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New Partiesin Advanced Democracies. Causes and Barriersto Participation

Abstract: This paper analyses the determinants of new patty in advanced industrial
democracies. Over the past decades establishegdsyatems have increasingly been
challenged by new parties, but the frequency of cempetitors arising varies greatly across
elections. Previous studies have, however, proviediradictory answers to the question of
what facilitates or bars new party participatiohisTstudy suggests that methodological
problems lie at the root of the discrepancies amgssts ways to deal with these. Using data
on 336 elections in 21 countries, and employingipal indicators of new parties as well as
costs of entry, this study provides a comprehensiseof the institutional, social and

economic factors hypothesized to influence the ceamf new party entry.

This paper is a DRAFT. Please do not cite withbatduthors permission.

1 Introduction: Entry of New Parties

What determines whether a new party is likely tteefray of electoral competition at any
given election? Is it reasonable to expect that pasies simply arise on demand or do some
social and institutional structures create a masile environment for the formation of new
parties than others? Straightforward answersdselguestions will highlight the conditions
that most certainly have an impact on the qualityesnocratic representation. Scores of
comparative political analyses focus the claritpoéountability and alternation in
government as the critical property for ensurirgpoasiveness to voter interests, but here is
a also case to be made for taking a broader vieithdivt underestimating the disciplining
effect on office holders of facing the risk of bgitthrown out’, sound representation is likely
to require more than this. Arguably, another keyrédient to induce responsive party
government is the presence of threat of entry flaumside’. Without a keen threat of entry,
competition within may be suspended. As severatlzgued, established parties may
become representational cartels out of touch viiglr ielectoral base if left unchallenged
(e.g.Bartolini 1999, 2000; Katz and Mair 1995; &r#992). This point is given credence by
studies that show new parties can influence estaddli parties as well as voters even when
they may fail to win seats and office (Bale 2003yidel and Svasand 1997; Krouwel and

Lucardie 2008). In other words, even ‘failures’ densuccessful if held to the standards of
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influence rather than to winning seats or officeritifying the barriers to entry and the
conditions that facilitate fresh challenges is ¢fiere key to the issue of democratic

representation.

The recent wave of interest in new parties ancc#uses of their formation and success does
not originate in political theory alone, howeveerDocratic implications aside, the
‘unfreezing’ of established western party systewer ¢the last decades has in itself spurred a
growing interest in the phenomenon of new part@®n if some would argue that the party
systems in questions never really were ‘that froethe first place (Mair 1997; Shamir
1984), there is little doubt that elections andypaolitics is not what it used to be. New
issues have emerged, new party families have ehtkeesscene and voters have become
significantly less loyal to the established parttesn they once were (Dalton 1996; Dalton
and Wattenberg 2000). If we want to understand@lakpolitics today, understanding the
dynamics of change as reflected and sometimesrdbyentry of new parties is therefore
essential. Not surprisingly, a growing number oflggs of new parties reflect an interest in
describing the phenomenon as well as identifyingsea and effects of the ‘thawing’ process
on the dynamics of representation and party goveninWhere some describe and analyze
the genesis, development and fate of particulargsaor party families — particularly the
greens and right win populist parties — others Hzaen interested to understand new parties
per se irrespective of origin or policies espoudér studies that have analysed the causes of
new party formation and/or of their subsequent essa@re particularly interesting for this
research. These can be divided into two main grolipstly, there are those that draw on
variation within one national context to make caiursgrence (Birnir 2004; Boudon 2001,
Chhibber and Kollman 1998; Husbands 1992; LagoMadinez 2011). This approach has
obvious advantages in terms of control for otheraldes that may influence the emergence
of new patrties, but it also strongly limits the égpof institutional variables whose effect can
be assessed. The second type of study, which mli@scross-sectional design, is better able
to gauge the influence of different institutionattfors and those that include time-series data
are also able to include factors that vary from elegetion to the next (Bollin 2007; Harmel
1985; Hug 2001; Tavits 2006; Willey 1998). It isttis group of studies that the present
analysis belongs. Theoretically, the studies diffgh respect to whether demand driven
social change explanations are in focus or whetfsgitutional or supply-side factors
dominate the causal narrative. Nonetheless, adweilurther discussed below, there is

significant overlap in the type of factors singtadt for attention in analyses although the
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rationales for doing so are not always the samehw®indicators chosen to represent them
identical. In terms of the empirical analyses, ¢hare some puzzling differences in the
models tested as well as the substantial findifdiseoanalyses, which makes it interesting to

re-visit the arguments as well as the empiricalyesms

The focus of this study is to identify positivevasll as negative causes of participation of
new parties in the advanced industrial democradieslikely that formal participation at
elections is not enough to pose a credible thoeexisting parties or to induce party system
change. Therefore, it is not strange that many havesd their attention to the causes of new
party success rather than mere participation. Hewetis important to have satisfactory
answers to what encourages or deters parties foomirig and participating in elections in
the first place before turning to the question bitvdetermines their success. The present
analyses offers both methodological and substaciatributions to the study of new party
participation at elections . Firstly, | will argtigat some of the discrepancies between
findings in earlier studies can be traced back éthmdological and data-related problems.
The most important of these concern the measureonécdunt’ of the dependent variable.
The main problem lies in a perfectly understanddilié¢ nonetheless inadequate
conceptualization of electoral participation, altgh poor data-sources do little to alleviate
the problem. Existing studies rely on simple csuwftthe parties that are recorded as
participants in elections to national parliamenithaut regard to how widely they
participate. That is, whether they run in just etextoral district or in all. As | will argue
further below, this not only raises questions afezacomparability, but also lays the research
vulnerable to the vast differences in the accueay detail in data-sources. Moreover, in
some instances it undermines the causality expeateather important methodological
contribution lies in the consideration of how thedquency of elections and thus time itself
influences the analysis and potentially distorsuhes if not controlled for. Secondly, the
theoretical claim that ‘benefits’ of office diffacross countries (as a function of the
concentration of powers) and influences the ineestpolitical entrepreneurs have to form a
party is critically examined and subjected to aenaymprehensive testing than earlier. The
evidence overturn previous conclusions with resfiethe inhibiting role of corporatism, but
confirms earlier findings concerning the role adéealism. Generally, however, the results
suggests that other mechanisms than ‘benefitsficebtould account for the role played by
institutions that disperse/concentrate power. Thijrthe role played by costs of entry is

analyzed anew with original indicators of ballotess and financial costs and adding the
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right of public television coverage for parties.eltesults confirm earlier findings that claim
financial state support for parties play no rol, instead concludes that state sponsored
television coverage matters. Unlike in previouslgs, ballot access costs — petition as well
as fee/deposit requirements — is found to havexpected effects. However, a closer look
reveals that the results are largely driven byadatlying cases with high requirements for
access. The analysis also sheds new light on thefthe electoral system by using different
indicators of the constraints imposed. Finallghbows that party system institutionalization,
the time between elections as well as ethnic diyeasid the stability of electoral behavior

plays a role in explaining the number of new partie
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2. Explaining New Party Entry: Theory and Empirical Evidence

There is considerable variation across countrielsoaer time with respect to the number of
new parties that participate at elections. The tijuess, however, whether the differences
can be explained by rules and institutions, socgtactures or factors related to the
performance of the party system. We would of coergeect a great deal of variation to elude
comparative explanation. Characteristics of indlinal agency and events related to
idiosyncrasies of the national context are diffi¢altheorize about, let alone measure.
However, a number of hypotheses with respect todleeof institutions, social structure and
demand have been advanced and tested in otheestudistead of simply listing these, it is
useful to consider them in a coherent theoreti@ahéwork. Cox offers a simple and
straightforward approach to explaining the phenamestf new parties, which Tavits also
draws on in her study(Tavits 2006). According tox@bis necessary to consider what
incentives political entrepreneurs have to formagyp— in the form of expected benefits and
plausibility of success — as well as the potertwets involved if we want to predict the
probability that a new party will appear (Cox 199Mdt all studies of new party entry use the
same coherent theoretical framework, but the fadtoey include can easily be organized
under the headings of incentives versus costsoAgh, certain factors related to electoral
demand (e.g. ethnic diversity or partisan iderdtiizn) are ‘misfits’ in rational actor model as
the one proposed, the model builds on the assumptficationality on the part of political
entrepreneurs and these factors can thereforsted ks factors that influence their
assessment of the plausibility of success. Withénstructure given by this theoretical
framework, | will briefly discuss the factors thatn be expected to influence the rate at
which new parties form as well as report on eviéefuenished by previous studies with

respect to their effects.

The Expected Benefits: Concentration or Dispers&awer?

According to Cox, political entrepreneurs will cadesr the potential benefits of holding

office. The question is, however, whether such benare constant across political system or
vary. Both Hug and Tavits argue that they vary actude indicators of this in their
explanatory models (Hug 2001). The approachesrdHifavever, and Tavits criticizes the ad
hoc nature of the concepts and measures introduceflig. Hug conceptualizes benefits in
two arenas: the electoral and the governmentatt@ial benefits, he argues, are related to

how proportionally seats are allocated on bassexdtoral support under a given electoral
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system. The other is in terms of government offitere access to power is the critical
feature. A number of variables are proposed toessrt the latter dimension (majoritarian
government, the number of parties in governmeteyration in government, the degree of
centralization and referendum provisions). Subsegaealysis does not yield results in
support of the hypotheses proposed, however (HO4)2®Rather than viewing it as a
falsification of the theory, Tavits argues that ggneblem lies in its operationalization.
Recognizing that politicians can be motivated Hicefas well as power to influence policy,
she argues that whereas office is a constant hémeifil countriespower over policy is not
Tavits then proposes that the degree of corporasisnversely related to incentives to run.
By transferring power non-elected organizationsioi society, corporatist systems namely
reduce the influence of parties. The diminished groawer policy makes it less attractive to
form a new party to run for office. Contrary to Hstpe finds empirical support for the
hypothesis(Tavits 2006, 110).

