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Introduction

Political parties created democracy. . . . [M]odern democracy is

unthinkable save in terms of the parties.

E. E. Schattschneider (1942)

Political parties are the weakest link in the system.

Thai politician (1999)

1.1 introduction

This book answers the question of why a party system with a modest

number of nationally oriented political parties emerges in some democ-

racies but not others. This question is of considerable importance given

the staggering number of countries struggling with democratic consoli-

dation in the wake of the so-called third wave of democratization. The

question of how andwhy certain party systems emerge is equally relevant

for a number of older democracieswhere perceivedweaknesses in existing

party systems have generated proposals for political-institutional reform

(e.g. Great Britain, Italy, and Japan). As E. E. Schattschneider argued

more than sixty years ago, the party system is in many ways the keystone

of any effort to construct a well-functioning democracy (1942). Yet

among the numerous tasks involved in the transition to and consolidation

of democracy, the building of an effective and supportive party systemhas

arguably proved the most difficult and elusive. Indeed, the sentiment of

the Thai politician quoted above would resonate in many democracies

across the globe, whether developing or developed (see Carothers 2006).
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If an enduring and effective party system is a necessary condition for

an enduring and effective democracy, it is essential that we understand

how and why such party systems develop (or fail to develop). This is a

challenging task, in part because party systems can be studied along

multiple dimensions. These include, but are not limited to, the extent of

ideological polarization within the party system (Sartori 1976), the level

of party system institutionalization (Mainwaring and Scully 1995), the

number of parties (Duverger 1954; Taagepera and Shugart 1989; Cox

1997), the degree of intra-party cohesion (Cox and McCubbins 2001;

Hicken 2002), and the degree of party system nationalization (Chhibber

and Kollman 1998, 2004).1 Rather than attempting to address all of

these dimensions simultaneously, I focus in this book on two features

of the party system: (1) the degree of party systemnationalization and (2)

the size of the party system or the number of parties.

I argue that both party system size andnationalization are a function of

aggregation, defined as the extent to which electoral competitors from

different districts come together under a common party banner.2 Where

aggregation is poor, that is where candidates fail to coordinate with other

candidates across districts, the number of political parties proliferates,

and those parties tend to have less than national constituencies. Con-

versely, high levels of aggregation are associated with fewer, more

nationally oriented political parties. The central task of this book is to

explore the factors that affect candidates’ incentives to coordinate or

aggregate across districts.

Obviously aggregation is not the only factor that affects nationaliza-

tion and the number of parties. It is, however, among the most neglected

in the existing literature. Of course, the presence of this “gap” in the

literature is not sufficient justification for focusing on aggregation (most

topics are neglected by the literature for good reason). Instead, one must

demonstrate that by including aggregation in our analyses, we can

substantially improve our understanding of party systems. I endeavor

1 These dimensions need not be mutually exclusive. For example, party system nation-

alization is a component of Mainwaring and Scully’s definition of institutionalization.
2 The extent to which competitors from different districts join together to form

regional or national political parties has been labeled “linkage” by Cox (1997, 1999)
and “aggregation” by Chhibber and Kollman (1998, 2004). The terms are inter-

changeable but for the sake of consistency I will mainly rely on Chhibber and

Kollman’s terminology.
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to do this throughout the book by, first, highlighting the theoretical

contributions of a focus on aggregation incentives; second, showing how

aggregation and aggregation incentives have shaped the party systems in

two developing democracies (Thailand and the Philippines); and, third,

examining the dynamics of aggregation across a sample of 280 elections

in 46 countries.

When studying party systems, it is important to recognize that there is

no consensus about what an ideal party system should look like. For

example, even thoughwemay agree that hyper-inflated party systems are

unworkable and that a one-party system calls into question the reality of

democracy, beyond this there is considerable disagreement over the

optimal number of political parties, or whether such an ideal even exists.

This reflects the fact that institutions necessarily involve trade-offs

between competing objectives (see Powell 2000). For example, fewer

parties can come at the cost of less correspondence between voter and

party positions (Powell and Vanberg 2000). Likewise, larger, more

national parties may undermine the links between politicians and local

constituencies. For this reason, I avoid language that casts greater or lesser

aggregation, fewer or more parties, or more or less nationalization as a

straightforward normative choice.

The remainder of this chapter proceeds as follows. In the next section, I

briefly review arguments forwhy voters, candidates, and legislatorsmight

derive benefits from the formation of political parties. I then discuss the

two features of the party system at issue here – nationalization and the

number of parties – in more detail. The core of this chapter is a brief

summary of the arguments in this book and adiscussion of howa focus on

aggregation and aggregation incentives improves our understanding of

why party systems develop as they do. I then talk about the use of

Thailand and Philippines as cases with which to evaluate the theory. The

final section outlines the contents of the remainder of the book.

1.2 why parties?

Throughout this book, I define a political party as any group of candi-

dates that contests an election under a commonparty label (Epstein1967;

Cox 1999).3 A party system is an enduring pattern of intra-party

3 I recognize parties can be much more than this as well.
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organization and inter-party electoral competition (Chhibber and

Kollman 2004, 4).We know that parties and party systems have real and

important consequences for a variety of outcomes that we care about.

This list includes the health of democratic government (Mainwaring

and Scully 1995), the nature and quality of democratic representation

(Lijphart 1999; Powell 2000), government stability (Sartori 1976; Laver

and Schofield 1990; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997), and the nature of

the policymaking environment and policy outcomes (Alesina, Roubini,

and Cohen 1997; Persson and Tabellini 2000; Franzese 2002; Hicken

2002; MacIntyre 2002; Chhibber and Nooruddin 2004; Hicken and

Simmons 2008). It is understandable then that scholars focus so much

attention on political parties and party systems. It is also no surprise that

constitutional architects and political reformers (in democracies old and

new) often have the party system in mind when (re)designing political

rules and institutions. By adopting certain institutions, they hope, among

other things, to produce a certain type of party system.

This emphasis on political parties and party systems by both

political scientists and political practitioners reflects the central role

for political parties in modern democratic government. Why and how

parties emerge as the core institutions of modern democracy is the

subject of much discussion in the literature. One way to parse this

literature is to separate it based on the unit of analysis – voters (citi-

zens), candidates, or legislators (Chhibber and Kollman 2004, 67).

Voter-focused approaches view political parties as the natural out-

growth of shared preferences among subsets of voters (social clea-

vages) (Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Rose 1974; Caramani 2004).4 These

parties endure as long as those preferences remain stable. However,

fundamental changes in those preferences, whether from demo-

graphic shifts, industrialization, postmodernization, or some other

source, generate opportunities for new parties to form (Key 1949;

Schattschneider 1960; LeDuc 1985; Ingelhart 1997).5

A second portion of the literature emphasizes the incentives

for candidates to join with other candidates under a common party

banner. To be elected, candidates must grapple with two collective

4 For critiques of this literature see Kitschelt (1989) and Bartolini (2000).
5 The effect of changes in underlying social preferences is mediated through electoral

institutions (Amorim-Neto and Cox 1997; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994; Hug

2001; Clark and Golder 2006).
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action problems among their potential supporters (Aldrich 1995).

Given the negligible impact of a single vote on the outcome, why should

potential voters (a) pay the cost of educating themselves about the

available choices (Downs 1957) and (b) bother to vote at all (Downs

1957; Riker and Ordeshook 1968)? Candidates have strong incentives

to help potential supporters overcome these obstacles, and a party can

be an effective tool toward that end. Consider the case of the candidate

who seeks office merely for the perks and rewards that come with the

position. (I will consider in a moment candidates who have policy

preferences they wish to see adopted.) Parties offer two advantages to

office-seeking candidates. First, party affiliation can aid candidates in

establishing a reputation – a “brand name” – in the eyes of voters. Party

labels, in other words, can serve as useful information shortcuts,

reducing the information costs to voters and providing candidates with

a core of likely supporters (Campbell et al. 1960; Lupia andMcCubbins

1998). Second, candidates can recognize economies of scale through

coordinating with other candidates under a common party label. For

example, if the party were to invest in voter education or work to

increase the turnout of likely party supporters, all candidates on the

party’s ticket would potentially benefit.

Gains from economies of scale also play an important role in

explanations of party formation that focus on legislators’ incentives.

Legislators often face tasks that require the help of a large number of

legislators (Cox 1997). Whether it is implementing a policy agenda,

blocking proposals to change the status quo, or gaining access to

the resources of government, large groups are often better able to

accomplish these tasks than smaller groups. More generally, parties

help solve collective action dilemmas for legislators by enabling legis-

lators to enforce agreements to support each others’ bills (and avoid

cycling among various policy proposals) (Aldrich 1995; Jackson

and Moselle 2002) and by providing a mechanism for protecting the

party’s collective reputation and long term interests (Kiewit and

McCubbins 1991; Cox and McCubbins 1993).

To summarize, during elections, political parties provide a means of

aggregating, organizing, and coordinating voters, candidates, and

donors (Chhibber and Kollman 2004, 4).Within the legislature, parties

are vehicles for solving collective action problems and coordinating the

behavior of legislative and executive actors (ibid.). Political parties also
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provide a means for balancing local concerns with national interests

and long-term priorities with short-term political demands.

In new and developing democracies, parties do all these things and

more. Political parties are often themost immediate and potent symbols

of democracy to voters in new democracies and can either bolster

support for democratic norms and institutions or undermine their

legitimacy. Parties are also important for managing the conflict and

upheaval that are an unavoidable part of democratic transitions and

economic development. Finally, political parties are also key to creating

viable organizational alternatives to military cliques. Without strong

parties and an effective party system, it is more difficult to drive the

military back to the barracks and keep them there. In short, the progress

of democratic consolidation can very much hinge on the kind of party

system that emerges in developing democracies (Sartori 1976, 1986,

1994; Mainwaring and Scully 1995).

1.3 nationalization and the number of parties

Even though party systems havemany important features, the chief focus

of this book is on two of those features – the degree of party system

nationalization and the number of political parties. I define nationali-

zation as the extent to which parties have broad, national constituencies

as opposed to constituencies that are primarily regional, local, or paro-

chial in nature. With respect to the number of parties in a party system,

they can be “counted” in a variety of ways.6 For the purposes of this

book, I employ the definition used in much of the parties and elections

literature by calculating the “effective number of parties” (ENP) (Laakso

and Taagepera 1979), while recognizing the limitations involved with

this measure (see Dunleavy and Boucek 2003). ENP is defined as 1

divided by the sum of the weighted values for each party. This measure

weights parties according to their size – parties with large vote shares are

weighted more than parties with small shares.7 If one party captures all

of the votes, then ENP¼ 1. If n parties have equal vote shares then

6 For example, in the 1995 Thai election, there were 20 registered political parties, 14 of

which actually fielded candidates, 11 of which actually won seats in the National
Assembly.

7 The weighted values are calculated by squaring each party’s vote share (vj):
ENP¼ 1/(

P
vj
2).
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ENP¼ n.8 I discuss both the number of parties and nationalization in

turn, starting with the number of parties.

The Number of Parties

We know that the number of political parties in a party system has a

variety of important consequences. The number of political parties affects

such things as coalition stability, government decisiveness, government

credibility, and the likelihood that voters will be able to vote for a party

that is close to their ideal point (Laver and Schofield1990; Colomer 2001;

MacIntyre 2002). Obviously what is considered an optimal number of

political parties will vary from country to country, expert to expert,

depending on which governance goals we wish to privilege. Some advo-

cate a multiparty system for its representational advantages (Lijphart

1977; Powell2000;Colomer2001),whereasothers argue that a two-party

(or even a single-party) system has advantage in terms of accountability,

decisiveness, and incentives for moderation (Horowitz 1985; Shugart and

Carey 1992; Reilly 2001).

Within this debate, however, there is considerable consensus that

either extreme in party system size is inimical to effective democratic

governance. Where a single party dominates, we may justifiably wonder

whether the system is truly democratic and question the degree to which

elections are free and fair. Likewise, the problematic nature of a hyper-

inflated party system is a common theme in the comparative politics

literature, although again definitions of what constitutes “too many”

parties may differ.9 An inflated party system can give rise to a gulf

8 One can calculate ENP using either the vote share of a particular party or its seat share.
Using votes yields the effective number of electoral parties, whereas the seat share gives

the effective number of legislative parties. I use vote shares unless otherwise noted.
9 Quotes like these are common in discussions of developing democracies:

Romania: “The large number of political parties often renders the democratic

workings of government immobile. A certain instability has thus become the

hallmark of the government.” (Lovatt 2000)
Kosovo: “There are too many political parties in the Balkans as it is; we have enough

of them for export.” (Quemail Morina, quoted in ERP KiM Newsletters 2004)

Brazil: “The fact is that there are simply too many parties to allow an effective

government to be set up and implement consistent policies based on the national
interest.” (Fitzpatrick 2006)

Gambia: “One of the hard truths of the 2001 elections is that there existed too

many political parties.” (Ceesay 2005)
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between visible and invisible politics (especially when combined with

ideological polarization (Sartori 1976)), undermine cabinet/government

stability (e.g., Laver and Schofield 1990) and make it difficult for gov-

ernments to pass needed policies in a timely manner (e.g., Tsebelis 1995,

2002; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997; Cox and McCubbins 2001;

Franzese 2002). Perhaps, then, it is not surprising that institutional

reforms in existing democracies are often aimed at reducing the number

of parties in the party system (Shugart 2001; Shugart and Wattenberg

2001; Reilly 2006).

Nationalization

A growing number of scholars are focusing on the causes and con-

sequences of party system nationalization (Cox 1997, 1999; Chhibber

and Kollman 1998, 2004; Jones andMainwaring 2003; Caramani 2004;

Morgenstern and Swindle 2005). The degree of party system nationali-

zationmatters for a large number of issues that interest political scientists.

The degree of nationalization communicates important information

about the nature of political parties’ and politicians’ constituency.10

The more nationalized the party system, the larger or broader the

constituency is likely to be, ceteris paribus. In other words, the nature of

the groups and interests to whom parties respond very much depends on

the extent to which parties garner votes nationally (across a country’s

various electoral districts and geographic regions) or draw support from

narrow subnational constituencies.

Whether or not more or less nationalization is preferable is not my

focus here. However, it is worth noting that, like the number of parties,

nationalization embodies a trade-off between competing objectives. If

the goal is to maximize the incentives for political actors to respond to,

promote, and protect broad national interests or to create or maintain a

national identity, thenmore nationalization is preferable to less, all else

equal. For example, a number of scholars have argued that democratic

Vanuatu: “We have to stop the disorganization caused by too many political

parties.” (Saribo 2003)
10 The degree of nationalization is also related to the kinds of electoral strategies can-

didates and parties employ as well as the types of appeals to which voters respond

(Schattschneider 1960; Hicken 2002; Jones and Mainwaring 2003).
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consolidation in divided societies is more likely where parties compete

for nationwide votes as opposed to votes from a narrow group or region

(Horowitz 1985, 1991; Diamond 1988; Reynolds 1999; Reilly 2001).

On the other hand, if the priority is a party system that preserves and

protects the preferences of small, subnational constituencies (e.g.,

regions or geographically concentrated ethnic/religious groups), then

less nationalization is better. From this perspective, nationalized party

systems are more likely to under-represent the interests of potentially

powerful subnational groups leading to diminished democratic

responsiveness (Lijphart 1977; Powell 2000).

1.4 arguments of the book: a question
of coordination

What explains the type of party systems that emerge in democracies? To

answer this question, it is useful to think of the party system as the

outcome of various coordination opportunities. Voters and candidates

may successfully coordinate on a small number of parties, or such

coordination may fail, leading to a proliferation of parties. Candidates

may choose to coordinate across districts to form large national parties,

or they may eschew such cross-district coordination.

In the chapters that follow, I explore the coordination successes

and failures at the heart of democratic party systems. Specifically, I

examine factors that encourage and discourage greater coordination

between voters, candidates, and parties. I argue that coordination

incentives are often not conducive to a party system with a modest

number of national parties – especially in developing democracies. In the

case study analyses, I discuss how various historical and societal factors

helped shape the development of the party system.However, the focus of

the argument is on the role of institutional factors. Rules and institutions

such as the electoral system, the manner of selecting the chief executive,

and the distribution of power between different branches of government

have profound and predictable impacts on the development of parties

and party systems.

The features of the party system of interest in this study – the number

of parties and nationalization – are the product of coordination (or

coordination failures) among voters, candidates, and party leaders

within electoral districts (intra-district coordination) and across districts
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(inter-district coordination or aggregation). I argue that coordination

failures at the district level are not the primary explanation for why party

systems in many democracies often diverge from expectations. Though

there are certainly exceptions (see Backer and Kollman 2003; Chhibber

and Kollman 2004), voters, candidates, and parties can and do coordi-

nate locally in response to electoral incentives, even in new democracies

(Clark and Golder 2006 and Chapters 4 and 6 in this study). Cross-

district coordination, however, is another matter. Cross-district coordi-

nation requires that political elites frommany localities cooperate by, for

example, forging an electoral alliance (a party) and compromising on a

set of policy goals and priorities. It is these cross-district attempts at

coordination or aggregation that often fail, particularly in developing

democracies, with two consequences. First, where aggregation failures

regularly occur, national parties do not develop. Second, poor aggrega-

tion is associated with the inflation of the number of political parties.

By way of a brief illustration, consider the relationship between

coordination (within and across districts) and the size of the party sys-

tem. (I will discuss this in more detail later in Chapter 2). The bulk of the

existingworkon the determinants of the number of parties focuses on the

electoral system – specifically the electoral formula (e.g., plurality versus

proportional representation) and the number of seats open for compe-

tition (district magnitude) (Duverger 1954; Taagepera and Shugart

1989; Cox 1997). Cox’sMþ 1 rule is useful as a generalized statement of

the relationship between the electoral system and the number of political

parties. M equals the number of seats in a district, and the Mþ 1 rule

predicts that no more thanMþ 1 candidates or parties are viable in any

single seat districts (M¼ 1), and that no more than Mþ 1 parties are

viable in multiseat districts (M>1). In other words, as the number of

seats in a district increases, we expect more parties, ceteris paribus.11

Often lost in discussions of electoral systems is the fact that although

these institutions allow predictions about the number of parties in each

individual electoral district, they do not enable one to anticipate the

number of parties that will arise nationally. Electoral rules directly

affect the nature of coordination within electoral districts. Why

11 The Mþ 1 rule is an upper limit on the number of political parties. Whether a party

system is at or below the Mþ1 threshold is a function of the degree of social het-

erogeneity (Amorim-Neto and Cox 1997; Clark and Golder 2006).
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candidates might (fail to) coordinate across districts is a separate, but

equally important question. Despite observations by numerous scho-

lars that the size of the national party system can diverge quite sharply

from what we observe in individual districts (see, for example, Riker

1982; Sartori 1986; Kim and Ohn 1992), the issue of cross-district

coordination or aggregation has received relatively little attention.12

Yet, understanding aggregation is crucial if we are to explain why party

systems look as they do.

Imagine two countries, A and B in Figure 1.1. The result of within-

district coordination in each country is numerous district-level party

systems each with its own effective number of parties. In this case, the

electoral system induces coordination on two parties within each elec-

toral district. Thus the average effective number of parties locally

(ENPavg) is 2 in both country A and B.13 How, though, do these

numerous local party systems map onto the national party system? Does

a unique set of parties run in each district or are the same few parties the

frontrunners in most districts? Countries A and B differ in the degree of

aggregation – that is, the extent to which candidates coordinate across

districts under a commonparty label. In countryA, each electoral district

contains a different set of parties – Yellow andGreen in district 1, Purple

and Blue in district 2, and Red and Orange in district 3. At the other

extreme, the same two parties – Yellow andGreen – are the frontrunners

in all the districts in country B. The difference in the level of aggregation

between the two countries has profound implications for the national

party system. In country A, the effective number of parties nationally

(ENPnat) is6 –much larger than the average effective number of parties at

the district level (ENPavg). By contrast, the national effective number of

parties in country B equals 2 – reflecting exactly what we see in each of

the districts.

Now consider a third country, country C. Here a permissive electoral

system allows for a large number of parties in each district (ENPavg¼ 6).

However, coordination across districts is extensive such that when we

12 Riker (1982) notes that single-member district plurality systems may not generate

two national parties when third parties nationally are continually one of two parties

locally. Sartori (1986) and Kim and Ohn (1992) also argue that single-member dis-
trict plurality systems will not lead to a two-party system if the electorate is comprised

of geographically concentrated minorities.
13 Assuming the two parties split the vote equally.

Introduction 11



Y
 G

P
 B

R
 O

1
2

3

Y
 G

Y
 G

Y
 G

1
2

3

Y
G

P
B

R
O

Y
G

P
B

R
O

Y
G

P
B

R
O

1
2

3
Lo

ca
l

P
ar

ty
S

ys
te

m
s 

N
at

io
na

l
P

ar
ty

S
ys

te
m

  

Y
 G

 P
B

 R
 O

Y
 G

Y
 G

 P
B

 R
 O

C
o

u
n

tr
y 

A
C

o
u

n
tr

y 
B

C
o

u
n

tr
y 

C

fi
g
u
r
e
1
.1
.
C
o
m
p
a
ri
n
g
A
g
g
re
g
a
ti
o
n

12



aggregate to the national level, the national party system mirrors the

local party systems in both size and composition (ENPnat¼ 6).

As these examples make clear, a country’s party systemmay be large

or inflated due to (1) a large number of parties winning seats in each

district (country C), (2) poor aggregation across districts (country A), or

(3) a combination of 1 and 2. Looking at the national effective number

of parties in isolation tells us nothing about whether party system

inflation is due to coordination failures within districts, across districts,

or both. Instead, it is necessary to compare the size of the national party

system to the local party system in order to separate out aggregation

from district level processes.

Table1.1displays the information on the size of the local party systems

(ENPavg) andnational party systems (ENPnat) in16 countries fromaround

the world.14 The difference between the effective number of parties

nationally (ENPnat) and the average effective number of parties in the

district (ENPavg) is a measure of the extent of aggregation across districts

(D¼ENPnat � ENPavg). Higher differences reflect worse aggregation.

One useful way to capture the extent of aggregation is to convert this

difference into a percentage measure of how much larger the national

party system is than the average district-level party system. This party

system inflation measure (I) is computed by dividing the difference

between ENPnat and ENPavg (D) by ENPnat and then multiplying by 100

(Cox1999:17). I¼100(ENPnat�ENPavg)/ENPnat. The resulting inflation

score tells uswhat portion of the size of the national party system is due to

poor aggregation, andwhat percentage reflects the extent of coordination

within districts. Based on this calculation, if I is10, then 10%of the size of

the national party system can be attributed to different parties garnering

votes in different parts of the country (poor aggregation), with the other

90%ascribable to the average number of parties at the district level. The

larger the inflation score, the poorer the aggregation. Note that in Table

1.1, for the countries with a large number of parties, poor aggregation is

responsible for one-third or more of party system inflation.15 In short, in

14 These 16 countries were chosen from a sample of 46 countries used in Chapter 3. The

list of all 46 countries and their inflation scores is available in Chapter 3.
15 In addition, electoral rules and institutions appear to be having the expected effect on

the coordination within districts. In almost all of the countries listed in Table 1.1,

ENPavg is within the range we would expect given the average number of seats in each

district. The only exceptions are some of the single–member-district cases (e.g., India,
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many countries, the lack of coordination across districts accounts for a

substantial share of the party system’s size, in some cases the lion’s share.

Understanding the role aggregation plays in shaping a country’s party

system is crucial not just because of its effect on the number of parties. The

degree of aggregation also communicates important information about

the nature of parties in a given party system. Where aggregation is good,

parties will tend to have larger, broader, more national constituencies

than where aggregation is poor. The fact that aggregation is extremely

poor in a place like Thailand, for example, supplies important clues about

the interests and orientation of Thai parties (and their members).

Given the role aggregation plays in shaping the party system,

ignoring aggregation carries considerable theoretical and practical

risks. The failure to take aggregation into account might lead one to

misinterpret the results of hypothesis tests (for example, concluding

table 1.1. The Size of the Local and National Party System Compared

Country ENPavg ENPnat Inflation

Ecuador (1979–88) 3.5 8.3 58
Thailand (1986–2001) 3.1 6.6 53
Belgium (1971–99) 4.1 8.0 49
India (1971–99) 2.4 4.7 49
Switzerland (1971–95) 4.0 6.4 38
Philippines (1992–98) 2.3 3.6 36
Brazil (1986–2002) 5.4 7.8 31
South Korea (1988–2000) 2.8 3.9 28
Germany (1972–98) 2.5 3.2 22
Canada (1972–2000) 2.6 3.3 21
Argentina (1983–99) 2.7 3.2 16
United Kingdom (1970–97) 2.5 3.0 17
Botswana (1994–99) 2.1 2.4 13
United States (1972–2000) 1.8 2.0 10
Venezuela (1973–83) 2.9 3.1 6
Denmark (1971–98) 5.1 5.2 2

Notes: ENPavg is the average effective number of parties in each district. ENPnat is the
effective number of parties nationally (as measured by a party’s vote share). Both terms

are averaged across all elections within the specified time period.

Source: Author’s calculation.

the Philippines, and Canada) where there is slightly more than the expected two

parties. For more on violations of Duverger’s law and the Mþ1 rule in single-seat

districts, see Backer and Kollman (2003).

14 Building Party Systems in Developing Democracies



erroneously that electoral rules failed to produce the predicted

number of parties). The neglect of aggregation might also lead to a

misdiagnosis of the causes of an inflated party system and the subse-

quent prescription of an ineffective or inappropriate remedy.

Explaining Aggregation

Thanks to the rich literature in comparative electoral studies, we know a

good deal about what shapes intra-district coordination (Duverger 1954;

Taagepera and Shugart 1989; Lijphart 1994; Cox 1997, 1999; Clark and

Golder 2006). We knowmuch less about the factors that influence cross-

district coordination or aggregation. A key contribution of this book is

the development and testing of a theory of aggregation incentives.

Even though there is a lack of theorizing about aggregation, some

students of comparative elections have acknowledged its role in shap-

ing the national party system. Maurice Duverger, for example, con-

sidered the question of how local two-party systems become a national

two party system, stating:

[T]he increased centralization of organization within the parties and the

consequent tendency to see political problems from the wider, national

standpoint tend of themselves to project on to the entire country the localized

two-party system brought about by the ballot procedure. (1954, 228)

In a similar vein, Giovanni Sartori argues that the plurality rule will

have no effect beyond the district until parties have both nationwide

organizations and party labels that command a habitual following in

the electorate (1968, 281, 293). However, if what we are trying to

explain is aggregation, then both Duverger and Sartori beg the ques-

tion.16 How and why does the establishment of nationwide organiza-

tions occur? What incentives do parties have to become more

centralized and nationally oriented? How does the local party system

come to “project” on to the national party system?

Recently a few scholars have begun to explore these questions, chief

among them Cox (1997, 1999) and Chhibber and Kollman (1998,

2004). Chhibber and Kollman single out for attention the degree of

economic and political authority wielded by national governments

16 See also Leys 1959.
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relative to subnational governments. They find thatmore centralization

of authority at the national level is positively associated with aggre-

gation. In other words, the more power and resources the central

government controls, the stronger the incentives of voters and candi-

dates to cooperate across districts to form large national parties.

This centralization of power within the national government (what I

dub vertical centralization) is certainly an important variable; however, I

argue that by itself vertical centralization is not enough to produce strong

aggregation incentives. Two other institutional variables play key roles.

(These are discussed in greater depth in Chapter 2.) First, the degree of

horizontal centralization – the degree to which power is concentrated

within the national government – also influences incentives to aggregate

across districts. Horizontal centralization interacts with vertical cen-

tralization to determine the payoff to being the largest legislative party.

The larger this aggregation payoff is, the stronger the incentives will be

for candidates to coordinate across districts to form national parties.

What kinds of variables affect the degree of horizontal centralization in a

political system? I focus on three: (1) the presence of a second chamber in

the legislature, (2) the degree of internal party cohesion, and (3) the

presence of reserve domains.17 The latter are institutional or policy

domains controlled by actors who are not directly accountable to elected

officials (Valenzuela 1992). Where there is a second legislative chamber,

parties are highly factionalized, and significant reserve domains exist, the

likelihood of significant checks on the power of the largest legislative

party reduces the payoff to aggregation.

The second variable that shapes aggregation incentives is the prob-

ability that the largest legislative party will actually be able to capture

the aggregation payoff. A large payoff has little effect on candidate

incentives if there is only a small chance that the largest party will

capture that prize. The dynamics of this probability variable are

different in parliamentary and presidential regimes, as I explore in

Chapter 2. In parliamentary regimes, the key question is whether or

not the leader of the largest party automatically captures the

premiership. If the answer is yes, then aggregation incentives are

17 The number of parties is another variable that can effect the horizontal distribution of

power. However, as I will demonstrate in Chapter 2, the number of political parties

itself is partially endogenous to the level of aggregation.
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stronger than if there is a good chance that someone other than

the leader of the largest party will become prime minister. In presi-

dential regimes, the probability of capturing the aggregation payoff is

a function of the proximity of the presidential and legislative elections

and the number of presidential candidates. The probability that

the largest legislative party will also control the presidency is the

greatest where legislative and presidential elections are proximate and

where there is a small number of presidential contenders. (The latter

is contingent on electoral rules and rules governing presidential

reelection.)

In short, I argue that aggregation incentives are a product of two

factors: (a) the payoff to being the largest party at the national level,

which itself is a product of vertical and horizontal centralization, and

(b) the probability that the largest party will be able to capture that

payoff. Taken together these two variables yield the expected utility of

aggregating to form the largest national party.

This theory of aggregation incentives helps explain why in developing

democracies coordination on a small number of national political parties

often fails to emerge. The political environments in some developing

democracies are inimical to such coordination. First, where state capacity

is lacking and the central government bureaucracy is weak and ineffective

(as is frequently the case in developing democracies), de jure or de facto

control of power and resourcesmay rest with subnational actors. Second,

given the authoritarian pasts of many developing democracies, there is

often an understandable desire to avoid concentrating toomuch power in

the hands of the executive. Instead, democratic reformers attempt to

disperse political authority both vertically and horizontally throughout

the political system – providing for a series of checks and balances on

arbitrary behavior by government actors. This is a laudable goal to be

sure but institutions embody trade-offs. The diffusion/decentralization of

political authority comes at the cost of reducing the incentives for aggre-

gation. Third, authoritarian legacies can sometimes extend a good way

into the democratic period. These legacies or reserve domains in the form

of certain institutions (e.g., appointed or reserved seats in the legislature)

or unwritten norms (e.g., restrictions on who can serve in certain posi-

tions) undermine the incentives to coordinate across districts to form large

national parties.

Introduction 17



I test this theory of aggregation incentives in several ways. First, I use

the theory to derive a set of hypotheses, which I test using a dataset of

nearly 280 elections in 46 countries. The results from these tests support

the theory. Second, I also draw on data from two developing democra-

cies – Thailand and the Philippines – to make three sets of comparisons.

First, I analyze the extent to which the theory can account for the

differences between the party systems of Thailand and the Philippines

in terms of aggregation (and by extension the number of parties and

nationalization). Second, within both country cases, I draw comparisons

across time. In both Thailand and the Philippines, the degree of aggre-

gation varies significantly over time. To what extent can the theory

account for this variation? Various institutional reforms in each country

allow me to make use of comparative statics tests. Finally, I compare

across space within a single case – comparing coordination within and

between various regions and provinces in Thailand.

1.5 case selection

Much of this book focuses on the party systems in Thailand and the

Philippines. This case selection has both a theoretical andmethodological

rationale. To begin with, Thailand and the Philippines provide ample

variation on the dependent variable – aggregation – and by extension

variation in terms of the two-party system features of interest – the

number of parties and nationalization. Looking across the cases, aggre-

gation has historically beenmuchmore extensive in the Philippines than it

has been in Thailand, and the result has been a smaller, more nationalized

party system. In recent years however, this pattern has reversed itself with

Thailand experiencingmuch better aggregation than the Philippines. This

change reflects the fact that within each country there is also substantial

variation across time in the degree of aggregation and hence the size and

nationalization of the party system. In the Philippines, cross-district

coordination was extensive in the pre-Marcos democratic period but

deteriorated sharply after the (re)transition to democracy in 1986.

Thailand has traditionally been characterized by very poor aggregation,

but this changed in the 2001 and 2005 elections. There is also variation

(again both cross-country and within-country) on the independent vari-

able side of the equation. Specifically, the institutional arrangements that

centralize or disperse power aswell as the rules and the norms that govern
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the chance that the largest party will capture the chief executive position

vary across time and across countries. In part, this variation arises from

the fact that Thailand is a parliamentary system,whereas the system in the

Philippines is presidential.

Even though Thailand and the Philippines vary in ways that are of

interest for the theory, they also havemuch in common,which allowsme

to control for other competing explanations. To begin with, apart from

the size and degree of nationalization, the party systems in Thailand and

the Philippines are very similar. The level of party system institutionali-

zation in both countries is very low (Mainwaring and Scully 1995). In

both countries, parties typically do not differ much in terms of ideology.

In fact, it is impossible to align most Thai and Filipino parties along any

coherent ideological dimension.18 Political parties in each country have

generally been fleeting alliances of convenience rather than stable unions

of like-minded politicians. Party switching abounds, and parties are

factionalized or atomized rather than cohesive unitary actors. These

similarities along multiple dimensions of the party system allowed me

to hold these features of the party system more or less constant while

focusing my attention on the number of parties and nationalization.

Thailand and the Philippines also share other similarities. As members

of the same region, they share certain similarities in terms of history

(though less so than the countries of LatinAmerica for example). They are

of similar size geographically, demographically, and economically (both

middle-income countries). Both countries began their transition (or

retransition in the case of the Philippines) to democracy in the 1980s.

Institutionally, they both use (primarily) majoritarian electoral systems

which privilege candidate-centered over party-centered electoral strate-

gies (Hicken 2002). The Thai and Philippine publics also share similar

views toward democracy generally, and more specifically their political

parties andparty system.Largemajoritiesof respondents inbothcountries

profess a belief in democratic norms and consider democratic rules and

procedures to be the only legitimate way of choosing and removing

political leaders (Mangahas 1998; WVS 2000; Albritton and Thawilwa-

dee 2002; SWS 2002). Yet their opinions of political parties – these key-

stones of modern democracy – border on contempt. For example, out

18 In both countries, parties on the Left have been absent or electorally irrelevant in

virtually all posttransition elections.
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of 23 possibilities, political parties ranked next to last in a Thai

survey designed to assess the public’s trust in various institutions (KPI

2003).19 Political parties were viewed as less trustworthy than the media,

civil servants, andpolice (KPI2003). Philippine respondents report similar

disenchantment with that country’s political parties (WVS 2004).

