p.20.
23.

parties’ decisions to change.

. See Harmel and Janda (note 1: 1992}, pp.7-11.
. See Kenneth Janda, “Toward a Performance Theory of Change in Political Parties’

(Paper presented at the 12th World Congress of the Int. Sociological Assoc., Madrid,
Spain: unpub., 1990), p.5; see also pp.6-7 for references Lo supporling literature,

- As explained elsewhere in this article, we operationalise ‘proximally’ as within two

years of the year of the event.

. This hypothesis is a representation of performance theory as originally stated, rather

than a reflection of the role of performance as incorporated in Harmel and Janda’s
(note 1:1992) integrated theory of party change.

. Harme! and Janda (nole 1:1992), pp.8-9.
. Frank Wilson, “The Sources of Party Change: Change in Social Democratic Parties in

Britain, France, Germany, and Spain’ (Paper presented at the Workshop on Eleclions
and Parties, Committee on Political Sociology, IPSA/ISA, Paris, France: unpub.,
1989), p.12.

Before discussing the hypothesised relationships between cach of these factors and
our dependent variable of ‘party change’, we should briefly notc why we do not
include the former in our measurement of the latlcr. That is, if leadership and
factional changes are themselves changes within the party, why are they (reatcd as
independent variables rather than as parts of the cumulation of party changes we are
seeking 10 explain? We have reasoned that changes in party leader and in dominant
faction/coalition are unlike changes in organisation or party identily, in that the
former are often the direct results of ‘natural’ occurrences (¢.g., a leader’s death and
consequent replacement) or internal power strugples rather than deliberative
processes involving the party generally, and in addition, it is undersiood from the lime
of the change (especially in the case of leadership) that the new situation will be only
lemporary.

Sec Janda (note 4), p.10; Wilson (note 8), pp.13 and t7.

tation and Change of Political Parties’ (Paper presented at the Workshop on Democ-
racies and Organization of Political Parties, ECPR Joint Sessions, Limerick, Ireland:
unpub.,, 1992), p.13; Wilson (note 8), p.17; see also James MacGregor Burns, Leader-
ship (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1978}, p.311.

See Janda (note 4), p.11.

Two well documented cases of party leaders who are widely recognized as having
brought special leadership skills to the task of changing their parlies are Mitierrand
{e.g. see Wilson (nole 8), p.17) and Kinnock (e.g., see Patrick Seyd, ‘Labour: The
Great Transformation’, in Anthony King (ed.), Briwin at the Polls 1992 (Chatham, NJ:
Chatham House, 1993), pp.71-5, 96).

Angelo Panebianco, Political Parties: Organization and Power (Cambridge: CUP,
1988), p.244.

Thomas North Gilmore, Making a Leadership Change: How Organizations and
Leaders Can Handle Leadership Transitions Successfufly (San Francisco and London:
Jossey-Bass, 1988), p.12.

. RK.R. Yin, Uifization by Local Services: Problems and Proposals for Further

Research, (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corp., 1976).

Gilmore (note 15), pp.11 and 14.

As explained elsewhere in this article, we operationalize ‘proximally’ as within two
years of the year of the event.

. This hypothesis may be inferred from Proposition 5 in Harmel and Janda (note I:

1994),

Max Beloff and Gillian Peele, The Government of the UK: Political Authority in a
Changing Society, (London: Weidenleld, 1985), p.178.

See Seyd (note t3), p.72.

We can note correspondence between Labour and the SPD on lack of leadership



20

24,

25.

26.
. See Panebianco (note 14), p.244,
28.
29.

30.

31.

WEST EUROPEAN POLITICS

control, with the lalter having collective leadership which has al times frustrated an
individual leader’s attempis Lo alter the parly {(Wilson, note 8, p.20). Likewise, there
is correspondence between the Conservatives and the CDU, both with strong leader-
ship control. For the CDU, it has generally been the case Lhal the national level of
organisation consists of little more than a ‘chancellor’s association” except during
election periods (Eva Kolinsky, Parties, Opposition and Society in West Germany,
New York: St. Martin's Press, 1984; Geolfrey Pridham, Christian Democracy in
Western Europe, Ncw York: St. Martin’s Press, 1977). Even when the CDU attempted
to copy Lhc organisation of the SPD in 1967, this lurncd out to be little more than sym-
bolic (see Kolinsky, 1984}, with the chancellor remaining clearly in conlrol of the
national levcl of organisation.