If Tavits’ analysis is correct, it represents ampartant contribution to the understanding of
the dynamics of party competition and the role gthipy corporatism. However, while Hug's
conceptualization of benefits and choice of indiceiimay not have been ‘spot on’ as Tavits
writes, it can be argued that the exclusive foausarporatism represents a very narrow test
of the argument made. Moreover, the associatiaogioratism and new parties also lends
itself to alternative interpretations. The strongt-imes even symbiotic - relationship
between established parties and the major orgamnizain highly corporatist countries has
typically endowed established parties with consibkr resources. It is not unlikely that
support give to established parties deters thedtiom of new parties rather than the low
expectation of reward. If we want evidence thahkrgoenefits of office encourages party

formation, | would argue that it is necessary tdentake a broader test of the hypothesis.

The argument of that benefits matters to competiticentives has also been proposed by
Strgm although his conceptualization and measuremelifferent from that proposed by
Tavits. In his game theoretical model of party cefitpn, Strgm uses the terpay-off
variability’ to refer to differences in the potential gains ls$es in democratic
regimes(Stram 1992). Like Cox, he links higher pé#g-to stronger incentives for political
parties to compete. Empirically, Strem does novease the concept to corporatism -
although it would be possible to do so - but iadtevith the degree of majoritarianism in the
operation of the party system and the diffusiop@iver across institutional arenas. Power of

policy and its concentration is therefore also likegkey property. With respect to the party-



The Legal Regulation of Political Parties, working paper 11/11

system, he argues that greater power sharing apenigs implies a diminished difference in
pay-offs between winners and losers of governmfiteo In the case of federalism, it is the
dispersal of the competence to decide on diffdeymls of government that is key. Strgm
views the two types of dispersal of power as ‘twaes of the same coin’. This is
problematic, however, when we want to estimatartigications for incentives to enter with
a new party. On the one hand, in any democrasitesy, winning the majority in parliament
is a precondition to gaining government power ‘afaand avoid sharing with other parties.
Therefore, it is also something that a new partya¢aspire to in a system where power is
normally shared more widely just as well as in ather. However, in systems that typically
share power more widely among parties, other fact@uch as electoral structure and an
electoral system that allows fragmentation - pestrapkes this event more unlikely.
Therefore, new parties perhaps cannot expect tohmle power alone in these systems, but
the reason would be related to the probabilityuafcess rather than to potential benefits since
the latter is the same in the two. If the argumemiccepted, however, it means we assume
that new parties base their expectations on raloge in a majoritarian system rather than
sharing with any of the parties in power at theetiof entry. Is it really theoretically solid to
assume that political entrepreneurs that startrty pamajoritarian U.K. base their
expectations on the hope to gain office alone waetieey don't in the Netherlands?
Personally, | don't find it entirely convincing. Meover, if power sharing among parties in
the system is the norm, it can be argued that apasty would have better chances of
exerting influence once representation is gainéids points in the opposite direction as this
would increase the incentives to form a new patiier than lower them (see further below).
With respect to federalism, this is different, heee as it places competences outside the
immediate reach of parties in parliament much enghme way that Tavits argues that
corporatism does. Moreover, it can be argued tretonstitutional nature of federal
arrangements make them less amenable to changedtmoratist arrangements and
therefore more likely to influence new parties midees. In other words, Tavits does not
consider that corporatism is partly endogenoubéqtrty systems. New parties may
therefore harbor intentions to change the statosamqad take back power rather than simply
accept the game as it is played by the curreny ggdtem. Corporatism is not a perfectly
static feature although there are mechanisms ofgependency in play .

The federal-unitary dimension also appears in tiderostudies of new party success. The
rationale for including it is very different frorhé one just discussed, however. Hauss and

Rayside as well as Willey argue that federalism leiquovide a more hospitable
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environment for new parties (Hauss & Rayside, 19VBley, 1998). Willey argues that the
multiple locations of influence found in federabsyms increases the chances new parties
have to gain influence. Moreover, ‘new parties vitwer expectations, can afford to focus
on just a small number of seats in the sub-natilzwgdlatures’ instead of going for the
federal level, which reduces costs McAllistor(WHI£998, 656) While Haus and Rayside do
not find an effect of federalism on new party sesc&Villey does, but in a negative rather
than positive direction. Although he does not déscit, the argument made regarding entry

at the sub-national level could in fact be parthef explanation (see further below).

In light of this discussion, | propose that a projest of the theory that benefits matter to
party entry as a minimum requires considering thigaict of both the federal-unitary
dimension as well as the degree of corporatism elghgr, as discussed power dispersal on
other dimensions — such as the executive partiesrtiion — could also influence new party
formation through affecting the prospects for sssgse further below). Although, not linked
to a rational theory of competition, Lijphart’s vioon consensus and majoritarian models of
democracy is highly pertinent to this theme and beélused in the
operationalization(Lijphart 1999). Moreover, thenw of Tsebelis on veto-players presents
an alternative conceptualization of power dispettsatl would allow for a different test of the
theory(Tsebelis 2002). Tsebelis is concerned hav many actors — partisan or institutional
- are necessary to change policy. His argumensimply put - that the higher the number of
veto players in a system, the more difficult itaschange policy from the status quo. The
number of veto players can therefore be seen aftemative way of conceptualizing the
extent of power dispersal in a system. The highemumber of veto players, the less power
any individual party could therefore potentiallyirgan light of this, | propose to test the
hypothesis that potential benefits matter to nemtydarmation using these alternative

conceptualizations.

The Barriers to Entry: Costs of Ballot Access ammn@aigns

A number of factors can be listed in the categdnyasriers or costs of forming a new party

to participate in elections. Firstlgallot accessosts represents requirements — typically fees,
deposits and/or signatures - that parties (or cites) have to fulfill in order to get their

name on the ballot. In some countries, a relativelgligible or even symbolic effort is
required of those who want to stand for electionothers, the bar is set significantly higher

and fledgling party organizations might find it hig challenging to comply. Previous
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studies fail to give a definite answer to the quesbf whether ballot access costs matter,
however. Harmel & Robertson as well as Hug find thay fail to have a significant impact
on the emergence of new political parties (Harmel Robertson 1985, 514; Hug 2001): 119.
Tavits, using the same data as Hug, reaches mateadectory conclusions. She finds that
financial costs does deter new parties, but thitiqgre costs has the exact opposite
effect(Tavits 2006, 110). Below, | will revisit thquestion using original indicators of ballot

access.

Secondly, there are considerable costs involvedadanting an effective campaign although
such costs may of course vary greatly from oneygarthe next according to how much free
publicity they individually mange to get. How ‘newsrthy’ the media considers a new party
to be may significantly reduce campaigning costswelver, democratic systems vary more
systematically with respect to the type of costaibn measures they have in place. The
availability of financial assistance for new pastaes well as access to free television coverage
can be expected to greatly reduce costs. In soom@res, all parties participating — new and
old - are given free air time on public servicewsion and/or financial aid in support of
campaign activities, while in others such helpitsex absent or restricted to incumbents. In
the theory of the ‘Cartel-Party’, Katz and Mair aeg that incumbent parties have granted
themselves benefits (particularly state financiag) in this way also reduced the chances
that new competitors will challenge them (Katz &fair 1995). However, it is also possible
to see the availability of public funds or free n@edoverage as a potential benefit for new
parties — and thus as a stimulus to new party foomaNeither Hug, Tavits or Bollin find

any support for the link between party finance Bimns and new party entry, however
(Bollin 2007; Tavits 2006). Moreover, Bollin doestdind an impact on new parties of rules
for public broadcasting. In a somewhat differerdlgsis, Bowler, Carter and Farrel
investigate whether changes in media access heffeat on the effective number of parties
and also in the proportion of independents - artcbhly find a correlation with the
latter(Bowler, Carter, and Farrell, 94-95).

It could be argued that the costs of alternatitegto political office should also be
considered. As mentioned above, Willey argued phasies can lower costs by running sub-
nationally in federal systems. However, this mapahean that less parties run at the
national level because those who fail there witltnp nationally. Moreover, if you have

political ambitions — seek power and office — wiog run in an already established party

9
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rather than bear the costs of starting a new oreC@x argues, the more loosely disciplined
parties are in a system, the less incentive thset® $tart a new party since a political
entrepreneur can reduce costs of campaigning lyingrunder an established brand without
sacrificing independence to pursue his or her owlity goals. Strongly disciplined and
programmatic parties do not provide the same freedmwever, and political entrepreneurs
may therefore choose to accept risks and coste $irecpotential gains in terms of control
over policy are significantly augmented. Howevéarce almost all countries (except the US)
in this analysis have parliamentary systems witfinlyi disciplined parties it is not possible to

explore this in much depth here.

The probability of success: Electoral Demand arattekal Institutions

Comparing the number of new parties that run withritumber that succeeds electorally
suggests that dispassionate assessment of chdrsrexess is perhaps not a key quality in
all political entrepreneurs. Moreover, as mentiogaccess may be measured in ability to set
an agenda as well as winning seats and office. Meryd political entrepreneurs act on cues
that signal opportunities to succeed, it is likiklgit the past electoral history, electoral
demand, strength of existing parties as well azlbetoral system is also likely to weigh in
on decision to form a party to contest elections.

First, with regard to electoral demand for new ipartsome form of mismatch between the
representational ‘needs’ of society as new issties and/or dissatisfaction with existing
parties, their policies and performance would digina presence of a demand to political
entrepreneurs Dissatisfaction with current representation isaidrse not just exogenously
given, but can be stimulated by new parties theveseln any case, while some aspects of
party performance are country specific there ase géneral conditions such as shate of

the economyhat voters are known to respond to. When the @wogris sluggish, voters tend
to punish the incumbent government and switch {haity vote and it is therefore also likely

that more political entrepreneurs may attempt tsmxfa new party under such conditions.

