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The present article follows wp a previous study (Anckar 1998) which showed a strong
association between size and party syitem fragmentation, The aim of the article is to see
whether the explanatory power of size can, in fact, be attributed 1o a federal form of
government. 77 countries with free party systems constitute the research population. The
dependent variable has three components: mumber of parties, electoral support for the leading
party, and the “effective number of parties” calculaied according to the Laakso-Taapepera
formula. Preliminary w@sts reveal that federal states have a more fragmented party svstem than
unitary states. However, when controlling for size, electoral system, the “effective threshold,”
and presidentialism, the results clearly show that fedecalism is overshadowed by size and also,
toa lesser extent, by the effective threshald.

Introduction

The aim of the present study 15 to extend some important arguments put
forward in my doctoral dissertation (Anckar 1998), which focused on the
determinants of party system fragmentation The results clearly showed
that there was a strong relation between the size of countries and the
fragmentation of the party system, When 1 had the opportunity to discuss
these results with Professor Juan Linz at the XVIIth [PSA mecting in Seoul
in August 1997, he suggested that | cught to ‘try federalism’ as a plausible
explanatory factor for the strong relation 1 had detected between size and
party system fragmentation. The aim of the present study is consequently to
see if the explanatory power of size on party system fragmentation can be
attributed to a presumed relation between size and federalism.

A Theoretical Framework

Size and Party Svstem Fragmentation

The theoretical frames for why the party system should be affected by the
size of entitics were outlined by Dahl and Tufte in their seminal work Size
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and Democracy (1973). According to Dahl & Tufte, there are two ways in
which size affects the fragmentation of the party system. One can be denved
from social psychological theory building whereas the other one has to
do with diversity. Dahl & Tufte take as a point of departure the famous
experiments on conformity conducted by S. E. Asch. With regard to these
experiments, the authors stipulate that a dissenting minority in a political
system must exceed a certain level in order to be able to express their
differing views (Dahl & Tufte 1973, §9-91).

The Asch experiments additionally constitute the base for an assumption
about political conflicts in small and large units. According to Dahl &
Tufte, it 15 reasonable Lo assume that in small units there 1s a high risk that
such conflicts turn into personal conflicts, because people know each other
well and it is difficult to, as Dahl & Tufte (1973, 93) put it, ‘take refuge in
anonymity.’ In large units, however, it is possible that the antagonists never
actually meet. This means that group conflicts should occur more frequently
in large units than in small ones, since individuals presumably are less likely
to take part in a conflict if this means that their personal relations are
affected.

Consequently, Dahl & Tufte reach the conclusion that conflict solving
mechanisms tend to be institutionalized in large units, whereas in smaller
units one can assume that the parts tend to solve their disputes ad hoc, ¢.g.,
with face-to-face negotiations. The commeon conflict solving mechanism is,
of course, the political party. The arguments laid out above lead to the
conclusion that large units have more political parties than small units and
that in large units the electoral support of the parties is more equally
distributed than in small units (ibid., 91-103).

Another reason large units should have a more fragmented party system
is that largeness, by necessily, leads to organizational diversity and com-
plexity. A large unit presupposes a wide range of organizations and insti-
tutions, whercas a small one can manage with fewer ones. Although these
organizations and institutions structurally might be very similar, one can
assume that a multiplicity of such organizations and institutions leads to a
higher degree of specialization and complexity. In other words, increasing
size leads to increasing attitudinal diversity (ibid., 31-35). The above-
mentioned argument is prevalent in the writings of other authors as well.
Alreadyin 1956, Griffith (1956, 102) argued that ‘democracy 15 more hikely to
survive, other things being equal, in small states,” because small states were
more ‘manageable’ than large ones. Similar arguments can be found in
Lijphart’s discussion on favorable conditions for consociational democracy:
‘... smaller countrics are casier to govern than large ones because they tend
to be less complex: the number and varicty of groups and individuals whose
interests and attitudes have to be taken into consideration are fewer’
(Lijphart 1977, 68).
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Federalism and Party Sysiem Fragmentation

A curiosity is that while there scems to be broad consensus on which
countries should be considered federal, authors at the same time generally
agree that the term is problematic to conceptualize. It has, for instance,
been said that federalism “is a difficult term to define’ (Paddison 1983, 98)
and that ‘it is not easy to pin down what federalism stands for except in a
formal constitutional sense’ (Lane & Ersson 1994, 164). Nevertheless, it
should not be venturesome to simply state that federalism is a strong form
of power devolution,

One reason for why lederal states should have a more fragmented party
system than unitary states is that federal states tend to be highly hetero-
gencous in different respects. Indeed, regional differences are frequently
mentioned as the exogenous factor when explaining the adoption of a federal
constitution (e.g. Paddison 1983, 104-7; D. Anckar 1997, 48). Federalism
is a mechanism which should make conflicts created by such diversities
manageable. Regional differences can, of course, take many forms. If they
are severe — and since the constitution makers have opted for a federal
system, we must assume that they are severe — they can be thought to be
reflected in the partly system, thereby giving rise to a multiplicity of parties.
The heterogeneity of federal countries is therefore likely to generate
political parties with a basis of support anchored to a specific ethnic or reli-
gious group or to a specific region.