Thailand, the Philippines, and the Study of Comparative Politics

For students of comparative politics and comparative elections/parties,

Thailand and the Philippines are valuable but relatively untapped

resources. At the most basic level, the sheer size of Thailand and the

Philippines makes them difficult to ignore. Both are among the 20 most

populous countries in the world. Of the states in Latin America and the

former communist bloc, only Brazil, Mexico, and Russia are larger.

More important though, is what these cases can contribute to our

understanding of democratic party systems, especially those in devel-

oping democracies. A growing community of scholars has begun to

examine party systems in developing democracies. There are studies that

drawon the experience of developing democracies in LatinAmerica (Dix

1992; Mainwaring and Scully 1995; Schedler 1995; Coppedge 1998;

Mainwaring 1999; Wallis 2003), Eastern Europe/former Soviet Union

(Kischelt et al. 1999; Moser 2001; Stoner-Weiss 2001; Bielasiak 2002;

Grzymala-Busse 2002), and Africa (Kuezni and Lambright 2001).

However, to date very few of these studies have included cases from

democratizing Asia.20 An even smaller number consider party system

cases from Southeast Asia. Apart from the literature on dominant

party systems – which sometimes includes the cases of Singapore and

Malaysia – only a handful of scholars have addressed the issue of party

system development within Southeast Asian democracies.21

At one level, the experiences of the Philippines and Thailand look

familiar to students of the developing world. The nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries in Southeast Asia were eras of Western colonialism

19 Only nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) scored lower.
20 Chhibber’s (1998) examination of India’s party system is a notable exception. See

also Stockton’s (2001) comparison between party systems in Latin American with

those Taiwan and South Korea.
21 Paige Johnson Tan’s work on party system institutionalization in Indonesia is one

example (Tan 2002) as is Croissant and John (2002). See Hicken (2008) for a review

of the Southeast Asia-focused political parties literature.
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and imperialism. World War II hastened the end of colonialism in

Southeast Asia, and, in its wake, Thailand and the Philippines embarked

on a period of democratic government, likemany other countries around

the globe.As in somuch of the rest of theworld, democratic governments

eventually gave way to authoritarian regimes, with democracy staging a

comeback during the 1980s. Yet, a closer look at these two states reveals

interesting differences from the Latin American or Eastern European

experiences, with potentially important theoretical implications. For

example, the Thai and Philippine experiences with colonialism are dis-

tinct from those of most other countries/regions – Thailand was never

colonized, and the Philippines was one of the few countries colonized by

the United States – and neither country was home to the type of strong

nationalist movements that gave rise to postindependence political par-

ties elsewhere. Thus consideration of these two countries can help

delineate the limits of existing theories of party and party system devel-

opment in the democratizing world.

A second example of the way in which Thailand and the Philippines

diverge from many other democracies is the role ideology plays in the

political system. In Western Europe and parts of Latin America and

Eastern Europe, it is a fairly simple task to array political parties along an

ideological – usually Left–Right – spectrum. Ideology and ideological

distance thus become important features of the party system – affecting

everything from interest representation to democratic stability (Blondel

1968; Sartori 1976). However, as mentioned previously, it is nearly

impossible to line up Thai and Filipino parties along an ideological

dimension.22Thailand and the Philippines are certainly not unique in this

regard. There are other developing democracies, including those in the

rest of noncommunist East/Southeast Asia, for which applying ideolog-

ically based descriptive or analytical tools is problematic. An examina-

tion of theThai and Philippine cases can help improve our understanding

of how party systems develop in such nonideological environments.

Finally, the paring of Thailand and the Philippines also provides us

with a degree of institutional variation that is sometimes lacking in

comparative studies of party systems. Party systems research often

focuses on a single case or a single region in which national-level

executive institutions do not vary. Studies of party systems in Latin

22 The 1973–6 period in Thailand is a partial exception.
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America, for example, are by necessity studies of presidential party

systems. Likewise, work on Western European party systems is pre-

dominantly based on the experience of parliamentary (or hybrid)

democracies. By comparing the Philippines presidential system with

Thailand’s parliamentary government, we can consider whether the

nature of executive institutions affects the development of the party

system. At the same time, we can maintain the advantages of staying

within a single region (e.g., the commonalities of history and level of

economy development, as discussed previously). Since much of existing

work on developing democracy party systems focuses on presidential or

hybrid democracies, the case of parliamentary Thailand is especially

valuable.

The experiences of Thailand and the Philippines can help us develop,

test, and refine our ideas of how the world works, but the theories and

approaches of political science also have something to offer in return.

Specifically, the application of the theory developed in this book to the

cases of Thailand and the Philippines allows me to address a number of

interesting and unresolved empirical puzzles. First, what accounts for

the large party system size and relative lack of nationalization in each

country? Second, why were there historically more parties in

Thailand than in the Philippines? Third, to what do we ascribe the sharp

drop in the number of parties in Thailand in the 2000s? Finally, how

do we explain the increase in the number of parties and the demise

of the Philippine two-party system since the return of democracy in

1986?

Using the theory to help answer these questions, I demonstrate that

differences in the extent of aggregation in the Philippines and Thailand

help explain why the Thai party system has more parties than its

Philippine counterpart. I also establish that the deterioration of the

two-party system in the Philippines after the fall of Marcos is primarily

due to aggregation failures – an explanation that outperforms existing

theories of why this change occurred. I also show that the fall in the

number of parties since 2000 in Thailand is almost completely a

function of improved aggregation. Finally, I demonstrate that the

variation of aggregation over time and cross-nationally is consistent

with the theory of aggregation incentives outlined earlier.

In investigating these empirical puzzles, I consider and reject two

opposing lines of argument about the relationship between the electoral
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and party systems. First, to some the presence of multiple parties in

two countries using majoritarian/first-past-the-post electoral systems

might suggest that theories linking the number of parties to the type of

electoral system are at worse, wrong, or, at best, not applicable to

developing democracies like Thailand and the Philippines. Those who

ascribe to the latter view argue that the assumptions underlying electoral

system theories are problematic in many developing democracies. In

countries like Thailand and the Philippines, poor education and a lack of

access to media raise information costs, while vote buying or the dom-

inance of traditional social networks (e.g., patron-client relationships)

limits voter behavior. Thus voters and candidates do not act in the ways

the theories predict, and we do not see the coordination on a small

number of parties that we see in developed democracies with similar

electoral systems. As plausible as this argument may sound, it does not

stand up to scrutiny in the Thai and Philippine cases. Using data from

Thai and Philippine elections, I demonstrate that coordination by voters

and candidates, and the resulting number of parties, is generally con-

sistent with theoretical expectations. In so doing, I present a novel

analysis of the way in which the block vote electoral system (used by

Thailand) operates to shape the coordination incentives of candidates

and voters.

A second line of argument, rather than dismissing the electoral system

as unimportant, takes the opposite position. Namely, the number of

political parties is primarily a function of the type of electoral system a

country employs.23 As discussed earlier, I argue that even though elec-

toral systems do shape behavior in significantways they are only a part of

the story. The number of parties nationally is also a function of coor-

dination by candidates and parties across districts. The analysis of

election results from Thailand and the Philippines demonstrates that

aggregation (or aggregation failure) is a crucial determinant of the

number of parties and the degree of nationalization – more important in

some cases than the electoral system. This finding supports growing

evidence that very large party systems are large not because of district

level failures but because of aggregation failures.

23 More accurately, it is a function of the interaction between the electoral system and

underlying social cleavages (Powell 1982; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994; Amorim-

Neto and Cox 1997; Clark and Golder 2006).

Introduction 23



Party Systems and Consequences of Institutional Reform

A focus on the Thai and Philippines party systems also allows me to

address the issue of the (unintended) consequences of institutional

reform. I focus on one set of institutional reforms in each country – the

1987 Philippine constitution and the 1997 Thai constitution. I argue

that institutional reform has indeed produced changes in the party

system, but not always in the way reformers anticipated or intended.

After the fall of Ferdinand Marcos in 1986, a new democratic con-

stitution was adopted. It largely reestablished the rules and institutions

that had existed during the 26 years before theMarcos regime, but with

at least one important exception. The constitution placed a new single-

term limit on the president, a reaction to the Marcos dictatorship,

which proved to have profound, though unintended, consequences for

the party system. Specifically, I show how the introduction of presi-

dential term limits undermined aggregation incentives and prevented

the return of the two-party system. I demonstrate that this account of

party system change in the Philippines logically and empirically out-

performs existing explanations of the demise of the two-party system.

In 1997 Thailand also adopted a new constitution. Among the goals

of the constitutional drafters was a major reform of the party system.

Specifically, they hoped the reforms would lead to fewer, more

nationalized political parties. As a result of the reforms, nationalization

did improve and the number of political parties did in fact fall dramati-

cally in the first post-1997 election. Even though this was consistent with

the drafters’ goals, I argue that the reduction came about largely for the

reasons they did not anticipate. The decrease in the number of parties had

more to do with new, stronger incentives for cross-district coordination,

an unintended consequence of constitutional reform, than it did with

deliberate changes to the electoral system.

1.6 plan of the book

The remainder of the book is organized into six chapters – a theoretical

chapter, a large-N comparative chapter, three country-focused compar-

ative chapters, and a conclusion. In Chapter 2, I develop and discuss the

theory of aggregation incentives to be used throughout the rest of the

book. InChapter3, I derive a set of hypotheses from the theory outlined in
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Chapter 2, discuss strategies for operationalizing the various dependant,

explanatory (and control) variables of interest, and test those hypotheses

using a dataset of 280 elections in 46 countries. Chapter 4 is the first of

two chapters grappling with the Thai case. I first examine within-district

coordination in Thailand and demonstrate that the large number of

parties and lack of nationalization that defined Thailand’s party system

cannot be explained by coordination failures at the district level. In fact,

the prevalence of patron-client links, poorly educated voters, and cultural

differences from Western democracies has not significantly hindered

intra-district coordination as some may have supposed. Thailand uses

an unusual type of majoritarian electoral system that has rarely been

studied – the block vote system. As a result, I first derive a set of

hypotheses regarding the nature of intra-district coordination in Thailand

and test those hypotheses using data from Thai elections. I then demon-

strate that poor aggregation is chiefly responsible for the large number of

parties and lack of nationalization in Thailand.

In Chapter 5, having established that coordination failures are more

prevalent across districts than within them in Thailand, I use the theory

outlined in Chapter 2 to explain the poor aggregation in pre-1997

Thailand. I then focus on the way in which constitutional reform altered

the aggregation incentives for Thai politicians resulting in fewer, more

national parties. I also discuss the way in which the improvement in

aggregation incentives contributed to the rise of Thaksin Shinawatra and

his Thai Rak Thai Party. Finally, I analyze the way in which the 2007

Constitution reforms, adopted in thewake of the 2006 coup, should alter

aggregation incentives moving forward.

Chapter 6 shifts the focus to the case of the Philippines and one of the

most interesting questions in the study of Philippine parties and elections –

the demise of the two-party system in the post-Marcos era. I also draw on

theory to explain an unusual electoral pattern the Philippines – namely,

that there are fewer parties in midterm legislative elections than when

legislative elections are concurrent with presidential elections. I dub this

the counter-currency effect and note that it is precisely the opposite pat-

tern than that observed in many other presidential democracies (Shugart

1995). The chapter ends with an analysis of the differences between the

Thai and Philippine party systems. The concluding chapter summarizes

the major findings and offers some directions for further research.
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2

A Theory of Aggregation Incentives

2.1 introduction

Imagine you are a political entrepreneur seeking political power in

pursuit of some goal. This could include everything from pursuing

personal enrichment, to protecting or advancing the interests of a cer-

tain group, to implementing your preferred set of programmatic poli-

cies. As discussed in the last chapter, there are many reasons why, in a

modern democracy, a political party would most likely be your vehicle

for seeking political power in pursuit of that goal. But what factors

dictate the kind of party you choose to join or organize? Specifically,

when would you want to join or form a large, national party, and when

might you be content with belonging to a smaller organization? These

are the questions I seek to answer in this chapter.

To answer these questions, I focus on the incentives of two types of

actors – first, political entrepreneurs or nascent party leaders, and

second, candidates for the national legislature.1 Political entrepreneurs

1 In order to keep the exposition simple I generally treat voters as passive actors –

responding to the incentives in the political environment and the actions of candidates

and political parties. However, as Chhibber and Kollman (2004) show, assigning a more
active role to voters would likely generate similar conclusions since voters respond to

many of the same incentives to which the other actors in my story respond. Specifically,

Chhibber and Kollman demonstrate that where political power and control of resources

are concentrated at the national level of government, voters respond by voting for
nationally oriented parties in a position to compete for that power. Conversely, where

subnational actors control significant power and resources, voters are more likely to

support smaller local or regional parties.
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can come of in a variety of types – they might be the leader of the

political group or faction, the leader of a small or medium-sized

political party, or a notable figure looking to enter politics. The dis-

tinguishing feature of these entrepreneurs is their goal to capture some

share of national executive authority via their position as head of a

political party. I assume legislative candidates, whether in pursuit of

personal, parochial, or policy goals, seek to win a seat in the legislature

and thereafter gain access to the power and resources of government.

Candidates may operate as individuals, or, as inmany countries, as part

of political groups, factions, or clans. We can think of these groups as

proto-parties, the building blocks of organized political parties large or

small. Individual candidates must decide with what kind of political

party to ally, and groups of candidates face a decision about whether to

compete as a small, stand-alone party or to ally with other groups of

candidates to form a larger party.

What factors shape the incentives of these two types of actors to

coordinate across districts in national legislative elections?2 This is an

important question. In Chapter 1, I demonstrated that the degree of

cross-district coordination has consequences for a variety of outcomes

we care about. This is because cross-district coordination, or aggre-

gation, helps determine the number of political parties and the degree of

party system nationalization. In this chapter, I present a theory of

aggregation incentives.

In one of the few existing studies of this subject Chhibber and

Kollman (1998, 2004) demonstrate that actors respond to the con-

centration of power and resources at the national level of government

(relative to subnational units). Specifically, aggregation incentives are

positively related to the concentration of power and resources. I label

this vertical centralization. I recognize that the degree of vertical cen-

tralization may shape actors’ incentives to link across districts under a

common party label; however, I argue that a high degree of vertical

concentration is not enough to induce aggregation. Two other factors

play key roles. First, the degree of horizontal centralization – that is,

the concentration or dispersion of power within the national

2 When there are two legislative chambers, I focus on the competition for the lower,

primary chamber. I discuss the implications of bicameralism for lower chamber

electoral coordination later.
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government – also influences aggregation incentives. Specifically,

horizontal and vertical centralization interact to determine the payoff

to being the largest party at the national level: the larger the payoff (the

greater the horizontal and vertical centralization), the stronger the

incentives for entrepreneurs to organize large national parties, and for

candidates to link across districts, ceteris paribus. Second, the proba-

bility that the largest party will be able to capture the reins of govern-

ment is another variable that helps shape aggregation incentives.

Indeed, a large potential payoff may do little to induce aggregation

absent some reasonable expectation that those actors who successfully

coordinate will receive that payoff. In short, I argue that aggregation

incentives are a product of two factors: (a) the payoff to being the

largest party at the national level (which itself is a product of vertical

and horizontal concentration), and (b) the probability that the largest

party will be able to capture that payoff.

The chapter proceeds as follows. In the next section, I develop a

theory of aggregation incentives and explain why the addition of the

horizontal centralization variable offers an improvement on existing

models that focus exclusively on vertical centralization. I then explore

theway inwhich the probability variable (the probability that the largest

party will capture executive power) plays out differently in parliamen-

tary and presidential systems. In parliamentary systems, the question is

whether the largest party gets the chance to form the government and

capture the prime minister’s office, while in presidential systems the

timing of elections, the number of presidential candidates, and the pres-

ident’s eligibility for reelection are key. The final section concludes.

2.2 a theory of aggregation incentives

One way to think of elections is as a series of coordination problems

(Cox 1999). Inmost elections, there are fewer seats to be filled than there

are potential candidates whowould like to fill them. Coordination refers

to the process by which electoral competitors and voters act together to

limit the number of competitors. Potential competitors can coordinate to

reduce the number of actual competitors (e.g., via candidates with-

drawing from the race or party mergers) and/or voters can coordinate to

limit the number of candidates for which they actually vote. Thanks to

the rich literature in comparative electoral studies, we know a good deal
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about what shapes coordination within electoral districts where district

magnitude and degree of social heterogeneity are key. However, coor-

dination opportunities do not end at the boundary of an electoral district.

Candidates must decide whether to coordinate with candidates from

other districts to form regional or national parties. The leaders of small

parties or factions must decide whether or not to ally with other groups

or parties. Political entrepreneurs in pursuit of executive office must

decide to what extent they will pursue a nationwide campaign and

organizational strategy. The scope and size of a country’s party system is

the joint product of both coordination within districts and these deci-

sions about coordination across districts.

Unfortunately, unlike intra-district coordination, we know relatively

little about the factors that shape cross-district coordination or aggre-

gation.What factors aid or impede the incentives and ability of actors to

coordinate across districts? When would actors choose to join a larger

national party over a smaller party and vice versa? To begin with, can-

didates, faction leaders, and entrepreneurs might be driven by a concern

over the potential risks and rewards associated with an aggregation

strategy or its alternatives. If they join with a larger party, they will

increase the joint probability of getting into power, but at the risk of

having to share that power with other actors within the party. For

example, a political entrepreneur who successfully organizes a large

national party may find his or her power checked by rival factional

leaders from within the party. Intra-party factional conflict is often a

recipe for party, cabinet, and government instability (Chambers 2003;

Druckman 1996; Laver and Sheplse 1990). On the other hand, if can-

didates or factions decide to go it alone, a candidate as an independent

and the faction as a small party, they trade off greater intra-organization

unity with a smaller (though nonzero) chance of getting into power.3 A

variety of factors might conceivably affect actors’ calculations about the

risks and rewards associated with each of these strategies. These include

first, the size of the prize to be divided among potential copartisans/

faction leaders. The smaller the prize at stake the smaller the share any

one actor is likely to receive, ceteris paribus, and the weaker the incen-

tives to cooperate with others to try and capture that prize. Second, if

3 These two options represent the extremes. Actors can and do choose strategies

between these two extremes by forming mid-sized parties.
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combining with other actors to form a large national party does not

significantly increase the joint probability of capturing the prize of

government – for example if the largest party does not always capture the

executive office – then the expectation of rewards for coordination may

not be enough to outweigh the potential risks.

One reason that politicians from different districts might link

together under a common party label is that they face some task that

requires the help of a large number of legislators (Cox 1997). In other

words, for some political tasks, there are economies of scale – large

groups are better able to accomplish those tasks than smaller groups. A

group trying to accomplish one of these tasks will seek to induce can-

didates frommany different constituencies to link or aggregate within a

larger organization – in this case a political party. One of these tasks is

gaining control of national-level power and resources – either as an end

in itself or as a means to pursuing other goals. It stands to reason that

the more substantial the power and resources available at the national

level, the stronger the incentives for coordinating to try and capture that

prize. In addition, aggregation incentives will be shaped by actors’

assessment of the chance of gaining control of national-level power and

resources should they succeed at coordinating to form a large national

party.

In short, whether we think of candidates, faction leaders, and

entrepreneurs as motivated by their calculations of the risks and

rewards of coordination or by a desire to pursue goals that require the

cooperation of multiple actors, two key determinants of aggregation

incentives are the perception of the benefits to such coordination and

the probability that coordinating will enable the party members to

enjoy those benefits.

To flesh this argument out further, and highlight the nested nature of

the argument, imagine a politician with a power base in one district.

(Let us assume for simplicity that this politician is the head of a regional

party.) The decision he must make is whether to coordinate across

districts (i.e., become part of a large party) or to not do so (i.e., be part

of a small party).4His decision is based on a comparison of the expected

4 A mid-range option could be to form a pre-electoral coalition with other parties. See

Sona Golder’s recent work for a systematic treatment of the causes and consequences

of pre-electoral coalition formation (2006).
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utility of being part of a large party and the expected utility of being part

of a small party. Given that cross-district coordination does not offer a

guarantee of becoming the largest party in the legislature, the expected

utility of coordinating is as follows:

EUlarge ¼ pðEPLÞ þ ð1�pÞðEP�LÞ � C ð1Þ

where p is the probability that cross-district coordination produces the

largest party, and 1�p is the probability coordination falls short of

producing the largest party, EPL is the expected payoff for being the

largest party, and EP�L is the expected payoff for not being the largest

party.C is the cost of coordinating across districts. These costs might be

the real resources that must be expended for such coordination, or we

might think of the cost as the things our politician must give up to

become part of a larger party (i.e., the opportunity cost of coordina-

tion).5 The relevant comparison is the expected utility of coordination

(EUlarge) versus the expected utility of remaining a small party (EUsmall).

The bigger EUlarge is relative to EUsmall, the stronger the incentives to

coordination across districts will be.

Equation 1, however, begs the question, what shapes our politician’s

expectations of the payoff of being the largest party (EPL)? I argue the

following:

EPL ¼ qðLÞ þ ð1� qÞðFÞ ð2Þ

Where q equals the probability that the largest legislative party also

gains control of the chief executive office, L is the payoff for becoming

the largest legislative party, and 1�q(F) is the expected payoff to the

largest party if it fails to capture the executive.

Substituting Equation 2 into 1 we get the following:

EUlarge ¼ pðqðLÞ þ ð1�qÞðFÞÞ þ ð1�pÞðEP�LÞ � C ð3Þ

Equation 3 yields several comparative statics. Our politician’s expected

utility of coordinating to try to form a large party is decreasing inC (the

cost of coordination)6 and EUsmall while increasing in

5 For example, joining a larger party means some loss of control of the party label and
party program and loss of control of overall campaign strategy.

6 In Chapter 3, I will consider some factors that may affect the cost of coordination such

as the number of electoral districts and the level of ethnic heterogeneity.
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� The probability that cross-district coordination produces the

largest party (p)

� The payoff if the party is not the largest party (EP�L)

� The probability that the largest legislative party controls the

executive (q)

� The payoff to becoming the largest party (the aggregation payoff)

(L)

� The payoff associated with the largest legislative party not

capturing the executive (F)

This simple formalization suggests several possible hypotheses. For

example, aggregation is likely to be more appealing in countries where

the largest party, in the event of not gaining the chief executive, is at

least assured of gaining other important ministries (such as the finance

ministry) than it would be in countries where this is not assured. In

other words, aggregation is more likely where the rewards are still

substantial for coming in second. Likewise aggregation is likely to be

less appealing in countries where small regional parties anticipate that

they will be needed to form a coalition government (and the expected

utility of remaining small is thus relatively high) than it would be in

countries where small regional parties are unlikely to be needed to

form a coalition.

The focus of this book, however, is on the two hypotheses related to

the expected payoff of becoming the largest party (EPL): namely, that

aggregation incentives increase with (1) the payoff to being the largest

party (the aggregation payoff) and (2) the probability that the largest

legislative will actually capture that payoff.7 Again, together these two

factors yield the expected payoff, or expected utility of being the largest

legislative party. The larger this expected utility, the stronger the

incentives to coordinate across districts, ceteris paribus. I discuss the

factors that affect the size and the probability of capturing the payoff in

detail in the next section. Let me conclude this section, however, with a

brief discussion of one other explanation for the degree aggregation

across and within democracies – the level of social heterogeneity.

7 Cox discusses some of these factors in his analysis of when district bipartism is

reproduced at the national level in both presidential and parliamentary systems (1997,

189–91).
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One branch of the literature might ascribe aggregation (or the lack

thereof) to preference heterogeneity across geographic regions. This

heterogeneity often arises from societal cleavages (e.g., ethnicity,

religion, class) and hinders aggregation, especially where cleavage

groups are geographically concentrated (Lipset and Rokkan 1967;

Riker 1982; Kim and Onh 1992; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994;

Amorim-Neto and Cox 1997; Cox 1999; Morelli 2001; and Brancati

2003). (In terms of Equation 3, we might think of high levels of social

heterogeneity as raising the costs of cross-district coordination.)

However, by themselves societal cleavages are neither necessary nor

sufficient to produce poor aggregation. Countries with similar cleavage

structures can have very different national party systems. For example,

Thailand and Venezuela have very similar levels of ethnic fractionali-

zation yet aggregation in Venezuela is much better than in Thailand (see

Table 1.1).8 Likewise, a country with fewer/less pronounced social

cleavages can have worse aggregation than a very divided country (e.g.,

Ecuador, with less heterogeneity than India, has worse aggregation). In

addition, since cleavage structures change very slowly they usually

cannot adequately account for intra-country variation in aggregation

over time. I argue that the influence of social cleavages on cross-district

coordination can be understood inmuch the sameway as their influence

on intra-district coordination. Namely, societal cleavages interact with

other (largely institutional) variables to shape the incentives and ability

of candidates to coordinate.9 I turn my attention now to these other

variables, beginning with the payoff for aggregation.

2.2.1 Aggregation Payoff: Concentration of Power and the

Prize of Government

Consistent with existing studies that explicitly consider the issue of

aggregation (Chhibber and Kollman 1998, 2004), I argue that the

degree of political and economic centralization can influence aggrega-

tion incentives. The logic of the argument is straightforward. If power is

concentrated at the center, a group wishing to wield that power has an

8 Thailand and Venezuela have a fractionalization score of .43 and .48, respectively, on
Fearon’s ethnic fractionalization measure (Fearon 2003).

9 Specifically, for a given level of social heterogeneity the expected utility of becoming

the largest party should be positively correlated with aggregation.
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incentive to induce candidates frommultiple districts to participate in a

larger organization to compete for that power (see Cox 1997). Aggre-

gation is positively related to economic and political concentration –

greater concentrations of power lead to stronger cross-district coordi-

nation incentives. However, existing studies focus solely on the distri-

bution of power and resources between the central government and

subnational units – what I term vertical centralization. Distinct from

these previous studies, I argue that vertical centralization is only one of

two important components of the centralization equation.10 Both

components need to be present to produce a maximal aggregation

payoff. Specifically, aggregation incentives are strongest when (a)

power is concentrated at the national level (vertical centralization) and

(b) power is concentrated within the national government (horizontal

centralization). If either component is absent, the incentives to form

large, nationwide parties will be diminished. In other words, this cen-

tralization equation is interactive in nature – any one component is not

enough by itself to produce a maximal aggregation payoff.

Vertical Centralization

Those who have previously studied aggregation find that the extent to

which power and control of resources is in the hands of the central versus

subnational governments to be a key variable that accounts for aggre-

gation (Chhibber and Kollman 1998, 2004; Samuels 1998). In Brazil,

where state governments are extremely powerful vis-�a-vis the national

government, aggregation is poor (Samuels1998). Chhibber andKollman

find that aggregation has varied along with changes in the national

government’s share of total spending in their four country cases (1998,

2004).11 Where power is concentrated at the national level, voters tend

to privilege national issues and vote for national parties. In contrast,

where subnational governments control substantial resources, voters

tend to vote for regional or subnational parties. Chhibber and Kollman

focus on voters’ incentives and behavior; however, it is not difficult to

imagine a companion story that focuses on the incentives of candidates

and nascent party leaders. Where power is concentrated at the national

10 Another difference between Chhibber and Kollman’s work and this study is that I
focus on the incentives and behavior of candidates and party leaders while Chhibber

and Kollman focus on the incentives and the behavior of voters.
11 These are the United States, India, Canada, and the United Kingdom.

34 Building Party Systems in Developing Democracies



level, these actors have an incentive to coordinate across districts

nationally in a bid to capture that prize. By contrast, where subnational

governments control substantial resources, candidates and party leaders

may focus their attention on winning these prizes and eschew cross-

district coordination on a national scale.12Ultimately, however, vertical

centralization is not sufficient to produce strong aggregation incentives.

The other component of the centralization equation is also important.

Horizontal Centralization

Aggregation incentives are greatest where political power is concen-

trated not only vertically but horizontally (within the national govern-

ment) as well. To assess the degree to which power is horizontally

centralized, we want to consider the extent to which the largest legisla-

tive party controls all the reins of government.Where power and control

of resources are concentrated horizontally, a party that successfully

coordinates can expect to face relatively few checks on its exercise of

national power.However, where power is dispersed at the national level,

the largest legislative party may still find it is unable to fully control or

direct the resources of government. The greater is the degree of hori-

zontal centralization, the stronger are the incentives for actors to coor-

dinate across districts to try to win control of government.

A variety of factors affect the degree to which power is horizontally

centralized. Here I focus on three: (a) the separation of power – specif-

ically the presence of a second legislative chamber; (b) the degree of party

cohesion; and (c) the existence of reserve domains.Note that the number

of parties or partisan veto players is missing from this list. At first blush

thismay seem an oversight – the addition of another partisan veto player

other than the largest party would certainly represent a potential check

on that party’s authority.However, the distinctionbetweenpartisan veto

players and veto gates is crucial in this context. Veto gates are the points

in the policy process where approval must be granted in order to change

the status quo (cf. Tsebelis’s institutional veto points – Tsebelis 1995).

Veto players are those actors, single or collective, who sit at each veto

gate. I assume that, for most elections, candidates, party leaders, and

voters treat the number of veto gates at the national level as exogenous.

12 With reference to the model, a high degree of vertical decentralization raises the

expected utility of remaining a small, subnational party, ceteris paribus.
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Ultimately we know that institutions are at least partially endogenous to

the configurations of power at their inception but most elections do not

occur during founding institutional moments and so it seems reasonable

to assume that actors generally take the formal, institutional distribution

of veto authority as given. The same assumption cannot be made about

the number of partisan veto players. The number of partisan veto players

is partially endogenous to aggregation. Control of government by a

single elected veto player (e.g., amajority party) is itself likely evidence of

successful cross-district coordination. Likewise, multiple partisan veto

players (as in coalition governments)may reflect poor aggregation across

districts.13 It is inaccurate, therefore, to treat the number of veto players

as an exogenous explanatory variable.

Separation of Power – Bicameralism

Where there is a separation of power and authority at the national level

(e.g., where power is spread amongmultiple veto gates), there is always a

risk that the largest legislative party will have to share control of gov-

ernmentwith other actors. Given this risk, aggregation incentives should

be negatively correlated with the number of veto gates within the

national government, ceteris paribus. The diffusion of power can arise

from a variety of institutional sources, including the division of the leg-

islature into two chambers. Where there is an upper chamber with veto

authority, the party with a lower chamber majority may still not control

all the points of power. The upper chamber is most likely to represent a

check on the largest party in the lower chamber where district bound-

aries for the lower and upper chamber are not the same,where upper and

lower chamber elections are not concurrent, and where upper chamber

support is required to pass new legislation.14

Diffusion of power may also result from the separation of executive

and legislative power as occurs in presidential systems. However, the

effects of presidentialism are conditional on the proximity of presidential

and legislative elections, which is discussed later in more detail.15

13 It may also reflect a permissive electoral system.
14 For more on bicameralism and its effects, see Diermeier and Myerson (1999); Heller

(2001); Druckman and Thies (2002); Rogers (2003); Tsebelis andMoney (1997); and
an excellent review by Cutrone and McCarty (n.d).

15 The rules that govern interactions between different veto gates and veto players (e.g.,

agenda-setting powers, reversion points, veto powers) can also shape the degree of
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Party Cohesion

Party cohesion can also affect the degree of power concentration within

the national government. Where parties are not cohesive (e.g., when

parties are factionalized), the payoff to being the largest party in gov-

ernment is reduced. When the party is cohesive, it is, in effect, a hier-

archical and unitary actor. Party leaders can be reasonably confident of

the support and cooperation from the party’s othermembers.However,

when the party is more like a coalition of factions (Laver and Schofield

1990) than a cohesive political hierarchy, it ceases to be a unitary actor,

and each party faction becomes a potential veto player. Thus even if the

party controls all the reins of government, the power (and payoff)

associated with control of government will have to be shared between

various subparty factions. The head of a majority party might still find

his or her power checked by rival internal party factions. All else equal

then, party factionalism should discourage attempts at aggregation by

would-be party leaders/chief executives.

I am assuming here that party cohesion is exogenous to aggregation.

For example, party factionalism has been linked to the nature of the

electoral system, specifically the presence of intra-party competition

(Katz 1986; Shugart andCarey1992; Lijphart1994; Reed1994; Hicken

2002). Rules that govern party leaders’ ability to control backbenchers

(and are exogenous to the parties themselves) such as rules about party

switching or campaign finance regulations can also affect party cohesion.

In short, to the extent that such systemic factors exist, it seems reasonable

to expect that actors will treat party factionalism as exogenous – at least

in the short term. However, I acknowledge that factionalism may be at

least partially endogenous to aggregation. Stronger incentives to coor-

dinate across districtsmay induce smaller groups/parties to ally under the

horizontal centralization and hence aggregation incentives, particularly the power of
the chief executive relative to other actors at the national level. I do not explore the

role presidential power plays in shaping aggregation incentives in this book for both

theoretical and practical reasons. First, I expect that the effect of presidential powers
is secondary to the influence presidentialism exerts through the timing of elections

and the number of presidential candidates. Second, reliable comparable data on

presidential powers are difficult to come by, though efforts are underway to try to

collect such data by a number of scholars (e.g., Tsebelis and Aleman 2005; Tsebelis
and Rizova 2007). As data become available, it is worth looking more closely the role

presidential power plays in shaping aggregation incentives. See Hicken and Stoll

(2006) for some initial work along these lines.
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banner of a larger party. The net effect of thismay be an increase in intra-

party factionalism. I attempt to control for this potential endogeneity in

the large-N tests inChapter 3 by using the features of the electoral system

as my proxy for party cohesion rather than a more direct measure.