The strength of existing parties in the electocate also influence the decision to start a new
party. The stronger the established parties apeganizational terms and in terms of the

loyalty they command from votarsgeneral, the more difficult the task of convimgcvoters

! The new ‘postmaterialism’ studied by Inglehart ¢T3ilent Revolution, 1977) has been included iressv
studies to explain the rise of specific types of/parties (e.g. Kitschelt, 1994+Rohrschneider, 83%. not
realistic to include it in a comparative study loé rise of new parties per se, however, as the whve
postmaterialism values correlates strongly withetim

10
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to try new alternatives is likely to appear. Intfaclow degree gbarty system
institutionalization— often measured by party system age - is onleedikeéy factors typically
invoked to explain the higher levels of new pamyrgin new democracies as well as the
much higher levels dalectoral volatilityfound in such systems (Mainwaring and Zoco 2007;
Tavits 2005). It is also possible to argue like Hdgrmel & Robertsen, that countries with
larger and more diverse populatiorfsave more complex representational needs andaeend
generate more ‘new issues’ that may occasion nety patry (Harmel and Robertson 1985;
Hug 2001). Contrary to this, Tavits argues thatydaion size and diversity can increase the
number of parties in a party system per se, bukeilglto continuously create demands for
more parties. She overlooks however, that diversity provide a source of issues and/or
identifies that can be politicized over time. Tauiibes not find any link between ethnic
diversity and new parties, however, while Harmeal Rwobertsen finds a positive correlation
both for diversity and population size (Harmel &abertson 1985, 514). Finally, thember
of partiesmay also in itself influence the probability ofcsess as the electoral market may
be more open when fewer parties occupy policy sgdegher Hug nor Harmel and
Robertsen find that it has any effect, however Jeviavits finds a positive rather than a

negative effect on new party formation(Tavits 2006)

The institutional factor with the most direct effen the chances for new party success is
undoubtedly thelectoral systefn It may influence the success of new parties bgths
psychological as well as mechanical effects (Dueerj972). If the electoral system
encourages strategic voting, new parties are pdaitly susceptible to strategic desertion by
voters who may not be convinced by their viabilMoreover, the higher the electoral
threshold, the lower the chances of winning seafmiliament. Strangely, previous research
has produced very different results with respet¢héimpact of the electoral system. Harmel
and Robertsen and Hug — using a batteri of differaticators - find that more parties enter
in systems where their chances to succeed areesrfldirmel and Robertson 1985; Hug

2001Y. That is more new parties are formed in plurahign in PR systems. However,

2 Tavits classifies the electoral system under £o$tentry’. However, since the translation of &iigto seats
does not influence costs of running, it seems rappropriate to categorize it under factors thdtarice the
probability of success.

* Harmel and Robertsen use a simple dichotomousatuafi of PR/Plurality-majoritarian systems, but Hisgs
both the thresholds of representation and exclussonell as the Effective magnitude. With respeche
thresholds, Hug reports that ‘the threshold of espntation considerably decreases the number dégpawhile
the threshold of exclusion achieves the opposite}(l001:21). However, since majoritarian electesstems
have both very low thresholds of inclusion and vaigh thresholds of exclusion, this finding poitdsa
positive effect of higher barriers on new partynfiation — contrary to expectations.

11
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Tavits, Willey* and Bollin find a positive effect of district magrdes as we would expect.
However, Willey finds a very weak effect on theevghares of new parties, while Bollin and

Tavits find stronger effects on the chances ofyentr

Finally, several have argued that presidentiaiesysliscourage new party formation. The
winner-takes-all nature of the presidency wouldoemage collaboration and mergers of
parties trying to win government power rather ttt@memergence of new parties (Haus &
Rayside, 1978;(Bollin 2007; Harmel and Robertso85)9 As discussed above power
sharing in the system may diminish the pay-offaimining office, but it can also be seen to
increase the chances of success. It may be easi@mnew party to get access to influence in
systems where power is more widely shared amortgepand parliaments play a greater

role in legislation than were it is concentratedome or a few parties and in the executive.

In sum, the theoretical model discussed in theudision above, proposes that benefits, costs
and the probability of success influences the chaticat new parties will form to participate
in elections. Tavits presents an additional refieat of the model by arguing that there is an
interaction effect between the variables captutiregprobability to get elected and the
benefits of office. However, the mere fact that aripnt factors can be classified in different
ways makes this type of hypothesis very complicateest. For instance, state assistance to
parties can be categorized as a costs as welbbhasedit as can . Moreover, it is difficult to

see why the electoral system is not categorizedmedictor of success rather than as a cost

as done by Tavits and Hug. This may explain thk td@ositive findings on the hypothesis

An overview of the theoretical arguments, the cetecfactors and a summary of previous

findings are summarized in TABLE 1 (end of docunent

* It should be noted, however, that in Willeys asayhe coefficients found are significant, butythee also
extremely low (0,0004 for new party vote shareshsd changes in district magnitude appears to bata
marginal effect. In fact, the change in magnituaenf a plurality system with 1 district magnitudelfs0, as in
Netherlands that has an extremely proportionaksysbnly predicts a increase in new party voteesb&0,008
pct.
°> As Haus&Rayside write ‘its [game of office of pidmnt] zero-sum nature encourages bipolarizatichef
garty system and makes it hard for weak partie3781 37)

The model proposed is thus P (new party) = (b&stefiobability of success) - costs. The hypothesiested
by introducing an interaction term of corporatisnd @ahe duration of democracy, which is not sigifit
however.

12
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3. Studying new party entry: General methodological considerations.

There a are number of issues that have to be wd#hltf we are to identify the factors that
influence whether new parties enter the fray oftel@l competition apart from the
importance of avoiding problems of selection bidad 2000). Existing studies have dealt
with these issues in very different ways, which reaglain some of the differences in their
findings. The first problem concerns the definitmfrithe dependent variable itself. What a
new party is and what it means that it has ‘entered to be carefully defined in order to
avoid ‘comparing apples and oranges’. An closelgteel issue concerns the principles
behind the construction of some of the independan&bles to avoid inconsistencies in the
research design. Finally, differences between casvith respect to the number of

elections held forces us to consider carefully wirat of analysis or case is chosen.

Defining the dependent variable.

As in the other studies mentioned, a party is defened any political group fielding
candidates under a common |db@his definition accords well with available redswhere
other features — such as extent of organizatiommeeship or ideology - are not considered.
However, not all parties that appear from the firse at an election should be defined as a
‘new’. As also done by Hug and Tavits, mergersrefgxisting parties should not be
included(Hug 2001; Tavits 2006). One the one handirgument can be made that such
parties are not truly new since they representigoation of pre-existing parties. On the
other hand, a number of the factors discussed ssilge deterrents of new party formation —
such as the electoral system — can be expecta/tothe reverse effect on the number of
mergers. When the probability of success is lowgees are encouraged rather than
discouraged. Therefore, only parties that are getyinew — in the sense that they represent
new groups formed to run under a common labelar@splits from pre-existing parties are

included.

A more tricky issue to resolve, which has not bésoussed in other studies, concerns what
we mean by ‘entry’ or ‘participation’. In all prmus studies, an effort has been made to

collect data on all parties that are recorded sdmeesvto have participated in national

" sartori defines a political party as ‘any politigroup identified by an official label that preseat elections,
and is capable of placing through elections (freeamfree), candidates for public office’ (Sartdr§76: 63).
The evaluation of whether the official labels .
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elections. Considerable effort by the authors eséhstudies have gone into identifying all
such parties without regard to their electoralnregwor the number of districts they
participated if. On the face of it, simplgppearing on the ballpis a perfectly reasonable
criteria if you want to study the factors that ughce new party participation without
including a bias towards the successful. Withomedorm of qualification, however, two
types of problems arise. One is related to the aatbthe other to comparability. First, due to
variation in the quality of the data sources, ttegpears to be a strong element of chance
involved with respect to the number of parties thake it’ to the official records.
Differences in number of parties may thereforeafhow meticulously events are recorded
rather than how many participate. Secondly, a @mbbf comparability arises because
electoral systems influence what being on the balmifies in terms of competing
electorally. For instance, parliament electionthimU.K. is divided into 650 electoral
districts. If a party is represented on the baifod single district, it means on average that
some 0,15 per cent of the electorate may vote.fam Denmark or the Netherlands where
electoral districts are much fewer, being on thiéoban a district typically implies that at
least 5-10 per cent of voters can vote for it. hestion is therefore whether it is reasonable
to compare a party that only competes for 0,15pttte votes to one that competes for a
substantial portion or even all. Moreover, the latla cut-off point with respect to how many
districts the parties participate in creates aasiten, where, if all new parties participating
somewhere are counted, the numbers can be guibmastical. The case of New Zealand is
illustrative for the problem. In the period 1950729 very detailed district level data are
available and 20 new parties presented candidatestianal electior’s Only 4 of these,
however, participate in more than a single distaitdl only 1 fields candidates in more than
20 pct of the districts. The list that Hug providesthis period includes only 5 parties for
this period, and two of them only participate ididtrict(Hug 2001). Obviously the sources
he has consulted have used some criteria for ilmeciubut they are not consistent. Similarly,
Willey lists 16 new parties in New Zealand for #mire post-war period, which is less than
the number for the shorter period mentioned bydtailed records referred to above(Willey
1998).

8 For example, deploring the lack of informationsmnaller parties aggregated in the “other partigsgoay, in the
International Almanac of Electoral History by Maelkind Rose, Willey consults other sources, sucteaspaper accounts,
to break the ‘other’ category into its constitupatts (Willey, 1998:637-8). Likewise Harmel and Rabon state ‘no new
party that could be identified in available sourisesexcluded from this study, regardless of sizelectoral strength’.
(Harmel &Robertson, 1985:508).