Another defining characteristic of federal systems of explicit relevance
for the study is the presence of an elected legislative assembly at the lower
level. The division of legislative power between the federal level and the
regional level should constitute a favorable condition for the creation and
success of regional parties. With elections to a regional assembly with sub-
stantial legislative power, one can assume that there is a special niche for
regionally concentrated parties. In different regions, different interests
prevail, shaping partics with different objectives and different bases of
support. Since the power of the legislature at the subnational level is
substantial, there is also supposedly great incentives to found political
parties with the ambition to operate solely at the local level, concentrating
mainly, or even exclusively, on questions concerning local matters. At the
same time, it is reasonable to assume that regional parties are perceived as
legitimate and relevant political actors by the electorate. This will possibly
have a spill-over effect on national elections as well. When voters grow
accustomed to voting for regional parties in regional elections, the threshold
for voting for a regional party in national clections is lowered. Con-
sequently, parties with a regional base should have a better chance to
survive in federal states than in unitary ones. True, elections to subnational
representative institutions do take place in unitary states as well. Howewver,
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in a federal system the price of gaining representation is generally much
more awarding. By gaining representation at the regional level, a party can,
at least to a certain extent, carry some weight when it comes to shaping
national policy outcomes. [n other words, while there is only one carrot to
win in unitary states, parties in federal states compete for two carrots.

One can also find other arguments that link federalism to party system
fragmentation. Federalism tends to go hand in hand with bicameralism. In
fact, in my rescarch population (to which 1 shall return shortly) there is only
one exception from this rule, The Federated States of Micronesia, Com-
bining representation based on population and representation based on
territory means that at the national level there are elections to two
representative bodies instead of only one. Therefore, it is not unlikely that
vote splitting might occur. A voter who favors a regional party, but is
uncertain whether the party in question will gain representation or carry any
weight in national politics, might as a compromise choose to split his vote
between a large, national party, which presumably will carry some political
weight, and a regional party which politically attracts him the most.

The theoretical arguments laid out above suggest that ethnic, religious or
regional differences and, in particular, an elected legislative assembly at the
lower level are of importance for party system fragmentation. In thisstudy, a
state is consequently regarded as federal if and only if it a) formally regards
itself as federal (thereby explicitly expressing that there are serious differ-
ences between different parts of the country) and b) has an clected regional
legislature. This means that | am operating with a qualitative and not a
quantitative variable. The strategy can of course be criticized on the ground
that I disregard the fact that there are significant differences within the
categories. True, Spain is a more decentralized state than France. However,
since the operationalization of decentralization is problematic, and for the
validity of the study also dangerous, I choose to operate with only two
categories which can be easily and naturally separated from each other.

The Research Population

Since the number of countries that fulfil my two criteria for a federal system
is fairly low, it is natural to include as many countries as possible in the
study. Some restrictions do, however, apply. Needless 1o say, itis important
that only countries in which the formation of political parties is free can
be included in the study. As a departure point, [ use the meritorious study
Demoeracy and Development by Hademus (1992). The author measures the
level of democracy according to two dimensions: elections and pelitical
[freedoms. Each dimension covers a field of subdimensions. Here, 1 use only
those subdimensions that are of expheit relevance to the formation of
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parties, namely universal suffrage, meaningfid elections, and organizational
freedoms. For each dimension, states are given points on various scales. On
the elections dimension, the scale ranges from 0 to 12 points. | have chosen
to include countries obtaining the value 6 or more. On the organizational
freedoms dimension, the scale ranges from 0 to 8. Countries obtaiming the
value 5 or more are included. Concerning universal suffrage, Hadenius
measures it according to the following formula: the proportion of the
population that is enfranchised times the proportion of seats in parliament
that are filled by public ¢lections. 1 choose a slightly different strategy,
excluding all countries that impose restrictions on the right to vote. In
addition, I demand that at least 90 percent of the representatives are elected
by general elections.

Since Hadenius’ study does not reflect the present situation (his data are
from 1988), and does not cover all the countries in the world (OECD
countries and Eastern European countries are excluded), I must also use
other sources. [ have therefore chosen to make use of Freedom House's
renowned compilations of pelitical rights and civil liberties. Both dimensions
are measured on a scale from 1-7, where values close to 1 tell us that the
degree of rights or liberties is high, and values approximating 7 denote a
lack of such rights and liberties. For the present study, the political rights
dimension is more relevant than the civil liberties dimension, [ therefore
focus on this dimension only, using the value 5 as a cutting point, and only
countries scoring below 5 are included in the study. Since the study covers
a time span of approximately ten years, | demand that countries meet
the criteria derived from Hadenius' study and from Freedom House's
surveys on two different occasions namely the 199471995 issue and the
latest issue (available on the Internet, hrp://www freedomhouse org/
political! friable ! hitrm). For countries not included in Hadenius® study, [ use
the 1987/1988 issue of Freedom House's survey as a point of reference.
Since a party system might be unstable at the initial stage of the demo-
cratization process, | also demand that there has been at least three
consecutive elections carried out under democratic rule (before June 1996).
Altogether, 77 countries meet the criteria laid out above. The countries are
listed in Appendices | and 2.