Reserve Domains

Finally, in transitioning democracies, it is useful to keep in mind the

possible effects of reserve domains – institutional or policy domains

controlled by actors who are not directly accountable to elected officials

(Valenzuela 1992). These might include appointed legislative seats (or

chambers)16 as well as cabinet positions or policy areas that are widely

considered off limits to elected officials (e.g., control over military

appointments and budgets). For example, in Thailand an appointed

Senate was traditionally stacked with representatives of Thailand’s

military and bureaucracy – conservative forces often at odds with

Thailand’s elected representatives. The appointed Senate was not

replacedwith an elected bodyuntil1997. In newly democratic Indonesia,

large portions of themilitary’s operations and budget are still considered,

by custom and necessity, off limits to the country’s elected leaders.

Pinochet’s 1980 Chilean constitution famously provided for nine non-

elected senators (out of a total of26) including eventually Senator-for-life

Pinochet. It also denied the president the power to remove the com-

mander in chief of the armed forces and chief of police. Though Pinochet

lost a plebiscite and stepped down as president in 1988, these provisions

remained in place until 2005. In short, by guaranteeing that even

majority parties will face checks on their authority, the existence of

reserve domains effectively reduces the payoff to being the largest party

in government, and hence undermines aggregation incentives.

Reserve domains operate in concert with party cohesion and

bicameralism to shape the size of the aggregation payoff. This payoff

should be highest where party cohesion is high, reserve domains are

absent, and the legislature is unicameral. The aggregation payoff

should be smallest where reserve domains exist along side a bicameral

legislature populated by factionalized political parties.

It is possible to imagine a counterargument to the theory as I have

described it thus far – one that turns my hypothesis about the link

16 Conditional, of course, on the specific appointment and removal procedures.

38 Building Party Systems in Developing Democracies



between horizontal centralization and aggregation on its head. Rather

than horizontal decentralization serving as a deterrent to coordination

attempts, one might argue that horizontal decentralization should spur

greater aggregation as parties endeavor to capture all of the relevant

veto gates and obtain enough power to eliminate any lingering reserve

domains. Even though this alternative hypothesis still does not address

the issue of party cohesion, it would serve as falsifying evidence for this

portion of the theory should I find that horizontal decentralization is

associated with better rather than worse aggregation.

To summarize, I argue a chain of variables together determine the

payoff to being the largest party in the legislature – the larger the payoff,

the stronger the aggregation incentives. This payoff is greatest where the

national government dominates subnational units (vertical centraliza-

tion) and where power is concentrated within the national government

(horizontal centralization). If there is a high degree of decentralization on

either dimension, then the payoff to being the largest party in government

is sharply reduced. For example, even if the largest national party could

rule unchecked at the national level, national office would not be worth

organizing for if the power and resources were really controlled by sub-

national units. Likewise, a national government with great power means

little if other actors regularly block the largest party from exercising that

power.

2.2.2 Probability of Capturing the Payoff

Even though a sufficiently large payoff is necessary to induce aggrega-

tion, it is not sufficient. There must also be a reasonable probability that

the largest party will be able to capture that prize. Of chief concern is

whether or not the largest legislative party is also able to win control of

the executive office (Cox 1997). If the largest legislative party has no

chance of capturing the reins of government, then evena potentially large

payoff will not be enough to induce national coordination. In contrast,

where the largest legislative party also captures executive power with a

high degree of probability, the expected utility of coordinating to form a

large party will be greater.

The relationship between legislative and executive power varies

greatly from country to country, but the most fundamental distinction

is between presidential and parliamentary regimes. In this section, I
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discuss the way in which the probability of capturing executive office

operates in each.

Presidential Systems

In presidential systems, the probability that the largest legislative party

will also win control of the chief executive office is a function of three

variables: (a) whether or not presidential and legislative elections are

held concurrently; (b) whether or not voters cast a single, fused vote for

the executive and legislature;17 and (c) the number of viable presidential

candidates.18 Because fused votes are relatively rare, I will focus on the

remaining two variables.19

Where presidential and legislative elections are concurrent, the elec-

toral stakes aremagnified, and it is likely that the same parties will be the

frontrunner in both presidential and legislative contests (Shugart 1995).

In effect, when elections are concurrent, the presidential contest casts a

shadow over legislative contests in the eyes of both voters and candidates

(Shugart 1995; Cox 1997). The issues and parties that are in contention

in the nationwide presidential race tend to migrate down the ballot and

influence voter choices for legislative elections. In effect, voters use the

presidential campaign as an information shortcut to help guide their

choice of legislative candidates (Samuels 2003; Golder 2006). Candi-

dates, for their part, recognize that voters will rely on the presidential

contest as a cue in concurrent elections, and so face strong incentives to

try to coordinate their campaigns with one of the front-running presi-

dential candidates. There are also economies of scale to be had from such

coordination (Samuels 2002; Golder 2006). Presidential campaigns

typically involve strong, national campaign organizations and command

the bulk of media and donor attention. By coordinating their campaign

17 Under a fused vote, voters cast a single vote in the legislative contest, which is also
counted as a vote for that party’s presidential candidate. When fused votes occur, the

probability that the largest party will capture both the legislature and the executive is

virtually 100 percent. See Jones (2000) for more information on the fused vote.
18 See Cox (1997, 190). My list differs from Cox’s in one respect. He uses the “strength

of the presidential election procedure” as his third variable; I instead use the number

of viable presidential candidates.
19 For work on the link between presidential elections and fewer legislative parties, see

Shugart and Carey (1992), Jones (1994, 1999), Shugart (1995), Cox (1997),Mozzaffar,

Scarritt, and Galaich (2003), Hicken (2005), and Golder (2006). For an opposing

view see Filippov, Ordeshook, and Shvetsova (1999) and Coppedge (2002).
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with the campaign of a leading presidential candidate (usually from the

same party), legislative candidates expect to enhance their own electoral

fortunes.

This rallying around the leading presidential contender occurs

both within districts, leading to a smaller effective number of candi-

dates/parties in each districts, and across districts, leading to better

aggregation and fewer national political parties. In short, the more

proximate the presidential and legislative elections are, the stronger

the aggregation incentives will be, and the higher the probability

that the largest legislative party will also be the party of the president.

However, the effect of concurrent elections is conditional on the

number of viable presidential candidates. Where the presidential elec-

toral system regularly produces two strong presidential contenders,

candidates for the legislature are better able to distinguish between

front-running and trailing candidates and thus able to aggregate stra-

tegically. The number of viable presidential candidates, then, is key to

understanding aggregation incentives. Concurrent elections have their

strongest effect when there are two clear frontrunners for the presi-

dency. If distinguishing the frontrunners is difficult, then the probability

that the largest legislative party will also capture the presidency is

greatly reduced, and so are the incentives to coordinate across districts.

This is true even when presidential and legislative elections are con-

current. A handful of recent studies find that a large number of presi-

dential candidates can completely undermine the effect of concurrent

elections on the number of parties (Amorim-Neto and Cox 1997;

Chhibber and Kollman 2004; Golder 2006).

What types of factors affect the number of viable presidential

candidates? The degree of social heterogeneity is one important factor –

greater ethnic fractionalization, for example, puts upward pressure on

the effective number of presidential candidates.20 However, just as the

social structure and electoral institutions interact to determine the

number of parties at the district level, so to do these variables interact to

shape the number of presidential candidates. Social heterogeneity only

increases the effective number of candidates when combined with a

permissive presidential electoral formula (Golder 2006). “Strong”

20 The effective number of presidential candidates is calculated by dividing 1 by the sum

of each candidate’s squared vote share: 1/Rvi
2.
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formulas such as the plurality rule generally produce fewer viable

candidates than more permissive arrangements (e.g., majority runoff),

even in the face of social heterogeneity. Indeed, several scholars have

found thatmore restrictive electoral rules produce fewer candidates than

more permissive rules (Cox 1997; Jones 1997; Jones 1999; Jones 2004;

Golder 2006). In short, consistent with Duverger’s law, restrictive rules

push the number of presidential candidates toward two, even where

there is a high degree of social heterogeneity (Golder 2006).21

A second, but oft overlooked factor that helps shape the number of

presidential candidates is the rule governing presidential reelection.

Systems with term limits, particularly those that ban any reelection,

should be associated with a higher number of viable presidential

candidates compared to those that do not limit reelection (Jones

1999). Why would limits on reelection be associated with more viable

presidential candidates? Assuming that presidential office has some

value and that there is open contestation for the office, there will

always be multiple possible presidential hopefuls. Yet often it is the

case that all but two of those hopefuls drop out of the contest along the

way, or never enter the race in the first place. Why? One factor, as

discussed previously, is certainly the restrictiveness of the electoral

formula. But another key factor that whittles down the field of can-

didates is the presence of an incumbent. In all democracies, the pres-

ence of an incumbent significantly raises the entry barrier for potential

challengers. Incumbents generally have better name recognition than

challengers and are able to bring the power, resources, and networks

associated with political office to bear on the campaign. In addition,

presidents (and presidential contenders) who are eligible for reelection

have strong incentives to invest in building and maintaining an

effective party organization and base of support – assets that can be

mobilized for future presidential contests.22 The net effect of incum-

bency is to encourage an incumbent’s opponents to coordinate in

21 Evidence about the direct effect of social heterogeneity on the effective number of

presidential candidates is mixed (see, for example, Jones 1997; Jones 2004).
22 Note that candidates facing a single term limit might still have reasons to party-build

if the reelection ban applies only to consecutive reelection. The prospect of a future
run for office can be enough to induce lame-duck incumbents to take a longer-term

view. Lame-duck presidents may also have an incentive to party-build if their future

career prospects are tied to the party.
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support of a single standard-bearer for the opposition in order to

maximize their prospects at the ballot box.23

The lack of an incumbent, either by rule or the incumbent’s choice,

can dramatically reduce the entry barriers for presidential hopefuls.24

Why, though, would not a strong electoral formula eventually push

the effective number of presidential candidates down to 2, even if there

are multiple candidates to begin with? Indeed, that is what we would

expect given Duverger’s law and Cox’s M þ 1 rule. In single-seat

plurality contests, all but the two frontrunners should eventually

withdraw from the race (strategic entry). Where trailing candidates

fail to withdraw, voters should respond by voting strategically for

their most preferred of the two frontrunners (strategic voting). The

end result of this strategic behavior is an effective number of presi-

dential candidates near 2.

However, recall that in order forDuverger’s law and theMþ 1 rule to

work as predicted, certain assumptions must be met. One of these is that

voters, candidates, donors, and the like must be able to clearly identify

the two front-running candidates.25 Where they cannot do so, the

coordination on two candidates breaks down. Returning to the issue of

incumbency, I argue thatwithout an incumbent in the race itwill bemore

difficult to identify the two frontrunners, ceteris paribus. Imagine, for

example, a presidential contest in which there is one clear frontrunner

among all challengers. Where there is an incumbent in the race, identi-

fying the two frontrunners is relatively simple. If, however, there is not an

incumbent, actors have good information about one of the frontrunners,

butmay have difficulty determiningwhich of the remaining candidates is

the other frontrunner. A more concrete example is the case of the 1992

Philippine presidential election, whichwill be discussed inmore detail in

Chapter 6. Due to a new prohibition on presidential reelection, the 1992

contest had no incumbent. Numerous challengers entered the race, but

unlike previous elections in the months, weeks, and days before the poll

no clear frontrunners ever emerged. The eventual winner, Fidel Ramos,

was victorious with only 23.6 percent of the vote. Only nine percentage

23 The strength of the incumbent will also influence the opposition’s incentives to

coordinate on a single candidate.
24 Exactly how low that barrier is will depend in part on whether a clear, designated

successor exists that can inherit many of the advantages of incumbency.
25 See Chapter 4 for a discussion of each the assumptions.
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points separated Ramos from the fourth place finisher. Less than two

percentage points separated the second- and third-place candidates.

These final results reflected the fact that voters, candidates, party leaders,

and donors all had a difficult time distinguishing the frontrunners from

the also-rans – a task made much more difficult without the presence of

an incumbent in the race.

In summary, the lack of an incumbent lowers the barriers to entry for

presidential contenders and undermines the incentives of presidents to

invest in party building. The result should be an increase in the number

of viable presidential candidates over elections where incumbents are

present.

To conclude, the probability of capturing the prize of government

in presidential systems depends jointly on the proximity of legislative

and presidential elections and the effective number of presidential

candidates. The more proximate the presidential and legislative con-

tests are, the stronger the aggregation incentives will be. However, as

the effective number of presidential candidates rises, the relationship

between proximity and aggregation weakens. Aggregation incentives

are strongest when presidential and legislative elections are concur-

rent and there are a small number of presidential candidates. The

number of presidential candidates in turn is a function of social het-

erogeneity, the electoral formula, and the presence or lack of an

incumbent.

Parliamentary Systems

In pure parliamentary systems, the executive and legislative elections are

always concurrent, and the vote is always fused. As a result, the prob-

ability of capturing the aggregation payoff rests on the strength of the

prime ministerial selection method. A strong method of selection is one

in which the rules or norms of parliament are such that the leader of the

largest party always has the first opportunity to form a government. If

this is the case, and the leader usually succeeds, then the system looks like

a plurality election – the leader of the party with the most support

becomes the head of the government (Cox 1997). If, on the other hand,

actors other than the leader of the largest party often formor get a chance

to form the government, then there are weaker incentives to try to

become the largest party. As a political entrepreneur with an eye on the

premiership, the actor’s willingness to go to the costly effort of
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attempting to organize a large party will be less if success will not

guarantee the premiership. As a candidate or faction leader, uncertainty

about whether a successful cross-district coordination effort will bring

with it the rewards of government is a strong disincentive. In short,

where there is a low probability that the leader of the largest party will

capture the aggregation payoff, aggregation incentives are weak, and

aggregation should be poor.

To summarize, aggregation incentives are a function of the payoff

to being the largest party at the national level and the probability

that the largest party will receive that payoff. Both are necessary to

produce maximum aggregation incentives. A low probability can

undermine cross-district coordination incentives, even if the potential

payoff is large. Likewise, a guarantee that the largest legislative party

will capture the reins of government will not produce strong aggre-

gation incentives if being in power at the national level is not worth

very much.

2.3 conclusion

In this chapter I have presented a theory of aggregation incentives. A

concentration of power within at the national-level of government may

indeed be an important determinant of aggregation incentives, but I

argue that by itself vertical centralization is not enough to produce

aggregation. Two other variables play key roles. First, the degree of

horizontal centralization – the degree to which power is concentrated

within the national government – influences the incentives to aggregate

across districts. Horizontal centralization interacts with vertical cen-

tralization to determine the payoff to being the largest legislative party. I

argued that the presence of bicameralism, party factionalism, and reserve

domains increase horizontal decentralization and so decrease the size of

the aggregation payoff.

Second, the probability that the largest party will actually be able to

capture the aggregation payoff also shapes coordination incentives.

Where that probability is low, aggregation incentives will be weaker. In

parliamentary systems, the probability of capturing that prize is a

function of who typically becomes prime minister. In presidential sys-

tems, the effective number of presidential candidates and the proximity
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of legislative and presidential candidates shape the probability that the

largest legislative party will also control the presidency.

In the next chapter, I use this theory to derive a series of testable

hypotheses. I then discuss various strategies for operationalizing my

dependent and explanatory variables and testmy hypotheses on a large-

N dataset. In Chapters 4–6 I draw on the theory to explain the dynamics

of party system development and aggregation in Thailand and the

Philippines.
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3

Testing the Theory

3.1 introduction

In Chapter 2 I developed a theory of aggregation incentives that stressed

the interaction of the size of the aggregation payoff (itself a product of

vertical and horizontal centralization) with the probability of capturing

that prize. In this chapter, I turn to the task of testing someof the theory’s

hypotheses using a dataset of 280 elections in 46 countries. InChapters 5

and 6, I conduct further tests of the theory using data from Thailand and

the Philippines. The chapter proceeds as follows. In the next section, I

discuss the operationalization and measurement of the dependent vari-

able – party system aggregation. I then devote a section each examining

the payoff to aggregation, the probability of capturing the payoff

in parliamentary systems, the probability in presidential systems, and

finally the effect of social heterogeneity on aggregation. In each of these

sections, I derive a set of hypotheses from the theory outlined in Chapter

2, discuss my strategy for operationalizing the various explanatory

(and control) variables of interest, describe the dataset used to test the

hypotheses, and finally present the results of those tests. The final section

concludes.

3.2 the dependent variable: aggregation
as inflation

As discussed in Chapter 1, the national party system is the product of

two types of coordination – intra-district coordination and aggrega-

tion. Simply using the effective number of electoral parties in legislative
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elections is insufficient. The effective number of parties contains

information about both the district-level party systems and the extent

of coordination or aggregation across districts. To test the effect of

various factors on aggregation, we need a way to separate the district

and aggregation effects. One way to do this is to calculate the difference

between the effective number of electoral parties nationally (ENPnat)

and the average effective number of parties in each district (ENPavg)

and to use this as a measure of the extent of aggregation from the local

to national party system (see Chhibber and Kollman 1998). The larger

the difference is, the poorer the aggregation.

D ¼ ENPnat � ENPavg ð1Þ

Cox uses this difference measure to calculate how much larger the

national party system is than the average district-level party system

in percentage terms. This measure, which he dubs the party system

inflation measure (I) is computed by dividing the difference between

ENPnat and ENPavg (D) by ENPnat and multiplying by 100 (Cox 1999,

17).1 Larger inflation scores correspond to poorer aggregation.

I ¼ ½ðENPnat � ENPavgÞ=ENPnat� � 100 ð2Þ

The interpretation of this measure is straightforward. If I is 10, this

suggests that only 10% of the size of the national party system can be

attributed to different parties garnering votes in different parts of the

country (poor aggregation), with the other 90% due to the average

number of parties at the district level (ibid.). In short, aggregation is very

good – the same parties are generally the frontrunners in most districts

nationwide. On the other hand, if the inflation score is 60, we know that

poor aggregation deservesmost of the credit for producing a large number

of parties nationally, while intra-district coordination can only account

for 40%of the national party system’s size. I use the inflation score as my

aggregation measure throughout this chapter and the remainder of

the book. Once again, higher inflation scores represent worse levels of

aggregation (or the more severe the cross-district coordination failures).

To create the inflation measure, I collected district and national level

election returns and calculated ENPnat and ENPavg for 280 elections in 46

1 Cox multiplies this by one hundred to convert the decimal into a percentage.

48 Building Party Systems in Developing Democracies



countries. Over half of these countries (25) are developing democracies. I

included only those elections where a country was minimally democratic

(defined as a having a Polity2 score above 0).2 These election return data

were culled from various sources including Caramani (2000), Matt

Golder’s Democratic Electoral Systems Around theWorld dataset,3 Scott

Morgenstern’s District-Level Electoral Dataset,4 and the author’s own

work on elections in Southeast Asia (Hicken 2002).5 Calculating both

kinds of ENP can be complicated, particularly where party alliances are

common, election results include large “other” categories, or there are

large numbers of independent candidates. Fortunately, the percentage of

votes cast for parties in the “other” category, or for independents is

generally small, rarely more than 5% of total votes cast. Where I had

information about the number of parties in the “other” category, or the

number of independents I used this information to create an “average”

score for all other parties/independents by dividing the total vote share for

“others”/independents by the number of parties/candidates in that cate-

gory.6Where I lacked this information, I was forced to treat “others” and

independents as if they were single parties.7 In the case of party alliances,

to calculate both ENPavg and ENPnat, I used as my basic unit of analysis

the entity for which voters actually cast their vote on election day. This

means that the alliance is counted as a single party if the alliance by itself

appearson theballot and that iswhat voters vote for. If, on theother hand,

partiesmay enter into an electoral alliance but individual party names still

appear on the ballot separately, I count the votes for each individual party

in the alliance.

Table 3.1 presents the average inflation scores for the 46 countries I

use to test the theory. Since many of my key independent variables

2 The Polity2 score is a combination of the autocratic and democratic variables in the

Polity IV dataset (Marshall and Jaggers 2002).
3 http://homepages.nyu.edu/%7Emrg217/elections.html. See also Golder (2005).
4 http://www.duke.edu/�smorgens/componentsdata.html
5 Special thanks also to Gary Cox and Ken Kollman for sharing their district-level data

with me.
6 For example, (Vote share for “others”) / (# of parties in the “other” category).
7 The actual difference in the ENP score using the two methods is actually quite small as

long as the percentage of “others” or independents is not large (which is almost always

the case for the set of elections used here). For example, in the 1983 Thai election
independent candidates received 7.4% of the vote. If we divide that percentage by the

number of independents (in effect treating each as a party of one), then ENPnat is 5.9. If

we, instead, count all independents together as a single “party,” then ENPnat is 5.7.
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table 3.1. Average Inflation Scores

Country Inflation

Costa Rica .00

Cyprus .00

Honduras .02

Austria .02
Chile .04

Denmark .04

Sweden .04
Jamaica .04

Dominican Republic .05

Greece .05

Norway .05
Ireland .05

Iceland .05

Netherlands .06

Mexico .07
Colombia .07

Mauritius .07

Venezuela .08

New Zealand .08
United States .10

Italy .10

Japan .10
Taiwan .12

Portugal .12

Botswana .13

Poland .14
Spain .15

United Kingdom .15

Argentina .16

Trinidad .17
Zambia .17

Australia .17

Kenya .18
Finland .19

Canada .20

Germany .21

South Korea .28
France .29

Brazil .29

Philippines .32

Malawi .32
Switzerland .38

India .47

Belgium .48
Thailand .50

Ecuador .55
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range from 0 to 1, I convert the inflation score to a variable that also

ranges from 0 and 1.8 This eases the interpretation of the results. Scores

range from a low of .00 in Costa Rica to a high of .55 in Ecuador.

3.3 the aggregation payoff (size of the prize)

Chapter 2 discussed a variety of factors that I argue should affect

aggregation incentives. These can be broken down into two categories –

those that affect the size of the payoff for being the largest legislative

party and those that affect the probability that the largest party will

capture that payoff. Starting with the payoff, I argued that the size of

the prize is a function of both the degree of vertical centralization in the

polity as well as the degree of horizontal centralization.

Vertical Centralization

If Chhibber andKollman (2004) are correct, themore power and control

of resources are devolved to subnational actors, the worse aggregation

will be. This is summarized in the following hypothesis. (In all of the

hypotheses that follow, I state the relationships in terms of the inflation

score. Recall that higher inflation scores equate to poorer aggregation.)

Vertical Centralization Hypothesis: The degree of vertical centrali-

zation is negatively related to inflation.

To estimate the effects of vertical centralization I use two newly

developed measures of fiscal decentralization created by the World

Bank (World Bank n.d.). Subrevgdpmeasures subnational government

revenues as a share of GDP, while subexpengdp does the same with

subnational expenditures. The results are generally robust to the use of

either measure so for the sake of consistency I report only the revenues

measure in the following models, noting the few instances where the

choice of one or the other makes a substantive difference.9

8 This is done by simply taking the percentage difference in size between
the national and local party system, without multiplying the result by 100:

I ¼ (ENPnat � ENPavg)/ENPnat.
9 The World Bank also reports subnational revenues and spending as a percentage of

total governmental spending, but I prefer the percent of GDP figures because they
simultaneously capture the degree of fiscal (de)centralization along with the relative

importance of government spending vis-�a-vis the economy as whole. However, the

results are not dependent on which measure I use.
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Horizontal Centralization

In addition to vertical centralization the degree to which power is

concentrated within the national government (horizontal centraliza-

tion) also affects aggregation incentives. Specifically, I argued that in

the presence of bicameralism, reserve domains, and party factionalism

aggregation incentives should be weaker. Together these variables

shape the degree of horizontal centralization. I also discussed a coun-

terargument that links horizontal decentralization to increased aggre-

gation. To summarize:

Bicameral Hypothesis: Inflation will be higher in bicameral systems,

relative to unicameral systems

Reserve Domain Hypothesis: Where reserve domains exist inflation

will be higher.

Party Factionalism Hypothesis: The degree of party factionalism is

positively related to inflation.

Horizontal Centralization Hypothesis: The degree of horizontal

centralization is negatively related to inflation.

Alternative Hypothesis: The degree of horizontal centralization is

positively related to inflation.

In an effort to capture the extent of horizontal centralization, I use

several different measures created using data from the Database of

Political Institutions (DPI) (Beck et al. 2001) and Matt Golder‘s Demo-

cratic Electoral Systems Around theWorld dataset (Golder 2005).10 For

bicameralism, I created a variable called Senate that equals 1 if there is an

upper chamber in the legislature; 0 otherwise.11 As a proxy for the

presenceof reservedomains, I use ameasureof themilitary’s involvement

10 http://homepages.nyu.edu/%7Emrg217/elections.html. See also Golder (2005).
11 As an alternative, I also used Henisz’s measure of “an effective second legislative

chamber” (L2), which takes on a value of 1 if the second chamber that is elected

under a distinct electoral system has a substantial (i.e., not merely delaying) role in

fiscal policymaking (2000). I prefer my simpler measure of bicameralism for two
reasons. First, we know that upper chambers can affect policy even when they lack

formal veto authority (as the Thai case will demonstrate in Chapters 4 and 5). Second,

the Henisz measure excludes some important legislative powers that might constitute

a check on executive authority (e.g., appointment and confirmation authority). Using
L2 rather than Senate yields similar results, though L2 is always weaker than Senate
and often falls below traditional levels of significance. Other variables in the models

are substantively unaffected by the substitution of L2.
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in politics.Military5 equals 1 if the chief executive has been amember of

the military in the last 5 years. The results are robust to expanding the

time frame from 5 to 10 years. These data come from the DPI.

As a strategy for operationalizing the degree of party cohesion/

factionalism, I rely on the coding scheme developed byCarey and Shugart

(1995) as adapted and extended by Wallack et al. (2003). This scheme is

designed to capture differences in the incentives to cultivate a personal

vote (versus a party vote) across different electoral systems. A large

number of scholars have argued that strong incentives to cultivate a

personal vote undermine party cohesion and promote party factionalism

(e.g., Katz 1986; Shugart and Carey 1992; Reed 1994; Lijphart 1994;

Hicken 2002, 2007). The personal vote undermines party cohesion and

promotes factionalism in at least threeways (Reed 1994). First, because in

personal vote systems candidates typically do not owe their election to the

party, they have less reason to be loyal to it once elected. Second, the

independent campaign organization needed to win in candidate-centered

elections gives politicians the means to stray from the party line without

fear of major repercussions or leave the party all together. Third, in

building an independent campaign base, candidates incur debts, make

compromises, and develop loyalties to constituencies that may be dif-

ferent from other candidates from within the same party (ibid.).

Carey and Shugart suggest three variables that they argue shape the

extent to which candidates running for office have an incentive to culti-

vate a personal vote. Each of the three variables, Ballot, Pool, and Vote,

are coded as 0, 1, or 2, where higher values denote greater incentives to

cultivate a personal vote.12Using theCarey and Shugart coding scheme as

a template Wallack et al. (2003) collect data on incentives to cultivate a

personal vote for 158 countries for the years 1978–2001.13 They average

acrossBallot, Pool, andVote to create a variable called parindex, which I

use here as a proxy for party cohesion. Parindex ranges from 0 to 2with

higher values being associated with stronger incentives to cultivate a

12 Ballot measures “the degree of control party leaders exercise over access to their

party’s label, and control over ballot rank in electoral list systems.” Pool captures
whether votes for one candidate affect the number of seats won in that district by the

party as a whole. Vote codes the nature of voters’ choice (for a party, candidate, or
multiple candidates). (Carey and Shugart 1995, 418–21).

13 Wallack et al. and Carey and Shugart differ in their treatment of single member

district systems. See Wallack et al. (2002, 7) for more details.
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personal vote (and greater tendencies toward party factionalism).

Parindex is admittedly a very crude and indirect proxy for party

factionalism/cohesion. However, it has the major advantage of being

free of the endogeneity concerns that would accompany a more direct

measure of party cohesion. Still, as I discuss later, parindex may ulti-

mately be too crude a proxy to be useful.

Control Variables

I include a number of control variables to account for competing

hypotheses. Most important is a control for social heterogeneity. We

know that social heterogeneity interacts with electoral rules to shape

coordination within electoral districts (Cox 1997), and it is reasonable

to expect that the same will be true across districts. The independent

effect of social heterogeneity on aggregation should be straightfor-

wardly negative – higher levels of social heterogeneity (especially where

groups are geographically concentrated) should hinder attempts to

aggregate across districts. In terms of inflation, social heterogeneity

should be associated with higher inflation scores. However, heteroge-

neity should also modify the effect of the institutional variables on

inflation. Specifically, high levels of social heterogeneity should reduce

the positive effect of centralization on aggregation. Likewise, for any

given level of social heterogeneity, a greater centralization of authority

should yield better aggregation.

As my proxy for social heterogeneity I use ef – a measure of ethnic

fractionalization within a country. Clearly ethnic differences are only a

single dimension of overall social heterogeneity, and ethnic fraction-

alization is not a perfect measure of ethnic heterogeneity. Ideally we

might also want information about the polarization of ethnic groups,

their geographic concentration or dispersion, and the extent to which

cleavages are crosscutting or reinforcing.14 Despite these weaknesses,

ethnic fractionalization is a common proxy for social heterogeneity in

the existing literature, and for this reason I choose to use it here. My

measure of ethnic fractionalization comes from Fearon (2003) and is

calculated as 1� Rgi
2where gi is the percentage of the population of the

ith ethnic group. The ef data are available for 160 countries and

14 See Selway (n.d.) for a review of different ways of thinking about social heterogeneity.
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represent an improvement on the more common but frequently criti-

cized index of ethno-linguistic fractionalization (EFL) (Posner 2004).

In addition to social heterogeneity, I also control for the age of the

largest government party. One alternative explanation for the degree of

aggregation is that it is simply a function of the age or institutionali-

zation of the party system. In early elections, newly formed parties have

not yet established the reputation or organizational capacity necessary

to effectively run a national campaign. As time passes, some parties

begin to build a reputation and capacity, whereas other, weaker con-

tenders drop out of electoral politics or merge with other parties. Thus

we might expect aggregation to improve along with the age and insti-

tutionalization of the party system. The older and more institutional-

ized the political parties, the better the aggregation.15 Log_govage is

designed to account for this alternative explanation. Log_govage is the

logged age of the largest party in the government coalition. The vari-

able is logged since I expect the marginal effect of a unit increase in a

party’s age on aggregation to decrease as the party grows older. In other

words, a move from 5 to 10 years might be expected to have a bigger

marginal effect than an increase from 50 to 55 years. The information

for this variable comes from theDPI (Beck et al. 2001). (As a robustness

check, I also control for whether a country was an advanced, industrial

democracy, or a developing democracy, using a dummy variable for

whether or not a country was a member of the OECD in 1990. The

substantive findings are robust to the inclusion of this control.)

As a final control variable, I include information on the number of

electoral districts across which candidates and parties must coordinate.

The intuition behind this variable is that coordination/aggregation is

more difficult as the number of districts increases. Log_districts is the

log of the number of electoral districts in the lowest electoral tier for the

lower house of the legislature. The variable is logged to reflect the

expectation of a decreasing marginal effect of a unit increase in district

as the number of districts increases.

As discussed earlier, the dataset I use to test these hypotheses includes

information on 280 democratic legislative elections in 46 countries

covering the period 1970 to 2002. These are countries for which both

15 On party system institutionalization, see Mainwaring and Scully (1995) and Main-

waring (1999).
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district level and national level election data were available.16 Each

country case contains nearly six elections on average, ranging from a low

table 3.2. Summary Statistics

Summary Statistics (Cross-Sectional Dataset)

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

inflation 46 .16 .14 0 .55
senate 46 .60 .49 0 1
subrevgdp 36 6.28 6.11 .21 21.22
military5 46 .15 .29 0 1
parindex 44 .87 .61 0 2
ef 44 .35 .25 0 .85
horizontal 46 .85 .63 0 2
decentralization 36 1.47 .77 0 3
log_govage 44 3.68 .88 1.47 5.13
log_districts 46 3.99 1.23 1.79 6.44
probability 21 .15 .20 0 .75
ENPres 36 1.98 1.77 0 5.5
proximity 44 .28 .40 0 1
log_avemag 44 1.31 1.16 0 5.01
ENPnat 46 3.92 1.81 1.95 9.40

Summary Statistics (Pooled Dataset)
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

inflation 273 .15 .15 �.04 .70
senate 273 .69 .46 0 1
subrevgdp 205 8.25 6.42 .13 23.44
military5 271 .12 .32 0 1
parindex 208 .83 .61 0 2
ef 263 .30 .23 0 .85
horizontal 271 .81 .51 0 2
decentralization 203 1.36 .62 0 2
log_govage 213 3.73 1.04 .69 5.16
log_districts 271 4.0 1.27 1.79 6.46
probability 141 .16 .23 0 1
ENPres 195 1.67 1.7 0 6.57
proximity 265 .20 .40 0 1
log_avemag 264 1.45 1.21 0 5.01
ENPnat 273 3.97 1.91 1.63 13.79

16 A project, funded by the National Science Foundation, to extend the district return

dataset to more elections in more countries is currently underway.
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of one election in five countries to 15 in the United States. See Table 3.1

for a complete list of the countries and their inflation scores. Table 3.2

contains the summary statistics for the dataset.

I testmy hypotheses using both cross-sectional and pooled analyses. In

the pooled analyses, I use OLS with robust standard errors clustered by

country. This is a better modeling option than employing a fixed effects

model with panel-corrected standard errors (PCSE) (Beck and Katz

1995) given the nature of the data (Franzese 2006; Golder 2006). First,

fixed effects minimize the explanatory power of my time invariant in-

dependent variables.Clustering the standard errors by country allowsme

to produce consistent estimates of the standard errors while accounting

for unit-heterogeneity in a way that does not require fixed effects

(Franzese 2006; Golder 2006). Second, the accuracy of PCSEs

increases as the number of observations per unit increase. Because

many countries have only a few elections represented in the dataset,

we might question the advisability of using PCSEs. Note, however,

that while I report only results using clustered standard errors, using

PCSEs instead does not change the interpretation of the results.17

To correct for serial correlation in longitudinal data, it is also

common to include a lag of the dependent variable on the right-hand

side. However, as Golder argues in a recent study on elections in presi-

dential democracies, using a lagged dependent variable with compara-

tive electoral data is problematic (2006). “First, observations in the

dataset do not always come in regular intervals either within countries or

across countries.” (Golder 2006, 9) For example, the period between

Thai elections ranges from 1 year to as many as 5 years. Given this

irregularity, it is difficult to know how one would interpret the estimated

coefficient on a lagged dependent variable. Second, the panel nature of

the dataset (small T, large N) means that including a lagged dependent

variable would significantly reduce the sample size and drop all countries

forwhich I have data on only a single election (Golder 2006, 9). For these

reasons, the models I present here do not include a lagged dependent

variable.18

17 In fact, in almost every case, the use of PCSEs yields stronger results.
18 Including the lagged dependent variable does not generally change the nature of my

inferences. With the lagged dependent variable included, the signs of other explan-

atory variables generally remain the same, though in some cases the variables are no

longer statistically significant.
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3.3.1 Results

Table 3.3 displays the results from six different simple additive models.