° The data set on district level electoral resudtsNew Zealand was made available

by Prof. Jack Vowels Waikato University, New Zeaan
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Counting parties according to the number of digribey run in goes a long way to solve
these problems. In this study, electoral entripéggefore defined as being on the ballot in
either over 25, 50 or 75 pct of the electoral disdr That is, three different criteria are

applied yielding three different representationshef dependent variables. Not counting
parties that only run in just one or a small destiplaces emphasis on national electoral
competition and weeds out a high number very spaaties that have no significance for
national politics. As will be further discussedd&| this approach also has implication for

the operationalization of the independent variabkeor instance the costs of entry at the
national level rather than the local (district)déis chosen to ensure congruence between the
proposed causes and effects. See presentatioa ntithber of parties in table 2 (next

section).

Choice of Cases (Unit of Analysis)

Previous studies of new party entry differ withpest to their case selection. Two studies use
countries in a specific time period (Harmel and &tdpn 1985; Willey 1998), while others
take the individual election as the unit of anay$iug 2001; Tavits 2006). The clear
advantage of the latter approach is that it makpsssible to capture more variation in the
variables, but it requires that special measuresaden to control for the large differences in
the frequency of elections in the. For instanceh&period 1950-2005, Norway has ‘only’
held 14 elections compared to 22 in Australia. Tiierence creates problems of
comparability between the individual elections asroountries. Imagine, for instance, that 5
new parties entered in country A as well as B dydrperiod of 20 years. If we use the
countries in that time period as the unit of analythere is no variation between the cases.
However, if we use the individual election as taeecand country A held 10 elections in the
period and country B held 20, country A could yibldases where no new party is observed
and 5 cases where it is. Country B could, on theroband, yield 15 cases with no entry and
5 with entry. At this level of observation, thesesuddenly a great deal of variation even if
the two countries have an identical number of pantintering in a specific time period. To
control for this, | propose to introduce a contratiable, which is the number of days that
have passed since the previous election. Incluttiedapse of time from the previous

election makes intuitively sense at two levels.t@one hand, it controls for differences in
the frequency of elections, on the other, it atd@$ into account that elections are occasions
for new parties to run, and all things equal, ar&idime period means less time to get

organized for participation.
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4. Data and Oper ationalisation

The data-set comprises 336 elections to the lowesds of parliament in 21 established
democracies in the period 1950-2005; The couninig@sde Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Gréetand, Italy, Japan, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, ®nénd, the United Kingdom and the
United States. Greece, Portugal and Spain are raoemt democracies and are only included
for the period 1980- 2005. While data on new parieavailable for the whole period,
accurate information on several key independenalikes is not available for the 1950s. The
analyses reported in the main text are therefosedanly on an analysis of the period 1960-
2005. Analyses using the whole data-set where ngssilues have been replaced by

estimates are put in the appendix for reference.

1. The dependent variable: New parties

The main operational choices related to the measemeof the dependent variable were
described in the methodological section above. ypa counted as new if it participates in
elections for the first time after 1950. Only pestthat participate in a minimum of electoral
districts are counted as parties. Three minimumdsteds are used: 25 pct, 50 pct and 75 pct

of the electoral districts. The total counts focleaountry are presented below.

2. Indicators of the independent variables

The Expected Benefits of OfficAs a measure aforporatism an indicator of the ‘routine

involvement of unions and employers’ organizationghe preparation, decision and
implementation of government’s social and econgooiicy-making’ from the ICTWSS
database is used (Vissen, jelle). Contrary to thasure of corporatism used by Tavits, it
does not include different dimensions, but simpljects only the property of interest to this
study, namely extent to which the non-elected mvelied in policy-makinf. As a measure
of the degree of concentration of power, Lijphamtidices ofmajoritarianismon the
executive-parties and the federal-unitary dimerseane used (Lijp..1999). He measures the
degree of concentration or diffusion of power iar@nas of the state and find that they tend

to cluster along two separate dimensions, namelexecutive-parties and the federal-unitary

1 The data-base covers the time period 1960-200i¢eShis feature is relatively constant across titme
scores assigned for 1960s were extended to thes196@ analysis that includes the 1950s are ostigdiin the
appendix, however.
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dimension$'. The scores were taken from the ComparativeiPalliData-set 1960-2008
(Armigeon et al..). In this, two values are pradd One representing the period 1945-1970,
and the other representing the period 1971-96, lw&ie extended to the period until 2005 to
avoid missing cases. Finally, the scores providedidebelis on theaumber of vetoplayers

are used (Sourcéttp://sitemaker.umich.edu/tsebelis/veto_player&)d@he data-set does

not cover Greece and the U.S. nor any of the cmsfter the year 2000. | therefore
assigned values to these cases on basis of inflormat institutional veto-players and

partisan government (see scores in the appendix XX)

The Costs of Participatioithree comparative studies operationalize balloesgcosts. Two

of these devise time invariant ordinal classifiea$i, but fail to specify what principles guide
the construction of the indicator (Harmel and Redmer 1985) (Abedi, 2064 Hug (Hug
2001) constructs two continuous indices reflectifterences in : 1) the number of
signatures required divided by the total numberatérs 2) the electoral deposit or fee
required (at the national level) as a fraction &ffGper capita. The difference between fee
and deposits and the conditions for return of &teet are ignored. This approach is more
finely tuned, but | propose some modificationsrs#y, it is difficult to see any reason why
the number of signatures is made relative to the af the entire population, while financial
costs are related to individual rather than natiarealth. To take a consistent approach, |
argue that the absolute rather than the relatigesdbat are critical. Candidates and
organizations have to raise the money/collect ifpeasures and it is not obvious why they

would benefit significantly from the fact that tleeare more resources/people in the country

1 The Executive-Parties dimension includes measafrpswer concentration in the party system, cabinet
executive-legislative relations, electoral systerd enterest group mediation (corporatism). The Falddnitary
dimension includes measures of division of powéwben national and sub-national level, legislapfeaver
concentration, strength of judicial review and celnbank independence. Since several of the nizeifes are
closely linked — such as party system and elecgystem - it is not surprising that countries twdre low
concentration on one would also do so on the other.

2 Harmel and Robertson opt for an ordinal time ifamtrclassification of ballot access laws in 19 deracies.
They devise three categories of easy, moderateliffiwiilt, containing 14, 3 and 2 countries respesly
(Harmel and Robertson 1985:504). Abedi devisesikimg on the basis of how strong requirements ohea
type (fee/deposit and signatures) are. It is nedircivhether district or national costs are usetitbvould
appear that it is district requirements are usedgesthese are cited in the text. Countries thathah types of
requirements inevitably end up at the top of tteesand those only using one type end up at theshad.
Denmark, which, is one of the countries with thghleist petition requirements in absolute as welekgive
terms, somehow ends up with the third lowest sclapan that clearly belong to the group with highricial
requirements is assigned a middle ranking withithi€. a few notches above and with Belgium immedjate
below, and Austria comes out as having the tougleegstirements.
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as a whole as it would considerable resources tilin® thent®. Secondly, when calculating
the financial costs it is necessary to take histbralue of the money into account, which is
not done by Hug or others. Failing to do so entailssing important information. For
instance, in U.K. the costs of ballot access imiricts was on average 365 times the GDP
per capita in the 1950s, but just under 30 timesGRD per capita in the 1990s. A significant
drop, which was not induced by changes in reguiatiat in the value of money. Finally, it

is important to specify that it is the costs ofming in all districts rather than in just one that
is measured, which is congruent with the approakért to measure the dependent variable at
three levels of total district coverage rather thamply in one district (see details and scores
in Appendix). Fee/deposit costs are thereforedtad costs of running in all districts
expressed as a fraction of GDP per capital, whet@ipn costs are simple the number of

signatures collected to run in all districts.

With respect testate support to partieslifferent approaches have been taken td‘tHitug
uses a dichotomous variable to capture differeircdse level of financial support offered,
which simply captures whether financial supposgvailable to parties or not. It therefore
fails to distinguish between support available ¢éaviversus old parties (Hug, 2001:152)
Instead | constructed an ordinal indicator whiderts how electorally successful parties
have to be in order to win financial support. Imaficial support is available to all 2=
financial support is only available to those alyeegpresented 3= no financial support is
availablé®. Due to data-constraints it was not possible ¢tuitle consideration for the sums
offered.

As a measure dfee television timean ordinal indicator containing four scores waesated:
1= equal television exposure is given to all parparticipating in elections; 2= access to all,
but allocation of television time is based on paitae (electoral support or parliamentary

representation) of parties; 3= no free broadcdst;represented parties only are given free

3 For instance, In Denmark, it is necessary to coeound 20.000 signatures compared to 1.6 miltiche
US (year 2000) if a party wants to field candidateall districts in the country. If the costs aedativised by
the size of the population, the U.S. requiremergsaughly comparable to the Danish ones. Howener,
Denmark, the task is not unsurmountable for a nestypwhile the resources required to accomplishdlk& in
the U.S. is clearly formidable.

14 Abedi constructs a joint indicator, which takes@mt of both financial support and conditionsrfwdia
access, and distinguishes between systems whepersiggranted to all versus those where suppdrased
on previous electoral performance (Abedi, 2004: 95)

18| also tested another indicator constructed devist 1= less than 1 pct of the votes required,d¥er 1 pct
but under 4 pct of the votes is require, 3 = nariitial support is available 4 = support is onlyilavde to
represented parties or parties obtaining vote shiarexcess of 4 pct. However, as the results werghly
identical, | only report results with the one iratior referred to above.
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television time. The differentiation between thigdatwo categories is to investigate, whether
advantage granted to incumbents provides disineenfor new party formation (see details

and scores in appendix).

The Probability of Success.