E.g.. see Giovanni Sartori, Party and Party System: A Framework for Analysis, Vol.l
{Cambridge: CUP, 1976), p.72.

Joseph Nyomarkay, ‘Factionalism in the National Socialist German Workers’ Party:
The Myth and Reality of the “Northern Faction™, Political Science Quarterly, Vol.80
(1965), pp.22-47. leffrey Pleffer and G.R. Salaneik, *The Design Management of
Externally Controlled Organizations’, In D.S. Pugh (ed.), Organization Theory:
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Democracies and Organization of Political Parties, ECPR Joint Sessions, Limerick,
Ireland: unpub., 1992).
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The coding procedures for each variable insirucied the coder to apply to each party
for each year one of a set (with the sizes of sets ranging from 3 to 19) of integer val-
ues, each of which was assigned to a verbal description. With a change consisting of
any change of values belween consecutive years for a given variable, we computed a
standardized (or ‘weighted’) magnitude for every such change. The standardised mag-
nitude was computed as the absolute value of the difference between the consecutive
codes, divided by the number of intervals in the scale for that particular variable. For
instance, the German SPD's shift after Bad Godesberg from an extremely leftist posi-
tion on Lhe government's role in economic planning (coded -4} to a more moderate
position (-1) produces a standardized change of .30 (i.e., thrcc units of change, divided
by 10 total intervals on the 11-point ordinal scale used for all issue variables). Like-
wise, the Brilish Labour Party’s decision in 1981 to change the method for selecting
its parliamentary leader from election by parliamentary colleagues (coded +1) 1o
selection by an electoral college (+3) results in a standardized change of .67 {i.e., two
units of change, divided by 3 total intervals on a four-point ordinal scale). Each party,
for each year, was Lhen assigncd a cumulative magnitude of change equal to the sum
of all standardized magniludes of change recorded for that parly for that year.
Someone else who has grappled with this problem of *necessity and/or sufficiency’ is
Mark Lichbach, ‘Regime Change: A Test of Structuralist and Functionalist Explana-
tions’, Comparative Political Studies, Vol.14 (1981), pp.49-73.

. In choosing the two-year decision rule, we have attempted to balance conflicting

needs. On Lhe one hand, we need to determine a standard period of time afier an
evenl within which it is reasonahle (o assume that the party is still responding to that
evenl. 1 would not be sensible, for instance, to assign all party changes during a
particular lecader's tenure as responscs to the ‘leadership change’ that brought that
person to the position. Similarly, it does not seem reasonable — as a general rule - to
assign all changes during an inter-election period Lo the event of Lhe last election. In
practical lerms, this would be parlicularly problematic in the case of a party which
experiences only poor glectoral performances; in such a case, alf party changes would
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be assigned to the poor elections, leaving none to be explained by other events under
our ‘stepwise” approach.

On the other hand, the choice of a period less than the lotality of an inler-election
period does create the possibility of under-assigning changes Lo the election cvents.
This would be particularly problematic for a party which only made dccisions to
change in an eleclion year. The American partics, for instance, change their national
platforms at four-year intervals, precluding the possibility of assigning platform
changes to the previous election four years earlier. Though this may be somewhal
troublesome for analysis of changes in any party, the extenl to which it is a problem
varies by.(ﬂ) the procedure used in coding party changcs and {b) thc party’s own pro-
ceduresfiimetable for making decisions on policy positions and organisational mat(crs.
In our case, the dala are based on reports of parly changes in secondary literature
_ralher-lhan exclusively on official parly documents; this increases the probabilily of
including decisions made in non-election years. Further reducing the extenl of the
problem for the parties in this study is the fact that all of them hold annual confer-
enccslcqngrcsses, which have the ability to change policy and organisation (see Katz
and Mmr, Party Organizations: A Data Handbook, London: SAGE, 1992). The fig-
ures in the following table show considerablc variation among the six parties on the
extent to \:u'hich decisions to change were made in election years {vs. lwo year periods
after election years), but tend 10 support our procedures. All six parties madc some
decisions to change in non-election years, with substantial proportions reported for
the three German parties. Qnly the British Liberal Party shows a propensily 10 make
nearly all of its changes in policy in election years, probably rellccling that party’s
almost exclusive attachment to vote-maximizing (as opposed 1o a role in government).
Evep with any bias, we report in this article that the Liberal Party is relatively sup-
portive of the performance hypothesis (Hypothesis 1), and that it lends nol to support
the leadership change hypothesis (Hypothesis 2).