Three Measures of Party Svstem Fragmentation

A natural, albeit rough, estimate of party system fragmentation is the
number of political parties in a country. Of course, defining a political party
15 not an casy lask. According to Downs (1957, 27), a political party is *a
team of men secking to control the governing apparatus by gaining office in
a duly constituted election.” Lapalombara & Weiner (1966, 6) put forward
four criteria for a political party:
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(1} Continuity in organization - that i, an organization whese expected life span is not
dependent on the life span of current leaders; (2} manifest and presumably permancnt
organization at the local level, with regularized communications and other relationships
between local and national units; (3) sell-censcious determmation of leaders at both national
and local levels to capture and 1o hold decision-making power alone or in coalition with
others, not simply to influence the exercise of power; and (4) a concern on the part of the
organization for seeking followers at the polls in some manner striving for popular
support.

Epstein (1967, 9) gave a loose definition, stating that *any group, however
loosely organized, seeking to elect governmental officeholders under a given
label . . . rather than an orgamzation i1s the crucial element.” 5j6blom
(1968, 21) defines a party as "an organization that appoints candidates at
general elections to the system’s representative assembly and also to other
political positions,” whereas Sartori’s (1976, 64) ‘minimal’ definition stales
that “a party is any political group that presents at elections, and is capable
of placing through elections, candidates for public office.”

Although there are some differences between the quotations above, there
seems o be broad consensus that political parties strive for power by
placing candidates for election. This is the crucial point when drawing a line
between parties and interest organizations. When operating with a large
number of countries, it is important that the same criteria apply for cach
country. Fortunately, there is a useful source, namely the handbook-serics
published by Longman Current Affairs (see Appendix 2). The source uses
self-definition as a defining criterion, although ‘editorial judgments have
had to be made on case-by-case basis’ {Lewis & Sagar 1992, vii).

Another measure of party system fragmentation is the support for the
leading party in parliamentary elections. The larger the support, the more
homogeneous the country in terms of political attitudes. However, since this
measure does not take into account the overall degree of fragmentation -
the vote shares of all other parties than the largest one are disregarded - it is
necessary to complement this measure with one that takes into account the
vote shares of all parties oblaining votes in general elections. The most
widely used measure is ‘the effective number of parties,” created by Laakso
& Taagepera (1979) and calculated according o the following formula;

—

N = o

[

BE

where ¥ is the vole proportion of the i-th party.

I consequently operate with three dependent variables: number of
registered parties in a country, clectoral support for the leading party, and
effective number of parties. The results will show if and how these three
measures of party system fragmentation are affected by vanations in the
mmdependent vanables. Electoral data have been collected from the two
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latest elections. The mean value constitutes the electoral support for the
leading party and the effective number of parties. The latest data are from
May 1996. For countries with two-chamber parliaments, | have regarded
the elections to the lower chamber only. Concerning the number of parties,
I have for each region used the latest version of the Handbook series pub-
lished by Longman Current Affairs.

Empirical Evidence

We find that of the 77 countries with free party systems, 15 are federal, while
62 are unitary. To test whether or not federalism i3 linked to party system
fragmentation, 1 shall first conduct a comparison of means test, using T-
statistics. Data concerning electoral support for the leading party and the
effective number of parties are not available for Kiribati and the Solomon
[slands. In addition, Papua New Guinea is excluded from all analyses con-
cerning the effective number of parties. In Papua New Guinea, a very high
number of candidates usually run as independents. This means that the
cffective number of parties will be very high indeed (the calculations have
been done presuming that all independents do not constitute one homo-
gencous group, but instead are ‘independent’ from each other as well as
other parties). Papua New Guinca would therefore be an extreme ‘outher’
in the data.

Let us first establish how size, federalism, and party system frag-
mentation are interrelated. We already know that there is a strong link
between size and party system fragmentation (Anckar 1998). Accordingly,
we must establish whether a corresponding association between federalism
and party system fragmentation exists and whether size and federalism are
interrelated. If this 1s not the case, the conclusion 1s that federalism does not
account for the explanatory power of size on party system fragmentation.
Tables 1 and 2 report empirical findings on these relationships. Since the
two size dimensions as well as the number of parties are distributed
lognormally, I use the logaritmized versions of population and area as well
as of the number of parties.

As can be seen, size is, no doubt, related to federalism in the sense that
federal states tend to be much larger than unitary ones. This holds true
concerning both population and arca. The results furthermore indicate
evidence of a link between federalism and party system fragmentation.
There is a strong association between state structure and number of parties.
The number of parties is much higher in federal states than in unitary ones.
Electoral support for the leading party is not related o state structure. As
concerns the effective number of parties, the result 1s not statistically signi-
ficant. Nevertheless, it does point in the presumed direction.
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Table 1. Degree of Party System Fragmentation in Federal States and Unitary States,
Comparison of Means

Number of partics  Electoral support for  Effective number of

{log) leading party parties
Federal states 285(15) 41.T1(15) 4.32(135)

1.13 1950 2.40
Unitary states 2. 16{62) 4554 (60) L L)

0.92 17.47 1.34
T-sig. (02 (ev) 042 {ev) 016 (ev)

Note: Ineach cell, the arithmetic mean is hsted fiest, followed by the standard deviation,
(ev) = T-statistics caloulated assuming equal variances in the standard deviations. (N).

Tabiz 2. Association betwesn Size and State Structure, Comparizon of Means

Fopulation (log) Area (log)

Federal states 17, 16415) 13.33(13)
2.08 2,70

Linttary states 14.39{62) .88 (62)
2.55 3.3

T-s1p. (.00 (e 0,00 (ev}

Nore: Ineach cell, the arithmetic mean is listed first, followed by the standard deviation,
(ev) = T-statistics caleulated assuming equal varianeces in the standard deviations. (M),

Contesting Variables

So far, I have dwelled upon the presumed relation between size, federalism,
and party system fragmentation. In addition to size and federalism, a
number of factors are frequently cited as relevant for party system form-
ation. A study of the determinants of party system fragmentation is not
complete without the inclusion of these factors. Consequently, | shall
introduce the following contesting variables: clectoral system, cffective
threshold, and presidentialism.