As mentioned, the electoral system is probablysthengest predictor of a new parties
chances of success in terms of winning seats. liftendicators have been used to capture
its effect. TheProportional Thresholdwhich measures the general bias in seat allatatio
towards smaller parties, is the primary indicateedi The threshold is defined as the ‘vote
share that gives parties an fifty-fifty percentapance of receiving a seat share proportional
to its vote share’. It is very similar to LijphastEffective threshold, but unlike the latter, it
takes the actual geographical distribution of vaés account when estimating its value. See
appendix for details on calculation and scoresa@slternative indicator of the incentives,
themean district magnitudis also used (Hix and Carey 2008) (Hix&Carey, 2008ile this
does not measure the general disadvantage sufigreaialler parties under a given system,
it more directly captures the opportunities partiage for winning seats at all.

As a general measure of the loyalty of the voteth¢ established parties, tlgged total
electoralvolatility (Pedersen index) and thercentage of voters who are party memlages
used (se appendix for detailg)ccurate data on membership for each election avaifable,
but Scarrow (Scarrow 2000) provides data on thadke@verage for most countries, and
Mair and Biezen for Greece, Portugal, and Spainii(lstad van Biezen 2001), Carty (2002)
for Canada (1980-2000). See details on handlingings/alues in Appendix XX. As a
measure of a possible ‘saturation of the partyesystthelagged average number running at
the electoral district level with a lower cut-ofipt of 2%o0f the national electoral vote to
avoid many tiny parties distort the figure is us€de degree of party system
institutionalization is measured by theerage age of the party systdRoberts and Wibbels
suggest the average age of parties winning at 1€8tof the electoral vote at the previous
election as an indicator of the age of the parsteay (Roberts and Wibbels 1999). This
method is also used here, but the age of each igamgighted by its share of the total vote of
parties receiving over 10% of the vote in orderetitect differences in the parties’
importance for voters. The natural logarithm of weighted age is used, as the impact of age
on volatility is likely to be non-linear and dimgfi at higher values. Information regarding
the age of parties was obtained from Caramani (R@@@ther with sources on the Internet

(Wikipedia and party websites). In a few casesytidae for party age was not entirely
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straightforward. These decisions are mentionedgpehdix. The scores are presented in
Table 3 in the next section.

As a measure of economic performance aberage annual growth in GDP per capita since
the previous electiowas calculated (data source: Conference Board-ZHIb; Maddison
data 1946-1950. Data sets bound at 1950 vallésiwo elections were held in the same
year, the GDP per capita growth for that year wseiifor the latest of the two elections. The
time between elections simply the number of years that have lapsecesihe previous

election.

3. Presentation of Variables

SEE TABLES 2 + 3

" Inflation is frequently used as an indicator offpenance in new democracie®.g. Mainwaring and Zoco
(2007) and Tavits (2008}but it did not add anything to the analysis heré was left out.
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5. Analysisand Results

To analyse the impact of the variables on the nurabeew parties and event count model
with a poison distribution is us&d Since pooled time-series cross-sectional dataised,
robust standard errors clustered by country weed.us the models tested, different
indicators of similar phenomena were also not idetlin the same model to avoid problems
of multicollinearity. Moreover, VIF values were gaated to check for problems of
multicollinearity in the models, but the scores dat exceed the levels normally considered
critical®. The robustness of the results were checked inays. First, alternative model
specifications were made, which are reported iragiendix. Secondly, cases with outlying
values on predictor variables were removed fromatiedysis. The results of the second

exercise is reported below.

The results of the statistical analyses are sunz@aiin table 4, 5 and 6. The two models in
table 4 differ with respect to the indicators usedapture variation in ‘benefits’ of running

for office in different countries. The models ibka 5 contain the same analyses, but employ
a different indicator of the electoral system (dicstmagnitude instead of proportional
threshold). The final ‘trimmed’ models in tabler€iudes only variables that were found
significant in one of the models tested. Also inled is a variable for time (years since
1950), which is customarily done in time-serieslgsia to control for spurious correlations
caused by similar time trends. The final modelo ateludes dummy variable for the US,
which is the only truly presidential system in tireup and moreover exhibits extreme values
on ballot access costs that might distort the figdi For reference, alternative model
specifications and the analysis for the whole pkli850-2005 using estimates for missing

values are presented in the appendix.

18 Tavits uses a negative binomial distribution aswariance of the dependent variable in her casmis than
twice the mean (Mean:1,44; Var: 3,32). However,three dependent variables in this study doesxiibi
the same degree of dispersal. New parties cov&)iz§% of districts: Mean= 0,67; Std.Dev.=0,9752)% of
districts Mean= 0,57; Std.Dev. = 0,90 3) 75 % afritts= Mean=0,46; Std.Dev.= 0,79. To check iftbsults
depend on the distribution assumed, a negativentiadaegression was run, but the results (coeffiicseand
significance levels) were virtually identical.

¥ The highest VIF values were — not surprisinglyutfd for the indicators of the electoral systene Tdy.
district magnitude had a VIF value of 2,7 and thepprtional threshold had a value of 3.17. The ather
variables with VIF values over 2 were corporati€ng-2,8) and the log party age (1,8-2,2).
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Summary of the results

The first question is whether the analysis supg@tnotion that variation in the benefits of
office matters to how many new parties run for electidre first and third models uses
power concentration on the federal-unitary and etee parties dimension and the second
uses corporatism and the number of veto playere .résults indicate that onflgderalism
has the expected negative effect on new party efkig finding is highly robust, however,
across different model specifications. The regulfact indicate that an increase of one in
federalism index, which varies from -1,79 to 2,8lassociated with a decrease of a factor
0,70-0,80 (depending on model specification) inltkelihood of a new party entering the
electoral race. This must be considered to bebagtassociation. Thexecutive-parties
variable, on the other hand, returns mostly positiwefficients that only come very close to
being significant at the 5 pct level for the numb&new parties participating in over 25 or
over 50 pct of the district. The exact same pattambe seen for threimber of veto-players
which is highly significant for the number of newrpies running in over 25 or 50 pct of the
districts, but it has no effect whatsoever on theber of parties running nationally. An
increase of one in the number of vetoplayers (rdngeb) is associated in an increased
probability of new party entry by a factor 1,1-1{d2pending on specification). In other
words, chances of a new party entering in less #apct of the districts at an election is
increased by approximately 50-130 pct by a changa the minimum to the maximum
number of vetoplayer€orporatismappears to be negatively associated with newgsaibiut
the results do not come close to being significam@iny of the models.

The results therefore offer only scant evidencguipport of the theory that variation in the
benefits of office matters to the number of newtiparparticipating. The only variable that is
consistently associated with a lower number of pavties is federalism, the other
dimensions are sensitive to model specification@rddicate the contrary of the

hypothesized. | will return to a discussion of whaght explain this phenomenon below.

The hypothesis that costs of entigs a negative effect on the number of new pagietore
consistently supported by the results, althoughaii@spects of costs matter. Ballot access
costs appears to be a significant deterrent, dsgmtition andfeecosts are negatively and
significantly related to the entry of the partieihe strength of the effect of petition costs is
moderate, however, as an increase in 1000 sigsatutg decreases the chances that a new
party enters with less than a percent. On the dtaed, an increase in fee corresponding to 1

gpd per capita, decreases the chances of newgargyby a factor 0,95-0,96 for the
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category of parties running in over 75 pct of tietritts and somewhat less for the others.
However, the results for both fee and petition €asé likely to be strongly influenced by
outliers. In fact, when the analysis is repeatatiovuit the most potent outlier for petition
costs, namely the US, and for fees (Japan and UKR%0-70), fees are not longer significant
although coefficients are negative, while petitamsts now return positive coefficients that
are even significant for parties that run in jugtiohalf the districts. This indicates that ballot
access costs is likely to be an important deteww&antry in these cases, but that variation in
the requirements made in most countries fails t@ fza impact on the rest. | will return to a
discussion of these cases below.

State assistance to parties in the forrfr@é television coveragdeas a significant effect on
the number of new parties, which is also relativelyust across different model
specifications. Since the indicator is construcedhat the lowest — rather than highest -
values are associated with generous conditioneXposure, the coefficients are negative. For
parties running nationwide (>75 pct of the disB)ct one step increase in the ordinal
indicator (1-4) is associated with a change inpgitebability of new party entry of 20-30 pct.
In the final trimmed model with control for timéne coefficients for the number of parties
running in fewer districts than 75 pct is not sfgr@int, however, although they are still in the
expected directiorState financial suppoffor parties and the rules for qualifying for statd
does not appear to have any effect, however. Asidsed above, the presence of state
financial support to parties can be conceptualeetoth a barrier and an incentive for new
party formation. However, neither positive nor negaeffects can be detected, which
confirms the findings of earlier studies (Hug, TtayBollin). As two alternative indicators of
the rules for financial support to parties weregdsn addition to the one used here, it is not

likely that the indicator used mattéts

Regarding the factors that influence the probabiftsuccesssome surprising results are

found. The institutional variable that most stronigifluences the chances parties have for
winning seats — and to some extent also votetheislectoral systenit is therefore
surprising that the electoral system does not appdaave a significant and robust effect on
the participation of new parties. We would expeghbr thresholds to deter parties from
participating since they are likely to be stronghderrepresented when the proportional

threshold is higher. This does not appear to bedise, however. It is not an obvious error of

20 A simple dichotomous indicator of presence ofesfatancial support for parties or not was testeceffects
as was an ordinal indicator capturing how largdigaihave to be to qualify for support.
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model specification since alternative models witleeevariables most highly related to the
threshold were removed (i.e. lagged number of @girtjielded the same reStltOnly in a

very basic model with few variables does the tho&shave expected negative and
significant effect”. However, the mean district magnitude, which ndirectly captures the
chances candidates have to win a seat in thedligtgy run in, has a positive and significant
effect on the number of parties running in ovepebof the districts. The effect on the two
other types of new parties is also positive butlenand fails the tests of significance
(significance level just over 10 pct.). The highestdicted effect of the an increase from 1 to
10 in district magnitude is an increase of 90 pcthe probability of new party participation.
However, in the final trimmed model, the effectgladtrict magnitude on the parties running
nationwide is not significant. Interestingly, withtdhe variable that controls for time
spurious correlations and the fee variable fordvatcess (to which it is negatively
correlated), positive and significant coefficieng be identified for the new parties running
in over half or over 75 pct of the districts. Howeyvin none of the models is the effect on the
number of new parties running in over 25 pct disdrsignificant (see appendix X). It is
therefore difficult to draw very sharp conclusiamsthe role of the electoral system. As
mentioned earlier, previous research has comdfereit conclusions regarding the electoral
system. This analysis supports the findings thstridt magnitude tends to have a positive
effect, but also shows that the relationship iilyigensitive to the other variables included

in the models and that no firm conclusions candfoee be drawn.