TABLE 6

PER CENT (AND NUMBER) OF (A) ISSUE AND (B) ORGANIZATIONAL
CHANGES MADE IN

Election Two Years [ollowing
Years Election Years*
GERMANY
cDU (A) 11 (3R8) 50 {14/28)
(B) 34 (13/38) 50 (19438)
FDP (A) 31 (929) 52 (1529)
(B) 23  (313) 23 (313)
SPD {(A) 57 (12/21} 38 (8/21)
(B 0 a3 (37
UK
CONS (A} 57 (3 17 (423)
(B) (m 0
LAB (A 75 (21/28) 21 (6/28)
(B) 50  (2i4) 50 (2/4)
LIB (AY 94 (17/18) 6 (1/18)
(B) 33  (1/3) 67 (2/3)

*Two year periods including only non-election ycars; i.e., 1966 is excluded from
calculations for the British parties.
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Electoral performance measures which are based on oulside observers’ assessments of
party insiders’ perceptions of their parties’ efection resulis will always be subject to cri-
tique, and our own attempl is cerlainly no exceplion. Hence, we sl!ould al lcast note
that it is our own opinion that if our measure is in error, il is more likely that we have
erred on the side of assigning 1o the “bad election’ category a few elections yvhlch
others might have judged to be *neutral’. This could ulimately resull in assigning to
elecloral performance a small amount of party change that would not have been
so assigned if we had used a more conservative approach. (')n‘lhe qther hand, some
may feel that we have already been loo conservative in associating )wllh poor elections
only the parly changes that occurred within two years of the election. Fully recogms-
ing that no operationalisations will be perfect, we do feel t.hat ours are reasonable.
Taking (he totality of inter-election periods into account (i.e., attributing all ghangcs
within such a period to the preceding election), support incrcqses for all parties (nqt
surprisingly). but most dramatically for the three British parties, and mpsl. dramati-
cally of all for the Labour Party. Eighty-cight per cent of the Labour parties changes,
accounting for 92 per cent of the total magnitude of change, took place in periods
following bad electoral performances. However, as we noted carllc_r, it is problematic
Lo assume that parties are reacting totally or even mostly Lo an election that took place
more than two years earlier.

TABLE 7

PERCENT OF TOTAL MAGNITUDE OF CHANGE FOLLOWING EACH TYPE OF

ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE. FOR ENTIRE INTER-ELECTION PERIOD
(With average for Elections of That Type)

CDU FDU SPD Cons Lab Lib
alter:
Bad elections 34 (1) {9 47 {9} 40 (13} 92 (13) 65 (8)
Tolerable 45 (11) 20 (10) 17 (%) 15 (8) 4 (2) 35 (12)
Good 21 (N 43 (11) 36 (10} 45 (8) 4(2) 0 (DY
TABLE &

PERCENT OF TOTAL NUMBER OF CHANGES FOLLOWING EACH TYPE OF
ELECTORAL PERFORMANCE, FOR ENTIRE INTER-ELECTION PERIOD
(With Average for Elections of Thal Type)

CDU FDU SPD Cons Lab Lib
aller:
Bad elections 33{11) A (1) 31 (9) 50 (17) 88 (13) 64 (8)
Tolerable 48 (12) 17 (9) 19 (10) 21 (1) 6(3) 36 (12)
Good 19 (6) 44 (11} 50 (15} 29 (5) 6 (3) 0{0)

35

36.
37

38.

If changes throughout intcr-election periods were attributed 1o previous election per-
formances (i.c., instead of following our two-year rule) there would, of course, be
more (though still not sufficient) support for such a conclusion. See note 34.
Stephen Ingle, The British Party System (Oxlford: Basil BIaCkaE“, 1987), pp.lT'J'TB._
See Ibid. p.78; John D. Lees and Richard Kimber, Political Parties in Modern Britain:
An Organizational and Functional Guide (London: RKP, 1972), p.82. )

Though it is beyond the scope of this article to examine all of the dctat!s of the rela-
tionship between leadership change and party change. it is nonetheless interesting to
note here that there is some supporting evidence of a corollary relationship between
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the ‘cause’ of the leadership change and the magnitude of subsequent party change.
Positing that “politically’ caused leadership changes will result in more substantial
party change than ‘naturally’ caused leadership changes, we find that there is indeed
such a relationship.