The Efectoral System

The effects of clectoral systems on party systems have received much
attention in the hterature, Normally, Hermens (1941) and Duverger (1951)
are mentioned as the pioneers in the field, although Droop (cited in Riker
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1986, 22-23) preceded them both. Duverger's biggest merit was that he
was the first to present clear theoretical arguments for why and how
different electoral systems affect party systems. In short, his argument was
that a plurality electoral system leads to a two-party system, whereas a pro-
portional electoral system leads to the formation of a multi-party system.

Duverger gave two reasons for why the formation of a two-party system
in a plurality electoral system is inevitable. First, there is the mechanical
effect, which is associated with the rules that regulate the transformation of
shares of votes to shares of seats. In plurality electoral systems, these rules
favor, Lo a large extent, the leading party in each constituency, as the party
with the largest share of the votes gets 100 percent of the seats (e.g., the only
seat in a single-member constituency). At the same time, its share of voles
can be the lowest possible as long as it 1s higher than the share of votes of
any other party. Second, there is also a psychofogical effect. When voters are
aware of how the mechanical effect operates, they tend to concentrate their
voles to the large parties to avoid wasting the vote, i.e., give the vole to a
party that lacks realistic possibilities of getting its representative elected
{Duverger 1964, 206-55). In this study, the electoral system is treated as a
dummy variable, countries with a plurality electoral system are given the
value DE and countries with a proportional electoral system obtain the
value 1.

The Effective Threshold

There is strong evidence supporting a link between district magnitude and
party system fragmentation. The argument is that the larger the number of
persons elected from an electoral district, the higher the degree of propor-
tionality and the better the possibilities for representatives of small parties
of getting elected (e.g., Rae 1971, Taagepera & Shugart 1989, 112-25;
Gallagher 1991; Jones 1993, 64-66; Lijphart 1994), The legal thresholds
used in some countries to make it more difficult for small parties to gain
representation have the same presumed effect on party system fragment-
ation as small electoral districts. Legal thresholds can be expressed as a
certain percentage of the votes or, alternatively, a fixed number of votes or
some other criteria. In most cases, the threshold operates at the national
level, but in some countries the threshold operates on the district or regional
level (Lijphart 1994, 11-12).

The cffects of district magnitude and legal thresholds cannot be assessed
separately. Often, countries with large district magnitudes use legal thresh-
olds as a countermeasure to the proportionality obtained by the large
district magnitudes. Some countries even combine low district magnitudes
with high legal thresholds (e.g., Turkey). We are in both cases unable to
state which factor carries more explanatory power (Anckar 1997, 507-8).
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District magnitudes and legal thresholds are therefore combined into one
single measurement, the effective threshold, This measurcment was first
suggested by Taagepera & Shugart (1989, 273-75) and later on modified by
Lijphart (1994, 25-30). In short, the difference between the two versions is
that while Taagepera & Shugart’s measurement converts legal thresholds
into district magnitudes, Lijphart’s measurement does the opposite. In this
study, I use Lijphart’s measurement, which is calculated according to the
following formula:

_ _50% . 50%
T(M+1D) 2M

where M stands for district magnitude,

For countries that employ legal thresholds, the value obtained by
Lijphart’s formula is compared to the legal threshold. The higher value
constitutes the effective threshold. Caleculation of the effective threshold is
problematic in countries with multi-tier districting, i.e., where seat allocation
takes place in two (or, as in Greece, three) levels. Things get even more
complicated in countries with multi-tier districting and legal thresholds
calculated in more complex ways, Space prohibits a long discussion of how
thresholds should be calculated in these cases. Let me therefore only say that
[ have chosen the same strategy as Lijphart (1994, 30-39). | have only made
one slight alteration. Lijphart calculates the effective threshold based on
the electoral district where a parly most easily can gain a seat. | choose to
make the assumption that all districts are equally large, and that the votes
are distributed equally between the parties throughout all electoral districts.
The motivation for this strategy is that the threshold is relevant for small
parties, which are often regionally concentrated and not necessarily to the
largest electoral districts (i.e., mostly the capital district). In fact, it 1s not
unreasonable to assume that these parties have their base of support In
distant parts of the country. In some countries, the district magnitude or
legal thresholds have changed between the two elections from which data
have been collected. In these cases, | operate with the average value.

Establishing the effective threshold is more problematic for countries using
plurality electoral systems. Based on a reasonable assumption that four to
five parties put forward candidates in each constituency, Lijphart (1994, 28—
29) gives a rough estimate of 35 percent for plurality electoral systems. In
the present study, this value will constitute the effective threshold for
countries with plurality electoral systems.