The indicators that signal electoral demand dcafidiave the expected effects. Neither the
state of theeconomynor voters’ loyalty to existing parties as meadurgparty membership
have an effect. Only the extent of electoral sighiheasured by thiagged total volatility
has an effect on the number of new parties in smoéels (models 3-4), but only on those
that compete nationwide (>75 pct districts). THedfpredicted is not extremely large,
however, as a 10 pct. increase in total volatiitgssociated with an increase in the
probability of new party entry of around 30 pct. rdover, the effect is sensitive to model
specification and looses significance in the finmhmed models (model 5+6) with controls
for time spuriousness and a dummy for the us isidedl. On the other hand, the lagged

L In the model with the lagged number of parties #nedproportional threshold both variables havén hitf
values (3,6 and 2,7 respectively). Running the rmaitbout the lagged number of parties did not dethe
absence of an effect of the proportional threshuoddvever.

?2|1n a model with only federalism, age of party syst years from last election and the proportioneshold,
the predicted change for a 5 pct increase in trestiold is a decrease in the probability of neviypantry by
14 pct (odds ratio of 0,97, therefore é,ﬂ7,86)..
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number of new parties does not have a significatecontrary to the positive effect

identify by Tavits (p110). This finding does notacige even when the variables highly
associated with number of parties (electoral sysexacutive-parties, veto-players) are taken
out of the analysis to make sure that multicollntgadoes not explain the lack of findings.
The degree of party system institutionalizatiomassured by thage of the partgystem

has a clear deterrent effect on the number of remtigs that participate. The more
established the party system, the lower the nurobeew parties that participate in elections.
The which is congruent with the results found tineo studies (Tavits).

The finding with respect to diversity in the pogtion is particularly interestiig Contrary

to findings of Tavits, but confirming those of Haghand Robertsenethnic diversityis

found to have a significantly positive effect i@ humber of new parties running in 25 pct
or more of the district, which is robust across tebut not all- model specifications.
Moreover, it appears to be negatively associatedben of new parties running nationwide
although this is not significant. As ethnic divéydiypically has a geographical basis, this
exactly the type of effect one might expect: mog/parties running ‘regionally’, but not
more running nationally. Contrary to what Tavitguas, ethnic diversity not only results in
more parties per se, but also in the number of penves in this group of countries. The
explanation is likely to lie in the potential impamn new party formation of politicization of
ethnic diversity.

The simple passage tifne from the previous electidras a positive and significant effect on
all types of new parties participating. Postportimg election for an additional year, increases
the probability that a new party will enter with-48 pct. Hardly a negligible effect. As
argued, time between elections is an importantrobfur differences in the frequency of
election in different countries. However, the résindicate that considering time as a factor
in its own right is critical in studies of new pag. On the one hand, parties do not emerge
out of the blue. It takes effort and time to formea party and get ready for an election. On
the other, a longer time period between electisn t#nds to increase the chances that voters
will change their vote (Bischoff, 2011).

Finally, the variable of ‘time’ that measures thenber of years since 1950, shows that there
has been an increase in the number of partiestiover which is not explained by changes in
the variables included in the model. Since the $960ery decade is associated with and

increase in approximately 20 pct in the probabilitgt a new party will contest elections.

2 The size of the population in itself was not fouade related to the number of new parties running
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6. Discussion of results

The theory that variation in benefits of office teas to new party formation does not find
clear support in the analysis. It is clear thaefedlsm is associated with less new party entry
than are unitary systems, while there is no evidehat corporatist decision-making
structures have an equivalent effect. Moreoveheafassociation between federalism and new
parties is causal, it may well be driven by otleatérs than disincentives to run for new
parties. It is possible that we need to look attiwbethere is a tendency for new parties to run
first at the subnational level and only if succakat that level to move on to the national
scene. If this is the case, we might see more ragtiep in federal systems if we count those
running at the subnational levels also. The meamanvould then be related to the costs of
running rather than to the pull of ultimate bergeefRower sharing in the party system did not
have a significant effect, but displayed a positigsociation, while the number of veto
players was positively related to the number ofiparunning in over 25 or 50 pct of the
electoral districts, but not to those running natiae. If the relationship is causal, it is
possible that systems with many veto players sinmaseases the plausibility of success for
parties that have a more concentrated geograpbasal. It is also possible, however, that the
relationship is endogenous. Political systems whiezeslectoral interests have a geographical
base that is smaller than the whole nation, alsds¢¢o have more veto players in general.
The positive association for ethnic diversity amanber of new parties running regionally
show that this mechanism is in place. In any ctietheory that variation in benefits of

office matters is contradicted by this finding.

The results with respect to the barriers to emtryalitics matter are more clearly supported.
Costs of ballot access only appear to be high eémtaudeter entry in a few cases, however.
The US, Japan, as well as U.K., Ireland and Frantiee past but not present, have very high
costs compared to the other countries in the grivuplikely that in these case, new parties
have been deterred from entering, but in the albarocracies included here, it is highly
unlikely that the requirements really matters. Flgpothesis that party systems may protect
themselves from new party competition by systemsaofy financing is not supported.
However, the rules for allocation of free televisimoverage appear to have a clear effect on

the number of parties that run. Where only theasgpnted parties — or none at all — are given
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air time, fewer parties enter than in systems whénearties running are given the same
chance to present themselves. On the basis ddrliysis, one can therefore say that
cartelization by deterring new party entry is mpsteffective (financial regime), restricted
to a few cases (ballot access) or based on positigs for creating ‘fair play’ (television)
rather than the opposite. Whether the measurasare efficient in explaining success is a
different matter. Interestingly, the electoral gystdoes not have as clear and unambiguous
effect as one might expect. Thresholds influentivegproportionality of seat allocation do
not appear to have an effect when other potentjglbeatory factors come in. Moreover, the
mean district magnitude that perhaps more direxptures the chances of winning a seat

somewhere appears to have a positive effect, mdstnot robust to model specification.
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TABLE1. OVERVIEW OF THEORY, VARIABLES AND PREVIOUS RESULTS
Theory General Variable Specific Expected Previous Studies
variables Effect on
New Parties
Main Other
. . positive on Negative (Willey),
Federalism Negative
chance of success None (H&R)
Corporatism Negative Negative (Tavits)
Benefits Power Dispersal Eyecutive- ' positive on o
] Negative missing
Parties chance of success
Veto ol N i positive on L
eto players egative missin
play & chance of success 9
. . None (Hug; H&R);
Fee/deposit Negative
Ballot Access /dep & Negative (Tavits)
Requirements . . None (Hug;H&R);
Petition Negative . .
Positive (Tavits)
Campaieh Costs State Party Negative* Positive on None (Hug, Tavits,
Costs e Financing & benefit Bollin)
Free Television . o
Negative* missing
Coverage
Alternative Party Discipline " Parliamentary
. Positive .
Routes Parliamentary (H&R;Bollin)
Party State of . .
Negative None (Hug, Tavits)
Performance Economy
Age of Parties,
Party System .
N Party . Positive for Age of
Institutiona- . Negative .
o membership, Democracy (Tavits)
- lization
Probability Voter loyalty
of Success Preference Fragmentation Positive Positive (H&R),
Diversity Population Size None (Tavits)
Negative (Hug,
Allocation of Electoral System . H&R),
Positive

Seats

Proportionality

Positive(Willey,
Tavits & Bollin:)
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TABLE 2. Total Number of New Parties 1950-2005

>25 % >50 % >75%
districts districts districts
Country  Australia 6 5 4
Austria 6 5 5
Belgium 13 13 2
Canada 10 4 2
Denmark 11 11 11
Finland 14 13 10
France 8 4
Germany 10
Greece 8
Ireland
Italy 15 15 14
Japan 8 5 2
Netherlands 20 20 20
New Zealand 17 17 17
Norway 11 8
Portugal 12 10
Spain 13 12 11
Sweden 4 3 3
Switzerland 6 4 o
UK 4 2
us 2 o o
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TABLE 3. The Independent Variables: Mean values by country 1960-2005

Proportion Free Party Party Ethnic |Days from

Federalis [Corporatis | Executive- |  \eto- al District |Petition for|Fee/depos| Television |State Party| Total ~ [Number of|f members | System |Fractionali| previous

m m Parties | players | Threshold|Magnitude| ballot | itfor ballot| Coverage | finance | \olatility | Parties hip Age zation election