Columns 1–3 display the results using the cross-sectional analyses.

Columns 4–7 display the results from the same models run on the

pooled dataset. The dependent variable in all of the models is the

inflation score. Starting with models 1 and 2 and the corresponding

models 4 and 5, the results in Table 3.3 provide strong support for the

reserve domains hypotheses and some support for the bicameralism

hypothesis as well. The presence of reserve domains, as measured by

military5, significantly increases party system inflation in all four

models. In two of the four models, bicameralism is significantly asso-

ciated with poorer aggregation (as manifest by an increase in the

inflation score). In the two remaining models, bicameralism has the

table 3.3. Horizontal Centralization (Dependent Variable: Inflation)

Explanatory
Cross-Sectional Analyses Pooled Analyses

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6

senate 0.06

(0.04)

0.03

(0.05)

0.08**

(0.03)

0.08**

(0.04)

military5 0.24**

(0.07)

0.28**

(0.10)

0.19***

(0.05)

0.16**

(0.07)

parindex 0.07**

(0.03)

0.02

(0.03)

0.06*

(0.03)

0.05

(0.03)

subrevgdp 0.007*

(0.004)

0.007*

(0.004)

0.003

(0.003)

0.004
(0.003)

horizontal 0.07*

(0.04)

0.10***
(0.03)

ef 0.33***
(0.10)

0.34***
(0.11)

0.31***
(0.11)

0.33***
(0.11)

log_govage �0.04

(0.03)

�0.08***

(0.03)

�0.04**

(0.02)

�0.04***
(0.02)

log_districts 0.005
(0.018)

0.01
(0.02)

�0.01
(0.03)

0.002
(0.02)

Constant 0.03

(0.04)

0.09

(0.13)

0.21*

(0.12)

0.03

(0.04)

0.11

(0.10)

0.10
(0.09)

R-squared 0.29 0.59 0.49 0.26 0.49 0.46
Observations 44 34 34 208 146 161

* p < .10, **p < .05, *** p < .01; standard errors in parentheses
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correct sign but is not statistically significant. There is also strong

statistical support for two of the three control variables. As expected,

greater ethnic fragmentation is associated with poorer aggregation

(higher inflation), whereas party systems with older parties appear to

do a better job aggregating across districts than those with younger

parties. The number of districts, however, appears to have no signifi-

cant affect on the degree of cross-district coordination.

Fairing less well is my measure of party factionalism – parindex.

Parindex is significant in two of the four models (and it does have the

correct sign in the rest). However, even though my proxies for reserve

domains and bicameralism are robust to alternative specifications,

parindex is not. Across all the various models parindex is rarely sig-

nificantly related to inflation, and in some models switches signs.

Parindex does not perform any better if I recode it as dummy variable.

In short, parindex does not appear to be a good proxy for party fac-

tionalism – not completely surprising given that it was at best a rather

indirect measure of party cohesion.19 In addition, including parindex

in the models comes at a cost since it is available for fewer years than

the rest of the sample.20 Specifically, including parindex reduces the

sample size by more than 23%. Both because of the variable’s poor

performance and in a desire to economize on observations, I opt to

drop parindex from the remainder of the analyses in this chapter.

However, I will revisit the party factionalism hypothesis in Chapter 5

in connection with the Thai case.

Recall that bicameralism and reserve domains are hypothesized to

work together to affect the degree of horizontal centralization. In an

attempt to capture this synthesis, I create an index labeled horizontal,

which additively combines senate and military5 to create a variable

that ranges from 0 to 2. Lower scores on horizontal are associated

with a greater concentration of power. In other words, we can think of

horizontal as representing the degree of horizontal decentralization.

In models 3 and 6 in Table 3.3, we see that horizontal is positively

related to inflation as expected – greater horizontal decentrali-

zation is associated with higher party system inflation (poorer

19 John Carey has developed a possible measure of party cohesion based on legislative
voting records (Carey 2007). Unfortunately the dataset it is not available for enough

of my sample to allow me to use it here.
20 Parindex begins in 1978 while the rest of the sample begins in 1970.
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aggregation).21 Specifically, the results from Table 3.3 model 6

suggest that a one-unit increase in horizontal (from 0 to 1 or from 1 to

2) is associated with an increase in the predicted inflation score of .10

(recall that the inflation score ranges from 0 to 1).22 When the power

is highly centralized horizontally (horizontal ¼ 0) the predicted in-

flation score is .09. As power becomes more decentralized, inflation

rises to .19 (when horizontal is 1) and then to .29 (horizontal is 2). By

contrast, a one standard deviation increase of subrevgdp (my proxy

for vertical decentralization) causes only a .02 point increase in the

inflation score (from .17 to .19). Table 3.9 displays these predicted

inflation scores as well as predicted values for select other models

from this chapter. Given that horizontal includes only two variables,

it may appear more sensible to continue to include these variables in

the model separately or to interact them. However, it is useful to have

a single summary measure of horizontal centralization, especially

when I turn to a set of interactions in subsequent models.

The Size of the Prize: Vertical and Horizontal Interaction

Table 3.3 by itself provides only weak support for the vertical cen-

tralization hypotheses – my measure of vertical (de)centralization is

significant only half of the time. However, remember that one of the

central arguments in Chapter 2was that the payoff to being the largest

party is a joint product of both vertical and horizontal centralization. A

sufficiently high level of vertical centralization may be necessary to

induce cross-district coordination, but absent an adequate degree of

horizontal centralization, it is not sufficient. This suggests the following

conditional hypothesis:

Joint Centralization Hypothesis: The negative effect of vertical

centralization on inflation is conditional on the degree of hori-

zontal centralization. Inflation should be highest where there is

both a high degree of vertical and horizontal decentralization

and lowest where there a high degree of vertical and horizontal

centralization.

21 In the cross-sectional analysis,military5 does the bulk of the work when the model is

fully specified.
22 Holding all other variables at their means.
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In Table 3.4 I attempt to test this hypothesis by interacting

subrevgdpwith horizontal. Columns 1 and 3 summarize the results for

the cross section and pooled analysis. As hypothesized when there is a

high degree of horizontal centralization (horizontal is 0) an increase in

the percentage of revenues controlled by subnational actors (sub-

revgdp) reduces aggregation (increases inflation). Specifically, a one

standard deviation in subrevgdp when horizontal is 0 boosts the pre-

dicted inflation score from .06 to .11 (see Table 3.9).23 Likewise when

there is perfect vertical centralization (subrevgdp equals 0) greater

horizontal decentralization is associated with poorer aggregation. The

substantive effect is quite large – an increase of horizontal from 0 to 1

causes a .14 increase in the inflation score (from .01 to .15). As either

variable increases, the marginal effect of the other declines as the

negative coefficient on the interaction term shows. In short, the data

demonstrate that even where there is perfect vertical centralization,

horizontal decentralization will still undermine cross-district coordi-

nation. Likewise, when power is concentrated within the national

government, party system inflation will still occur if subnational actors

control substantial shares of power and resources. Aggregation is at its

highest level when there is both horizontal and vertical centralization.

Note that when using interaction terms, the standard errors on the

interaction term and the constituent variables are uninterpretable

(Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2005; Kam and Franzese 2007). Instead,

the question is the marginal effect of one of the interacted variables over

the range of the other variable, and whether that effect is significant.

Figure 3.1 graphically illustrates the marginal effect of vertical (de)cen-

tralization on inflation as the degree of horizontal (de)centralization

changes.24 The solid sloping line shows how the marginal effect changes

as horizontal decentralization increases.We can judgewhether this effect

is significant by drawing 95% confidence intervals around the line.

Wherever the confidence interval lies completely above or below the

zero line, the marginal effect is significant. Where it straddles the line

the marginal effect cannot be statistically distinguished from zero.

23 Again, holding all other variables at their means.
24 See Kam and Franzese (2007) and Brambor et al. (2005) on the advisability of pre-

senting the results in this manner. I thank Brambor et al. for granting me access to

their STATA .do file, which I use to create all the marginal effect graphs in this

chapter.
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Figures 3.1a and 3.1b display the marginal effect of subnational

governments’ share of revenues (or the degree of vertical decentrali-

zation) on inflation. Figure 3.1a illustrates the cross-sectional model,

while Figure 3.1b shows the pooled model. We can see in both figures

that the marginal effect of vertical decentralization on inflation is posi-

tive and significant, but only at low levels of horizontal decentralization.

As horizontal power becomes more dispersed, the marginal effect of

vertical centralization is no longer significant. In short, these two graphs

show that aggregation is highest (and inflation is lowest) where we have

both vertical and horizontal centralization, as hypothesized. In other

words, vertical and horizontal centralization jointly determine the size of

the payoff for cross-district coordination. Figures 3.1c and 3.1d display

the marginal effect of horizontal decentralization as vertical decentrali-

zation changes. The marginal effect of horizontal decentralization is

positive and significant and decreases in vertical centralization. In other

table 3.4. Horizontal and Vertical Centralization (Dependent
Variable: Inflation)

Explanatory
Cross-Sectional Analyses Pooled Analyses

Variable 1 2 3 4

subrevgdp 0.01**
(0.004)

0.007**
(0.003)

horizontal 0.09*
(0.05)

0.14***
(0.05)

subrevgdp*
horizontal

�0.01
(0.01)

�0.006
(0.004)

decentralization 0.06**
(0.03)

0.07***
(0.02)

ef 0.34***
(0.11)

0.32***
(0.10)

0.34***
(0.11)

0.37***
(0.12)

log_govage �0.07**
(0.03)

�0.06***
(0.02)

�0.04**
(0.02)

�0.05***
(0.01)

log_districts 0.01
(0.02)

0.004
(0.019)

0.01
(0.02)

0.003
(0.02)

Constant 0.17
(0.13)

0.21**
(0.09)

0.04
(0.09)

0.13
(0.10)

R-squared 0.50 0.44 0.48 0.45
Observations 34 34 161 161

* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; standard errors in parentheses
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words, as vertical decentralization increases, the marginal effect of

horizontal decentralization moves toward zero (albeit gradually).

In order to interact the size of the payoff with other variables of

interest as the theory calls for, it is useful to generate a single summary

measure of the size of the payoff. To do this, I convert subrevgdp into a

dichotomous variable, recoding all observations below the median as 0

and the remainder as 1. I then add it to horizontal. The resulting var-

iable, decentralization, ranges from 0 to 3 and represents the combi-

nation of both the vertical and horizontal dimensions of centralization.

Note that higher values on the variable correspond to higher levels of

decentralization. Higher values of decentralization should be associ-

ated with a lower payoff, poorer aggregation, and ultimately, a higher

inflation score. Columns 2 and 4 in Table 3.4 demonstrate that

decentralization is indeed positively related to inflation, as expected.25

For the remainder of the analysis I will use decentralization asmy proxy

for the size of the aggregation payoff.

To summarize the results from this section, the bicameralism and

reserve domain hypotheses were both supported by the data. Second

chambers and the presence of reserve domains are each associated with

poorer aggregation. The data do not support the party factionalism

hypothesis. Thismight suggest that the hypothesis is incorrect, or thatmy

proxy for factionalism, incentives to cultivate a personal vote, does a

poor job of capturing the theoretical concept. The index of horizontal

decentralization (the combination of senate andmilitary5) also produced

the hypothesized effect on aggregation. Higher levels of horizontal

centralization are associated with better the aggregation (and lower

inflation scores). There was no support in any of the models for the

alternative hypothesis that high levels of horizontal decentralization

induce greater efforts at cross-district coordination (and hence lower

inflation scores).

The results were also supportive of the joint centralization

hypothesis. Horizontal and vertical centralization together determine

the size of the aggregation payoff. Aggregation is best where power is

concentrated both horizontally and vertically. The interaction models

suggested that the marginal effect of vertical centralization on inflation

25 Inmodel 4, a rise in decentralization from 0 to 1 yields a change in the predicted inflation

of .07 (from .06 to .20). (All other variables are held at their mean – see Table 3.9.)
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is conditional on the level of horizontal centralization. Vertical

centralization is indeed associated with a lower inflation score, but only

where there is also substantial horizontal centralization. In short, dif-

fusion of power within the national government is sufficient

to undermine the effect of vertical centralization on inflation, as

hypothesized. Finally, the proxy for the size of the aggregation payoff,

the decentralization index, is positively related to party system infla-

tion, as expected.

3.4 the probability of capturing the
prize – parliamentary systems

The size of the payoff to being the largest party in government is not the

only thing that shapes aggregation incentives. The probability that the

largest party will capture that prize is also important. If the largest

legislative party has little chance of capturing the reins of government,

particularly executive office, then even a potentially large payoff will

not be enough to induce national coordination. In parliamentary sys-

tems, the probability of capturing the prize depends on whether the

leader of the largest party becomes the primeminister. If someone other

than the leader of the largest party gets the chance to form and head the

government, then this can undermine the incentives to coordinate

across districts to forge a large national party.

Prime Minister Hypothesis: In parliamentary systems, inflation will

be negatively related to the probability that the leader of the

largest party becomes prime minister.

I operationalize the probability variable as a moving average of the

number of elections since 1970where the prime minister has not been

a member of the largest party in the legislature (probability). The

variable is continuous and ranges from 0 (the leader of the largest

party has always been the prime minister) to 1 (the leader of the

largest party has never been the prime minister). In short, probability

captures the probability that the prime minister will not come from

the largest legislative party. Higher values on probability should be

associated with a higher inflation score. I believe probability is a rea-

sonable proxy for the expectation candidates and party leaders might

have when devising a coordination strategy. However, as a robustness
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check I also calculated two dichotomous variables. Probability2 is

coded 1 once someone other than the leader of the largest party serves

as prime minister and probability3 is 1 if someone other than the

leader of the largest party served as prime minister in the last election.

These two cruder proxies produce results consistent with probability,

though they are occasionally insignificant. All three variables are

calculated from data in the Database of Political Institutions (Beck

et al. 2001).

Probability-Payoff Interaction

Recall that it is the interaction of the size of the payoff and the prob-

ability of capturing that prize that together jointly shape the expected

utility of becoming the largest legislative party. In short, probability

modifies the effect of decentralization on aggregation incentives.

Expected Utility Hypothesis: The effect of the size of the payoff on

inflation is conditional on the probability of capturing that pay-

off. Specifically, the marginal effect of decentralization on infla-

tion is increasing in probability.

I test these hypotheses using a dataset of 156 elections in 21

parliamentary democracies from 1970 to 2002. I use both cross-

sectional and pooled models. Given the structure of the data I again use

OLS with robust standard errors clustered by country for the pooled

analysis.

3.4.1. Results

Table 3.5 displays the results of the hypothesis testing – again divided

into cross-sectional and pooled analyses. Given the small number of

observations in the cross-sectional models, the results should be

interpreted with some caution. It is heartening, therefore, to see the

cross-sectional results replicated in the pooled analysis. Columns 1 and

4 contain the results of a simple additive model. We can see that

probability is statistically significant with the right sign when added to

the model in this way. The higher is the probability that the leader of

the largest party will not capture the payoff, the higher is the asso-

ciated inflation score. This is true, even controlling for the size of the
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payoff (decentralization). Note too that the effect of decentralization

on inflation remains significant in these models.

Columns 2 and 5 summarize the results of the interactive models.

To get a better sense of the interactive dynamics at work in these

models, I once again include marginal effects graphs. In this case, the

graphs display the marginal effect of decentralization as probability

changes. Figures 3.2a and 3.2b show that the marginal effect of de-

centralization on inflation is always positive, though when proba-

bility is at or near 0 this positive effect is not statistically significant at

the 95% level (though it is at the 90% level).26 This suggests that

the marginal effect of the size of the payoff is weakest where actors

are virtually certain that the largest party will capture the

premiership.However, as the probability that someone other than the

leader of the largest party will become prime minister increases, the

marginal impact of decentralization inflation increases as well. As

hypothesized, the marginal effect of decentralization increases in

probability. As I argued in Chapter 2, aggregation appears to be the

poorest where both the size of payoff is small (decentralization is

high) and the chance of capturing that payoff is low (probability is

high). More concretely, the model in column 5 suggests that where

power is highly decentralized (decentralization¼ 2) and there is little

chance of capturing the payoff (probability¼ 1), the inflation score is

a very high .42.27 By contrast, where there is certainly that the largest

legislative party will capture a valuable prize (probability and

decentralization are both 0), the predicted inflation score is .08 (see

Table 3.9).

Plots of the observations suggest that Thailand is an outlier with both

an unusually high probability score and an equally high inflation score.

Even though this result is consistentwith the theory (as Iwill demonstrate

in Chapter 5), I want to be certain the results are not being driven entirely

by the Thai case. As a remedy, I reran the interactive models with

Thailand excluded and display the results in columns 2 and 4.We can see

that dropping the Thai case does indeed reduce the size of the coefficients

on bothprobability and the interaction term. Themarginal effects graphs

26 In the pooled analyses, substituting expenditures for revenues in the decentralization
index produces consistent but weaker results. Substituting expenditures makes no

difference in the cross-sectional analyses.
27 Holding all other variables at their means.
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donot changemuch, however,when I excludeThailand (see Figures 3.2c

and 3.2d). The marginal effect of decentralization is still positive and

increasing in probability, though with Thailand excluded, this marginal

effect is no longer significant at high levels of probability.

Finally, the final two graphs in Figures 3.2e and 3.2f show the

marginal effect of probability as decentralization increases. Note that

where there is a high aggregation payoff (decentralization ¼ 0), the

marginal effect of probability on inflation is indistinguishable from zero.

In other words, a high aggregation payoff can be enough to induce

aggregation even if the probability of capturing that prize is low.
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However, as the aggregation payoff declines, an increase in probability

is associated with a rise in party system inflation. This positive marginal

effect continues to increase as decentralization increases.

To summarize, the results of these models are consistent with both

the Prime Minister and Expected Utility hypotheses. In the additive

models, an increase in the probability that someone other than the

leader of the largest party will capture the premiership is associated

with greater inflation. (In those same models, the proxy for the

aggregation payoff – decentralization – is significantly positive, as

expected). The interactive models are consistent with my argument

that aggregation incentives are a reflection of both the size of

the aggregation payoff and the probability of capturing that

payoff. Decentralization, my measure of the aggregation payoff,

has its strongest marginal effect on inflation when combined with a

high likelihood of not capturing the premiership. In other words,

aggregation is the worst when there is both a low aggregation payoff

and a low probability of capturing that prize, as hypothesized.

3.5 the probability of capturing the
prize – presidential systems

In presidential democracies, the probability that the largest legislative

party will also capture the presidency is a function of whether presi-

dential and legislative elections are concurrent and the effective number

of presidential candidates. The arguments about the probability of

capturing the prize of government in presidential systems can be

summarized with the following hypotheses.

Concurrency Hypothesis: Inflation is lower when presidential and

legislative elections are concurrent.

ENPresxConcurrency Hypothesis 1: The effect of concurrent elections

on inflation is conditional on the effective number of presidential

candidates. As the effective number of candidates increases,

the negative relationship between concurrency and inflation

weakens.

ENPresxConcurrency Hypothesis 2: The effective number of presi-

dential candidates is positively related to inflation in concurrent

elections.
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In Chapter 2, I also argued that a ban on reelection for the president

should increase the number of presidential candidates, ceteris paribus,

which suggests the following hypothesis.

Reelection Hypothesis: The effective number of presidential

candidates is positively correlated with restrictions on presiden-

tial reelection.

Data on the effective number of presidential candidates (ENPres) and

the concurrency of elections come fromGolder (2005).28 To capture the

proximity of legislative and presidential elections, I use a dummy vari-

able that equals 1 if presidential and legislative elections are held in the

same year, 0 if they are not.29 For restrictions on presidential reelection, I

use a variable coded as 1 if the sitting president is not eligible for

reelection (no_reelection). This operationalization is preferable to a

simple dummy variable for whether or not a country places term limits

on a president. Coding the variable for term limits lumps together

countries where presidents face a single term limit (e.g., Mexico or the

Philippines) with countries that allow presidents to serve multiple but

limited terms (e.g., the United States). Since what I ultimately care about

is whether in any given presidential election there is an incumbent

running, no_reelection seems like the logical choice.30 No_reelection is

calculated from data in the DPI (Beck et al. 2001).

I test these hypotheses using both cross-sectional and pooledmodels.

I again useOLSwith robust standard errors clustered by country for the

pooled analyses for the reasons described previously. To test

the hypotheses, I use three different datasets. The first is a subset of the

dataset described in the previous sections and consists of 81 elections in

18 presidential democracies. I use this dataset to directly test the

hypotheses relating aggregation to concurrency, the effective number

of presidential candidates, and the interaction of these two variables.

Given that this first dataset is small I also indirectly test the same

three hypotheses using Golder’s legislative elections dataset (2005).

28 The effective number of presidential candidates is calculated by dividing 1 by the sum

of each candidate’s squared vote share: 1/Rvi
2.

29 The results are robust to the substitution of a continuous variable measuring the
distance between presidential and midterm elections on a 0 to 1 scale.

30 Even better would be data on whether the incumbent actually runs. Unfortunately

such data have not been gathered in a single dataset to my knowledge.
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This dataset covers all democratic legislative elections in the world

from 1946 to 2000 for a total of 784 elections.31 The dependent

variable from this dataset is the effective number of electoral parties at

the national level (ENPnat). Ceteris paribus the effective number of

legislative parties is positively correlated with the inflation score.32

However, unlike inflation, ENPnat does not distinguish between the

degree of aggregation across districts and the amount of coordination

within those districts. To control for the district-level effects, I include

the log of average district magnitude (log_avemag) and ethnic frac-

tionalization (ef). We know that these two variables interact to

determine the effective number of parties at the district level (Cox

1997). The district magnitude data come from Golder (2005) and the

ethnic fractionalization data are from Fearon (2003) as described

previously.

To test the reelection hypothesis I use a third data set – Golder’s

presidential elections dataset. This dataset includes 294 democratic

presidential elections from 1946 to 2000. I focus only on direct election

in presidential democracies and so exclude frommymodels elections in

hybrid presidential-parliamentary regimes as well as any cases of

indirect presidential elections (e.g., the United States).33 This brings the

number of observations in the dataset to 170. The dependent variable

from this dataset is the effective number of presidential candidates

(ENPres). The main explanatory variable is the presence (or absence)

of a ban on reelection of the sitting president (no_reelection).

As discussed in Chapter 2, the effective number of presidential

candidates (like the effective number of parties) is a product of an

interaction between electoral rules and social structure (Golder 2006).

Ethnic heterogeneity increases the effective number of presidential

candidates only when accompanied by a permissive electoral formula

(namely, majority runoff). I replicate this finding and then add the

31 The total dataset includes 867 elections. This excludes Columbian elections from

1958 to 1970when there was an agreement between Columbia’s two major parties to
alternate control of government and the share of legislative seats regardless of elec-

toral results. Another 76 elections are dropped from the sample due to a lack of party

vote share data, which are needed to calculate the effective number of electoral

parties.
32 Specifically, holding the average number of parties at the district level constant.
33 Leaving indirect presidential elections in the dataset does not substantively alter the

results.
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no_reelection variable to see whether it has a significant independent

effect on the effective number of presidential candidates. Ethnic

heterogeneity is measured, as it has been previously, as the ethnic

fractionalization (ef). Runoff is a dummy variable coded 1 if the

presidential election formula is a runoff, 0 otherwise.

3.5.1 Results

Table 3.6 displays the results using my inflation dataset and Golder’s

legislative elections dataset. In columns 1, 4, and 5, the dependent vari-

able is inflation. The effective number of electoral parties (ENPnat) is the

dependent variable in columns 2, 3, 6, and 7. Looking first at the results

from the inflation models, we can see that, as expected, party system

inflation is lower where presidential and legislative elections are con-

current – proximity has a significant negative effect when ENPres is 0.

Also in line with the first interaction hypothesis, the deflationary effect of

concurrent elections diminishes as the effective number of presidential

candidates rises. The coefficient on the interaction term proximity*

ENPres is positive and significant in all of themodel specifications. This

relationship holds even when controlling for the size of the aggregation

payoff as in model 5. (Note that decentralization is still positive and

significant in model 5, even when controlling for the number of presi-

dential candidates and proximity).

The story is similar if we substitute the effective number of electoral

parties (ENPnat) for inflation as the dependent variable inmodels 2, 3, 6,

and 7. Models 2 and 6 use my dataset. For a robustness check, I also run

the same specifications using Golder’s larger legislative elections dataset

(models 3 and 7). The substantive results are the same regardless of

which dataset I use.WithENPnat as the dependent variable,my analyses

are similar to recent studies on the effect of presidential election on

legislative fragmentation (Cox 1997; Mozaffar et al. 2003;

Golder 2006). The findings are consistent with these existing studies.34

Proximity reduces the effective number of electoral parties (proximity is

negative and significant in all four specifications), but this effect is

conditional on the effective number of presidential candidates. An

increase in the number of candidates undermines the marginal negative

34 See especially Golder (2006, 11–13).
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effect of proximity on the number of parties (the interaction term,

proximity*ENPres, is positive in all four specifications, significantly

so in three).

In Figure 3.3, I display the marginal effect graphs for four of the

seven models in Table 3.6, specifically models 1, 2, 4, and 6.35 The

graphs tell a remarkably consistent story. Concurrent presidential

elections are associated with better aggregation (fewer parties and less

inflation), but only where there is a small effective number of presi-

dential candidates. Once the number of candidates rises to somewhere

between 2.5 and 3.5, the marginal effect of concurrency disappears

altogether. Focusing for a moment on just inflation (Figures 3.3a and

3.3c), we see that once the effective number of candidates is sufficiently

large, concurrent elections are actually associated with a significant

increase in inflation.

Table 3.7 presents the remainder of the presidential election models.

In the first cross-sectional specification and models 4 and 5 in the pooled

specifications, I isolate the impact of the effective number of presidential

candidates on inflation and the number of parties when elections are

concurrent (proximity ¼ 1).36 We can see that when presidential and

legislative elections are concurrent, the effective number of presidential

candidates is positively related to both party system inflation and the

effective number of electoral parties, as hypothesized. If the effective

number of candidates is in fact so important for shaping aggregation

incentives, as it appears to be, thenwhat determines the effective number

of candidates?

In models 2 and 6, the effective number of candidates (ENPres) is

the dependent variable, and I test whether reelection restrictions lead to

more presidential candidates, controlling for the strength of the elec-

toral system and social heterogeneity. The results provide some support

for the hypothesis that restrictions on reelection are associated with

more presidential candidates. In model 2, no_reelection is positive but

just short of significant, while in the pooled analysis (model 6) the

coefficient for no_reelection is both positive and significant. The lack of

an incumbent does appear to have an inflationary effect on the effective

35 The graphs for the other three models tell the same story.
36 I do not report the results from the cross-sectional inflation model here due to the

small number of observations in that specification. However, the results from that

model are nearly identical to the pooled inflation model (#4).
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number of presidential candidates, especially in the pooled analysis.

But how do we account for the nature of the presidential electoral

system? Do we observe more presidential candidates in the face

of reelection restrictions when the presidential electoral system is

permissive, and fewer when it is restrictive? To test whether this is the

case, I interact no_reelectionwith runoff and display the results of these

analyses in columns 3 and 7. (Recall that runoff is coded 1 if majority

runoff, a permissive electoral rule, is used to elect the president, 0

otherwise.) No_reelection has a positive and significant effect on the

number of presidential candidates, even when the electoral rule is

restrictive (runoff equals 0). By contrast, Figure 3.4 suggests that under

majority runoff, the marginal effect of no-reelection is no longer

distinguishable from zero. It appears then, that reelection restrictions

only have a discernable inflationary effect on the number of parties

where the electoral system is restrictive. Where a permissive electoral

system (i.e., majority runoff) already allows for a large number of

candidates the effect of reelection restrictions is superfluous.

In summary, the data support the hypotheses laid out in this

section. Proximate presidential elections are associated with better

aggregation (and fewer parties), but this effect is conditional on the

number of presidential candidates. In addition, when presidential and

legislative elections are concurrent, the effective number of presi-

dential candidates is positively related to both party system inflation

and the effective number of electoral parties, as hypothesized. There is

also some support for the hypothesized link between bans on presi-

dential reelection and the effective number of candidates, even when

controlling for the effect of the presidential electoral system and

ethnic heterogeneity. Finally, the marginal effect of the reelection

does appear to be conditional on the permissiveness of the electoral

system.

3.6 social heterogeneity and aggregation

Even though social heterogeneity is not the focus of this study, it is

worth taking amoment to thinkmore carefully about the role it plays in

shaping the incentives and capability of candidates to coordinate across

districts. Throughout the preceding analyses, I controlled for the social

heterogeneity (operationalized as ethnic fractionalization [ef]) but now
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figure 3.4. Marginal Effect of No Reelection as the Electoral System
Changes
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investigate how social heterogeneity might interact with the size of the

aggregation payoff to affect aggregation. In Chapter 2, I argued that by

itself social heterogeneity is neither necessary nor sufficient to produce

poor aggregation. Instead, the effect of heterogeneity on aggregation is

conditional on the size of the aggregation payoff. A large payoff may

mitigate the negative effect of social heterogeneity on aggregation, and

likewise, a small payoff may undermine aggregation incentives, even in

the face of social homogeneity. Aggregation should be poorest when

there is both a high degree of social heterogeneity and a small aggre-

gation payoff. This suggests the following hypothesis.

Social Heterogeneity*Payoff Hypothesis: The marginal effect of

social heterogeneity on inflation is conditional on the size of the

aggregation payoff. Social heterogeneity increases inflation only

where the aggregation payoff is not large.

I test this hypothesis with both cross-sectional and pooled analyses

once again using OLS with robust standard errors clustered by country

for the pooled analyses. I continue to operationalize social heteroge-

neity as ethnic fractionalization (ef) and use the decentralization index

as a proxy for the size of the aggregation payoff. Table 3.8 displays

the results. For comparative purposes, I’ve reproduced the additive

models found in Table 3.4 as columns 1 and 3 in this table. Entered

separately, both decentralization and ef have significant positive effects

on inflation. When interacted, however, we see that the effects of

ethnic fractionalization are conditional on the degree of decentraliza-

tion. When power is centralized (decentralized ¼ 0), the coefficient on

ethnic fractionalization, while still positive, is no longer significant.

This suggests that a high degree of centralization can still induce

aggregation, even in the face of social heterogeneity. Alternatively, the

positive and significant coefficient on decentralization implies that even

when a polity is ethnically homogenous (ef ¼ 0) a small aggregation

payoff can still be sufficient to undermine aggregation. The marginal

effect of each variable on inflation increases in the other (as the coef-

ficient on the interaction variable signifies). Themarginal effects graphs

in Figure 3.5 show that, as hypothesized, the marginal effect of ethnic

fractionalization is significant only for values of decentralization

greater than 0.
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table 3.9. Predicted Values Table

Value of Key Independent Variables (holding all other

variables at their means)

Predicted

Inflation Score

Table 3.3 Model 6
horizontal is 0
horizontal is 1
horizontal is 2
subrevgdp is at its means (8.25)
subrevgdp is one standard deviation above the mean

.09

.19

.29

.17

.19
Table 3.4 Model 3 (Interaction Model)

horizontal is 0 and subrevgdp is at its mean (8.25)
horizontal is 1 and subrevgdp is at its mean (8.25)
horizontal is 2 and subrevgdp is at its mean (8.25)
horizontal is 0 and subrevgdp is 0
horizontal is 0 and subrevgdp is one standard deviation
above the mean

.06

.15

.24

.01

.11

Table 3.4 Model 4
decentralization is 0
decentralization is 1
decentralization is 2

.06

.13

.20
Table 3.5 Model 5 (Interaction Model)

decentralization is 0 and probability is 0
decentralization is 1 and probability is 0
decentralization is 2 and probability is 0
decentralization is 1 and probability is 1
decentralization is 2 and probability is 1

.08

.13

.18

.19

.42
Table 3.6 Model 5 (Interaction Model)

ENPres is 2 and proximity is 1
ENPres is 3 and proximity is 1
decentralization is at its mean (1.36) and proximity is 1
decentralization is one standard deviation (1.98) above the
mean and proximity is 1

.15

.19

.14

.22

Table 3.8 Model 4 (Interaction Model)
decentralization is 0 and ef is at its mean (.3)
decentralization is 1 and ef is at its mean (.3)
decentralization is 2 and ef is at its mean (.3)
decentralization and ef are at their means
decentralization it at its mean and ef is one standard
deviation above the mean (.53)
decentralization is 2 and ef is one standard deviation above
the mean (.53)

.06

.13

.20

.15

.24

.29

Table 3.7 Model 7 (Interaction Model)
no_reelection is 0 and runoff is 0
no_reelection is 1 and runoff is 0
no_reelection is 1 and runoff is 1

Predicted
ENPres
2.4
2.9
3.5
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3.7 conclusion

The analysis in this chapter provides substantial support for the theory I

advanced in Chapter 2. I find that aggregation is indeed the product of

two factors: (a) the size of the aggregation payoff and (b) the proba-

bility that the largest legislative party will capture that payoff. In

addition, the focus solely on the distribution of power and resources

between national and subnational actors (vertical centralization)

misses a key part of the institutional story. Horizontal centralization, or

the distribution of power within the national government, combines

with vertical centralization to affect the size of the aggregation payoff

and shape aggregation incentives. The results show that even where

there is a high degree of vertical centralization, horizontal decentrali-

zation is enough to undermine cross-district coordination. The reverse

is also true. When power is concentrated within the national govern-

ment party system, inflation can still occur if subnational actors control

substantial shares of power and resources.