T,fr

Presidentialism

There is some evidence of a relation between a presidential form of govern-
ment and party system fragmentation. According to Shugarl and Carey
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(Shugart 1988; Shugart & Carey 1992, 206-58), a parliamentary system
15 likely to have a more fragmented party system than a presidential one.
Their results have been confirmed by other authors (Stepan & Skach 1994,
121; Mainwaring 1993, 210-14). The argument is that since a presidential
election often 1s a race between two candidates only, one can assume that
this might have the same consequences on voting behavior as a plurality
electoral system. The presidential election is thereafter thought to have a
‘spill-over” effect on the parliamentary election, resulting in a concentration
of the votes to a few parties. The empirical evidence shows that this is the
case only if a) the presidential election is conducted under a plurality voting
system; b} the election of the legislature coincides with the election of the
president; and ¢) the president 1s seen as a relevant political actor (Lijphart
1994, 130-34). To determine when a president should be seen as a relevant
political actor, [ use Sarton’s definition of a presidential system. According
to Sartori, a political system is presidential if *the head of state (president)
i) results from a popular election, ii) during his or her pre-established tenure
cannot be discharged by a parliamentary vote, and 1ii) heads or otherwise
directs the governments that he or she appoints’ (Sartori 1994, 84).

The form of government is treated as a dummy variable, countries which
meet all the above-mentioned criteria, and where the president is elected
by plurality vote and the presidential elections coincide with parliamentary
elections are regarded as presidential and given the value 1. Other countries
are given the value 0. Some countries use mid-term elections, which means
that one election from which data have been gathered has coincided with
the presidential election, whereas the opposite is true for the other election.
[n these cases, I have given the countries the value 0.5 on the scale. The
question of how to treat the so-called semi-presidential systems does not
have Lo be tackled, since none of the countries with a semi-presidential form
of government (Finland, France, and possibly Sri Lanka) meet all the other
requirements for a presidential system.

Empirical Evidence

Table 3 shows the levels of association between the independent and the
dependent variables for all the countries included in the study. In these
regression models, state structure is treated as a dummy vanable, Unitary
stales obtain the value 0, federal states the value 1. Since the two size
dimensions are highly interrelated (Pearson's v (87), | use separate regression
models for population and area, The same applics for the clectoral system
and the effective threshold. To avoid too many tables, | only show, for each
dependent variable, the result of the regression analysis with the highest
explanatory value (R*).
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Table 3. Siee, State Structure, Electoral System, Effective Threshold, Form of Government,
and Parly System Fragmentation in 77 Countries with Free Party Systems. Multiple Re-
gression

MNumber of parties Electoral support Effective number of
Indzpendent varnables (log) for leading party pariies
Population {log) 0.30%= not included in mode]  not included in model
0.8l
994
Acrsa (log) not included in mode] ~3.2] ** 020 =
=6l 0.40
—5.85 378
State Struclure =0.12 5.72 0.65
—0.05 013 0.16
—0.59 1.26 .53
Electoral System (.06 - not included in model
0.03 =020
0.0 —2.06
Effective Threshold not included in model  not included in model =004 *=
—0.36
-3.72
Form of Government —{1.23 6.70 —1.57 we
—0.06 011 —028
—0.86 1.11 —-2.87
Multple B 079 0.63 064
B 0.63 0.40 041
Adjusted B .60 0.37 0,38
F-sig, 0,000 0.000 0,000
N 75 T3 2

Note: The unstandardized regression coefficients are listed fiest, followed by the standardized
regression cocfficients and the absolute t-values,

* Sratistically significant at the 5 percent level (two-tailed 1est).

** Statastically significant at the | pereent level (twao-taled test).

The results clearly show that the impact of federalism on party system
fragmentation is negligible. The strong association between federalism and
the number of parties vanishes when we control for population size. The
explanatory power of the independent variables is approximately the same
for all three dependent variables. In addition Lo size, the effective threshold
15 ¢ powerful determinant of the effective number of parties. Also, we note
that a presidential form of government reduces the cflective number of
parties to a certain extent. In addition to arca, the electoral system affects
the electoral support for the leading party.
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Table 4. Size, State Steucture, and Paety System Fragmentation in 77 Counteies with Free
Pary Systems. Multiple Regression

Number of partics Electoral support Effective number
Independent vanables {log) for leading party of parties
Population {log) 03p not included 1n model 0.2ge=
.31 047
10,31 118
Area (log) not included in modal ~3 igws not included in model
—[.65
—6.28
State Structure ~0.14 7.36 a7
—0.06 0.17 0.04
—0.74 1.1 0.72
Muluple B 0.79 .60 0.49
R 0.62 0.36 0.24
Adjusted 8 0.61 0.34 022
F-sig 0,000 0.000 0.000
N 77 75 T4

Note: The unstandardized regression coefliciens are listed first, followed by the standardized
regression cocfficients and the absolute t-values.

* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level (two-tailed test).

** Statistically significant at the 1 percent level (bwo-tailed test).

The results obtained in Table 3 indicate that size is a far more important
determinant of party system fragmentation than state structure. This is
particularly the case concerning the number of parties. Concerning the
other dependent variables, it is less clear whether the explanatory power of
federalism can be attributed to size, since there are several other indepen-
dent variables with substantial explanatory value. It 15 therefore necessary
to establish whether size accounts for the explanatory power of federalism.
The reader is reminded that the internal association between federalism and
the clectoral support of the leading party was very weak. Let us therefore
run regression analyses where only size and federalism constitute the
independent variables. The results are shown in Table 4 and leave little or
no room for interpretation. Nearly all the explanatory power of federalism
disappears when controlling for size. This holds true concerning all depen-
dent variables.