For our analysis (see table below) we have treated such factors as a leader’s dealh or
illness, a voluntary decision to pursue a different career, voluniary retirement due to
old age or personal frustration, and rule-mandaled leadership elections (i.e., in which
factional politics was not involved) as 'natural causes’. Leadership changes involving
factional struggles or generational considerations, or where parties were merged, are
considered examples of leadership changes due to ‘internal power redistribution’.
And finally, changes of leader in which past or future clectoral performance was the
major consideration are treated as resulting from ‘electoral performance reasons’.

TABLE 9

MAGNITUDE AND NUMBER OF PARTY CHANGES, BY TYPE OF
LEADERSHIP CHANGE
[(Within Two Years; for All Parties)

Reason for change No. of Changes Total Magn. Average No. Average Magn.
Nalural Cause (9) 9 1.36 1.0 A5
Electoral Perf (11) 18 3.42 1.64 31

38 T.99 1.90 M)
int Pow Redist {9) 20 4.57 2.22 51

39.

Combining data for all six parties, the 30 leadership changes from 1950 through 1989
divide almost equally among the three types. Analysis of total and averagc magni-
tudes and numbers of changes associaled with two-year periods after the leadcrship
changes reveals substantial differences among the three types. When changes due to
‘internal power redistribution” and ‘electoral performance reasons’ are combined as
the *political’ factors in leadership change, Lhe average numbers and magnitudes of
associated party changes arc more than double the respective figures for leadership
changes due to ‘natural’ causes. Though the impact of change in dominant faction on
party change will be treated more fully in the next section, we should note here that
one of the leadership changes due to *natural causes’ {i.e., Gaitskell's death) precipi-
lated a dominant faction change. If it were assumed that the three associated party
changes (with combined magnitude of .34) were altributable more Lo the faction
change than to the natural cause, per se, and if the figures in the first row of the above
tablc were adjusted downward accordingly, the relationship of leadership change type
to amount of party change would be even more substantial. These findings based on
our preliminary data would seem to warrant additional analysis of this relationship,
oncc data for additional cases are available.

For the Conservatives, Norton notes that two groups became identified as
‘Thatcherites’ in the mid-1970s (see Philip Norton, “The Conservative Farty from
Thatcher to Major’, in King (ed.), (note 13). (For our purposes, we consider the core of
the change to have taken place during 1975-77). The Monday Club and thc Selsdon
Group were not considered part of the dominant coalition prior to Margaret Thatcher
becoming Conservalive Party leader (see Patrick Seyd, ‘Factionalism within the Con-
servative Party: The Monday Club’, Government and Opposition, Vol.7 (1972),
pp.464-87; Patrick Seyd, ‘Factionalism in the 1970s’, in Zig Layton-Henry (ed.) Con-
servative Party Politics (London: Macmillan Press, 1980); Ingle, note 36), although bolh
these groups had been highly organized and already had considerable membership both
within the parliamentary group and the extraparliamentary group.

In the case of the British Labour party, a factional change can be identified covering
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1963-65, aflowing for a period of consolidation afier Wilson’s assumption of
:::dg:ghip. From Adlliee l%) GaitsEell, the Labour right was clearly the domln:flﬁro:.!p
within the parly (see Geoll Hodgson, Labour at 'rhe Crossroad.v' (C.)x[or'. har :II;
Roberlson, 1981)). Hodgson notes that the trade unions remz'amed in rightwing anh
for some time and the left was soundly defeated on ecenomic policy throughout the
1950s. Bul after Gaitskell's death, Harold Wilson !ook over th(? manl’el ol'dparly
leader, with his success due partly o ‘his past links with the Bevanite left’ (Hol gso|:1,
1981, p.71). However, it would be incorrect lo assume Lhal h1§ election was dbue {o the
left having become the dominant faction. lnslead,_le[l dominance came a out alsfa
result of Wilson's leadership. From 1963 to 1975, Wilson conlmqally relied on]éhe ett
for support during polilical crises. Prominent Bevanites were invited to h_ol_ parz
office and the NEC was increasingly controfled by the left {Eric Sﬁaw. Discipline an
Discord in the Labour Party: The Politics of Managerial Conirol in the Labour garty,
1951-87 (Manchester: Manchester upP, 1988_); Stephen Ha;e]er, Thcé 1;:‘]8‘21 %,1 ?f
Labour (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1980)). Wilson’s leadership enabled t eh- e do
build their beachhead in the party and the unions 1o the point where they .’;c lE&VC ?
majority’ (Haseler, 1980, p.114). In fact, by 1974 1_he Lab‘our government ace Cn:‘rc‘)rr;s
sistent leftwing opposition from the NEC (Ben Pimlott, ‘The Labour é_e[l r;l:l’ hos
Cook and lan Taylor (eds.) The Labour Party (London: Longman, 198 ),[p. )T ¥
left remained dominant in party decision-making throughout the rest of our perio