In terms of the components of horizontal centralization, bicameral-

ism and reserve domains are both important, but there was little support

for the argument that party factionalism shapes aggregation through its

effect on horizontal centralization. At this stage, it is difficult to judge

whether the poor showing of the factionalism hypothesis should be

ascribed to a shortcoming in the theory or whether it is the result of the

choice of a poor proxy for party factionalism. In Chapters 4 and 5, I will

revisit the factionalism hypothesis as part of the effort to explain

aggregation in Thailand.

In addition to the size of the payoff, the evidence suggests that the

probability of capturing that prize also plays an important role in

shaping aggregation incentives. In parliamentary systems, a low proba-

bility that the largest legislative party will also capture the premiership

undermines aggregation. As the chance that someone other than the

leader of the largest party will become prime minister grows, the mar-

ginal effect of a decrease in the aggregation payoff is amplified. Party

system inflation is at its highest where a low probability combines with a

small aggregation payoff.

In presidential systems, the probability of capturing executive office

is a function of the number of presidential candidates and the proximity

of presidential and legislative elections. Similar to other studies, I find
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that proximate elections lower the number of electoral parties but only

where the effective number of presidential candidates is low. A unique

contribution of this study is to demonstrate that proximity and the

number of presidential candidates also have an effect on aggregation.

Proximity lowers party system inflation where there are relatively few

presidential candidates, and the number of presidential candidates

itself has a substantial negative impact on cross-district coordination.

The more presidential candidates there are, the more difficult it is for

legislative candidates, voters, parties, and donors to identify and

coordinate around the frontrunners. The cost is poorer aggregation.

There is also evidence that the effective number of presidential candi-

dates tends to be higher where incumbents do not run for reelection.

The results of the large-N analyses then generally support the theory

of aggregation incentives laid out in Chapter 2. The models behave in

the ways we would expect given the theory and the hypotheses derived

from it. In subsequent chapters, I shift my focus from a large-N cross-

national comparison to an in-depth examination of aggregation and

nationalization in two developing democracies – Thailand and the

Philippines. These two countries have both undergone institutional

reforms that the theory predicts should alter aggregation incentives. As

such, Thailand and the Philippines are useful natural experiments that I

can use to further test the theory. In addition, an in-depth analysis of

coordination in these two countries also allows me to move beyond the

correlations and associations established in this chapter toward iden-

tifying some of the causal mechanisms that link the theory’s explana-

tory variables to this study’s dependent variables: aggregation, and,

ultimately, the number of parties and party system nationalization.
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4

Aggregation, Nationalization, and the Number
of Parties in Thailand

4.1 introduction

In the previous two chapters, I developed and tested a theory of

aggregation incentives. In the next three chapters, I use the theory to

help explain the nature of party system development in Thailand and

the Philippines. As discussed in the introduction, Thailand and the

Philippines provide interesting variations on both the dependent and

independent variables, which allow me to further investigate the

causal mechanisms lying between the explanatory variables of interest

(the size of the aggregation payoff and probability of capturing that

prize) and the outcome of interest – the degree of aggregation. Even

though elections in each country have often produced a comparatively

large number of parties at the national level, aggregation has generally

beenmuch better in the Philippines vis-�a-vis Thailand. In the following

three chapters, I first describe the nature of intra-district and cross-

district coordination in Thailand and the Philippines, utilizing unique

datasets of district-level electoral returns in each country. Then, using

the theory described in Chapter 2, I explain why the party system in

each country looks as it does. In so doing, I answer the question of

why, given similar majoritarian electoral institutions, there has until

recently been more parties in Thailand than in the Philippines. Finally,

I utilize episodes of institutional reform in each country to conduct

comparative statics tests of the theory. The theory helps account for (a)

the dramatic fall in the number of national parties after the 1997
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constitutional reforms in Thailand and (b) the demise of the two-party

system since the return of democracy in the Philippines in 1986.

In this chapter and the next, the focus is on coordination, the number

of parties, and nationalization in Thailand. In Chapter 5, I marry the

theory of aggregation incentives with the Thai case in an effort to both

deepen the theory and illuminate the nature of the Thai party system. In

this chapter, I lay the necessary groundwork for that analysis by taking

an in-depth look at the Thai party system. This is useful both because

Thailand is a country that is unfamiliar to most readers and because the

electoral system used during most of Thailand’s electoral history (the

block vote) is one that is comparatively rare (and hence unstudied).1

The remainder of the chapter proceeds as follows. I first briefly review

the history of the Thai party system and provide a basic description of its

characteristics.2 I then describe the features of the Thai electoral system in

use from 1978 to 1996 and derive a set of hypotheses regarding coordi-

nation and the number of parties at the district level.3 Thailand’s unusual

electoral system allows for an ideal comparative statics test of electoral

theories such as Duverger’s law and Cox’sMþ 1 rule. Using district-level

election data, I assess the validity of these hypotheses and explore devia-

tions from themeanacross timeandacross regions inThailand.This focus

on intra-district coordination will show that the average number of

political parties in each district is about what one would expect given

Thailand’s electoral environment. I also examine regional differences in

the extent of district coordination and provide empirical support for

the oft-made claim by Thai scholars that the South of Thailand behaves

differently from the rest of the country. Finally, I compare the average

district-level party system with the national party system in an effort to

document the extent to which aggregation and aggregation failures

contribute to an inflated party system. I find that the number of political

parties in Thailand cannot be explained by coordination or coordination

failures within districts. I then look at cross-district coordination/

aggregation and show that poor aggregation is chiefly to blame for the size

of the Thai party system and the lack of party nationalization.

1 By contrast, I spend less time detailing the Philippines electoral system since the

Philippines uses the well-known and oft-studied single-member district plurality
system for its House of Representatives elections.

2 For a more thorough description, see Hicken (2002).
3 Chapter 5 considers the post-1996 electoral system.
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4.2 dictatorship, democracy, and the
development of the thai party system

Thailand is the only country in Southeast Asia that was never

colonized.4 Through skilled leadership, clever diplomacy, and an im-

pressive modernization campaign, Thailand’s monarchs (chiefly King

Mongkut and his son King Chulalongkorn) were able to maintain their

country’s independence. Thailand also stands out as the first indepen-

dent state in the region to formally adopt democratic institutions. In

1932, the absolute monarchy was overthrown and replaced with a

constitutional monarchy.

Over the next 40 years, Thailand alternated between short-lived

(semi-)democratic governments and longer periods of rule by military

and bureaucratic elite (Riggs 1966). The first quarter of century fol-

lowing the end of the absolutemonarchy sawThai politics dominated by

leaders of the 1932 coup, especially by twomilitary leaders, Pahonyothin

(leader of the 1932 coup group) and Phibun Songkhram, who together

served for about 24 years as prime ministers. During this period, coups

became a regular feature of political life as different factions within the

bureaucratic andmilitary elite jostled for advantage. Although there was

a House of Representatives (whose major role was to elect a prime

minister) and competitive elections regularly took place, political parties

played no real role and were in fact banned for much of the period. In

short, elected actors did not represent a significant check on the powers

of the ruling elite. Governments during this period rarely found it nec-

essary to resort to brute force to maintain power. Instead, the political

dominance of themilitary-bureaucratic elite was foundedmore upon the

weakness of extra-bureaucratic societal forces (e.g., political parties,

interest groups, labor unions) than upon repression and exclusion.

This changed in 1957 when Field Marshal Sarit Thanarat seized

power. Sarit, the first army chief who did not belong to the 1932 coup

generation, simply dispensed with democratic trappings. Political and

civil liberties were put on hold, elections were eliminated, and political

parties were banned as Sarit replaced the partially elected parliament

4 This section draws on several excellent histories/reviews of Thai politics/parties/
elections, including Wilson (1962), Riggs (1966), Darling (1971), Neher (1976),

Preecha (1981), Likhit (1985), Murashima (1991), Parichart, Chaowana, and Ratha

(1997), and Nelson (2001).
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with one completely appointed by the prime minister (himself).

This state of affairs lasted until 1968 when Sarit’s successor, Thanom

Kittikachorn, promulgated a new constitution in a bid to shore up his

legitimacy. The new constitution included provisions for a fully elected

House of Representatives. Thanom lifted the restrictions on political

parties and held an election in 1969, with Thanom staying on as prime

minister. This brief democratic opening was brought to an end in 1971

when Thanom staged a coup against his own government, abrogating

the constitution, banning political parties, and reinstalling military rule.

A student uprising finally brought down Thanom’s military gov-

ernment in 1973, and a vibrant, but short-lived, democratic period

followed, complete with two democratic elections (1975 and 1976) and

the formation of dozens of political parties. This democratic period

ended with the 1976 military coup and the imposition of martial law.

After two years of military rule a new constitution was adopted; it

aimed to put the country on the path back to democratic government

while avoiding what some had viewed as the anarchy and excess of

the 1973–6 democratic period. The 1978 Constitution established a

bicameral legislature with an elected House of Representative and an

appointed Senate.5 After an initial transitional period, the rules and

institutions established under the 1978 Constitution were largely

constant until the constitutional reforms of 1997.6

The development and evolution of the Thai party system roughly

parallels Thailand’s democratic history. Parties were organized and

flourished under liberal governments or constitutions, but were margin-

alized or banned under more authoritarian regimes. From the end of the

absolute monarchy in 1932 to the end ofWorldWar II, Thailand had no

political parties.7 A group calling itself the People’s Party (Khana

Ratsadorn) ruled for much of the period, but it was less a political party

than a label adopted by the small group of military and bureaucratic elite

responsible for the 1932 coup (Neher 1976). In fact, attempts to form

5 The Senate could not formally block legislation, though it could force a delay. Chapter

5 discusses the role of the Senate in more detail.
6 A 1991 military coup brought an end to the 1978 constitution, but its replacement,

adopted in 1992, largely replicated the 1978 rules and institutions.
7 I focus here on government parties or parties that competed for office electorally. This

excludes the Communist Party of Thailand, which was organized in 1942 and waged a

war against the Thai state from the mid-1960s through the mid-1980s.
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genuine political parties, such as the National Party (Khana Chart), were

blocked by the country’s leadership (Anusorn 1998). It was not until the

liberal 1946 Constitution that politicians were able to freely organize

political parties (Kramol 1982).

A variety of factors combined to prevent the emergence of strong,

institutionalized national parties between 1946 and 1978. The lack of a

nationalist, independence struggle in Thailand meant the country was

slow to develop mass political movements that served as the basis for

political parties elsewhere in the developing world (e.g., the PNI and PKI

in Indonesia). In addition, an unstable and unpredictable political envi-

ronment hindered the development of stronger Thai parties. Between

1932 and 1978, coups occurred about every 3 years. Constitutions have

also traditionally been short-lived. Between 1932 and 2005, there have

been a total of 16 constitutions – on average a new constitution about

every 4.5 years. Some of these constitutions allowed for parties and an

elected legislature – many did not. In addition, as discussed previously,

prior to 1978 whenever democratic institutions or political parties came

in conflict with entrenched military/bureaucratic authorities they were

quickly eliminated. Not until the 1980s were parties allowed to legally

exist for more than two consecutive elections. Table 4A in the appendix

to this chapter summarizes the constitutional and electoral history of

Thailand since 1932.

The repeated dissolution of the legislature and the recurring bans on

political parties, together with frequent coups made it very difficult for

party development to occur. Faced with an uncertain future, party

leaders during liberal periods lacked strong incentives to invest in

party-building activities like the creation of party branches or the

cultivation of a party label. Government instability also encouraged

parties and politicians to adopt short-term, particularistic perspectives

during the brief periods of time when they were in power.

Thus, for much of Thailand’s post-1932 history, political parties

(when they weren’t banned outright) were bit players in Thai politics.

Indeed, many considered them as largely epiphenomenal to politics and

policymaking in Thailand.8 This began to change during the 1970s and

8 Perhaps the clearest expression of this view can be seen in Riggs’s classification of
Thailand as the epitome of the bureaucratic polity (1966). Drawing on his knowledge

of the Thai case, Riggs described the bureaucratic polity as a polity with a concen-

tration of power in the hands of a narrow bureaucratic and military elite, and where
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1980s. The democratic, party-led governments of themid-1970s together

with the return of regular democratic elections in the 1980s worked to

gradually increase the importance of elected office, along with the pri-

mary vehicle for obtaining that office, political parties. One indication of

this change was the efforts of urban business elite to organize political

factions and gain control of political parties in the 1970s (Anek 1989;

Sidel 1996; Pasuk and Baker 1997). In the 1980s, the provincial business

elite also entered politics in amajor way by organizing their own political

factions and then moving to organize new parties or take over existing

ones (Ockey 1991, 2000; Robertson 1996; McVey 2000). The assassi-

nations of politicians and political candidates that emerged in the 1980s

are ironically another reflection of the growing value of political office.

For the first time in Thai history, parliamentary membership was worth

killing for (Anderson 1990).

Despite the growing value of political office, and by extension, the

importance of parties as a means of capturing that office, the basic

characteristics of the party system remained virtually unchanged.9 The

Thai party system throughout the 1980s and 1990s exhibited a lack of

party cohesion. Virtually every Thai party was composed of multiple

factions (phak phuak), each of which vied for preeminence within the

party.10 Parties and party factions were organized around powerful

leaders who worked to attract the strongest candidates or factions

to their group. Unlike democracies like Japan where factions are

institutionalized within a given party, factions in Thailand frequently

switched parties. Party switching by both factions and by individual

candidates was rampant. As a result, party label was of relatively little

value to either voters or candidates.

representative organizations such as parliaments, parties, and interest groups have a

minimal role. With a few notable exceptions (e.g., Anderson 1977) Riggs’s view of
Thai politics was the dominant view until the mid-1980s and 1990s when a host of

scholars began to question whether the bureaucratic polity label still applied to

Thailand (Prizzia 1985; Pisan and Guyot 1986; Mackie 1988; Anek 1989, 1992;
Pasuk and Baker 1995).

9 What did change was the relevance of the party system for policymaking. As par-

liament became a more powerful institution and politicians wrested more control

over policymaking, the party system became an important determinant of policy-
making patterns (Hicken 2001, 2002).

10 See Chambers’s recent dissertation on the role of political factions in Thai politics

(2003).
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Thai political parties and politicians also tended to have subnational,

rather than national constituencies. With the partial exception of the

Democrat Party, no Thai party could be considered a national party.

Very few parties had nationwide support, and candidates and parties

tended to focus on local, narrow constituencies. In sum, parties and

their members generally lacked a national focus.

The Thai party systemwas also “under-institutionalized.” According

to Mainwaring and Scully (1995), institutionalized party systems (a)

manifest regular patterns of party competition, (b) contain parties with

stable roots in society, and (c) have party organizations that matter.11

None of these features held for the Thai party system. Parties did not

exhibit regular patterns of competition. In fact, party fortunes fluctuated

greatly from election to election. Between 1983 and 1996 the electoral

fortunesofThailand’s political parties taken together varieddramatically

from election to election as measured by Pedersen’s electoral volatility

index (Pedersen 1983).12Thailand’s electoral volatility score was a 34.13

Viewed in comparative terms this number is quite high (Table 4.1).

Parties also lacked stable roots in society. Most Thai parties were

short-lived.14 Of the 43 parties that competed in at least one election

between 1979 and 1996, only 10 survived to compete in the 2001

elections alongside more than 20 new parties. On average, these 43

parties competed in fewer than three elections before disbanding.

Almost half (20 parties) competed in only one election. The average age

of parties with at least 10%of the House vote in the 1996 election was

20 years. Again, some comparative figures for other countries helps put

this number in context (Table 4.2).

Finally, Thai parties have not developed strong party organizations.15

Although parties were legally required to organize party branches, few

11 They also list a fourth criterion: Major political actors accord legitimacy to the
electoral process and to parties.

12 Pedersen’s electoral volatility index measures the net change in the vote (or seat)

shares of all parties from election to election. The index is the sum of the net change in
the percentage of votes (seats) gained or lost by each party from one election to the

next, divided by two: (
P

|vit�vitþ1|)/2.
13 On average the results of the last election predict the results of the subsequent election

with an accuracy rate of only 66%.
14 The Democrat Party is an exception.
15 See King (1996) for a detailed examination of the organization and orientation of two

Thai parties: Palang Dharma Party and New Aspiration Party.
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branches were ever opened (Kanok 1993; Chaowana 1997; Anusorn

1998).16 In addition, those party branches that did exist were often less

party offices than campaign headquarters or constituency offices for

members of parliament (King 1996; Party Interviews 2000).

In short, Thai parties in the 1980s and 1990s were less cohesive

unitary actors with well-defined national policy platforms than

ephemeral electoral alliances of locally oriented politicians. This is

despite the fact that (a) demand for democratic institutions by the Thai

public appears to have broadened and deepened during the period,17

and (b) the balance of power between political parties/elected politi-

cians and conservative forces (the military and bureaucracy) was clearly

shifting in favor of the parties and politicians (the 1991 coup

table 4.1. Lower Chamber Electoral Volatility

Country Time Span No. of Elections Mean Volatility

United States 1944–94 25 4.0
United Kingdom 1974–97 6 8.3
Uruguay 1974–94 3 10.4
Italy 1946–96 13 12.0
France 1945–93 14 18.3
Argentina 1973–95 7 18.8
Venezuela 1973–96 6 22.5
Costa Rica 1974–98 7 25.0
Poland 1991–74 3 28.4
Brazil 1982–94 4 33.0
Thailand 1983–96 7 34.0
Russia 1993–99 3 60.0

Sources: Author’s calculations; Mainwaring 1999; Parliamentary Elections around the
World (http://www.universal.nl/users/dreksen/election); Elections around the World

(http://www.agora.stm.it/elections/); Centre for the Study of Public Policy (http://www.

cspp.strath.ac.uk//intro.html); Election Resources on the Internet presented by Manuel
�Alvarez-Rivera (http://electionresources.org/).

16 The Democrat Party did organize a large number of branches, but according to at

least one study they were largely ineffective at generating grassroots support for the
party (Chaiwat 1992).

17 The large-scale protests in favor of democratic government that occurred both in

1973 and again in 1992 are evidence of the domestic demand for democratic gov-

ernment, at least among some segments of society. More evidence of a growing
acceptance of democratic institutions can found in LoGerfo (1996). His survey of

urban and rural Thais found that both groups held “democratic attitudes” regarding

parliament.
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notwithstanding). Part of the explanation lies in the nature of Thailand’s

electoral system. Thailand’s block vote system (described in more detail

later) pitted candidates from the same party against each other in the

same district and gave voters multiple votes with a right to split those

votes among candidates from different parties.18 The incentives of this

system were such that candidates placed a premium on cultivating a

personal vote thereby undermining party cohesion and the value of the

party label (Hicken 2002, 2007b).

One of the strongest indications of the dominance of personal rep-

utation over party label is the large discrepancy in the vote shares of

copartisans. If candidates used party strategies, and voters voted on the

basis of party label, then the difference between the totals of coparti-

sans in the same district (the vote differential) should be small. Large

vote differentials, on the other hand, signal the importance of the

table 4.2. Years Since Founding of Parties with
10% of the Lower Chamber Vote, 1996

Country, Election Year Average Age

United States, 1996 154
Uruguay, 1994 115
Argentina, 1995 54
Costa Rica, 1994 47
France, 1993 43
Chile, 1993 40
Italy, 1996 39
Venezuela, 1993 29
Thailand, 1996 20
Brazil, 1994 13

Sources: Mainwaring 1999; author’s calculations.

18 Thailand’s system did not generate the degree of intra-party competition that occurs

in systems where there are fewer seats than copartisan candidates in a given district,

such as in single non-transferable vote systems, but it did pit candidates from the same
party against one another. As a result, neither candidates nor voters could rely on

party label to help differentiate between candidates from the same party. Instead,

most candidates tended to rely on personal vote-getting strategies and personal

support networks rather than campaigning on the reputation or policy position of the
party. The fact that voters had multiple votes – an invitation to split their vote – and

that votes were not pooled among copartisans further strengthened the incentive to

pursue a personal strategy.
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personal vote and a personal strategy.19 In addition, parties that have a

stronger party label should have smaller vote differentials than parties

with weak party labels. Table 4.3 presents the average vote differential

for two parties, the Democrat Party and the largest party other than the

Democrats in the last three elections before the 1997 constitutional

reforms. These parties are the Chart Thai Party in September 1992 and

1995 and the New Aspiration Party (NAP) in 1996. In the 1995 and

September 1992 elections the Democrats and Chart Thai were the two

largest parties in terms of seat share, and in the 1996 election the

Democrats and NAP were the largest. The Democrat Party was viewed

as having strongest label of any Thai party during this period while

both Chart Thai and the NAP were the epitomes of a factionalized,

candidate-centered party (King 1996; Murray 1996; King and LoGerfo

1996). One would thus expect the vote differential to be smaller

between Democrat co-partisans than between co-partisans from Chart

Thai or NAP. Table 4.3 presents the differentials between the first- and

second-, first- and third-, and second- and third-place copartisans. A

ratio of 4.1:1means that the first candidate received 4.1 times as many

votes as the second candidate.

table 4.3. Vote Differentials

Average Ratio

between 1 and 2

Average Ratio

between 1 and 3

Average Ratio

between 2 and 3

Democrat Party 1992: 4.1:1 1992: 6.1:1 1992: 1.8:1
1995: 7.9:1 1995: 8.6:1 1995: 1.5:1
1996: 6.0:1 1996: 8.9:1 1996: 2.5:1

Chart Thai 1992: 14.2:1 1992: 25.1:1 1992: 4.8:1
Chart Thai 1995: 15.6:1 1995: 18.9:1 1995: 4.7:1
NAP 1996: 8.6:1 1996: 11.1:1 1996: 4.0:1

Sources: Ministry of Interior, election reports (1986, 1988, 1992a, 1992b, 1995,

1997).

19 Another indicator of personal strategy is the extent to which copartisans rely on a

shared network of vote canvassers (hua khanaen). In-depth research on the subject is

still needed, but interviews with party officials and anecdotal evidence suggests that

sharing was not the norm. Each copartisan invested the resources to develop a net-
work designed to get the vote out for just that candidate. The large vote differentials

among copartisans support this view – such differentials would likely be much

smaller if candidates relied on the same hua khanaen network.
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As expected, the vote differentials of copartisans are large, with first

place candidates getting as much as 25 times more votes than their

copartisans. The results displayed in Table 4.3 also support the

hypothesis that Democrat Party copartisans, on average, are separated

by smaller margins than candidates from either Chart Thai or the NAP.

Still, even though the differentials forDemocrat copartisans are smaller,

they are still quite large – at best the top Democrat in a district received

more than four times the number of votes as his or her copartisan.20

Another indirect measure of the extent to which candidates relied on

and voters responded to personal rather than party strategies is the

prevalence of split district returns. How often did voters in multiseat

districts elect candidates from more than one party? Where candidates

and voters place great value on party label, split returns should be less

frequent than where party labels are weak and personal strategies are

the norm. Indeed, given Thailand’s electoral system, the only way a

multiseat district can return candidates from more than one party is if

voters disregard party labels and either split their votes between can-

didates from different parties or fail to cast their full allotments of

votes.

As can be seen in Table 4.4 split returns occurred in over 50%of the

districts nationwide in each of the six pre-reform elections. This sup-

ports the claim of weak party labels and the importance of personal

strategies. No clear trend, either increasing or decreasing, is evident

over time. Split returns did drop nationally in the 1996 election, but the

constitutional changes in 1997 make it impossible to tell whether this

represented a trend or an anomaly.21Comparing across regions, we see

20 There is also evidence of parties running a single strong candidate in a district along

with two also-rans added just to meet the electoral requirement. (Parties were required

to field a full slate of candidates for any district they wished to contest and the total

number of candidates run by any political party had to be equal to at least 1/4 to 1/2
(depending on the year) of the total membership of the House of Representatives.) The

vote totals between the second- and third-place copartisans are significantly closer than

between the first-place copartisan and either 2 or 3. Indeed, parties were very open
about the fact that they hired and ran “ghost candidates” in order to fill electoral

requirements. Muon Chon party leader Chalerm Yubamrung admitted that in the

1986 election most of his party’s candidates were not “real” but were used to make up

the required number of candidates. The party was able to run a majority of “real”
candidates in 1988 but still ran 65 “real” candidates to 35 “unreal” (BP 1988).

21 It is possible to explain the big drops in split ticket voting for Bangkok without

arguing that party labels are becoming more important. Briefly, the rise in split ticket
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that even with the 1996 drop in split returns, six of the nine regions still

had split returns in over 50%of their districts. The most striking result

of the regional comparison is the relatively low incidence of split

returns in the South, the traditional stronghold of the Democrat Party.

The exception is the 1988 election when a faction within the Democrat

Party broke away and formed a new party. Section 4.3 takes a closer

look at candidate and voter behavior by region.22

To summarize, after nearly two decades of democratic elections and

party competition, Thai political parties remained weak, factionalized,

and under-institutionalized. In fact, as discussion turned to the topic of

constitutional reform in the mid-1990s a major focus of reformers was

the party system. Specifically, reformers criticized the lack of cohesion

and discipline within parties (evidenced by factionalism and frequent

party switching), the parochial interests of parties and their members

(as opposed to a national focus), and the large number of parties

winning seats in parliament. I turnmy attention in the remainder of this

chapter to the last of these issues – the large number of parties in

Thailand.

table 4.4. Percentage of District Returns Split between Parties

1986 1988 1992a 1992b 1995 1996

Overall 57 77 62 65 65 52
Bangkok 25 69 16 33 69 39
Central Region 70 71 53 53 62 53
Northeastern Region 86 91 82 87 79 54
Northern Region 69 74 68 90 84 77
Southern Region 36 81 47 5 9 17

Sources: Ministry of Interior, election reports (1986, 1988, 1992a, 1992b, 1995,

1997).

voting in Bangkok in 1995 is an anomaly driven by the entrance of a new political

party, Palang Dharma, which was able to win a seat in several of Bangkok’s districts
that were formally held by the Democrat Party. In 1996, the Democrats recaptured

many of these seats so the percentage drops. For an excellent analysis of the Palang

Dharma Party, see King (1996).
22 A study of the 1986 election that used both split return and candidate differential data

also found that voters nationwide preferred to elect individuals rather than parties.

According to the study, only 27%of the votes cast could be considered party votes. The

same study found that party voting was more common in Bangkok (Manut 1987).
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4.3 intra-district coordination and the number
of parties

Since parties were formally legalized in 1955, the norm in Thailand has

beenmultiple parties in parliament and short-livedmultiparty coalition

governments.23 In fact, in the 50 years since 1955, only twice has a

single party been able to capture a majority of the seats in the legisla-

ture.24 The effective number of parties at the national level has been in

double digits during some elections. On average each election during

the last three decades (1975–96) produced 7.7 parties (6.2 if measured

by seat shares) (see Table 4.5).25This large number of parties translated

into large, multiparty coalition governments with between five and six

parties in government on average (Table 4.5).

The large number of parties in Thailand was a source of concern for

policy makers and observers who felt that the large number of parties

has contributed to Thailand’s governance problems (see, for example,

Kanok 1993; Pasuk and Baker 1998; Vatikiotis 1998; MacIntyre 1999;

Haggard 2000). They were certainly not alone in this concern. Indeed,

as discussed in Chapter 1, the problems associatedwith a hyper-inflated

party system represent a common theme in the comparative politics

literature.

The purpose of the remainder of this chapter is to begin to uncover

the sources of Thailand’s multiparty system. Why were there so many

parties in Thailand? How much of the size of the party system (mea-

sured by the number of parties) was a function of Thailand’s unusual

23 One of my favorite quotes describing this state of affairs comes from a 1976
monograph by a Thai academic. “Unstable stability of stable instability is the way of

life for Thai government, exhibited clearly in the parliamentary democracy system”

(Somporn 1976).
24 This occurred in the February 1957 election where the party of the military strong-

man Phibun Songkhram (the Seri Manangkasila Party) won 53.8%of the seats and in

the 2005 election when the Thai Rak Thai (TRT) Party won nearly 75% of the seats.

The Thai Rak Thai nearly duplicated this feat for a third time in 2001 but fell just
short of a majority with 49.6% of the seats. After the election, two parties chose to

merge with the TRT giving the TRT a majority.
25 The effective number of parties is defined as 1 divided by the sum of the weighted values

for each party. The weighted values are calculated by squaring each party’s vote (or
seat) share (vj): ENP¼ 1/(

P
vj
2) (Laakso and Taagepera 1979). Using votes shares

yields the effective number of electoral parties while the seat share gives the effective

number of legislative parties. For the remainder of this chapter I use vote shares.
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block vote electoral system and the coordination of voters, candidates,

and parties within districts? To answer these questions I analyze how

coordination, as well as failures to coordinate, contributed to the

number of political parties in Thailand.

As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, the inflation of the party system

can arise as the product of either of two separate types of coordination:

intra-district or cross-district coordination (aggregation). Intra-district,

or district-level coordination produces a large party system where

table 4.5. Effective Number of Parties in Thai Elections: 1976–1996

Election Year

Effective Number

of Parties (by vote
shares)

Effective Number

of Parties (by seat
shares)

Number of Parties

in Governing
Coalition

1975 10.3 7.6 7
1976 7.0 4.1 4
1979a 11.6 8.2 7
1983a 5.9 5.6 4
1986 8.0 6.1 4
1988 9.8 7.7 6
1992a 6.7 6.0 5
1992b 6.6 6.1 5
1995 6.8 6.4 7
1996 4.6 4.3 6
Average 7.7 6.2 5.5
a

The first election under the 1978 constitutions was held in 1979 but political parties were

not formally legalizeduntil the1981Political PartyAct.However, theydid exist informally
and were allowed to organize and campaign. In the 1979 and 1983 elections, candidates

were allowed to run as independents. In 1979, 619 independents ran and captured 31.5%

of the vote and 20.9% of the seats. Their numbers were much smaller in 1983 with 417

independents capturing 7.5%of the votes and 7.4%of the seats. The question then arises
how to count independents. The alternatives are to count all independents together as a

single “independent” party or to count each independent separately as a party of one. The

formermay understate the number of parties, while the lattermay overstate. Since I believe

the reality of the Thai situation was closer to many parties of one rather than a single
independent party I have reported ENP where each independent is counted separately. In

calculating ENP by vote share, there was an additional challenge – the lack of readily

accessible data on individual independent candidate vote shares. Where those data were
lacking I calculated the average vote share for independent candidates (total independent

vote share/total number of independent candidates) recognizing that this will inflate ENP.

If, rather than counting each independent separately, I group all independents together in

one “party”ENPbyvote sharewouldbe5.4 in1979,5.7 in1983 for an average of7.1over
the period. ENP by seat share would be 6.1 in 1979, 5.4 in 1983 for an average of 6.0.

Sources: Ministry of Interior, election reports (1986, 1988, 1992a, 1992b, 1995, 1997);

Manut (1986).
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either (a) permissive electoral rules do not generate incentives for

coordination around a small number of parties or candidates within a

given district or (b) impediments exist that prevent coordination on a

small number of competitors, even where there are apparent electoral

incentives for coordination (Duverger 1954; Taagepera and Shugart

1989; Cox 1997). I demonstrate that intra-constituency coordination

has not been the primary source of multiple parties – the average

number of parties in each constituency is much lower than the number

of parties nationally, and about what one would expect given Thailand’s

electoral system. This is an important contribution. Because of the

unusual nature of the block vote system, the application of tools such as

Duverger’s law (Duverger 1954) or Cox’sMþ 1 rule (Cox 1997) to the

Thai case is not immediately obvious. Nevertheless, I show that it is

possible to predict the number of parties at the district level from the

electoral system.

Cross-district coordination has been much more problematic in

Thailand. Cross-district coordination or aggregation failures occur

when different parties run in various districts across the country. I

argue that even though intra-district coordination in Thailand is fairly

good, aggregation has been very poor resulting in a large number of

parties and poor nationalization. I will begin with a discussion of the

different features of the Thai electoral system and their impact on the

effective number of parties at the district level.

4.3.1 The District-Level Party System in Thailand (1978–1996)

One of the major determinants of the number of parties locally is the

type of electoral system within which parties, candidates, and voters

must work.26 The electoral system Thailand used for most of its

history – the block vote – is unusual and warrants some description.27

26 The second major determinant is whether or not societal cleavages are present (e.g.,

ethnic, religious, or linguistic cleavages). With the possible exception of an urban-
rural cleavage, Thailand largely lacks the deep social cleavages found in many of its

neighbors (e.g., Malaysia, Indonesia, Burma). At the district level, the urban-rural

cleavage has not played a role in determining the number of parties as districts tend to

be either urban or rural. The extent to which the urban-rural cleavage has affected
aggregation is discussed in Chapter 5.

27 Other uses of the block vote include elections in Mauritius and nineteenth-century

Great Britain and elections for the Philippines Senate.
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Under the 1978 and 1992 constitutions, Thailand was broken down

into between 142 and 156 electoral districts (depending on the election

year), which together were responsible for filling between 360 and 393

seats in the House of Representatives.28 Electoral districts were broken

down into one-, two-, and three-seat districts. Most Thai districts had a

district magnitude of three (M¼ 3) or two (M¼ 2), while a few were

single seat districts (M¼ 1).29 Seats were allocated by province

(changwat), with each province receiving the number of seats com-

mensurate with its population (one seat for every 150,000 people). See

Table 4.6 for a summary of these data for the last six elections prior to

the new 1997Constitution. If a province had a large enough population

for more than three seats, the province was divided into more than one

district, and the seats were distributed so as to avoid single-seat dis-

tricts. For example, if the population of a province warranted four

seats, the province would be divided into two districts, each with two

seats. Seven seats would be divided into three districts of three, two,

and two seats. Single-seat districts occurred only in provinces with a

population less than 225,000.30

Under the block vote, voters were allowed to vote for as many

candidates as there were seats in a district, and seats were awarded to

the top vote-getters on the basis of the plurality rule. Voters could not

group their votes on one candidate (cumulation was forbidden) but

table 4.6. Basic Electoral System Data

1983 1986 1988 1992a 1992b 1995 1996

Total Districts 134 138 142 142 142 155 156
Total Seats 324 347 357 360 360 391 393
Three-Seat Districts 65 80 82 85 85 88 88
Two-Seat Districts 60 49 51 48 48 60 61
One-Seat Districts 9 9 9 9 9 7 7

Sources: Ministry of Interior, election reports (1986, 1988, 1992a, 1992b, 1995, 1997),

Manut (1986), Law (1987).