Conclusion

The findings leave little or no room for doubt., The explanatory value of
federalism is clearly overshadowed by size, which leads to the conclusion

111



that physical characteristics play a much more important role than insti-
tutional factors for party system fragmentation. Of course, the reasons for
this are hard to pinpoint. However, one plausible line of reasoning is that
federal systems are hkely to generate a special kind of parties, namely
regional parties. Although these parties in some cases are relevant and even
powerful actors on the political arena, for instance in Canada and India,
voters still tend to regard ideological cleavages as more important than
cleavages based on territonal or ethnic differences (¢.g. Lewis-Beck 1986;
McDonough et al. 1988, 204, 218; Dix 1989, 24; Rokkan & Urwin 1983,
154-56; Keating 1985). At the same time it should also be stressed that
regionally concentrated parties do not exist exclusively in federal countries.

Let me here only point at the important role the secessionist Lega Nord is
playing in Italian politics.

NOTES
l. I make the following exceptions: Singapore has continuwously received the value 4 on
the pelinical rights dimension. Inthe 199371994 issue of Freedom in the World this value
wing raised to 5. However, in the latest issue, it was again lowered to 4. Electoral data
for Singapore has, in any case, been collected prior to the raise. Turkey's values have
been oscillating between inclusion and exclusion. In the 199271993 survey, Turkey
received the value 2. The oppression of the Kurdish population led to a sharp rise and
im the 1995 survey, Turkey received the value 5. In the latest ranking, howewver, Turkey
is again barely qualified for inclusion, obtaining the value 4. I therefore choose 1o
include Turkey in the study.
2. Countries which use majority electoral systems, i.e., either the second ballot system
(France, Kiribati, Monaco) or the allernative vole system (Australia, Nawcu), are,
perhaps rather unconventionally, included among the countrics with propoctional
clectoral systems. This 1s because the possible implications of these elecioral systems
for party system fragmentation are closer to those of proportional sysiems than those
of plurality systems (e.g., Duverger 1964, 240; Anckar 1998, 65-68). Countrics using
the single transferable vote system (Ireland and Malta) and the single non-transferahle
vote system (Japan until 1996, Taiwan, and Vanuatu) are also included among countrics
with proportional electoral systems. Some countrics use mixed systems, where a part of
the legislature is elected by proportional representation and the other part by means of
plurality. In those cases where the voiers have different ballots for the different elections,
| have only regarded the proportional clection. For the strategies adapied i those
countries where volers have only one ballot, the reader is referred 1o Appendix 1.
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Appendix 1, State Structure, Size, Electoral Sysiem, Effective Threshold, and Form of
Government in Countries with Free Party Svstems

Stare Area Elecioral Effecuve Form ol
Country Swructure  Population tkm’) Syslem Threshald Government
Antigua & Barb.  wunitary G 000 4 1 3500 parliamentary
Argentina® federal 12 547000 2 TR0DDD PR 1255 pres. MCE, 5P
Australia federal 17 063 000 THRG RS0 AY NaA parliameniary
Austei federal TTIE000 83 850 PR A58 hybrid
Bahamas unitary 253000 13 540 5P 35.00 parlizmentary
Barhados unRITETY 237000 430 5P 1500 parlamentary
Beelgium federal G9aT 000 510 PR 152 parhamentary
Belize umitary 185 000 X870 5P 35.00 patliamenary
Bolivia®* uniary & ETI000 10956 O} PR 1.97 pres. CE, maj.
Botswana umATY 1 3000 B0 ) sP 35.00 hybrid
Birazl federal L4 T23 000 8512000 PR 5.6 pres, NOE, may.
Bulgaria unitary B 901000 L LG B4 PR 505 hybad
Canada federal 26 584000 QeI 5P 3500 parliamentary
Colombia® unitary 32 M 000 1 139 0D PR 13.56 pres. MOCE, maj.
Casta Raca® unitary 2 Ep3.000 50 00 FR 554 pres. CE, 5P
Cyprus uminaTY 61 000 G250 PR 500 pacliamentary
Dienmark unitary 5 14000 43080 PR 2.00 parhameniary
Dominica unilary T1 000 T3 5P 3500 parliameniary
Dominican Rep.®  unitary TITH 000 45 730 PR 5.12 pres. CE, maj.
Eeuador unitary Ll 264 000 253 560 PR 593 pres. PCE. may.
El Salvader unitary ST 000 3 350 PR 12.04 pres. MCE, maj.
Finland unitary 4956 000 337050 PR 5.36 s.pres. MCE, maj.
France unitary 6 T33000 547030 5B 12.50 s.pres. NCE, maj,
Ciermany federal T 3565000 138910 mixed 5.00 parliamentary
Greece unitary L 161 000 131 %0 PR i patliamentary
Grenada unitary o1 000 340 5P 35.00 parliamentary
Cruatemala’ unitary 4 1PE000 L0 S5 PR §5.22 pres. CE. may.
Handuras uiitarTy 5 103 OoHd L 12 Ok PR SaE pres. CE, 5P
leeland unitary 233000 L2 350 PR b0 hybrid
India federal 214657000 FI87 590 5P 3500 parhameniary
Treland unitaty 3303 000 64 I 5TV 16.07 hybrid
[srael unitary 4 G DD 20 i) PR 1.2% parliamentary
lraly’ unitary 5T 661 000 1] 28D FR 4.6l paeliamentary
Jamaica unitary 24153000 11420 ip 35.00 parliamentary
lapan' unitary 123537 000 371 860 SNTV 16.49 parlizmentary
Eliriban unitary IO B 5B A hybeid
Liechtenstein unitary 29 (D (L1 PR .00 hybrid
Lusembourg unitary SE2 G0 2590 PR 4.79 pachiamsentary
Mitlaysn Feeeral 17 Thd (40 32 sp 35.00 parliamentary
Malta uitilary 354 000 M 5TV 1.11 parhiamentary
Marshall Islands  uninary bt 181 5k 3300 hwhrid
Maurinius unitary 1 OA9 000 204 5B 300 parhamentary
Menico™ feclzral E6 154000 1972550 mixned 2105 pres. BFCE, 5
Micronesia (Fed.
States of) federal 101 (KK 0 s 15,00 hybrid
Monacao unitary 0 (00 k] SH 0,00 hhd
Maury unitary L0 OO il AW MNA hvbreid
Meiherlands uniiary 14 952 () 34000 PR Qa7 parhamseniary
Mew Fealand' unitary 3 362000 268060 5P 3500 parliameniary
Maorway unitary A 241 (HK) JX3 500 PR 4.0H) parliamentary
Pakislan federal 12049000 203 500 5P 15.00 parliameniary
Papua New
Giuinea UNITArY 3699 000 dB2 54 S 3500 parhamentary
Feru witary 21 550000 1285230 PR i pres, CE. may.
Fhilippines whitary ] 25000 0 CHMD ip LR pres, CF, 5P
Pormugal WHiLary 5 EQE 000 Q2080 PR 4. 76 hiybieid
St Kitis & Nevis"  unilary & (HH) 2T A 35.00 parlizmeniary
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Appendix 1. Continued