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Australia 1,70 22 72 2,03 37,46 1,00 ,00 2,85 3,00 211 6,939 3,22 2,72 64,56 09| 91761
Austria 1,16 192 29 161 357 18,22 257 ,19 3,92 131 7,092 392 22,30 57,90 A1) 120415
Belgium 56 2,00 127 3,87 2,52 719 3,50 ,00 3,93 243 10,021 5,23 9,08 10598 56| 115621
Canada 1,78 ,00 -1,25 117 27,06 1,00 ,00 211 2,71 229 12,861 3,64 3,64 89,79 71 118914
Denmark -,30 2,00 1,36 2,20 2,00 9,05 17,58 ,00 1,00 211 12,261 8,28 9,59 89,70 08| 954,67
Finland -84 83 1,60 392 4,67 13,33 6,25 ,00 2,00 2,33 9,158 7,25 14,82 67,50 13| 134083
France -41 73 -97 2,72 19,34 144 ,00 17,93 2,00 1,00 15,055 542 2,20 44,34 10| 142236
Germany 251 131 A3 2,25 5,00 43,22 2,49 ,00 2,00 1,15 7,746 415 3,46 49,26 171 132946
Greece -75 44 74 1,56 9,00 5,14 67 182 . . 9,278 4,00 5,75 16,18 ,16] 1050,89
Ireland -42 31 07 1,50 11,21] 387 ,00 4,90 315 2,08 9,135 3,74 4,28 49,92 12| 125162
Iltaly -22 ,36 113 3,40 6,85 20,92 31,50 ,00 182 155 18,255 6,85 8,25 45,59 11| 1406,18
Japan 20 ,00 78 2,07 11,62 3,34 ,00 38,19 1,69 2,69 9,251 433 2,46 29,63 01| 106431
Netherlands 32 2,00 118 3,20 67| 150,00 37 340 1,00 115/ 13,823 731 442 20,63 A1) 121462
New Zeal. -1,79 ,00 -67 1,50 24,94 30,75 ,20 ,70 3,25 3,00 12478 4,20 10,04 49,91 40| 107544
Norway -,67 192 78 2,06 6,79 8,10 3,67 ,00 4,00 150 12,294 6,78 12,12 8351 06| 143792
Portugal -,70 67 ,36 194 5,10 11,74 7,50 ,00 4,00 13,273 4,44 4,60 17,94 05| 1015,00
Spain A2 57 -59 1,14 9,22 6,73 30,10 ,00 4,00 11,257 3,73 2,27 19,32 42| 128757
Sweden -,65) 2,00 91 1,48 4,40 11,21 1,50 ,00 371 143 8,636 5,79 17,42 79,50 06| 113886
Switzerland 155 2,00 183 4,00 5,15 7,82 72 ,00 3,00 2,27 6,745 5,16 1191 95,32 53| 1439555
UK -105 42 -1,30 1,00 3342 1,00 6,50 79,02 4,00 2,25 7,645 2,77 483 118,06 12| 136725
us 2,36 ,00 -53 3,00 35,90 1,00, 1500,00 8,26 3,00 3,00 3,052 2,00 3,00 136,75 49| 720,00
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TABLE 4. Determinants of New Party Participation 1960-2005. E.S. represented by Threshold

Model 1 (Majoritarianism)

Model 2 (Vetoplayers, corporat.)

Number of New Parties Partitipg according to coverage of electoral districts

>25 pct >50 pct >75 pct >25 pct >50 pct >75 pct
Benefits of office: . .
Federalism 0.736 0.670 0.678
(0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
Executive-parties 1.331 1.422 1.077
(0.097) (0.077) (0.780) ) )
Veto players 1.194 1.217 1.040
(0.000) (0.001) (0.666)
Corporatism 1.018 0.976 0.907
(0.861) (0.831) (0.619)
Costs of participation
Petition for ballot 0.999 0.997 0.996 0.999" 0.997 0.995
access (0.000) (0.002) (0.259) (0.000) (0.002) 36).6
Fee/deposit for 0.984 0.9717 0.948" 0.984 0.971" 0.949"
ballot access (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.013) (0)00  (0.000)
Free television 0.814 0.803 0.703 0.849 0.845 0.734
(0.026) (0.028) (0.005) (0.118) (0.125) (0.025)
State party finance 0.869 0.851 0.960 1.087 1.120 .1591
(0.304) (0.271) (0.805) (0.635) (0.579) (0.557)
Chances of Success
Proportional Threshold 1.011 1.010 1.005 1.000 D99 0.997
(0.581) (0.651) (0.816) (0.977) (0.517) (0.874)
Economic Growth 1.020 1.001 0.964 1.002 0.971 £.93
(0.668) (0.985) (0.616) (0.970) (0.668) (0.410)
Party Membership 0.971 0.968 0.983 0.983 0.983 90.99
(0.219) (0.188) (0.615) (0.421) (0.427) (0.858)
Party System Age 0.843 0.754 0.679  0.850 0.761 0.686°
(0.281) (0.054) (0.007) (0.207) (0.010) (0.003)
Ethnic Diversity 3.935 3.878 0.680 1.441 1.109 0.330
(0.007) (0.056) (0.633) (0.491) (0.885) (0.236)
Lagged electoral 1.003 1.005 1.025  1.015 1.019 1.036"
volatility (0.746) (0.607) (0.002) (0.184) (0.036) (0.001)
Lagged number of 0.948 0.957 0.976 0.969 0.984 211.0
parties (0.463) (0.576) (0.779) (0.614) (0.815)  8Q0)
Years from last 1.440 1.429” 1.428" 1.436" 1.407" 1.484"
election (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) .0(D)
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N 254 254 254 254 254 254

Exponentiated coefficientp-values in parenthesesp < 0.05,” p< 0.01,” p< 0.001
TABLE 5. Determinants of New Party Participation (1960-2005). E.S. by mean district magnitude

Modd 4 (majoritarianism) Model 5 (vetoplayers, cor por atism)

Number of New Parties Participating accordingdeerage of electoral districts

>25 pct >50 pct >75 pct >25 pct >50 pct >75 pct
Benefits of office: 0.746" 0.681" 0.688"
Federalism (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
1.113 1.183 0.759
Executive-parties (0.215) (0.178) (0.121)
Veto players 1.183 1.204° 1.007
(0.000) (0.002) (0.936)
Corporatism 0.979 0.968 0.845
(0.796) (0.750) (0.182)
Costs of participation
Petition for ballot 0.999 0.997" 0.998 0.999” 0.997" 0.995
access (0.000) (0.001) (0.011) (0.000) (0.000) 16).4
Fee/deposit for 0.987 0.976 0.959” 0.986" 0.975" 0.959"
ballot access (0.005) (0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0)00  (0.000)
Free television 0.817 0.806 0.696" 0.858 0.848 0.753
(0.028) (0.029) (0.006) (0.128) (0.131) (0.027)
State party finance 0.894 0.871 0.996 1.088 1.129 1801
(0.330) (0.279) (0.974) (0.620) (0.542) (0.458)
Chances of Success ) )
Mean district magnitude 1.092 1.107 1.5316 1.078 1.115 1.224
(log) (0.104) (0.104) (0.000) (0.275) (0.101) (BP0
Economic Growth 1.018 0.998 0.963 1.005 0.978 8.93
(0.700) (0.976) (0.646) (0.915) (0.736) (0.469)
Party Membership 0.974 0.972 0.995 0.982 0.984 40.99
(0.133) (0.153) (0.828) (0.310) (0.375) (0.764)
Party System Age 0.956 0.875 0.993 0.942 0.877 00.93
(log) (0.770) (0.374) (0.960) (0.723) (0.404) (@6
Ethnic Diversity 3.744 3.629 0.431 1.432 1.077 0.291
(0.007) (0.079) (0.267) (0.497) (0.918) (0.172)
Lagged electoral 1.003 1.005 1.024 1.014 1.018 1.034”
volatility (0.815) (0.745) (0.002) (0.162) (0.038)  (0.000)
Lagged number of 0.942 0.949 0.957 0.959 0.976 970.9
parties (0.421) (0.534) (0.607) (0.516) (0.728) 91@)
Years from last 1.421 1.418 1.438" 1.435" 1.43%" 1.488
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election (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)  .0Q1)
N 254 254 254 254 254 254
TABLE 6. Deter minants of New Party Participation: Final Trimmed Models
1960-2005 Model 5 Model 6 (with US-dummy)
Number of New Parties Participating accordingdeerage of electoral districts
>25 pct >50 pct >75 pct >25 pct >50 pct >75 pct
Federalism 0.804 0.748" 0.717" 0.810" 0.751" 0.717"
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
Veto players 1.134 1.170 0.997 1.131 1.164° 0.987
(0.014) (0.012) (0.975) (0.006) (0.005) (0.868)
Petition for ballot 0.999 0.998 0.999 1.009 1.011 1.014
access (0.001) (0.008) (0.105) (0.027) (0.027) 7.0
Fee/deposit for 0.986 0.974" 0.954" 0.988" 0.978" 0.962"
ballot access (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (000  (0.000)
Free television 0.915 0.892 0.794 0.917 0.898 0.811
(0.154) (0.157) (0.010) (0.129) (0.109) (0.014)
District Magnitude 1.016 1.049 1.093 1.021 1.064 127
(log) (0.716) (0.352) (0.200) (0.606) (0.171) (®ps
Party System Age 0.601 0.564" 0.556 " 0.618" 0.586" 0.578"
(log) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (@PO
Years from last 1.467 1.463 1.407" 1.439" 1.430° 1.370
election (0.000) (0.002) (0.004) (0.001) (0.005)  .01®)
Ethnic Diversity 3.535 3.382° 1.336 3.617° 3.643 1.487
(0.000) (0.005) (0.623) (0.000) (0.001) (0.483)
Lagged total vo- 1.001 1.004 1.015 0.998 1.000 a.o1
latility (0.960) (0.725) (0.087) (0.872) (0.967) .206)
Time trend variable 1.017 1.016 1.022 1.017 1.016° 1.022™
(0.004) (0.013) (0.003) (0.003) (0.008) (0.001)
us 0.000000956 1.43e-14" 2.75e-15
(0.017) (0.000) (0.003)
N 268 268 268 267 267 267

Exponentiated coefficientg:values in parentheses
p<0.05" p<0.01,” p<0.001

33



Bischoff: New Parties in Advanced Democracies

APPENDI X

Appendix A. Indicators

I. Indicesfor the concentration of power

Number of vetoplayers-or a number of elections, Tsebilis data-base doesontain scores. The following

values were therefore assigned drawing on infoonatabout institutional and partisan actors in
government: Japan 2;3;2; (1952-55) and 3;4;3,38§12005), Greece: 2;1;2;3;2;1;1;1;1; (1980-2002),
New Zealand:2;3;3;4; US: 3 (all elections 1950-200&r the period of 2001-2005: Australia: 3; 3; Kiss

2; Belgium: 4; Canada: 2; Denmark: 3; 3; Finland:;Brance: 5; Germany: 2; 3; Ireland: 2; ltaly: 3;
Netherlands: 3;3; Norway: 3;2;3; Portugal 2;1; 8pai Sweden: 3; Switzerland: 4; U.K.: 1.