28 Thailand has a bicameral legislature consisting of an elected House and (until the

1997 constitutional reforms) an appointed Senate.
29 In Thailand, electoral units are the termed “constituencies” rather than “districts. ”
30 Each additional 75,000 people above 150,000was counted as an additional 150,000.

A province with 200,000 people would receive one seat while a 225,000-person

province would receive two seats.
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panachage was allowed (i.e., voters could split their votes between

candidates from different parties). Finally, voters were not required to

cast all of their votes – they could partially abstain (plumping).31

Parties were required to field a full team of candidates for any district

they wished to contest (e.g., three candidates in a three-seat district).

Given Thailand’s electoral system, how many parties would we

expect? The answer is not immediately obvious. The block vote elec-

toral system has not been studiedmuch by students of electoral systems.

However, it is possible to make some predictions. The expectations for

the effective number of parties in each Thai constituency should vary

according to the district magnitude and according to one’s expectations

about the importance of Thai party labels.

To begin with, the Mþ 1 rule (Cox 1997), a generalization of

Duverger’s law, is a useful predictor of the effect of an electoral system

on the number of parties at the district level.32 The Mþ 1 rule states

that no more thanMþ 1 candidates/parties are viable in any single seat

districts (M¼ 1) and no more thanMþ 1 parties are viable in multiseat

districts (M > 1). In other words, in single-seat districts, the expected

number of parties would be two; in two-seat districts, three parties, etc.

The expectations of theMþ 1 rule rest on an assumption of strategic

coordination by candidates, parties, and voters. Candidates and parties

decide whether to enter a race partly on the basis of their chance of

winning a seat or seats (strategic entry) (Cox 1997). Using the example

of a single-seat district, third-place candidates or parties have an

incentive to withdraw from the race or not to enter at all, or in the case

of political parties, to join with one of the two front-running parties. If

coordination among candidates or parties over strategic entry fails,

then strategic voting can reduce the number of viable contenders in a

given constituency. Voters, realizing that their votes are wasted if they

cast them for third-place contenders, have an incentive to transfer their

votes to their most preferred of the two strongest contenders. In a

single-seat constituency, voters who under normal circumstances

would prefer the third-place contenders will instead vote for their most

preferred of the top two contenders so as not to waste their votes.

31 See Cox (1997, 42–3) for a general discussion of cumulation, panachage, and
plumping.

32 Duverger’s law states that electoral systems with single-member districts and plurality

voting rules will produce a two-party system (Duverger 1954).
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However, certain assumptions must be met in order for the Mþ1 rule

to completely hold (Cox 1997).33 These are listed in Figure 4.1.

For themost part, these assumptions aremet inThai electionswith two

caveats. First, it is important to note that vote buying is common in Thai

elections (Hicken 2007b). To the extent that vote buying and selling dic-

tates how voters cast their votes, strategic voting assumptions one and

threemaynot hold. If voters base their vote onwhich candidates give them

the most money rather than which candidates have the best chance at

winning seats, then they are not “short term instrumentally rational” in

the manner described in Figure 4.1. This is not to say such voters are not

rational; rather, they have different goals than those of the instrumentally

rational voter.Likewise, vote-sellingvotersmaynotadjust their votes even

after receiving information that their vote buyer is a trailing candidate.

Vote buying, in the form of votes for cash or goods, certainly occurs in

Thailand (Sombat 1993; Arghiros 1995; Anek 1996; Surin andMcCargo

1997; Nelson 1998; Callahan 2000; Hicken 2007b) but there is some

question about how this affects election results. If one candidate engages

in vote buying within a district, other candidates will have an incentive to

do the same. Some scholars report that the result is that Thai voters often

accept money from many candidates and parties and then vote for their

preferred candidate(s) anyway (Sombat 1999). If this is the case, then

vote buying might not have a large effect on strategic voting. In addition,

campaign managers and vote canvassers/vote buyers buy votes in a

strategic manner.

Strategic Entry Assumptions: 
1. The identity of the frontrunners must

be common knowledge. 

2. The primary goal of candidates or
parties must be victory in the current
election  

Strategic Voting Assumptions:
1. Voters must be short term

instrumentally rational. 

2. Voters must have access to “reasonably
accurate and publicly available
information” on candidate or party
standings.    

3. There must be myopic (price-taking)
adjustment on the part of voters.  

Source: Cox, Gary. 1997. Making Votes Count. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

figure 4.1. Mþ 1 Rule Assumptions

33 These are the necessary assumptions to generate a tendency to bipartism in a single-

member district. For the assumptions necessary to produce pure bipartism, see Cox

(1997, 76–9).
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During the final days prior to voting, many campaign managers opted to

abandon weaker members of their team who seemed to have little prospect of

being elected. Financial resources could then be directed towards buying votes

on behalf of the one or two candidates with the best electoral prospects.
(Callahan 2000, 35)

A second caveat is that the informational assumptions behind stra-

tegic voting and strategic entry may sometimes be problematic. First,

accurate polling data can be hard to come by in Thailand, especially in

rural districts. Thus some candidates and voters may lack the infor-

mation necessary to distinguish the frontrunners from the rest of the

candidates. Second, party labels often help communicate information

on the viable candidates and parties in any given district and thus help

candidates and voters coordinate their behavior. However, when party

labels mean little to voters or candidates, and party support in a given

district varies widely from election to election, then it will be more

difficult for voters to obtain “reasonable and accurate” information on

party and candidate standings. Even if party labels are weak, though,

there are other cues to which voters and candidates can look to assess

candidate/party viability. These would include a candidate’s personal

reputation and electoral history; the family, group, or faction to which

a candidate belongs; or the amount of money the candidate spends

campaigning (or buying votes) (Napisa 2005).

In summary, for the most part, the assumptions that underlie the

Mþ1 rule are met in the context of Thai elections, although with the

possible exceptions noted previously. Given this, for single-seat dis-

tricts, a straightforward application of Duverger’s law and the Cox’s

Mþ1 rule is possible (Duverger 1954; Cox 1999). In Thailand’s single-

seat districts, one would expect the average effective number of parties

to be around two – slightly more where the assumptions behind the

Mþ1 rule are not met.

What about Thailand’s two- and three-seat districts? There the

application of theMþ 1 rule is less obvious. TheMþ 1 rule has not often

been applied to cases where voters have multiple votes, as Thai voters do

in two- and three-seat districts.When voters havemultiple votes, does the

Mþ 1 rule still apply? Will the effective number of parties still vary by

district magnitude? The answer depends on what we assume about the

value of party labels to Thai voters. If voters truly cast their votes

according to party labels, the Mþ1 rule will not apply – the effective
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number of parties should be around two across all districts, regardless of

district magnitude.

To see why, consider a single-seat district (M¼ 1) where the NAP

candidate wins the most votes and so wins the seat. Now add two seats

to that district and give the voters in that district two additional votes. If

voters truly cast their votes according to party label, then they will cast

their additional votes for the two additional NAP candidates, and the

NAPwill win all three seats. If on the other hand party labels are not the

primary cue for voters when casting their votes, then they maywell cast

their additional votes for candidates from other parties. If this is the

case then the Mþ 1 rule should apply, with larger seat districts having

more parties.

How importantwereparty labels inThailand?As thepreceding section

demonstrated, labels were generally weak – party label meant little to

either candidates or voters. This suggests that, given Thailand’s pre-1997

block vote electoral system, we should expect the average effective num-

ber of parties in each district (ENPavg) to be near Mþ 1 for all districts.

However, if it is the case that party labels are in fact meaningful to voters,

then the number of parties should be near two in all districts, regardless of

district magnitude. These expectations are summarized in Figure 4.2.

The Southern Exception

Before presenting the data, one additional observation is useful. Recall

that in addition to polling data, voters might rely on party label or can-

didate/party electoral history as signals of which parties and candidates

are viable in a given district. In most Thai districts, there is no party with

a significant electoral history, nor do party labels carry with them a

habitual allegiance on the part of voters or candidates. The exception to

this general statement can be found in Thailand’s Southern region. The

South has long been the stronghold of the Democrat Party – Thailand’s

oldest party. Of all the parties, the Democrats have traditionally had the

strongest party label.34 This party label, combined with the history of

Democrat strength in the South, means that voters, parties, and candi-

dates should have an easier time identifying viable candidates in Southern

34 This is relative to other Thai party labels. In fact, the Democrat Party label is not as
strong as one might expect given the party’s long history due in part to numerous

intra-party factional conflicts throughout much of the party’s history (Somporn 1976;

Surin 1992).
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districts compared to other regions of the country. As a result, one would

expect the effective number of parties in the South to consistently be

among the lowest in Thailand. One would also expect there to be very

little difference between one-, two-, and three-seat constituencies in terms

of the effective number of parties – all should be near two, with one

caveat. During the mid- to late 1980s, the Democrat Party was riddled

with factional problems, culminating in a split in the party and the for-

mation of a breakaway party in 1988, the Prachachon Party. Thus one

would expect ENPavg in the South to be near or less than two and lower

than ENPavg in other regions of the country with the exception of the

1986 and especially the 1988 elections.

4.3.2 Testing the Expectations

In order to test these expectations, I collected district-level electoral data

for five general elections: 1986, 1988, September 1992, 1995, and 1996.

Elections prior to 1986 were excluded from the dataset because of some

differences in the electoral laws prior to 1986.35 The March 1992

electionswere also excludeddue to incomplete district level electoral data.

For each district I calculated the effectivenumber of parties in that district.

In multiseat districts, vote totals for candidates of the same party were

M = 1 

ENPavg near 2 

M = 2 

ENPavg near 3 

M = 3 

ENPavg near 4 

If party labels are valuable, ENPavg should be 
near 2 across all district magnitudes.  

figure 4.2. Expectations for ENPavg

35 One of the biggest differences was that prior to the 1986 election candidates were not

required to belong to a political party.
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added together and used to calculate a party vote share.36 The data from

the five elections were then combined in a single dataset. Standard OLS

regressions were run to determine whether there was a relationship

between district magnitude and the effective number of parties. The

statistical analysis reveals a significant positive relationship between

district magnitude and the effective number of parties at the district level

(Table 4.7).

As expected, the ENPavg varies by district magnitude. Higher district

magnitudes are associated with more parties. This is additional evidence

that party label is not the primary guide for Thai voters when they cast

their votes. (The results are even stronger when one includes constituency

results from the 2001 and 2005 elections, which used only single-seat

districts.) Figure4.3graphs theeffectivenumberofpartiesaveragedacross

one-, two-, and three-seat districts over the period. Again, the difference

between one-, two-, and three-seat districts is evident. The effective

numberofparties is alsonearwherewewouldexpect given theMþ1 rule.

In three-seat districts ENP is 4 or less in every election. In two- and single-

seat districts, ENP is slightly higher than theMþ1 limit in the first couple

of elections, and then falls to within theMþ 1 range in later elections.37

table 4.7. Regression Results: Effect of District Magnitude on the
Effective Number of Parties at the District Level

Dependent Variable: Effective Number of
Parties at the District Level (ENPavg) 1986–1996 1986–2005

District Magnitude (M) .26** .50***
(.03) (.03)

Constant 2.56 1.91
(.21) (.06)

R-squared .02 .15
Number of Observations 725 1525

**Significant at the .001 level; ***Significant at the .000 level; Standard errors in

parentheses

36 In two cases the election results failed to list a vote total for a candidate. In both cases

I calculated an estimated vote total by splitting the difference in the vote totals for the

next highest and next lowest candidates. In both 1986 and September 1992 four
districts had to be thrown out because of missing data.

37 Note that it is harder to draw inferences about single-seat districts due to the

relatively small number of single-seat districts in each election.
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Note in Figure 4.3 that ENPavg falls from 1988 onward for all three

district magnitudes. What’s behind this steady fall in the number of

parties? One might argue that the decline in the number of parties over

time is evidence that party labels have become more important signals to

voters and candidates as parties have built up an electoral history at the

district level. As a result, it has become easier over time for voters, can-

didates, andparties todistinguish frontrunners fromthe also-rans. Indeed,

this may be the case in certain constituencies, especially in the South as is

discussed in more detail later. However, the fortunes of most political

parties still vary greatly from election to election. This suggests that the

decline in the number of parties over the period is a result of other factors

quite apart from an increase in the value of party labels. For example, the

electoral history of certain candidates, incumbents, or factions may be

built up over time even if they switch parties from election to election

(Napisa 2005). Thus, although a given candidate’s party label may

communicate little information about the candidate’s chances, the can-

didate’s (or his/her faction’s) previous showing in the district might be all

the information voters, parties, and other actors need to coordinate as the

Mþ 1 rule predicts. Another possible explanation for the decline in

ENPavg is new electoral system shock. When a new electoral system is

adopted, it may take candidates and voters time to understand the

incentives of the new system and adjust their behavior accordingly. Thus

one would expect ENPavg to decline over time.38
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figure 4.3. Average Effective Number of Parties by District Magnitude

38 Although the block vote electoral system had been used in Thai elections before

1979, 1979 marks the beginning of regular elections. Also, 1986 marked the first
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To summarize, the evidence is fairly consistent with the Mþ 1 rule.

ENPavg varies by district magnitude and is at or near the Mþ 1 level.

In other words, the intra-district dynamics seem to be working as

expected.

Regional Variation

Figure 4.4 displays the average effective number of parties by region.

As expected, in the last three elections Southern districts had, on average,

a much lower effective number of parties than districts elsewhere in

Thailand – 2.4 over the period compared with 3.3 for the rest of the

country. For most elections the Southern ENPavg reflected the strength of

the Democrat label in the region – around two or less. However, one can

also see the factional conflict in the Democrat party reflected in the 1986

and 1988 elections.While the Southern ENPavg for 1986 is still one of the

lowest in the country, it is stillmuchhigher than it is throughout the1990s.

In 1988, the year in which Democrats and former Democrats ran against

each other in several constituencies, the effective number of parties in the

Democrat’s Southern stronghold is the second highest in the country.

Excluding the 1988 election yields an ENPavg of 2.1 for the South.

In summary, the large number of parties in Thailand at the national

level does not appear to be a function of the electoral system or
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figure 4.4. Average Effective Number of Parties per District by Region

election under the new constitution where candidates were required to be members

of political parties.
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district-level coordination failures. The average effective number of

parties at the constituency level is quite small (3.2 on average),

much smaller than the effective number of parties nationally. How, then,

do we account for the large number of parties at the national level?

4.4 the national party system: cross-district
coordination (aggregation)

I argued in previous chapters that Duverger’s law and Cox’s Mþ 1 rule

operate at the district level. The result is numerous district-level party

systems each with its own effective number of parties. How do the local

party systems map onto the national party system? How well do parties

coordinate or aggregate across districts? Recall that if the same parties are

the frontrunners in all districts nationwide, then the effective number of

parties nationally should be equivalent to the average number of parties in

each district. The difference, then, between the effective number of parties

nationally and the average effective numberof parties at the district level is

a measure of the extent of aggregation between the local and national

party systems (D¼ENPnat � ENPavg). The larger the difference is, the

poorer the aggregation will be (Cox 1999; Chhibber and Kollman 1998,

2004). ENPavg and ENPnat for Thai elections are displayed in Figure 4.5.

Note that even though ENPavg averages 3.2, the effective number

of parties nationally (ENPnat) averages 7.2.We can convert this difference

into Cox’s inflation measure using the formula I¼100*[(ENPnat �
ENPavg)/ ENPnat].

39 As discussed in Chapter 1, the inflation score com-

municates the percentageof the effective number of parties nationally that

is due to poor aggregation – higher numbers reflect worse aggregation.

Figure 4.6 displays the inflation scores for each of Thailand’s elections.

As Figures 4.5 and 4.6 indicate, aggregation was poor between

the local and national party systems during the pre-1997 period. The

average effective number of parties at the district level ranges from 2.4 to

3.7, but the effective number of parties nationally goes from 4.6 to 9.8

(Figure 4.5). In other words, between 48 and 62% of the national party

system’s size can be attributed to poor aggregation (Figure 4.6).

39 In Chapter 3, I used a version of the inflation score that ranged from 0 to 1. Here I

multiply it by 100 to convert it to a 0 to 100 scale.
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Thailand’s average inflation score over the period is 54, meaning 54%of

the size of the national party system is the result of poor aggregationwhile

46% is due to the average number of parties at the district level. This

inflation score is quite high by comparative standards (see Table 3.1).

Where specifically are aggregation failures occurring? Does the

degree of cross-district coordination vary across different government

administrative levels? For example, is it the case that coordination

is good within provinces or regions, but not across them? To answer

these questions, I calculate the extent to which candidates in

provinces with multiple electoral districts link across those districts.

Next, I examine aggregation between candidates across provinces

within a given region. Finally, I determine how much aggregation

occurred across different regions. Figure 4.7 displays the results.

Figure 4.7 traces the inflation of the party across each administrative

level. I take the average effective number of parties and inflation scores for
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all elections and all levels of government and show step by step where

inflation occurs as one moves from the district to national level. Clearly,

Thai parties failed to coordinate across the various administrative regions

in Thailand. Specifically, 30% of the size of the national party system is

due to poor aggregation across Thailand’s 76 regions (I¼ 30). Measured

in terms of percentage change, the party system grows by 45% between

the regional and national levels. However, poor aggregation is evenmore

pronounced at the subregional level. Between the district and regional

levels, the party system expands by 52% for an inflation score of 34.

Broken down even further, it becomes clear that there are aggregation

failures both between the provinces (I¼ 21) and between districts within

the same province (I¼ 16).40

4.5 conclusion

Returning to the question posed at the beginning of the chapter: Why

were there so many parties in pre-1997 Thailand? The large number of

parties was not a function of a permissive electoral system or social

cleavages that produced coordination failures at the district level.

Thailand’s block vote plurality electoral system is not an extremely
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figure 4.7. Where the Thai Party System Gets Inflated (Multidistrict
Provinces Only)

40 The aggregation data from Figure 4.7 allow me to examine the extent to which
Thailand has evolved into a party system made up of several major parties that

dominate different regions of the country as some have suggested (see Surin and

McCargo 1997). For an analysis, see Chapter 5.
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permissive electoral system (though it is more permissive than a single-

seat plurality system). As a result, candidates, voters, and parties were

able to coordinate on a modest effective number of parties in each

district. The level of intra-district coordination was such that Thailand

would have had between three and four parties in the House of

Representatives if parties had been able to perfectly aggregate across

districts. I found also that the average effective number of parties at the

district level varied by district magnitude in a manner consistent with

what one would expect given the electoral system. (This is also further

evidence of the weakness of Thai party labels.)

Rather than intra-district coordination failures, the source of

Thailand’s inflated party system was poor aggregation – the failure of

candidates to better coordinate across districts. The data show that

aggregation was poor between the districts, provinces, and regions.

This finding begs some obvious questions. Namely, why has aggrega-

tion been so poor in Thailand relative to other countries? This is the

subject to which I turn in Chapter 5.
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5

Explaining Aggregation in Thailand

5.1 introduction

What does the theory of aggregation incentives as described in Chapter 2

tell us about the roots of cross-district coordination failures in pre-1997

Thailand? Why was aggregation so poor? Drawing on the theory pre-

sented in Chapter 2, I argue that poor aggregation incentives in Thailand

reflected a diffusion of power within the national government (due to

party factionalism and an appointed Senate) and uncertainty over the

procedure for selecting the prime minister. In short, the expected utility

associatedwith being the largest party in parliament was relatively low in

pre-1997 Thailand. This discouraged greater attempts at cross-district

coordination. I also discuss and evaluate possible alternative explanations

(i.e., social heterogeneity and regionalism). I then devote the rest of the

chapter to analyzing the effects of constitutional reform in light of the

theory. Since the new Thai constitution and electoral system adopted in

1997 altered some of the variables I claim help shape aggregation incen-

tives, this episode of institutional reform is an ideal opportunity for theuse

of comparative statics. In short, the constitutional reforms present me

with a natural experiment that I can use to test the predictive power of the

theory. The theory helps explain how and why the Thai party system has

changed since the constitutional reforms. Specifically, I show that

improvements in the aggregation payoff resulting primarily from new

tools to combat party factionalism contributed to a dramatic improve-

ment in cross-district coordination and an accompanying fall in the

effective number of electoral parties. The final section concludes with a
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few words about aggregation in light of the 2006 coup and the

subsequent constitutional reforms. The new 2007 Constitution was an

attempt by Thailand’s conservative forces to return Thai politics to the

pre-Thaksin era, and it thus reduced many of the new aggregation

incentives introduced in 1997. An analysis of the preliminary results

from the December 2007 elections demonstrates that, as expected,

aggregation declined in the wake of these reforms.

5.2 explaining poor linkage in pre-1997 thailand

5.2.1 The Size of the Aggregation Payoff – Vertical

and Horizontal Centralization

The case of Thailand supports the argument that a concentration of power

at the national rather than the subnational level (vertical centralization) is

not enough to produce strong aggregation incentives. Thailand is a unitary

state. Governors appointed by the Ministry of Interior (MoI) headed the

country’s 76 provinces. The few locally elected offices during the pre-1997

period“remained in theMoI’s sphereofpower” (Nelson1998,34).Nearly

without exception Thailand is characterized by academics, bureaucrats,

and politicians as an extremely centralized state – political and economic

power remain heavily concentrated at the center (Bangkok) (Nelson

1998).1 For example, over the 1980s and 1990s, the central government

controlled 92% of all government expenditures and 95% of all govern-

ment revenues (World Bank n.d.). As a percentage of GDP, subnational

government’s share of total revenues and expenditures was just a bit more

than1%(WorldBankn.d.).Muchof the revenue subnationalgovernments

would collectwentdirectly toBangkok– for example,90%of the sales and

excise taxesand60%of the local surchargescollectedby localgovernments

were transferred to Bangkok (Hunsaker 1997, 144).2

If we focus solely on vertical centralization, we would expect

Thailand to have excellent aggregation. However, as Chapter 4 demon-

strated, this is not the case. In short, the concentration of power and

1 For more information regarding the dominance of the central government over local

administrative units in Thailand, see Nelson (1998) and Missingham (1997).
2 To say that power is extremely centralized is not to say that local government units

have no power. Hunsaker (1997) demonstrates that municipalities can and do bargain

with the central government over revenue grants.
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resources at the national level in Thailand does not translate into

sufficiently strong incentives for cross-district coordination. Instead, one

must look to the second component of the aggregation payoff – the

concentration of power within the national government, or horizontal

centralization.

Leaders of the largest party in pre-1997 Thailand faced significant

checks on their power, which reduced the perceived payoff to aggrega-

tion. In Chapter 2, I argued that the presence of bicameralism, reserve

domains, and party factionalism all reduce the size of the aggregation

payoff. Each of these was present in pre-1997 Thailand. First, Thailand

has a bicameral legislature consisting of a House Representatives

(saphaphuthaenratsadorn) and Senate (wuthisapha). The House of

Representatives was the primary legislative body – its approval is re-

quired for all legislation. The Senate could delay a bill but the House can

eventually pass legislation over the objection of the Senate. Strictly

speaking then, the Senate was not a formal veto gate and theoretically

could have served as only a mild check on the authority of the largest

party in the House. However, while the Senate did not have the formal

power to block legislation, it was none-the-less difficult for elected

governments to ignore the interests of the Senate. Until 1997, the Senate

was an appointed body. During the 1980s, these appointees were gen-

erally formermilitary officials and bureaucrats. Representing as it did the

interests of Thailand’s conservative forces – who, recall, had a long

history of intervening to shut down democratic institutions – the Senate’s

position on a matter carried a good deal of weight. This was especially

true when the Senators were relatively united on an issue. In effect, the

Senate functioned as a reserve domain. The existence of an unelected

Senate stocked with representatives of the military and bureaucracy

meant that the parties that controlled the House and cabinet still did not

hold all the reins of power.

Throughout much of the 1980s, another portion of the potential

aggregation payoff was off limits to party leaders –macroeconomic and

budgetary policy. This reserve domain emerged as the result of

a compromise between elected politicians, Thailand’s conservative

forces, and Prime Minister (and former general) Prem Tinsulanonda.3

3 For more on this compromise, see Hicken (2001, 2005), Christensen et al. (1993), and

Doner and Ramsey (1997).
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As part of this “pork-policy compromise,” macroeconomic and

budgetary policywas shielded from elected politicians and run by Prem-

backed technocrats. In exchange, the political partieswere given control

of the sectoral ministries (Commerce, Industry, Education, Agriculture,

etc.) andwere allowed to run them as they sawfit provided they avoided

major scandal and respected the budgetary ceilings set by the techno-

crats (Hicken 2001, 2005).

By the early 1990s, both of these reserve domains were withering

away. In 1988, an elected politician became Thailand’s prime minister

for the first time since 1976 and immediately did away with the pork-

policy compromise by seizing control of macroeconomic and budget-

ary policy (Hicken 2001, 2005). In addition, the composition of the

Senate gradually changed so that over time business interests came to

make up a larger and larger portion of Senate appointees. Yet, while

these reserve domains were in place, they represented a significant

diffusion of political authority and a disincentive for aggregation.

A third reserve domain exists in Thailand, one that did not wane

during the 1990s – the institution of the monarchy.While the Thai king

typically plays a largely ceremonial role in politics, Thai constitutions

have reserved signification powers for the king in the area of legislation.

Namely, by refusing to sign a bill into law, the king can effectively veto

that legislation, and it then requires a two-thirds vote of both houses to

pass the bill over the king’s objections. Although the king has rarely, if

ever, invoked this power, the fact remains that even a leader of the

large, majority party faced a potential check on his authority.4

Another factor contributing to the horizontal diffusion of power –

one that did not change over the course of the 1980s and 1990s – was

the factionalized nature of Thai parties. As discussed in Chapter 4, Thai

political parties were extremely factionalized, due in large part to the

nature of Thailand’s pre-1997 electoral system. Because of the rampant

party factionalism, the leader of a political party was more like a first

among equals than the head of a political hierarchy. The fact that the

leader of the largest party might still find his power checked by rival

4 In addition, the revered status of Thailand’s current long-serving king means that on

the occasion when the king weighs in on a political or policy matter, politicians
disregard that advice at some cost. The clash between elected Prime Minister Thaksin

Shinawatra and the monarchy was a major factor behind Thaksin’s ouster from office

in a September 2006 coup.
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factions within his own party discouraged greater attempts at

aggregation. Party factionalism was a major cause of the frequent

cabinet reshuffles and short-lived governments that so characterized

Thailand’s pre-reform system as disgruntled faction leaders actively

sought to bring down their rivals, including sometimes the nominal

head of the party – the prime minister (see Chambers 2003).

Consider the history of the New Aspiration Party. The NAP vaulted

to power as the largest party in 1996 after luring several factions to the

party with promises of cabinet portfolios. The party, with its eight

factions, was still far short of a majority in parliament with only 32%of

the seats.5 Itwas therefore forced to invite five other parties to joinwith it

in coalition – most of which were also composed of multiple factions.

During its term in office, the various factions within the NAP were

perpetually in conflict. Indeed, factional conflicts were among the

factors behind the government’s slow and inconsistent response to the

economic crisis of 1997 (MacIntyre 1999; Chambers 2003). NAP

faction leaders clashed with each other over how to respond to the

growing crisis, what strategy to adopt regarding proposed constitu-

tional reforms, and most of all over the allocation of portfolios.

Chavalit Yongchaiyudh, the party’s leader, was often reduced to the

role of mediator and referee in a bid to keep all the factions on board

and the party together. Unhappy with their share of the payoff after

yet another cabinet reshuffle in October of 1997, some NAP factions

began looking for greener pastures in other parties. Faced with this

threat and unable to govern effectively while sitting astride the NAP

hydra and five other coalition partners, Chavalit finally stepped down

in November 1997. Over the next few years, the party steadily disin-

tegrated as faction after faction abandoned the party. What remained

of the party was finally folded into the Thai Rak Thai Party in 2002.

What is instructive about the NAP case is not how unusual it is but

rather how typical. Factional conflict within the ruling party and/or

within its coalition partners was a major cause of the collapse of nearly

every democratic government prior to NAP (Chambers 2003). Recall

that these were not large national parties. Each governing party con-

trolled only a relativelymodest plurality of parliamentary seats and drew

support from only one or two regions. Yet even these moderately sized,

5 See Chambers (2003) for details on these eight factions.
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nonnational parties were unable to manage internal conflict between

factions. Historically, Thai parties that try to grow beyond a modest

number ofMPs implode in relatively short order (Chambers 2003).6The

lesson internalized by nearly all party leaders and politicians during the

1980s and1990swas that attempts tobetter coordinate across districts in

an effort to build a larger, national party would not be worth the cost to

party cohesion. Indeed, in numerous interviews with party officials, the

dangers anddrawbacks associatedwith factionalismwas frequently cited

as a major reason why coordination in a bid to form large, national

parties was rarely attempted (Party Interviews 1999, 2000).

In short, Thai party leaders and would-be-prime ministers under-

stood the challenges associated with the factionalized nature of Thai

parties. Even when a prospective prime minister had the opportunity to

create a nationwide majority party through aggregation, the specter of

factional conflict undermined the appeal of such an option.

To summarize, power was vertically centralized in pre-reform

Thailand, butwithin the national government itself powerwas dispersed.

The existence of party factionalism, an upper chamber, and significant

reserve domains, especially during the 1980s, reduced the payoff to being

the largest party in government. This small aggregation payoff in turn

contributed to weak aggregation incentives and the poor cross-district

coordination that characterized pre-reform Thailand.

5.2.2 Prime Ministerial Selection Method

In parliamentary systems like Thailand’s, the method of selecting the

prime minister determines the probability that becoming the largest

party will translate into control of government. If the rules or norms of

parliament are such that the leader of the largest party always has the

first opportunity to form a government and usually succeeds, then

aggregation may be worthwhile. If, on the other hand, actors other

than the leader of the largest party often form or get a chance to form

the government, then aggregation incentives are weaker.

In Thailand, the leader of the largest party did successfully head a new

government after the September 1992, 1995, and 1996 elections, but this

6 The threshold of sustainability seems to be between 80 and 90members of parliament

(Chambers 2003).
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was not always the norm. After the 1979, 1983, 1986, 1988, andMarch

1992 elections, non-elected individuals (military figures) were invited to

form a government either immediately after the election, or after polit-

ical party leaders failed in their attempts. In 1988, the man invited to be

primeminister,General PremTinsulanonda, turned down the invitation;

and the head of Chart Thai, the largest party, became prime minister.

After a non-elected individual was again invited to form the government

after the March 1992 elections (resulting in mass protests), a constitu-

tional amendment was passed requiring that the prime minister be a

member of the House of Representatives. Prior to the amendment,

however, the high probability that the leader of the largest party would

not get the opportunity to form a government undermined the incentives

to try to create a large national party.

To summarize, the pre-1997 institutional environment generated

weak aggregation incentives. Even though power was vertically central-

ized, within the national government power was less concentrated. The

existence of party factionalism together with a Senate and the presence of

reserve domains placed checks on the power of the largest party and kept

the potential payoff to aggregation low throughout the period. In addi-

tion, for much of the pre-1997 period the selection procedure for the

prime minister was uncertain. This uncertainty together with the small

aggregation payoff undermined incentives to coordinate across districts.

Note, however, that as reserve domains diminished and a constitutional

amendment was adopted prohibiting non-elected prime ministers,

aggregation did somewhat improve. The average inflation score for the

1980s, when reserve domains were strongest and the government was

regularly headed by a non-elected premier, is 58. After the 1992 consti-

tutional amendment, the average inflation score falls to 50 – still high as

expected given the enduring factionalism, but noticeably lower than the

previous decade.

5.3 alternative explanation: social
heterogeneity and regionalism

It is worth taking amoment here to review some alternative explanations

for Thailand’s high inflation rate. In Chapter 3, I noted that when there is

social heterogeneity and cleavage groups are concentrated in separate

regions, cross-district alliances may be difficult to build (though I also
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argued that heterogeneity interacts with the size of the aggregation

payoff). In general, Thailand lacks the pronounced and politicized

social cleavages found in many of its neighbors. While its ethnic

fractionalization score is a notable .43 (Fearon 2003), ethnicity has not

been a major basis of political or party competition. In fact, “ideology,

religion, ethnicity, and policy issues have generally played aminor role in

the [Thai] electorate’s voting behavior” (Surin andMcCargo 1997, 135).

To the extent a significant cleavage exists in Thailand, it would be an

urban–rural cleavage, and some scholars do claim that the urban–rural

divide hinders the development of national parties. Due to their very

different constituencies, this argument goes, Bangkok-based candidates

and provincially based candidates have a hard time forming alliances.

In short, Thailand is a country with “two separate political cultures

and two competing agendas” (Pasuk and Baker 1998, 245). The gap

between these urban and rural interests, it is argued, is too great for any

single party to bridge (Anek 1996).

I do not dispute the existence of a division between Bangkok and

the provinces; however, I do questionwhether this gap is insurmountable.

There areparties that havebeenable to simultaneouslydrawsupport from

both Bangkok and the provinces,most notably theDemocrat Partywhich

has, at times, done well in Bangkok and the more rural Southern region.

More recently, in 2001 the Thai Rak Thai Party was able to win the

support of both provincial and urban voters. Its share of the Bangkok vote

(42%) is nearly identical to what it received in the rest of the country,

outside of the South (44%). In addition, urban- and rural-based parties

have been able to form alliances with each other once in power. An

example is the 1995 grand coalition of the provincially based Chart Thai

and New Aspiration Party with the Bangkok-based Palang Dharma

and Nam Thai Parties. There is no a priori reason that similar cross-

constituency alliances could not be formed prior to elections under the

umbrella of a single party, as indeed they have been in recent elections. In

addition, Chapter 4 demonstrated that coordination failures are

pronounced evenwithin regions where there is no significant urban–rural

divide.