State Area Elecrozal Effective Form of
Couniry Structure  Population {km') Svitem Threshald Government
51, Lucia umitary 133 kb [l LAY 35,00 parliamentary
51 Vincent &
Grenadines umitary LT (e 350 ip 315.00 parliamentary
San Maring TR TEER Y 23 e} &1 PR 31.47 parliameniary.
Sensgal® unitary 7 503 D) 196 150 mined 16.66 pres, PCE. maj,
Singapore uminary 2 TS Ol 6l6 ip 35.00 parliamentary
Salomon slands  uniary ERTL 0T 00 P 1500 parliamentary
South Korea's uninary 42 35S0 B8 S0 5P 15.00 pres. MCE, 5P
Spain unitary 38 93000 504 880 PR Iig parliamentary
Sri Lanka® unitary 16 593 00 BI6ID PR 12.50 5. pres. NOE, maj.
Suriname unitary nd DO 163 520 PR 1310 hybrid
Sweden unitary 8259000 240 T PR 4,00 patliamentary
Swatzerland federal & 712000 4l 250 PR %.00 hybrid
Taiwan unitary 200 26 DD 36 M) ENTV 12,40 hybrid
Thailamd unilarTy A6 082000 514 000 L8P 3500 parhamentary
Tranedad & Tob.,  unitary 1 22T 000 5130 cP 35.00 parliameniary
Turkey umitary S 0GE 000 I A50 PR 1260 patliamentary
Tuvalu wmitary B 000 26 aP 3500 parliamentary
Lruguay unitary 3 0%4 000 156930 PR 0.75 pres. CE, SP
United Kingdom  wnitary A7 561 000 244 100 5P 3500 parliamentary
L5A federal 245911000 9372570 5P 3504 pres. PCE, 5P
Vanuaiw wnitary 147 000 14760 INTY 19.74 parliameniary
Wenezuela fedderal 19325000 B12050 PR 118 pres, CE, 5P

* The prestfential election is. strictly speaking. not conducied by means of plurality, In Argentina, a
candidate must abtain 45 percent of the votes in the first round 0 order 1o get elected. Samilacly 18 Cosra
Bpea, 40 percent of the votes are encugh to get elecied.

* In order 1o get elected in the frst round, a presidential candidate must receive an absoluie majority of
the vates. IT this is not the case, the president is elecled by the parliament. which ¢hooses among the 1hree
candidates receving most votes in the papular election,

* Presidential elections ocour generally only a coupls of months alter parliamentary elections. One can
therefore regard them as concurrent (e.g.. Jonas 1535, 10-11) or as non-concurrent (Shugart & Carey 1952,
1771

* Unul the 1996 elections, the president was elected by plucality vote. Presidential elections weee held
concurrenily with parliamentary elecitons. Since the 19%% elections, the president is elecied by majerity vote.
Fresidential elections are no longer concurrent with parlismentary elections. Since 1 have used data from
the 1994 amd 1996 elections, the Dominican Republic is given the value 0.3 on the variable describing the
form of government,

* Elections of national deputies (diputadas mrefonaler).

' Since the 1996 election, the prime minister of Israel is edected by popular election. This reform can be
thought to have the same censequences on parly syslem [ragmentation as presidentinlism. 1 have therefore
only considered the resulls from the 19%8 and 1992 clections. In Daly, Japan, New Zealand, and Peru, the
electoral spatem bas recently changed. 1 therelore use data from the two latest elections prios to the changes.
The same thing applies for South Korea. Since there have only been three elections under democratic ruls,
1 only use data from the 1902 elections. For Mexico, | have used data from the 1994 elections only, since the
previous elecioral sysiem strongly favored the largest parly, Parfido Revalurionario Instiftiona!, Presis
dential and parliamentary eleclions partly concur in Menico, Since | have used data from The 1994 eleclions
only, which concurred with the presidential elections, Mexico is given the value 1.0 on the variable
describing the form of government.