[1. Indicesfor the probability of success
The Electoral SystenThe proportional threshold is defined the average vote share with which parties

have a 50-50 chance of winning a share of seatpgitimnal to their share of vote#t resembles Lijphart’s
effective threshold (Lijphart 1994) in terms of hgicalculated as an average of district level tiokes of
inclusion (Tid) and exclusion (Txd). Unlike the fioer, however, it takes the national vote conceiotmadf
parties into account. The threshold of inclusiothis minimum share of the votes that a party reguio
win a seat, whereas the threshold of exclusiohdasmaximum vote share a party can earn while taiin
win a seat. The thresholds are calculated on tkes lmd the electoral formula, district magnitudel @he
number of participating parties (see formulas 2001, 177). Since theational thresholds vary according
to the distribution of parties’ votes across dddtri(Bischoff 2009; Taagepera 1998, 2002), thischided
in the calculation of the threshold values. To ollte the average vote concentration of a partiesysthe
following steps are taken:
1. First, the parties’ vote concentration in electadatricts is calculated. It is similar to the effiee
number of parties formula (Taagepera and Shug&®)1 ®owever, it is applied to the party vote skar

in each district in a country instead of the vdteseach party in a party system:

ﬁ , Where vis the share of each party’s total vote in easlridi.
Vi

2. Next, the average vote concentration for a parsyesy is identified by dividing the number of elealo

Deff =

districts by the party vote concentration multigligy that party’s share of the votes.
Systeméé = #
Z Derriy Ly

The formula for calculating the proportional threfhis:
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(Tid +Txd )

T ro =
Po " (systemy, 2)

Although the scores differ from those obtained wasimg Lijphart’s effective threshold ¢ (Lijphart

1994), and are typically lower for countries whpegties’ votes tend to be concentrated in regiatiser
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than dispersed across all districts in the cousitilee scores calculated for these 21 countridssmeriod

have a very high correlation of Pearson’s R of Qifdicating that the two indicators are not veifyedent

in practice. However, the proportional thresholdagulated for single-member district systems ali as

for multimember district systems, whereas the éffechreshold is not calculated for SMD systems bu

based on Lijphart’s ‘guesstimates’. In the table®Ww, the scores for the,§ and Tesare compared for

countries with constant electoral rules, and theraye vote concentration for the respective pelimds

given.
TABEL A. 1
Single-Member District Systems
Threshold Mean District
Country Indicators Vote Conc. Magnitude
Toro Tett Vet dm
Australia (1951-98) 37.1 35 141 1
Canada (1953—97) 27.9 35 141 1
France (1958—97) 20 35 1.57 1
New Zealand (1951-93) 32 35 1.16 1
U.K. (1950-97) 31.2 35 1.24 1
United States (1950-98) 33.7 35 1.65 1
TABEL A.2
Multimember District and Mixed Systems
Threshold Mean District Magnitude
Country Indicators Vote Conc.
Toro Test Vert dm
Austria (1953—66) 3.8 8.5 1.17 6,6
Austria (1970—90) 1 2.6 1.05 20,3
Belgium (1950-91) 2.5 4.8 1.6 71
Belgium (1995—99) 3.1 5.2 1.96 7,5
Denmark (1950) 5 5.5 1.1 6,2
Finland (1951-99) 4.7 5.4 1.3 13,3
France (1986) 5.6 11.7 1.15 5,85
Ireland (1951-97) 11.3 17.2 1.19 3,9
Italy (1953—92) 2.4 2 1.13 19,8
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Italy (1994-96) 25.7 28.2 1.32 24,2
Japan (1952-93) 9.8 16.4 1.34 3,95
Norway (1953—-81) 9.6 8.9 1.14 7,7
Portugal (1980-99) 6.6 5.7 1.18 11,9
Spain (1982-96) 9.14 10.2 1.23 3,7
Sweden (1952—68) 6.1 8.4 1.06 8,3
Switzerland (1951-99) 5.2 8.5 1.86 7,8

Values are not calculated when a legal threshadgbidied (for instance, it is 5% for Germany and %
Denmark (1953-2005)).

System ¢ was calculated for all countries 1950—2000 usisgidt level data (data: Caramani 2000, and
various national electoral archives) except Austrahd Canada, where values were calculated fectsel
elections in the absence of district level datalierwhole period. Since the calculateg Values for the
Australian senate were highly stable, the lack easures for more years for house elections is elglio
give very imprecise scores (1955, 1977). In Canadaeasure in 1974 and one in 19%fter the entry of
the Parti Québécois-were used. The French scores are based on datgatgd from 94-99 districts,
since data on primary districts were lacking. Takwlation of threshold values for Greece in theqas
where a legal threshold was not enforced is coragit: The ;, scores used were based on Lijphart’s
method of calculation (1984) and divided by thesvobncentration.

Electoral Volatility In the practical construction of the volatilitydex, | control for volatility induced by

the behaviour of political elites rather than vetedecisions. Changes in voting patterns due taypar
mergers and party sphisif the party of origin ceased to run or no longeiseed—were therefore omitted.
This is done to capture the propensity for votershange their vote from one party to another, ea®iit

can be argued that when the parties voted for pme&ious election cease to exist, voters are fotoed
change their votesrather than any independent decision to vote diffdy. Cases in which parties
changed names were ignored for the same reasdasnétion on party splits and mergers were based on
Caramani (2001), Hug (2001), Mackie and Rose (11®®[7) and the EJPR Political Data Year Books
(2000-2006). Finally, the ‘other parties’ categags included as a party in the calculations, bubhasote

percentages in this category are typically smii has limited impact on the average scores.

Party System Agelhe sum of the difference between the founding f@aeach party and the election year

weighted by the parties’ respective shares of tte is the age of the party system. For partieystems
where democracy had been interrupted, decisiorsdiety the age of the parties in question had to be
taken. For Germany’s Social Demaocratic Party, fadhoh 1905, the 15 years of fascist rule were diedlic

The age of the party in 1950 was therefore 304BoLikewise for Greece, the periods where the
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Communist Party was banned (1936—42; 1949-74) dextacted; and likewise the United Democratic Left
(1967-74) so that their respective ages were metttly counted from the founding years 1901 and?195
respectively. For Italy’s Communist Party, foundied 921, the years of fascist rule were not dedudtee

to its prominent role in the resistance movemehe 3ocialist party in SpatrPSOE—founded in 1879,

and the Communist Party founded in 1921 were baforea very long period (1939-1977), but both
retained some organization during the Franco pefibd age is therefore set at 15 years, as demoai@s
introduced in 1977.

Party Membershiplo avoid the exclusion of cases due to missingeslthe closest observed values were
assigned to Australia (1950s), Belgium (1950s)airé (1950—-60s), Norway (1950s) and Switzerland

(1950s). Since a longer period was missing for @anparty membership was estimated by using data fo

partisan attachments in the 1960—70s. The rafgadfsan attachment to party membership was cabzlla

to be 5.9% for the 1987-1994 period. This ratio assumed constant, and membership was calculated to
be 4.5% for the 1960s and 3.7% for the 1970s. B&®4 were set at 1960 values. Calculations based on
data provided by Carty (2002).
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APPENDI X B. Model where missing values arereplaced by estimates.

APPENDIX TABLE.

Deter minants of New Party Participation: Final Trimmed Models

1950-2005 Model 5 Mode 6 (with US-dummy)
Number of New Parties Participating accordingdeerage of electoral districts
>25 pct >50 pct >75 pct >25 pct >50 pct >75 pct
Federalism 0.803 0.7437 0.705" 0.812" 0.747" 0.706"
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Veto players 1.115 1.159 0.998 1.114 1.154 0.989
(0.036) (0.015) (0.977) (0.017) (0.005) (0.882)
Petition for ballot 0.999 0.998 0.999 1.008 1.012 1.015
access (0.001) (0.016) (0.128) (0.029) (0.018) 70.0
Fee/deposit for 0.985 0.975" 0.959” 0.987" 0.979" 0.967"
ballot access (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (000  (0.000)
Free television 0.914 0.889 0.805 0.916 0.894 0.821
(0.138) (0.123) (0.014) (0.114) (0.078) (0.017)
District Magnitude 1.037 1.064 1.124 1.041 1.078 157
(log) (0.343) (0.184) (0.107) (0.263) (0.078) (@p5
Party System Age 0.622 0.582™ 0.591 0.638" 0.602" 0.609”
(log) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (@po
Years from last 1.436 1.410° 1.402" 1.406" 1.370° 1.354"
election (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.005)  .010)
Ethnic Diversity 3.078 2.988 1.175 3.172 3.271 1.350
(0.000) (0.014) (0.792) (0.000) (0.003) (0.606)
Lagged total vo- 1.001 1.003 1.015 0.998 0.998 4.00
latility (0.933) (0.788) (0.130) (0.881) (0.850) .383)
Time trend variable 1.018 1.016° 1.019 1.017" 1.016~ 1.019
(0.000) (0.003) (0.014) (0.000) (0.001) (0.003)
us 0.00000154 1.64e-14" 9.78e-16
(0.018) (0.000) (0.004)
N 308 308 308 307 307 307
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