This bringsme to a second, but related, alternative explanation. Some

scholars suggest that Thailand has evolved into a party system made up

of severalmajorparties thatdominatedifferent regionsof the country (see

Surin and McCargo 1997). If this is true, then this could suggest that
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region is an important cleavage in Thailand and a hindrance to better

aggregation. Indeed, there is a good deal of evidence in support of the

regionalization argument.Most parties do draw the bulk of their support

from a particular region and, as I argued in Chapter 4, the Democrat

Party has traditionally dominated Southern elections. If different parties

dominated other regions of the country in the same way, aggregation

across regions could certainly be difficult. Indeed, the parties do have

difficulty linking across regions as the cross-regional inflation score of 30

in Figure 5.1 suggests. Nonetheless, two points of caution are worth

noting regarding claims that Thailand is developing or has developed a

regionalized party system. First, the fact remains that aggregation is

poorer between the district and regional levels (I¼ 34) than it is between

the regional and national levels (I¼ 30) (see Figure 5.1). In other words,

the evidence suggests that even candidates from within the same region

have difficulty joining together under a common party label.

A second concern with the regionalization claim is whether regions

outside of the South are really dominated by one or two political parties.

To examine this question I calculate the effective number of parties for

each region of Thailand (ENPreg) by aggregating party vote shares by

region. I then compare the number of regional parties (ENPreg) with the

average effective number of parties (ENPavg) at the district level in each

region. ENPavg tells us how many parties there are on average in each

district in a given region. ENPreg tells us how many parties there are

regionwide – aggregating across the various districts in a region. ENPreg,

then, is similar to ENPnat but on a regional scale. By comparing these

District
Level

Provincial
Level

National
Level

Regional
Level

I = 16

I = 34 

I = 30  I = 21

I = 54

3.2 effective
parties

3.9 effective
parties

4.9 effective
parties

7.0 effective
parties

figure 5.1. Where the Thai Party System Gets Inflated (Multidistrict
Provinces Only)
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two numbers I can determine whether there is a difference between the

average number of parties found in a region’s districts and the total

effective number of parties for that region. In a region with one or two

dominant parties, one would expect the effective number of parties at

the district level (ENPavg) to be low – the dominant party (or parties)

should be the clear frontrunner in any given constituency. In addition,

aggregation between districts should be good – truly dominant parties

should be the frontrunners in most of the districts region-wide, and thus

ENPreg should be near ENPavg. Finally, if one or two political parties

truly dominate regions to a degree similar to which the Democrats

dominate the South, then ENPavg and ENPreg for non-South regions

should compare favorably to ENPavg and ENPreg for the South.

Figure 5.2 compares the effective number of regional parties (ENPreg)

for each Thai region with the average effective number of parties in each

region’s districts (ENPavg) (Figure 5.2a). It is clear from this figure that

even at the regional level aggregation is poor. In nearly every region there

is a large gap between the effective number of parties at the district and

regional levels. Evenwhen this gap narrows in 1996, 33%of the regional

party system can still be explained by poor aggregation (I ¼ 33). Figure

5.2 also shows that, as expected, aggregation in the Southern region is

very good. There is very little difference between the number of parties at

the regional level (ENPreg; Figure 5.2b) and the number of parties at the

constituency level (ENPavg; Figure 5.2a) – except for the year of the split

in the Democrat Party (1988). In addition, both ENPavg and ENPreg
are generally lower in the South than in other regions, again with the

exception of 1988. These results suggest that outside the South, no party

has been able to dominate an entire region. Regionally based parties do

draw the majority of their support from one particular region, and they

may indeed have difficulty forming allianceswith candidates or parties in

other regions, but as Figure 5.2 demonstrates, these parties have

plenty of difficulty forging alliances across districts within their own

region.7

7 Bangkok is an exception. While Bangkok’s ENPavg is comparable in most elections to

ENPavg for the Central and Northern regions, ENPreg is much lower in Bangkok. In

short, there is better aggregation in Bangkok than in any other region outside of
the South. Even though Bangkok has more parties running in a given constituency

than the South, those parties tend to be the same from constituency to constituency.

Thus, the difference between ENPavg and ENPreg is very small.
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If social or regional cleavages cannot adequately account for

the lack of cross-district coordination in Thailand, then other

factors must be coming into play to prevent aggregation. Why hasn’t

there been greater coordination between urban and rural areas, or
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across regions by candidates and parties? A major reason is certainly

the lack of incentives to do so. Given stronger aggregation incentives

it seems likely that candidates/parties would find a way to bridge

these divides. As we will see in the next section, this is indeed the case.

5.4 aggregation and the 1997 constitutional
reforms

In 1997 Thailand adopted a new constitution. The first House of

Representatives election under this constitution was held in 2001.8 For

the first time since democratic elections were restored in 1979, a single

party, the newly formedThai RakThai Party, nearly captured amajority

of the seats in the House. (Shortly after the election, two smaller parties

decided to merge with Thai Rak Thai, giving the party a legislative

majority.) As a result, the effective number of parliamentary parties fell

quite dramatically to 3.1 from an average of 6.1 during the previous six

elections (Table 5.1). A similar decline is evident in the effective number

of electoral parties (as measured by vote shares) – from 7.1 to 3.8. This

trend continued in 2005 with the effective number of electoral parties

falling further to 2.4. I argue that this change in the effective number of

parties nationally is a direct result of the constitutional changes Thailand

adopted in 1997. Specifically, I argue that reducing district magnitude

(M) led to improved strategic coordination within districts. However, it

is the stronger incentives for coordination by parties and candidates

across districts that are primarily responsible for reducing the number of

parties. In short, the constitutional changes increased aggregation

incentives, resulting in a decline in the number of parties nationally.

Whenever one is interested in the effects of institutional changes

endogeneity and direction of causation issues are a concern. Specifically

one must consider whether the constitutional changes and subsequent

changes to the party system are both simply reflections of the interests

and capabilities of major political actors. In the Thai case, however,

treating the constitutional changes as relatively exogenous seems

reasonable. First, the constitutional drafting process was generally free

8 In 2000, Thailand’s first ever Senate elections were held. The new Senate had only

delaying power, and Senators could not belong to a political party. See more on this

later in this chapter.
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from partisan political influence (Prudhisan 1998). The drafting process

was carried out by a body entirely separate from the legislature and

specially created for the purpose of writing a new constitution (the

Constitutional Drafting Assembly – CDA). The CDA consisted of indi-

rectly elected representatives from each of the country’s provinces

alongside appointed experts in the fields of public law, political science,

and public administration. By statute, the CDA draft was subject only to

an up or down vote in the legislature and could not be amended.9Within

the CDA itself, the majority of the work of constitutional design and

drafting was delegated to a select committee of academics and techno-

crats with no clear partisan affiliations.

Second, consistent with the fact that the drafting was outside of the

control of Thailand’s existing political elite, the constitutional reforms

threatened the interests of many of Thailand’s traditional power

centers.10 It is not surprising then that support for the CDA draft con-

stitution was greeted in some quarters with wariness and even outright

table 5.1. Effective Number of Parties in Thailand

Election Year

Effective Number of Parties

(by seat shares)

Effective Number of Parties

(by vote shares)

1986 6.1 8.0
1988 7.7 9.8
1992a 6.0 6.7
1992b 6.1 6.6
1995 6.4 6.8
1996 4.3 4.6
Average: 1986–96 6.1 7.1

2001a 3.1 3.8
2005a 1.6 2.4

a The 2001 and 2005 election used a mixed-member system with 400 seats elected from

single-seat districts and 100 seats elected using national party lists with proportional
representation. The effective number of parties for these elections is calculated using

all House votes and all House seats.

Sources:Ministry of Interior, election reports (1986, 1988, 1992a, 1992b, 1995, 1997);

Nelson (2002). Electoral Commission of Thailand (2005).

9 In the event of a no vote, the draft would then go before the people in the form of a
referendum.

10 The nature of the reforms was very much the reflection of middle class (Bangkok)

preferences (Connors 2002). See also McCargo 2002.
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opposition. The political elite of many of the major political parties and

factions, including the ruling NAP, expressed strong reservations about

the draft. The fact that most ultimately voted to adopt the draft con-

stitution, despite their very serious misgivings, is a function of two fac-

tors. First, the Constitutional Amendment Bill required an up or down

vote of the draft by parliament without amendment. This made it

impossible for legislators to pick apart the draft or delay it via the

amendment process. Second, the coincident occurrence of the Asian

economic crisis, a chain reaction that began in Thailand in late June/early

July 1997, effectively raised the stakes connected with passage or

rejection of the draft. The crisis struck just as the drafting process was

wrapping up. It shone a spotlight on some of the shortcomings in the

Thai political system (MacIntyre 2002). In the minds ofmany voters and

investors, the constitutional draft became a symbol of the government’s

commitment to difficult but needed political and economic reforms.

Constitutional reform and the broader reform agenda became so linked,

in fact, that the stock market and currency markets reacted quickly and

noticeably to expressions of opposition or support by leading govern-

ment officials. In the end, the potential economic and political costs of a

no vote outweighed the risks of reform, and the draft was adopted by a

vote of 518 to 16 (with 17 abstentions).

Finally, it is difficult to draw a clear link between existing political

interests and reform processes and outcomes. Asmentioned previously,

the leaders of the largest party during the drafting period were not

enthusiastic supporters of the proposed constitution and only came

around once the crisis-related implications were apparent. The party

that many believed stood to gain the most from the new rules, the

Democrat Party, was in the political opposition throughout the draft-

ing and passage process. Finally, the party that ultimately benefited the

most from the reforms, the Thai Rak Thai Party, did not exist when the

constitution was being drafted and adopted, nor were its future leaders,

most notably Thaksin Shinawatra, involved in the drafting process. In

short, in this case it does not seemunreasonable to treat the constitutional

reforms as exogenous to the subsequent changes in the party system.

In the rest of the chapter, I first review the 1997 constitutional reforms

and use the aggregation incentives theory to generate hypotheses on the

effect of these reforms on the number of parties. I then test these

hypotheses using data from the 2001 and 2005 elections.
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5.4.1 The Effect of Political Reform on Aggregation

Incentives and the Number of Parties

The 1997 constitution and subsequent party and electoral laws drasti-

cally revamped Thailand’s electoral and political landscape. Reforms

included changes in the way elections are administered, the establishment

of several semiautonomous oversight agencies, and the creation of an

elected Senate – the first ever in Thailand. Here, however, I will focus on

the reforms that might be expected to bear on aggregation and the

number of political parties. These reforms are summarized in Table 5.2.11

Decreased District Magnitude

One of the most striking changes in the 1997 Constitution was the

move to 400 single-seat districts in place of the multiseat districts that

were previously the norm. As discussed in the last chapter, electoral

theory suggests that lowering district magnitude should also lower

the effective number of parties at the district level.

Whether themove to single-seat districts actually leads to an average

effective number of parties of two, corresponding to the M þ 1 rule,

depends on how well the assumptions behind the M þ 1 rule hold.12

There are several reasons to expect ENPavg to be slightly larger than

2 for the 2001 election. First, it may take time for candidates and voters

to divine and respond to the incentives generated by a new electoral

system. The new electoral system necessitated a redrawing of district

table 5.2. Constitutional Reforms

1978/1991 Constitutions 1997 Constitution

House of
Representatives

� 1–3 seat constituencies
� Block vote

� Mixed-member system
� 400 single-seat constit.
� 100 national party list
seats

Senate � Appointed � Elected using SNTV,
non-partisan

Party Switching � Allowed � 90-day membership
requirement

Decentralization � Limited � Mandated

11 For discussion of other important reforms and their effects, see Hicken (2006).
12 See the last chapter for a discussion of these assumptions.
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boundaries, in some cases pitting incumbent against incumbent and

in others leaving districts without incumbents. Party allegiances also

shifted as party leaders and potential candidates attempted to antici-

pate what reforms would mean for various parties’ electoral prospects.

In short, these changes meant that some of the cues that facilitate

strategic coordination by voters and candidates (e.g., electoral histo-

ries, party labels) were lacking.

Second, to the extent that vote buying and selling (long features of Thai

elections) continue to dictate how some voters cast their votes, some of

the strategic coordination assumptions may not hold. Vote buying cer-

tainly occurred in the 2001 election, as it did in past elections, but as

discussed in Chapter 4, there is some question about how this impacts

election results.13 If one candidate engages in vote buying within a dis-

trict, most other candidates will have an incentive to do the same. The

result is that Thai voters often accept money from many candidates and

parties and then vote for their preferred candidate(s) anyway. If this is the

case, then vote buying might not have a large effect on strategic voting.

To summarize, the uncertainty connected with a new electoral system

combined with the occurrence of vote buying may keep the effective

number of parties above 2. Over time, onewould expect ENPavg to fall as

voters and candidates adjust to the new rules and as vote buying

diminishes as a result of development and increased enforcement of anti-

vote-buying laws.14

Decentralization

One of themost striking features of the 1997Constitutionwas its call for

greater decentralization. Political and economic power has traditionally

been highly centralized in Thailand. To the extent decentralization

actually lead to greater political and economic power at the subnational

level, aggregation incentives should have decreased. However, the

decentralization provisions of the constitution had not been imple-

mented at the time of the 2001 elections. The process of decentralization

13 See Callahan (2002) and Hicken (2007b) for discussions of the effect of the consti-

tutional reforms on vote buying.
14 During the 2001 election, the newly created Electoral Commission penalized and/or

disqualified several candidates found guilty of vote buying and other illegal practices.

Elections were re-run in many districts where electoral law violations were found. See

Nelson (2002).
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did commence under Thaksin (post-2001), but although local elections

were held and some budgetary power was decentralized, progress

towards meaningful decentralization remained slow (Painter 2005).15

Eventually vertical decentralization should reduce the size of the

aggregation payoff, but not enough time has passed to assess whether

this is indeed the case.

Greater Power for the Prime Minister

The change in the 1997 Constitution with the biggest bearing on

aggregation incentives was increased powers for the prime minister

relative to factions within his own party. Two changes are particularly

worth noting. First, cabinet members were now required to give up

their seats in parliament if they chose to join the cabinet. Since parties

or ministers that chose to leave the cabinet, or were expelled by the

prime minister, could no longer return to parliament, the stakes asso-

ciated with breaking with the prime minister were much higher.

Second, the 1997 Constitution placed new restrictions on party

switching. In order to compete in future elections, candidates had to be

members of a political party for at least 90 days. The rule was designed

to curb the 11th hour party switching by individuals and factions that

traditionally occurred in the run-up to Thai elections. Once the House

was dissolved, elections had to be held within 45 days (if the House’s

term expired) or 60 days (if parliament was dissolved) – not enough

time for would-be party switchers to meet the membership require-

ment. The prime minister, with the power to dissolve the House and

call new elections, gained the most from this change.16 The prime

minister could credibly threaten to call new elections if party factions

tried to bolt, thus forcing the members of the faction to sit out one

election.17 According to the theory, enhanced power for the prime

minister over intra-party factions increases the payoff to being the

largest party in government. If the theory is correct, this should result in

better aggregation and fewer parties.

15 In fact, the reforms carried out under the banner of decentralization have actually

recentralized authority under the prime minister’s office (Painter 2005).
16 Formally it was the king who dissolved the House and called for new elections upon

the advice of the prime minister.
17 For this reason, some prominent Thai factions were in favor of amending the con-

stitution to allow for easier party switching.
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Table 5.3 summarizes the reforms just discussed along with the

expected effects of these changes on the district level and national party

systems.18

On balance then, Thailand’s 1997 constitutional reforms pushed in

the same direction – toward a reduction in the number of parties at the

national level (ENPnat). A portion of this reduction should reflect fewer

parties at the district level (ENPavg) due to the move to single-seat dis-

tricts. However, since the average effective number of parties in pre-

reform Thailand was already quite modest (3.2), any large decline in the

number of parties nationally should be the result of better aggregation

between districts. I summarize these expectations in hypothesis form

here:

Hypothesis 1: The move from multiseat to single-seat districts will be

associated with a fall in ENPavg.

Hypothesis 2: Aggregation in the post-reform elections will improve

relative to pre-reform elections asmeasured by the inflation score (I).

Hypothesis 3: The post-1997 elections should have a smaller ENPnat
post-reform than previous elections.

Hypothesis 4: Better aggregation should play a larger role in

lowering ENPnat than the decline in ENPavg.

table 5.3. Summary of Constitutional Changes

Constitutional
Change

District Party System
(Reduce or inflate
ENPavg)

National Party System

(Aggregation
Incentives Stronger or
Weaker)

Decrease district
magnitude

Reduce –

Greater power for PM – Stronger
Decentralization (not

fully implemented)
– (Weaker)

18 In the appendix, I include a discussion of two other reforms – the addition of an

elected Senate and a national party list tier for House elections – and explain why
these reforms do not generate strong predictions about changes in aggregation

incentives, though they do have important bearing on other dimensions of the party

system.
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5.4.2 Empirical Results

To test these hypotheses I compiled district- and national-level

electoral returns for the 2001 and 2005 elections to the Thai House

of Representatives. (2001 was the first election to be held under the

1997 Constitution.) The data from these two elections were then

compared to data from five pre-reform elections to determine

whether the local party and national party systems have changed in

the hypothesized manner.19 All of the hypotheses are supported

by the data.

At the district level, a move to single-seat districts was accompanied

by a decline in ENPavg as hypothesized (H1). ENPavg for the elections

prior to 1997 was 3.2. During the 2001 election, ENPavg fell by nearly

16%to 2.7. It fell a further 35% to 2.0 in 2005 (see Table 5.5). AnOLS

regression with robust standard errors reveals that the average effective

number of parties in each district is significantly lower in post-reform

elections (see Table 5.4). Voters and candidates clearly responded

strategically to the change in the district electoral system – specifically

the reduction in district magnitude. Also as expected, the average

effective number of parties did not immediately fall to 2 in 2001, but

by the 2005 election the contest in each district was, on average, a

two-party affair.

If voters and candidates at the district level were able to coordinate

on a smaller number of parties than they had in past elections, were

they able to do the same across districts? Did aggregation improve as

hypothesized (H2)? Figure 5.3 compares the effective number of parties

at the district and national levels before and after constitutional

reform.20 Note the narrowing of the gap between the effective number

of parties nationally and the average effective number of parties locally

in 2001 and 2005. This is evidence of improved aggregation. Better

19 These were the 1986, 1988, September 1992, 1995, and 1996 elections. The March

1992 election is once again excluded due to incomplete district-level electoral data.
20 Since the post-1997 Thai system contains both constituency and party list votes one

must decide whether to combine those votes to produce ENPnat and the inflation

scores or to use only the votes cast in the constituency elections. There are pros and

cons to either approach. The numbers I report in the text, tables, and figures are

calculated using total party vote shares – that is I combine the party list and con-
stituency votes for each party. Excluding party list votes produces slightly higher

ENPnat and inflation scores for 2001 and 2005, but my inferences remain the same.

I report the scores excluding party list votes in footnotes where applicable.
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aggregation is also reflected in the decline of the inflation measure

I from 54 to 30 in 2001 and 16 in 2005 – a total fall of 70% (see

Table 5.5).21 Whereas before the reforms poor aggregation accounted

for themajority of the size of national party system (54%) in 2005, only

16%of the effective number of parties nationally is attributable to poor

cross-district coordination.

The result of fewer parties at the local level (lower ENPavg) and

improved aggregation is a sharp reduction in the effective number of

parties nationally (ENPnat) consistent with Hypothesis 3. ENPnat fell to

table 5.4. Regression Results: The Effect on Reform on the Average
Effective Number of Parties at the District Level

Dependent Variable: Effective
Number of Parties at the District Level (ENPavg) 1986–2005

Post-reform Election �0.86***
(Equals 1 if the election is 2001 or 2005, 0 otherwise) (0.05)
Constant 3.22

(0.04)
R-squared .15
Number of Observations: 1525

***Significant at the .000 level; standard errors in parentheses
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figure 5.3. Effective Number of Parties: District Versus National

21 Excluding party list votes yields an inflation score of 37 in 2001 and 20 in 2005 for an

overall decline of 63% from pre-reform inflation levels.
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3.8 in 2001 and 2.4 in 2005 from an average of 7.2 prior to 1997.22The

data also support Hypothesis 4 – better aggregation was a bigger factor

in reducing the effective number of parties nationally than the decline in

the average effective number of parties at the district level. The shift to

single-seat districts reduced the effective number of parties by 1.2

parties. By contrast, improved aggregation reduced the effective

number of parties by 3.6 parties. The story is the same in percentage

terms. The effective number of parties contracted by 67% nationally

compared to only 38% at the district level. Table 5.5 summarizes

the results of the 2001 and 2005 elections and compares them with

pre-1997 electoral averages.

5.5 the rise and fall of thaksin shinawatra
and the 2007 constitution

Constitutional Reform and the Rise of the Thai Rak Thai Party

In the next chapter, I focus on aggregation incentives and aggregation

in the Philippines. However, before turning to that task, it is worth

taking some time to discuss one of the most striking features of Thai

politics in the wake of the 1997 reforms – the rise and success, and

subsequent fall of the Thai Rak Thai Party and its leader, Thaksin

Shinawatra.23 Thai Rak Thai was the largest party in the 2001 elec-

tion. Prime Minister Thaksin subsequently became the first elected

prime minister to serve out a full four-year term, and his party was

reelected in a landslide in 2005. How, if at all, did the constitutional

reforms discussed in this chapter contribute to the success of Thaksin

and his party? Stated differently, what role did institutional changes

table 5.5. Pre- and Post-reform Elections Compared

ENPavg ENPnat Inflation

1986–1996 elections
(average)

3.2 7.2 54

2001 election 2.7 3.8 30
2005 elections 2.0 2.4 16

22 Excluding party list votes the ENPnat is 4.3 in 2001 and 2.6 in 2005.
23 This section draws on Hicken (2006).

136 Building Party Systems in Developing Democracies



play vis-�a-vis some of the other possible explanations for the success

(i.e., Thaksin’s enormous wealth)? The question is more than just

academic – if the changes in the Thai party system since 1997 are due

solely to Thaksin/Thai Rak Thai’s particular assets, then that leaves

institutional approaches with nothing to explain – in a word, they are

superfluous.

Thaksin and his advisors do deserve credit for designing an electoral

strategy that combined promises of protection and political power

to domestic business interests (in dire straits after the crisis) with a

populist campaign that promised the government would now take

an active role in eliminating poverty and increasing social welfare

(Hewison 2004). With respect to social welfare, the government

promised and, once in office, implemented policies such as the million

baht village fund, the 30 baht health care schemes, a debt moratorium

for farmers, and the One Tamboon, One Product (OTOP) plan. These

policies were not completely new. Similar proposals had floated around

party and policy circles for years in Thailand, but they had never before

found their way into election campaigns in a serious way, in part

because politicians lacked incentives to campaign on such policies

(Hicken 2002). The adoption of the 1997 Constitution altered these

incentives in important ways, and Thai Rak Thai took advantage of the

new institutional environment, with its increased incentives and

rewards for party-centered campaigns and programmatic appeals. In

short, electoral reformsmeant that a national programmatic appealwas

a much more viable/appealing strategy than it had been under previous

constitutions.24

More germane to the focus of this chapter on aggregation incentives,

Thaksin also benefited enormously from the increased power the new

constitution gave the prime minister. Thaksin enjoyed a degree of

leverage over his coalition and factional rivals that none of his elected

predecessors ever possessed. As discussed previously, this leverage

stemmed from his ability to completely exclude his factional rivals from

political power via his power to call early elections. How, though, can

we assess the importance of these new institutionally derived powers

24 Other parties also recognized the opportunity to pursue new electoral strategies and

attempted to do so. They were less successful in part because of their association with

the crisis and/or the costly economic reforms adopted in its wake.
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relative to Thaksin’s personal and financial assets, which were also

considerable. What about the counterfactual? Would Thaksin have

been able to organize and hold together Thai Rak Thai without the new

leverage the constitution granted him? Although it is impossible to

definitively answer this question, there is evidence that supports

the argument that the new powers and larger aggregation payoff

were necessary and that his vast personal wealth was not sufficient to

produce a stable Thai Rak Thai majority.

First, under the previous constitution, Thaksin served as head of the

Palang Dharma Party. Thaksin by this time was already enormously

wealthy, yet under his leadership the party was rife with factional

conflict and failed miserably at the polls, despite a strong showing in a

previous election. Even with his vast financial resources, he was unable

to grow the party or even hold the party together. The party finally

disintegrated under his watch.

Second, as discussed earlier, the few past attempts by politicians pre-

vious to Thaksin to forge larger parties all ended in failure, regardless of

the assets and capabilities of the party’s leadership. Historically, Thai

parties that tried to grow beyond a modest number of MPs imploded in

relatively short order, a victim to factional conflicts (Chambers 2003).

Indeed, knowledge of this fact undermined the expected aggregation

payoff for most politicians and discouraged greater attempts at

aggregation before 1997. By contrast, before being banned by the

coup-government in 2007, Thai Rak Thai accomplished back-to-back

majority electoral victories – something no party in Thai history has

ever done.

Finally, it is clear that there were factions within Thai Rak Thai that,

given the chance, would have jumped ship before the 2005 elections.

The most prominent example is Sanoh Thienthong and his Wang Nam

Yen faction. Sanoh left the New Aspiration Party and joined Thai Rak

Thai prior to the 2001 election bringing his large faction with him. His

faction played an important role in Thai Rak Thai’s electoral victory.

New Aspiration was not, though, Sanoh’s original home. He had

been a prominent member of the Chart Thai Party but switched to the

New Aspiration Party prior to the 1996 election, helping propel it to

victory at the polls. As part of the Thai Rak Thai government, Sanoh

grew increasingly restless. He campaigned for an amendment to the

constitution that would eliminate the party-switching restrictions
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and became increasingly critical of the party’s leadership, including

Thaksin. In cabinet reshuffles and in negotiations over how (and

whom) to run in the 2005 election, his faction was increasingly left out

in the cold. Under earlier rules, there is little doubt Sanoh would have

left Thai Rak Thai and joined another party, as he had in the past. Yet,

despite his dissatisfaction with his position in the party (he famously

likened being in the party to being in prison)25 and the likelihood that

his position would only worsen, Sanoh and his faction remained with

Thai Rak Thai for the 2005 election. The 90-day rule made switching

parties (and forfeiting the right to participate in the April election) an

unpalatable proposition for even some of the unhappiest members of

Thai Rak Thai.

In summary, even though Thaksin’s personal assets no doubt played

a role in the rise and success of Thai Rak Thai, it is difficult to believe he

would have been as successful without the greater rewards for aggre-

gation the new constitution provides. The new tools available to keep

intra-party factions in check helped make greater coordination across-

districts worth the substantial cost. Indeed, the utility of these tools was

recognized by Thaksin’s opponents – Thailand’s conservative forces.

After ousting him from power, these opponents immediately com-

menced to revise the constitution to deny future elected prime ministers

similar tools.26 I next turn to the details of the 2007 constitutional

reforms and their implications for aggregation.

Aggregation Incentives and the 2007 Constitution

Once in power, Thaksin worked steadily to centralize power in the

hands of Thai Rak Thai, and within the party, in the hands of Thaksin

and his associates (Hicken 2006).27The centralization of power around

the prime minister, together with his methods, eventually generated a

backlash from certain segments of the public and, ultimately, from

Thailand’s conservative forces, culminating in the September 19, 2006,

military coup. The proximate justification for the coup was Thailand’s

increasingly intractable political crisis – triggered by the sale of Shin

Corp. (founded by Thaksin and still owned by his family) to a

25 “Sanoh in Open Rebellion,” Bangkok Post (June 9, 2005).
26 For more details about events leading up to the 2006 coup, see Hicken (2007c).
27 This section draws on Hicken (2007c).
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Singaporean firm in January 2006. However, even though the ongoing

political crisis was the immediate justification for the coup, the events

of September 19 had deeper roots. Over the course of his tenure,

Thaksin had become a threat to Thailand’s conservative forces. He

butted heads with segments of the military over his policies toward

the South and his efforts to use the military reshuffle process to install

Thaksin loyalists in positions of authority within the military

(McCargo and Ukrist 2005). Likewise, Thaksin’s efforts to turn the

bureaucracy into an effective agent of the government met with resis-

tance from career civil servants and those with loyalties to other parties

or institutions. However, the most important conflict was that between

Thaksin and the monarchy. As Thaksin’s term in office progressed,

Thaksin and the monarchy (the king and the members of the Privy

Council) clashed over extra-judicial killings in the war on drugs, gov-

ernment policy toward the Thai South (McCargo 2006), and Thaksin’s

efforts to create a new network of power loyal to him, displacing the

monarchy’s own carefully cultivated network of power and influence

(McCargo 2005; Ockey 2005; Handley 2006). In the end Thaksin’s

enormous popularity and his efforts to centralize power were a chal-

lenge to the power and popularity of the monarchy. When the military

intervened, the monarchy supported the move and endorsed the sub-

sequent military-appointed government.28 Constitutional reform was

immediately put forward as one of the central planks of the coup

leaders’ (and interim government’s) reform agenda. Their stated goal was

to use constitutional reform to correct some of the perceived short-

comings of the 1997 Constitution and the excesses of the Thaksin era.

The drafting of the new charter differed in key respects from the

drafting of the 1997Constitution. Recall that the drafting assembly for

the 1997 Constitution was partially an elected body outside the direct

control of any particular party or faction. By contrast, the body con-

vened to draft the 2007 Constitution was not independent – all of its

members were directly or indirectly appointed by the coup-installed

government. The coup leaders consistently denied trying to manage the

drafting process from behind the scenes. Nonetheless, they controlled

the make-up of the drafting assembly and were not shy about sharing

28 Whether the members of the royal inner circle played an active role in bringing the

coup about is a subject of on-going debate.
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their preferences with the drafters (The Nation 2006).29 The drafting

assembly completed its work in July of 2007, and on August 19, 2007,

the charter was adopted in a national referendum with 57.8% of

the vote.

The 2007 Constitution represents an attempt to undermine the

capacity of political parties and elected leaders to challenge Thailand’s

conservative forces in the future. In short, amajor goal behind the charter

was to prevent the rise of another Thaksin – a powerful primeminister at

the head of a relatively cohesive, nationally oriented party. The new

constitution contained a number of important reforms (including the

introduction of a partially appointed Senate and redesigned party list

tier), but my focus here is on the reforms that bear on intra-district

coordination, aggregation, and ultimately nationalization.

The new constitution retains Thailand’s mixed-member system but,

in a nod to the pre-1997 electoral system, replaced the 400 single-seat

districts with multiseat districts elected using the block vote. Most

nominal tier districts once again contain two or three seats – only a

handful have a single seat. Voters have asmany votes as there are seats in

a district and are allowed to vote for the candidates of their choosing.

The top vote-getting candidates will receive the seats in each district. The

return tomultiseat districts should increase the average effective number

of parties in each district. However, even with this increase, we would

still expect the number of parties in each district to be relatively modest,

given that the number of seats in each district is capped at three.

In addition to the abandonment of single-seat districts, a major

impetus toward greater party system fragmentation and less national-

ization will likely be the undermining of the incentives for cross-district

aggregation and national party building. Specifically, the new consti-

tution dramatically reduces the relative power of the prime minister.

This means future primeministers will find it more difficult to build and

maintain anything close to a large, cohesive national party. To begin

with, the constitution strips the prime minister of much of his leverage

over factions within his own party. Politicians are no longer required to

give up their House seats in order to join the cabinet, meaning the costs

29 It is important to note that the junta leaders appear not to have gotten all that they
wanted. Some controversial proposals for which coup leaders expressed support,

such as eliminating the party list, instituting a “crisis council,” or allowing for a non-

elected prime minister, were defeated after much debate and public criticism.
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of breaking with the prime minister are lower than under the 1997

constitution. The new constitution also effectively removes barriers to

party switching. Candidates must still belong to a party at least 90 days

prior to a general election. However, an exception is nowmade for any

sudden or unexpected dissolution of the House. In the case of such an

early dissolution, candidates must belong to a party for only 30 days in

order to be election eligible. Since elections must be held within 45 to

60 days after a House dissolution, the effect of this change is to take

away the prime minister’s ability to threaten an early election as a way

to keep potentially promiscuous party members from jumping ship.

The 2007Constitution reduces the size of the prize associatedwith the

premiership in two additional ways. First, new constitution includes

provisions to ensure that future governments cannot guarantee their

security in office by capturing a supermajority of the parliament. Thaksin

was able to achieve effective immunity from no confidence challenges

after winning more than 75% of the seats in the 2005 elections, leaving

the opposition with less than the 40% of the seats required by law to

launch a no confidence debate. The new constitution lowers the seat

requirement for launching a debate to 20% (Section 158). More funda-

mentally, the constitution also allows half of the opposition MPs to join

together to launch a censure debate against the government if the total

number of opposition MPs is less than the 20% of the total House

membership typically required (Section160). In effect,what thismeans is

that, short ofwinning every seat, noparty can ever again secure immunity

from censure debate.30

Second, the new constitution limits the potential power of the

premiership by placing a two-term limit on the office. This measure was

designed to make it impossible for Thaksin to return as prime minister

and to prevent the rise of a future Thaksin. Term limits are a rare thing in

a parliamentary context, and Thailand is one of only a few countries to

have adopted term limits for its prime minister. At most, Thai prime

ministers will be able to serve 8 years in office before being forced to step

down. In reality, most governments will likely not survive the full 4-year

term in the new institutional environment, and hence even very popular

prime ministers will likely serve less than the possible 8 years.

30 Section 160 cannot be invoked until the government has been in office at least 2 years.
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If the theory outlined in Chapter 2 is valid, we should expect

an increase in the number of parties and a decrease the degree of

nationalizationasa result of the2007 reforms.Tobeginwith, thenumber

of parties in each district should grow modestly due to the increase in

district magnitude. However, the number of parties nationally should

increaseby a greater amount due to thedecrease in aggregation incentives

and resulting deterioration of cross-district coordination.