L in Menico, 300 of the Hepresentatives in Comara de Diputedos are ebected by pluraliny electoral sysiem
and 200 by proportional repeesentation. Voters have only one vole. | have chosen o regard the system as
praporticenal, since the number of representatives elected by propoctional means supposedly is large enough
1o enable the voless to vole for smaller parties. The effective threshold is consequently very high, 2115
percent. A similar electoral sysiem is in use in Senegal, shhough the proportion of represemiatives electest by
proportienal electoral system s higher, 58,33 percent. In the 1992 elections (the only election from which
data have been gathered) in South Korea, 237 deputies were elected by simple plurality vate, whereas 62
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Appendix 2. Mumber of Parties, Electoral Support for the Leading Party, and the Effective
Mumber of Parties in Countries with Free Party Systems

Mumber of Electoral Support for Effective Mumber
Country Parties Leading Party (%) of Parties
Antigua & Bark. E: 60,2 1.97
Argentina a0 A, 1 319
Austraba 7 41.8 1,05
Austria 3] 6.5 173
Bahamas 5 4.3 05
Barbados 3 48.1 2.40
Belgium 14 L7.0 964
Belize 1 ¥1.1 2.00
Bolivia 17 A .95
Botswana 4 300 118
Brazil® 21 1.3 &40
Bulgarsi a5 380 403
Canada 15 4.2 346
Colombia 1% 51 242
Costa Rica ] 43.3 263
Cyprus 4 322 389
Denrmark 14 36,0 4 K}
Drominica 3 416 254
Drominican Rep. 11 4l.5 EXLD
Ecuador” 1 0.7 591
El Salvadar 12 45,4 330
Finland 15 6.4 584
France 17 845 5.51
Germany B8 366 370
Greece 1% 46,9 2.63
Grenada b 7 34
Guatemala® 0 182 550
Honduras 7 2.0 2.43
leeland 1 374 4,246
India T 123 584
Ireland ¥ 40.7 LN
Isriel 13 EFA .97
haly 28 320 562
Jarmaica 3 584 194
Japan 12 41.4 4.3%
Kiribati 4 NA MHA
Liechlenstein i 478 2,38
Luxembourg i 34 460
blalaysia 4] 585 2.65
Malia 4 514 203
Marshall [slands 1 100,05 1.00
Mauritiug I 59,40 2.15
Mexico B 4=, 7 101
Micronecsia (Fed. States o™ 1] 100.0 1.00
Monato ) 856 1.35
MNaury 1 100 1.0
MNetherlands 1] 9T 4.81
New fealand 13 416 203
Norway G 5.6 4.51
Pakisian i) 9.} 139
Papua Mew Guinea® i3 12.1 3410
Peru 23 40,2 411
Fhilippines 0 455 1.22
Portugal 4 47.2 2.97
51, Kants & Newis 4 alkt 2.54
%1, Lucia k] 54.% 215
S ¥incent & Grenadines 3 G4 1.87
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Appendix 2. Continwed

Mumber of Elecroral Support for Effective Number
Countey Parues Leading Paruy (¥5) of Parties
San Marino G 428 .46
Senegal o §4.0 2.08
Singapare 19 62,1 .26
Selomen lslands 3 NA NA
South Korea 1 5.5 3,78
Spain 45 B0 340
Sri Lanka 16 498 253
Suriname 16 479 319
Sweden i 41.5 412
Switzerland 17 21.4 7.1
Taiwan 9 493 183
Thailand' 20 218 &.01
Trinidad & Tak, 13 46.T7 2.56
Turkey I 4.2 5.43
Tuvalu® 0 1.0 1.00
Ulruguay 20 52 a8
United Kingdom 3l 421 iz
Li%A Al a7 .15
Wanwal 0 31.0 4,52
Venezuels 12 333 4.50

* Because of lack of data, the electoral suppart for The leading party as well as the efective number of partics
have been caleulated fram the share of sears in parhiament.

* Elections of national deputies (diputadsos raciorales).

* There have been only 1wo clections since the countries gained independence. Howewver, democratic
elections were held prior to independence as well, Thus, a democratic tradition exists in both countries (2.2,
Burdick 1988; Johnson 1958).

4 Countries without paries obtain the value 100 on the effective number of parties. Since these are mo
political partics, 1he assumption is made that 1he country politically is exiremely homogeneous.

" Excluded feom analyses concerning the effective number of parties.

' Due to lack of data, | have only used data lrom the 1992 elections.

Fovrces; The number of parties have been taken from Coggins, J. & Lewis, [ 5, eds., Polinical Parties of
the Americas and the Caribbean; East, R. & Joseph, T.. eds., Pelivical Parries of Africa and the Middle Easr,
Jacobs, F., Western Evropean Palitical Partivs: A Comprehensive Guide; Lewas, [, 8, & Sagar, D )., Polivica!
Farties of Asia and the Pacific; Srajkowsky, B, ed., New Pelitical Parties of Eastern Eurape and the Sovied
Untan. For electoral data, the same sources which concerned electoral svsrem characiesisnies (Appendix 1)
hiave been used.
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