cler. 1980, pp.115-19; Shaw, 1988). ] .

(lsa:;e ca;sc of F}F::rmany‘s SPD, the change in dominant group came during 1‘915:
During the Stutigart Congress in 1957, the radicals and the new socialists rejected the
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APPENDIX 1

List of Party Characteristics: Objects of Change

For this study, change was measured cumulalively across 26 organisational variables and 17
issue variables, as described on page 8 of this paper. The specific variables are as follows:
Organizational Variables

Two variables dealing wilh inslitutionalisation: name change; organisational discontinuity;
Two variables dealing with party tactics: usc of mass mcdia; conlacting voters;

Seven variables dealing with organisational complexity: structural arliculation; intensive-
ncss of organisation; extensiveness of organisation; frequency of local meetings; frequency
of national meetings; maintaining records; pervasiveness of organisalion;

Eight variables dealing with nationalisation of power: nationalisation of structure; select-
ing nalional leader; selecting parliamenlary candidates; allocaling funds; formulating pol-
icy; controlling communications; administering discipline; leadership concentration;

Seven variables dealing with distribution of power between parliamentary and exira-
partiamentary wings: candidate selection; parliamentary leadership selection; conforma-
tion to extraparliamentary positions; discipline of parliamentary representatives; rotation
requirement; public policy positions; primary leader of party

Issue Variables

The parly’s positions on: ownership of means ol production; economic planning; redistri-
bution of wealth; social welfare; secularization of society; support of military; Easl-West
alignment; anti-cotonialism; supranational integration; national integration; elecloral par-
ticipation; protecting civil rights; interfering with civil liberties; industrial relations; envi-
ronmental policy; immigration policy; rights of women

For all of the organisational variables except the last seven mentioned, and for all issue
variables except for the last four, complete information is avaitable in Janda (1980). For
the remaining variables, information is available from Harmel at Department of Political
Science, Texas A&M Universily, College Station, TX 77843-4348.
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APPENDIX 2

Classification Scheme for Party Perception of Elections

The following coding scheme aims at classifying a party’s perception of its performance in
the wake of the preceding general election. Strictly speaking, the classification does not
apply 10 elections, but to different parties’ perceplions of the last election. Because com-
peling parties view election results quile differently, a ‘good” election for one party may
be a ‘bad’ resull for another. Consequently, there are as many classifications of a given
election as there are parties.

Conceptualising the Classification

The focus is on how the party aclivists themselves view Lhe eleclion resulis. 1deally,
aclivists would be inlerviewed to learn their perceplions of the party’s performance in the
last election. In the absence of such data, one must attempt Lo classify the elections by ref-
erence to journalists’ reports and scholars’ analyses of the elections. The classification is
based on these assumptions:

1. A party regards voles and seats won in elections as important criteria for judging polit-
ical performance.

2. A party compares its results in the last election against previous elections, weighing the
previous election most heavily.

3. A party also compares the votes and seats it won in the last election with the votes and
seats won by olher parlies, particularly the one it regards as ils greatest rival,

4. Expectations prior 1o the eleclion matier: a party thal wins fewer voles and seats than
il expected will judge its performance more negatively than if the loss was expected.

5. A party includes in its evaluation whether the election has given the party a leading role
in government. How this is interpreted depends on whether the government is a presi-
dential system or a parliamentary system.

5.1.1 ln presidential systems, a party places the most importance on capturing the pres-
idency.

5.1.2 In presidential systems, a party places some importance on capturing control of
the legislative chambers.

5.2.1 Inparliamentary systems, a party places the most importance on forming the gov-
ernment under a prime minister, preferably under a majority government.

5.2.2 In parliamentary systems, a parly places some imporlance on anticipaling in the
governing coalition.

6. A party includes in its evaluation whelher the election has caused it to lose a leading
role in government.

Operationalising the Classification

Based on these assumptions, Janda has devised the following set of five categories for clas-
sifying general elections with reference 1o electoral results and published sources that dis-
cuss the elections.

1. A calamitous election is one viewed by party activists as decisively confirming a party’s neg-
alive performance. Such an election could be evidenced by a large loss of seats and votes in
a single election or from a continued pattern of electoral decline or even stagnation. A party
could also regard an election as calamitous if its major rival simultaneously achieved a huge
victory that seemed to seal the fate of the frustrated party. The key is whether a party's
activists perceive Lhe election resulls as an indictment of the party's activists perceive the elec-
tion resulis as an indictment of the parly’s past programmes or actions.
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2. :_l\ d{.sappomrmg election is one vie\:w:d by party aclivists as a distinct rebuke to the party
or its perfo_rmance'. Such an ¢lection could be evidenced by a moderate loss of seats
and voles in a single election, by its rival's superior showing in the election
or by loss of a _le_admg role in government. It could also be evidenced by a small loss f
seats when activists expected a sizeable gain. °

(]

. I:\ lolencalble elf:ctlo_n is one accepted by parly activists as reflecting the vicissitudes of pol-
:.'c"’ and public Opinion with no major message concerning party performance. The elec-
tion may resull-n_l either a small loss or a small gain in votes or seats, bul the outcome
15 viewed as politically normal and expected. The party's governmentai stalus before the
election is usuafly unchanged after the election.

-

A ,g;mlrrﬁrmrg election is one vieweq by party aclivists as a distinct endorsement of the
patrjy § performance. Such an election could be evidenced by a moderate gain in seals
and votes in a single election, by its rival's inferior showing in the election, or by gain

of a leading role in povernment. It ¢ i i
a ] - It could also be evidenced by a small gain
activists expected a sizeable loss. g gain of scats when

5 A triumphal election is one viewed by party activisis as decisively confirming the party’s
positive pc!'formance: Such an election could be evidenced by a large gain in seats and
VvOLEs in a single glecuon. A party could also regard an election as triumphal if its major
rival sulfered a simultaneous defeal that seemed to seal its fale. The key is whelther a

Party’s activists perceive the election results indicati
i as a vindication of Lhe k -
grammes or actions. party’s past pro

Kenneth Janda used this set of catepori i j i
| ¢ gories Lo classify the three major German parties’
reactions to ali elections from 1953 to 1987. (The 1949 election, whicjh was the ﬁrgt elec-

tion under the postwar constitution, served i i i
. . only as a referent point
and losses in the 1953 election.) d P of ComPpULin gains

Categories Years for CDU Years for FDP

CALAMITOUS 1972 for :’;;;JSJ;W SPD
DISAPPOINTING 1961,80 1957,65,69,83 1953:76 87
TOLERABLE 1965.69.76 87 1953.76 1961.80
GRATIFYING 1953.83 1961.72,87 1965.72
TRIUMPHAL 1957 1980 1969'

Paul Sum used the same categories and i j
aul u procedures to classify the thre iti
parties’ reactions 1o all elections from 1950 1o 1987, ¢ ® major Britsh

Categories Years for CON Years for LAB

( Yea. LIB
CALAMITOUS 1974(0) 1983 19563{?57 '
DISAPPOINTING 1964,66,74(F) 195t,55,59,70,79.87 1955.59,70,74(0),79,83
TOLERABLE 1950.70 1950,74(F,0) 196466 o
GRATIFYING 1951,55,79,87 1964,66 1974(F)
TRIUMPHAL 1959,83

For the analyses presented in Lhis arlicle, the five categories of performance were col-

lapsed to three: poor (ealamit i inti i
o tn'umphag,’ (calamitous or disappointing, neutral (tolerable), and good (gratify-

"0"[11_16 same elections were reelassified by Christine Edens without knowledge of Janda’s
;0 ing. Using all ﬁye categories, 1he eorrespondence between coders was approximately
% pel:.czl:lm, suggestlgg an unacceplable level of inter-coder reliability. However, there was

ry high correspondence when the five categories were collapsed to i -
tral, and good, as indicated), # poec fojust three (bad, peu
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FIGURE 4A
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FIGURE 5A
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FIGURE 6A
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