The first election under the new constitution was held on December

23, 2007. As of publication, the official district-level results from the

election were not available. However, preliminary unofficial district-

level results were available via various newspaper Web sites.31 The

inferences from these data should be treated as indicative rather than

authoritative, both because the results are still unofficial, and because

data from about 20% of the districts are incomplete. We should

also be cautious about drawing conclusions from a single election –

particularly one that follows such a major political shock as the 2006

coup was. However, to the extent the 2007 election was unusual, the

bias should work against the hypotheses of declining aggregation and

more parties. The 2007 elections took place in a highly polarized

environment with the population divided into two camps. The first

group consisted of the supporters of ousted Prime Minister Thaksin

Shinawatra, who remains very popular in Thailand. Though the Thai

Rak Thai Party was disbanded and Thaksin was barred from standing

in the election, the Palang Prachachon Party (PPP) took up the banner

of the pro-Thaksin forces and received active support (financial and

otherwise) from Thaksin. The anti-Thaksin forces made up the second

camp in the 2007 race, and their primary standard bearer was the

Democrat Party, Thailand’s oldest party and the party widely viewed

as the most viable alternative to Thaksin and the PPP. Given this

highly polarized environment, it would not be surprising to observe

no measurable change in aggregation or the number of parties. The

imperatives of polarization would potentially be more than enough to

compensate for the weaker aggregation incentives generated by the

2007 Constitution.

31 Matichon and The Nation, two daily newspapers, both reported district-level results.

The analysis here uses data from Matichon (http://info.matichon.co.th/election/

elec50/politarea.php?z¼1).
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It is therefore interesting to see that despite the potentially mitigating

effects of polarization, the results of the 2007 election support the

hypotheses outlined earlier. As expected, we see a modest increase in the

average effective number of parties at the district level, from 2 to 2.9 – an

increase of 45% (see Figure 5.4). The number of parties nationally also

increases from 2.6 to 4.1 – an increase of 58%.As expected, withweaker

aggregation incentives, there was a deterioration of cross-district coor-

dination.32This is reflected in a 24% increase in the inflation score, from

an average 23 in 2001 and 2005 to 29 in 2007.

5.6 conclusion

In any polity, the number of political parties is shaped by the extent to

which voters and candidates are able to coordinate their behavior. Most

analyses of strategic coordination have focused on the strategic entry

decisionsofparties/candidates and the strategic votingdecisionsof voters –

all at the district level. As a result of this work, researchers are relatively

well equipped to make sense of district level electoral outcomes. Indeed,

analysis of the district-level party systems in Thailand revealed that the

effective number of parties did vary by districtmagnitude prior to1997, in

linewith theoretical expectations (Chapter4), and that a shift to single-seat

districts in1997 caused the effectivenumberofparties to fall (this chapter).
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figure 5.4. Effective Number of Parties: District Versus National

32 The inflation score does not rise to pre-1997 levels, consistent with the higher po-

larization in 2007 compared to the pre-1997 elections.
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However, theoretical tools such as Duverger’s law and the M þ 1 rule,

restricted as they are to predictions at the district level, cannot sufficiently

account for the effective number of parties nationally. Instead, we need

to understand when candidates have incentives to coordinate across

districts – to link together under a shared party label.

I have argued that these aggregation incentives are a function of (a) the

payoff to being the largest party at the national level (the aggregation

payoff) and (b) the odds that the largest party will capture that payoff.

In this chapter, I used the theorydeveloped inChapter2 tohelp explain the

lack of aggregation and large number of parties in pre-reform Thailand

and the effects of the 1997 constitutional reforms. In pre-1997 Thailand,

an appointed Senate, factionalized party system, and reserve domains

combined to limit the sizeof thepotential aggregationpayoff.Thepractice

of selecting someone other than the leader of the largest party as premier

for much of the period also reduced the expected utility of aggregation.

Given the weak aggregation incentives, cross-district coordination in pre-

reformThailandwas poor, and the result was a large number of parties at

the national level. The 1997 constitutional reformsmagnified candidates’

aggregation incentives chiefly by increasing the premier’s leverage over

internal party factions. This increased the potential size of the aggregation

payoff resulting in better aggregation and fewer national parties. The

2007 Constitution once again reduced the power of the prime minister,

thereby undermining aggregation incentives and leading to a decline in

aggregation and an increase in the number of parties nationally.

5.7 appendix

The Effect of the Senate and Party List Tier on Aggregation

Two other 1997 constitutional reformsworth noting are the switch to a

fully elected Senate and the addition of a national party list tier for

House elections. As I discuss here, neither of these reforms (or the

counterreforms in 2007) generates strong, consistent predictions about

changes to aggregation incentives.

Changes to the Senate

The 1997Constitution replaced the appointed Senate with a fully elected

body. However, the effect of this change on aggregation incentives was
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negligible. First, the Senate’s formal powers did not change a great deal –

the Senate still had only delaying power.33 Second, the Senate was

now directly elected but it remained outside the direct, formal control of

Thailand’s political parties, as was the case before the reforms.34 Senators

were constitutionally prohibited from belonging to a political party and

were allowed only one term – drafters wanted to create a legislative body

that would remain above the petty political squabbling that in their view

characterized the House (Suchit 1999). Thus, even where a party con-

trolled the House of Representatives, the Senate could potentially remain

outside of the control of the prime minister.35 Third, recall that much of

the power of the appointed Senate stemmed from its role as a reserve

domain for Thailand’s conservative forces. In short, the authority of the

old Senate was a function of whom it represented (military and bureau-

cracy) rather than its formalpowers.By the timeof the1997constitutional

reforms, the Senate had already largely ceased to operate as a reserve

domain through the appointment of nonmilitary/bureaucratic individuals

to the Senate. In short, the change toanelectedSenate in1997mayhavebe

an important step forward forThaidemocracy,butwewouldnot expect it

to have a substantial impact on aggregation incentives.

The changes to the Senate under the 2007Constitutionmay not have

such an innocuous effect on aggregation incentives.36 The 2007 charter

replaced the fully elected Senate with a new, partially appointed body.

Specifically, the new Senate consists of 150 seats: 76 of those seats are to

be filled via elections in Thailand’s provinces – one seat for each prov-

ince. The remaining 74 seats will be selected by a special committee that

will choose members from among experts and prominent figures in a

33 The new Senate did have added responsibilities for appointing members of the new

superintendent and oversight institutions the constitution established.
34 The first Senate elections were held in 2000.
35 There are, of course, many informal means for parties and the prime minister to exert

influence on the Senate, and in practice there were significant ties between many

Senators and political parties. For example, many Senators were relatives of promi-

nent party politicians (Nelson 2000). Thaksin was also accused of trying to bring
the Senate under his thumb through various means (though it is hard to say whether

his leverage over the Senate was a result of it becoming an elected body or rather the

advent of stable majority party government (and the end of short-lived coalition

governments.)) To the extent an elected Senate did provide for more influence for
political parties and the prime minister on the Senate, this should have improved

aggregation incentives, which is consistent with the data.
36 This discussion draws on Hicken (2007c).
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variety of fields. The selection committee includes the president of the

Constitutional Court, the president of the Election Commission, the

president of theOffice of AuditorGeneral, the president of theNational

Counter Corruption Commission, the parliamentary ombudsman, a

judge from the Supreme Court of Justice, and a judge from the Supreme

Administrative Court.37

There is an important distinction between this new Senate and

appointed Senates from Thailand’s past. Under the 1978 and 1991

Constitutions, Senators were appointed by the king, and the appoint-

ment then had to be countersigned by the prime minister. In practice,

the prime minister often played an important role in recommending

potential Senators to the king for his endorsement. Under the 2007

charter, the prime minister no longer has a direct role to play in the

appointment process.38 He is not a member of the selection panel, and

he no longer countersigns the selection list. This raises the possibility

that the Senate could once again become a serious reserve domain for

Thailand’s conservative forces.

In the end, the reintroduction of appointed senators should reduce

the leverage future prime ministers will have over the Senate. In fact,

given that the prime minister is now completely cut out of the selection

process, his influence over the Senate may be even less than it was

during the late 1980s and 1990s. The fact that the Senate still possesses

only delaying power in legislative mitigates somewhat the effect of

these changes, but on balance the switch to a partially appointed Senate

could potentially undermine aggregation incentives.

National Party List Tier

Following a growing trend (see Shugart and Wattenberg 2000) the

1997 Constitution drafters established a mixed-member or two-tiered

system in Thailand. The 400 seats of the nominal tier were elected from

single-member districts on a plurality basis as described previously.

One hundred additional seats made up the list tier and were elected

from a single nationwide district via proportional representation. (The

37 Disturbingly, the Senate itself selects many of these appointees in the first place, at

best muddying the lines of accountability, at worst raising the possibility of a quid
pro quo.

38 Note the monarch also appears to play no direct role in the selection process, which is

different from the 1978 and 1991 Constitutions.
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2007 Constitution reduced the list tier to 80 seats and divided up the

national district into eight separate regional districts.) Each party was

required to submit a list of candidates for voters to consider, and voters

cast two votes: one vote for a district representative and one for a party

list. Candidates had to choose between either running in a district or

running on the party list. The two tiers were not linked in any way (i.e.,

votes from one tier did not transfer to the other tier).

Howmight the change to amixed-member system lead to changes in

aggregation incentives and the number of parties? There is no

straightforward expectation since the addition of a national party list

tier generates competing incentives. On the one hand, the mixed-

member system as used in Thailand gives Thai voters multiple votes,

and we know that multiple votes tend to put upward pressure on the

effective number of parties (Lijphart 1994, 118–24). In addition, the

national party list potentially makes it easier for small, subnational

parties to win seats in parliament. Since seats are awarded on a pro-

portional basis, small parties that in the past could not win, nor even

field enough candidates to meet the electoral requirement, can nowwin

seats as long as they obtain over 5%of the party list votes. If manymore

small parties won seats under the new system, this would increase the

effective number of parties.

Pushing in the opposite direction are the stronger incentives to

coordinate across districts generated by the presence of the national list

tier. The presence of the national list tier is in part an electoral bonus for

linking together to form a large, national party (and to that extent, the

change to regional part lists in 2007 should undermine aggregation

incentives). Parties large enough to be competitive across the nation

should capture more list tier seats than provincial or regional parties

with limited national appeal. Locally strong parties but nationally

weak parties may be able to capture some seats in the nominal tier, but

national parties should dominate the list tier seats both at the national

level and in any given district.

In conclusion, even though the list tier may have important con-

sequences for other aspects of Thailand’s party system (Hicken 2006),

its effect on aggregation is theoretically indeterminate.

148 Building Party Systems in Developing Democracies



6

Term Limits, Aggregation Incentives, and the
Number of Parties in the Philippines

6.1 introduction

In many respects, the party systems of Thailand and the Philippines look

very similar. In both countries, party labels have historically been weak,

party switching is rampant, and party cohesion is low. Where Thailand

and the Philippines diverge is in the number of parties at the national

level. Recall that in Thailand the average effective number of parties

nationally prior to constitutional reform was 7.2. The corresponding

figure for the Philippines over the course of its democratic history is a

more modest 2.6. However, as in Thailand, there is substantial variation

over time in the number of parties. Specifically, in the democratic period

before martial law the effective number of parties at the national level

averaged 2.3. After the fall ofMarcos, the number of parties increased to

3.6 on average. Why this large increase? The inflation of the party sys-

tem post-Marcos has long been a puzzle for scholars of Philippine pol-

itics, and this chapter provides an answer to that puzzle that is superior

to existing explanations. How, too, do we explain the differences in the

size of the Philippine and Thai party systems? Drawing on the theory

from Chapter 2, I explain, first, why the post-Marcos party system has

been much larger than the pre–martial law party system and, second,

why cross-district coordination differs across the two countries. I dem-

onstrate that differences in the number of parties between Thailand and

the Philippines are primarily a product of aggregation and not variations

in the two countries’ electoral systems.
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This chapter proceeds as follows. I first briefly review the history of

the Philippine party system and provide a basic description of its

characteristics. I next apply the aggregation incentives theory to the

pre- and postauthoritarian Filipino party systems to explain the growth

in the effective number of national parties since 1986. I argue that

adopting a one-term limit on the presidency introduced greater uncer-

tainty into presidential elections. The result is delayed aggregation and

the reverse of the concurrency effect usually observed in presidential

elections (Shugart 1995). Finally, I compare the local and national

party systems in Thailand and the Philippines and demonstrate that the

difference in the number of parties nationally is foremost a reflection of

different levels of aggregation (and aggregation incentives) across the

two countries. For most of its democratic history, aggregation incen-

tives in the Philippines were stronger than those in Thailand, but recent

institutional reforms in both countries have brought about a reversal.

6.2 the history and development of the
philippines party system

The Philippines has one of the oldest democratic traditions in Asia.1

Under U.S. colonial auspices, elections for both national and local

offices were the norm in the Philippines from the early 1900s. After a

brief interruption during Japanese occupation, elections resumed in

1946 in a fully independent Philippines. Elections were a mainstay of

Filipino life until 1972 when President Ferdinand Marcos declared

martial law. After 14 years of dictatorship, democratic government

was restored in 1986. The post-Marcos constitutional drafters chose to

reinstate the pre-Marcos American-style presidential system, with an

elected president, a House of Representatives and a Senate.

What has the Filipino party system looked like during the two

democratic periods since independence? (See Box 6.1.) As I will discuss

in more detail later the post–Marcos party system was different from

1 Thanks in part to the country’s relatively long electoral history, Filipino elections and

parties have received more scholarly attention than their Thai counterparts. See for

example, Hayden (1950), Grossholtz (1964), Corpuz (1965), Land�e (1965, 1996),
Liang (1970), Wurfel (1988), Tancango (1992), Carlos and Banlaoi (1996), Banlaoi

and Carlos (1996), Carlos (1998a, 1998b, 1998c); Hartmann, Hassall, and Santos

(2001), and Hutchcroft and Rocamora (2003).
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its predecessor in at least one important respect – the number of national

parties. A relatively stable two-party system had been the norm pre-

Marcos – with the Nacionalista and Liberal Parties vying for power in

every election. However, it was a multiparty system that materialized

after democracy returned. Although this change is interesting and

significant, the change from a two-party to multiparty system masks

an underlying constancy on other dimensions of the Philippine party

system. Parties in both periods are characterized by factionalism,

frequent party switching (called turncoatism in the Philippines), and

party labels that generally mean little to voters or candidates. Like

Box 6.1: Four Periods of Filipino Party Development

U.S. Colonial Period: 1901–1946. As theU.S. colonial administration

organized first local, then national elections, several parties formed to

compete for elected office. By the 1907 election, theNacionalista Party

(NP) had become the largest party, and it remained the largest party in

virtually every election from 1907 to 1941. However, the NP did not

go unchallenged. Factional infighting caused regular defections from

theNP, and strong secondparties ran against theNP inmany elections.

Two-party Period: 1946–1972. After independence, two parties

emerged as the dominant electoral forces – the Nacionalista Party

and the Liberal Party. These two parties were the largest parties in

every national election from 1946 to 1972. The relatively stable two-

party system masked significant factional splits within the two par-

ties and frequent party switching or ‘turncoatism’ by politicians.

Marcos Dictatorship: 1972–1986. After President Marcos declared

martial law in 1972, all existing parties were dissolved, including

Marcos’s own NP. In their place, Marcos organized Kilusang Bagong

Lipunan (KBL or New Society Movement). The KBL was the de facto

party of the government and dominated elections during the Marcos

years. Several opposition parties were organized in the late 1970s and

early1980s.During the1980s, several of these parties allied together to

form the United Democratic Opposition (UNIDO).

Post-Marcos Period: 1986–. The defeat of Marcos in 1986

brought the return of elected government andmost of the democratic

institutions from the pre-Marcos period. The two-party system did

not return, however. Instead, a multiparty system has emerged

marked by frequent party turnover.
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Thai parties, Philippines parties are generally organized around a

powerful leader, or a temporary alliance of leaders, and tend to be

primarily concerned with distributing the spoils of government to

themselves and their local supporters.

The lack of intra-party cohesion is one of the most notable features of

Filipino parties (Land�e 1965, 1996; Machado 1978; Banlaoi and Carlos

1996). Parties are generally not unified actors, but instead are atomized

and/or composed of competing factions or “wings.” Factionalism

emerged early as a property of the party system and continues to be a

feature of many parties. Another indication of the lack of cohesion is the

tradition of party switching, or turncoatism. Party switching is a regular

part of every election in the Philippines, including elections for the

highest office in the land. RamonMagsaysay and FerdinandMarcos left

leadership positions in the Liberal Party to run for president under the

Nacionalista label. In 1992, Fidel Ramos formed LAKAS-NUCD to

support his presidential bid after he failed to win the LDP nomination.

At lower levels of government, party switching occurs both before and

after elections and has important implications for the political economy

of policymaking (Hicken 2002). Party switching in the Philippines is

generally in one direction – toward the president’s party. The Philippines

president controls valuable resources – namely pork and political

appointments. As a result, candidates make an effort to align themselves

with the strongest presidential contenders prior to elections. Once the

presidential elections are complete, many who find themselves in the

parties of losing candidates rush to join the president’s party. Indeed,

within the House of Representatives enough party switching can occur

to change the status of the president’s party from the minority to the

majority party, as happened after the election of Presidents Macapagal,

Marcos, Aquino, and Ramos (Liang 1970; Banlaoi and Carlos 1996;

Land�e 1996).

Switching to the president’s party in an effort to maximize govern-

mental largess is a fact of life at all levels of government, frommembers of

Congress to local officials. Table 6.1 presents party switching data from

the 1995 election as an example. The pattern of switching is clearly

evident in the behavior of incumbent House members and governors.

Overall, more than 48% of incumbent representatives switched parties

between the 1992 and 1995 elections, with most switching shortly after

the 1992 election was complete. Of the turncoats, nearly 90% joined

152 Building Party Systems in Developing Democracies



President Ramos’s LAKAS-NUCD party. This is supportive of Kasuya’s

(2001a) finding that for all House elections (1946–71; 1992–8) an

average of 49.3% of opposition incumbents switched to the president’s

party by the next election.2 The pattern is similar among incumbent

governors. Prior to the 1995 election, 35% of incumbent governors

had switched parties, and of those, 88.5% had moved to the president’s

party.

The high rate of party switching is indicative of weak party labels in

the Philippines. Another indication is the relatively high level of electoral

volatility – particularly since the return of democracy in 1986. During

the pre–martial law period, the dominance of the Liberal and Nacio-

nalista Parties is reflected in a relatively low electoral volatility score of

18.5. In comparative terms, this tally places the Philippines on par with

France and Argentina (Table 6.2). Since 1986 the electoral fortunes of

Filipino parties have been much more unstable.3 Electoral volatility for

the 1992, 1995 and 1998 elections is more than double the pre–martial

law figure at 37.3, more than the volatility in Brazil and Thailand.4

table 6.1. Party Switching Prior to the 1995 Election

Percentage of incumbent House members that switched 48.5
Percentage switched to LAKAS-NUCD 89.9
Percentage switched to other parties 10.1

Percentage of incumbent governors that switched 35.1
Percentage switched to LAKAS-NUCD 88.5
Percentage switched to other parties 11.5

Sources: Author’s calculations from Commission on Elections (1992, 1995).

2 Kasuya also found a similar pattern in the Senate where an average of 33.3% of
opposition incumbents switched to the president’s party between elections (2001a, 23).

3 Calculating electoral volatility for the Philippines post-1986 is difficult due to shifting

party alliances and the fact that candidates often run under more than one party label.

As a rule of thumb I treated each party in a temporary electoral alliance as a separate
party. For candidates that ran under more than one party label, I credited the votes to

the largest party with which the candidate was affiliated (measured by vote share in

that election). In the few cases where candidates declared themselves independent but
also ran under a party label, those candidates were treated as independent.

4 Vote share data are not available for the 1987 election. For the 1992 election, the vote

shares data are available for only 174 of the 200 districts. For the 1998 election, vote

share data are based on parties’ performance in the nominal tier seats. An alternative
way to measure electoral volatility is to calculate changes in seat rather than vote

shares. Seat share data tells the same story – greater volatility post-Marcos. During the

1946–69 period, volatility was 28.0 versus 45.4 from 1987 to 1998.
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There are other indications that party labels mean little to candidates.

Guest candidatures –where a party invites a candidate fromanother party

to run under its banner without formally switching parties – are not

uncommon. It is also not unusual for candidates to eschew attachment

to a single party, opting instead to run as an independent or as a joint

candidate – a candidate running undermore than one party banner. In the

1992 election, candidates with joint affiliation or with no party affiliation

whatsoever captured 7% of the House seats.5 In 1995, they captured

15%. Interestingly, nearly 7% of the 1995 seats went to candidates who

carried the banners for the government party and one of the opposition

parties.

Like candidates, voters do not place a high value on party label. Voters

frequently split their votes between candidates from different parties

(Mangahas 1998). Nowhere is this more evident than in the election of

president and vice-president. Filipino voters cast two separate votes, one

for a presidential candidate and one for a vice-presidential candidate.

table 6.2. Lower Chamber Electoral Volatility

Country Time Span No. of Elections Mean Volatility

United States 1944–94 25 4.0
United Kingdom 1974–97 6 8.3
Uruguay 1974–94 3 10.4
Italy 1946–96 13 12.0
France 1945–93 14 18.3
Philippines I 1946–69 7 18.5
Argentina 1973–95 7 18.8
Venezuela 1973–96 6 22.5
Costa Rica 1974–98 7 25.0
Poland 1991–94 3 28.4
Brazil 1982–94 4 33.0
Thailand 1983–96 7 34.0
Philippines II 1992–98 3 37.3
Russia 1993–99 3 60.0

Sources: Mainwaring (1999); author’s calculations from Hartmann, Hassall, and Santos

(2001); Parliamentary Elections around the World (http://ww.universal.nl/users/dreksen/
election); Elections around the World (http://www.agora.stm.it/elections/); Centre for the

Study of Public Policy (http://www.cspp.strath.ac.uk//intro.html); Election Resources on

the Internet presented by Manuel �Alvarez-Rivera (http://electionresources.org/).

5 This excludes candidates that ran as part of the formal LAKAS-LDP electoral alliance.
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These votes need not be for candidates from the same political party.

Taking advantage of this rule, voters frequently split their votes between

candidates from two different parties. As a result, both the 1992 and

1998 presidential elections returned a president and vice-president from

different political parties. In 1998, the vote shares of presidential and

vice-presidential runningmates differed by anaverage of 18.7percentage

points.

Filipino parties also tend to have less than national constituencies,

like their Thai counterparts. Few, if any post–Marcos parties could be

described as national parties. Parties have been unable to cultivate

lasting nationwide support (witness the high level of electoral volatility)

and most lack a national policy focus. Even during the pre-1972, two-

parties system, the Nacionalista and Liberal Parties are best seen as

shallow alliances of locally based and locally focused politicians, rather

than cohesive national political parties with distinct policy visions.

Politicians’ electoral fortunes depend primarily upon their ability to

deliver targeted benefits to narrow constituencies rather than collective

goods to more national constituencies. In short, candidates, and their

respective parties, have a focus that is more local than national.

One indication of this subnational focus is the lack of a serious

national policy or ideological orientation by Filipino parties.6 Party

platforms are notable for their lack of distinctive ideological or national

policy content. An extreme example occurred in the run up to a recent

election. Several different parties, including parties in both the gov-

ernment and opposition, ended up hiring the same group of consultants

to write their party platforms. Because of the strong similarities across

all of the platforms the consultants adopted a simple rule to keep each

distinct – use a different font for each.7 As this anecdote illustrates, the

major differences between parties are not differences over national

policy. Elections then are not battles between different ideologies or

party programs but rather struggles between personalities for the con-

trol of government resources.

To summarize, far from being cohesive unitary actors, political parties

in the Philippines are factionalized or atomized. Party switching occurs

6 The only exception to this is parties on the Left – which have generally performed
poorly at the polls – and some new party list parties each of which can capture a

maximum of three seats in the House.
7 Interview with political consultant, July 2000. Anonymity requested.
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regularly, and party labels carry little weight for either voters

or candidates. In addition, party constituencies are more local than

national. In the words of one scholar: “Far from being stable, program-

matic organizations, the country’s main political parties are nebulous

entities that can be set up, merged with others, split, resurrected, regur-

gitated, reconstituted, renamed, repackaged, recycled or flusheddown the

toilet anytime” (Quimpo 2005). This characterization of the Philippine

party system is consistent with a lack of party system institutionalization,

as defined byMainwaring and Scully (1995). Recall thatMainwaring and

Scully define institutionalized party systems as those inwhich (a) there is a

regular pattern of electoral competition, (b) parties have stable roots in

society, and (c) parties have organizations that “matter.” While a stable

two-party systemwas the norm prior to 1972, parties in the post–Marcos

period have yet to exhibit regular patterns of competition. As the electoral

volatility figures suggest, party fortunes vary greatly from election to

election.

Political parties also lack stable roots in society.One indication of this

is the high degree of electoral volatility. Another is the average age of the

largest parties since the return of democracy. One might have expected

that a return to democracy would bring a return to prominence of the

Nacionalista and Liberal Parties – the two parties that dominated the

pre–martial law period. In many Latin American countries, there was

just such a continuity of political parties before and after periods of

authoritarian rule. In the Philippines, however, a return to democracy

brought with it a whole host of new parties. The average age of parties

with at least 10% of the House vote in the 1995 election was less than 6

years. Table 6.3 places this figure in a comparative context. Though the

old Liberal and Nacionalista Parties were revived, they have yet to win

more than a handful of seats in any of the post–Marcos elections.

Finally, parties have yet to develop party organizations that “matter,”

Mainwaring and Scully’s third criterion. Parties remain centered around

notable individuals and function almost solely as electoral vehicles. As a

result, parties are noticeably devoid of any lasting organizational struc-

ture. In between elections, parties hibernate, with very little in the way of

ongoing connections to party “members.” A 1997 study of 10 Filipino

parties found that every party consideredmassmember recruitment a top

priority; however, none of the 10 parties were able to produce a mem-

bership list, suggesting that “political party memberships . . . are as fluid
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as the party system itself.” (Carlos 1997a, 220) The internal governance

structure of parties is also notoriously weak. Members who deviate from

the party line (when there is one) are rarely sanctioned. In fact, of the

major political parties that were active during the 1980s and 1990s, only

one has ever employed a party whip or similar institutions to compel

members to toe the party line and protect the party label –Marcos’s KBL

Party (Kilusang Bagong Lipunan) (Carlos 1997a, 224). Finally, respon-

sibility for and control of financing is very decentralized. Campaign

contributions generally flow directly from the donor to candidate

(or faction leader), totally bypassing the formal party organization (de

Castro, Jr. 1992; Carlos 1997a).

There are a variety of historical, sociological, and institutional

explanations for why the Philippines party system developed as it did.

To begin with, the characteristics of party system partly reflect the

Philippines’ experience with colonialism and state building as well as the

social structure in place as it transitioned to elected government. A weak

central state has been the historical norm in the Philippines. In contrast

to much of the rest of Southeast Asia, precolonial Philippines lacked

major kingdoms able to exercise control over large areas.8 The dearth of

table 6.3. Years Since Founding of Parties with
10% of the Lower Chamber Vote, 1996

Country, Election Year Average Age

United States, 1996 154
Uruguay, 1994 115
Argentina, 1995 54
Costa Rica, 1994 47
France, 1993 43
Chile, 1993 40
Italy, 1996 39
Venezuela, 1993 29
Thailand, 1996 20
Brazil, 1994 13
Philippines, 1995 6

Sources: Mainwaring (1999); author’s calculations.

8 The only exceptions to this were the Muslim kingdoms in parts of the southern

Philippines.
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large political units enabled the Spanish to quickly conquermost areas of

the Philippines. However, the new colonial administration was never

able to exercise strong and centralized political control over the islands –

relying instead onCatholic priests to represent its authority inmost areas

due to a chronic shortage of men and money (Andaya 1999). At the

same time, a new class of large provincial landowners emerged in the

Philippines that, in the vacuum of Spanish authority, gradually came to

dominate much of provincial life. This land-owning elite, known as the

oligarchs, became the patrons atop numerous patron–client networks

spread throughout the Philippines (Tancango 1992).

It was into this environment that the United States stepped when it

replaced Spain as the colonial power at the beginning of the twentieth

century. Several of the U.S. colonial government’s decisions had the

unintended consequence of hampering the development of a more

institutionalized, cohesive, nationally oriented party system (Hutchcroft

and Rocamora 2003). First, even though the United States installed

democratic institutions in the Philippines, it did very little to build up a

strong central administrative bureaucracy. As a result, political and

economic power remained spread among the various large land-owning

elite throughout the country.

Second, the decentralized and fragmented nature of political life was

reproduced at the national level via the early introduction of parties and

elections in the Philippines (Hutchcroft and Rocamora 2003). As the

political system was thrown open to electoral competition, those in the

best position to compete for elected office were the oligarchs. The nat-

ural building blocks for their electoral machines and political parties

were the pervasive patron–client networks. As a consequence, the oli-

garchs were able to use elections as a means of acquiring and strength-

ening political power, first locally, then nationally via congressional

elections (Land�e 1965; Wurfel 1988; Hutchcroft and Rocamora 2003).

Political parties and Congress quickly became the domain of these

powerful locally based interests, rather than a forum in which mass

interests could be articulated and national policies debated.9 Conflicts

and competition between oligarchs manifested themselves via party

switching or intra-party factionalism. In sum, the parties that came to

9 For an analysis of the policy consequences of this arrangement, see Sidel (1996) and

Hutchcroft (1998).
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dominate the political system were not cohesive parties with national

constituencies, but highly fragmented or atomized parties with narrow,

particularistic constituencies.10

Historical and sociological variables are helpful for understanding the

early development of the party system.However, they cannot completely

account for why key features of the party system have endured in the

Philippines. In fact, many of the sociological and historical factors have

varied over time in away thatwould seemingly support the emergence of

a more institutionalized party system. By the 1960s, traditional patron–

client networks were breaking down, beginning first in and around

Manila and then spreading to other areas of the Philippines (Wurfel

1988). Likewise, a new class of business elite had emerged to challenge

the power of the oligarchs. This business elite (largely Manila-based)

had interests that were very different from the traditional landed-elite

(Hawes 1992).

One could argue that path dependence might account for the sticki-

ness of the party system in the face of these changes. However, given the

political, economic, and social upheaval of the Marcos era, it is not

difficult to imagine that new paths were at least possible after his fall

from power. The extended presidency of Ferdinand Marcos accelerated

the relative decline of the oligarchs as he sought to centralize political

and economic authority while empowering a new class of cronies

(Hawes 1992).11 To oust him from power, opposition political parties

joined together to back Corazon Aquino for president. They were sup-

ported by the mobilized mass of the Filipino populace. Yet this mass

mobilization, greater centralization, and the relative decline of the oli-

garchs did not lead to the creation of large, mass-based national parties.

Nor did the coming together of different opposition groups to overthrow

Marcos translate into more cohesive parties post-Marcos. Instead, the

party system that emerged was similar in most respects to the pre-1972

10 The fact that the U.S. colonial administration retained the major responsibility for

public policy, even after a national elected legislature was in place, did much to
facilitate the development of locally focused particularistic parties. It was not until

1934, when the Philippines was able to win Commonwealth status, that the provision

of national policies fell to elected politicians. Prior to 1934, national policymaking

was the purview of the colonial government, and as a result parties and elected
representatives were free to engage in other pursuits (Stauffer 1975).

11 For an opposing view (i.e., that the reports of oligarchs’ deaths were highly exag-

gerated), see Putzel 1993.
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party system. One explanation for the continuity of the party system,

despite the significant changes that occurred before and during the

Marcos era, is the continuity of key features of the Philippine institu-

tional environment.12

Alongside the historical and sociological factors discussed earlier,

certain features of the Philippines institutional environment encourage

the development of locally focused, noncohesive parties – namely, a

powerful presidency and the electoral system. These two features have

remained relatively constant across the pre- and postauthoritarian

periods and reinforced, and in some cases amplified, the effects of

sociological and historical factors.

To begin with, many Filipino scholars blame the establishment of a

strong president for the state of the party system (see, e.g., Grossholtz

1964; Wurfel 1988; Banlaoi and Carlos 1996).13A powerful presidency

undermines party cohesiveness, frees legislators and parties to focus on

particularistic concerns (leaving national policies in the hands of the

president), and generally discourages the development of a structured

party system. This observation is not unique to the Philippines – pre-

sidentialism is often associated with weak and noncohesive legislative

parties (Lijphart, Rogowski, and Weaver 1993, 322).14

In addition to the powerful presidency, the nature of the Philippines’

electoral system also helped shape the development of the party system.

Specifically, the electoral systems for the House and Senate give candi-

dates strong incentives to pursue a personal strategy while discounting

the value of party label. Members of the House of Representatives are

12 The unwillingness of Aquino to capitalize on her popularity to form her own political
party or take over the leadership of an existing party also contributed to the return of

an unstructured party system.
13 The pre-1972 Philippines presidency was among the strongest in the world. In the

aftermath of the Marcos regime, some of that authority was curtailed, but the
president retains an impressive array of both proactive and reactive powers. In

Shugart’s index of presidential power, the post-1986 presidency rates as “strong”

(Shugart 1999).
14 However, one must be cautious regarding the direction of causality. While a rela-

tionship exists between strong presidents and unstructured parties the causal arrows

can run both ways. A strong presidency may prevent the rise of a structure party

system, but it may also be employed as an institutional antidote in polities with
unstructured parties (Shugart 1999). In fact, the effort to institutionalize a powerful

executive by the Philippines’ first President, Manuel Quezon, was in part a reaction to

the perceived shortcomings of the party system (Quezon 1940).
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elected from single-seat districts using the plurality rule (SMDP) – a

system that is often associated with weak parties and locally focused

legislators (Cain, Ferejohn, and Fiorina 1987; Carey and Shugart 1995;

Cox andMcCubbins 1993).15This is certainly the case for the version of

SMDP used in the Philippines. Candidates are not required to obtain the

nomination or endorsement of a political party in order to run for office.

Candidates may run as independents or run under the banner of more

than one party.16 For their part, party officials often lack strong control

over nomination and endorsement within their own party. Strong can-

didates can usually run under the label of their choosing. In some cases,

strong/wealthy candidates will use a party’s label with or without the

party’s official endorsement (Wurfel 1988, 96). Districts featuring mul-

tiple candidates from a single party (known as “free zones”) were more

common before martial law (63%of districts), but after martial law free

zoneswere still found in20%of the districts nationwide (Kasuya2001a).

In such situations, intra-party competition can arise with two or more

candidates from the same party running against each other. This lack of

party ballot control undermines candidates’ incentives to pursue party-

centered campaign strategies. In fact, according to Carey and Shugart,

the type of electoral system used in the House generates some of the

strongest incentives to cultivate a personal vote of any electoral system

(Carey and Shugart 1995, 425). This cultivation of a personal vote comes

at the expenseof the party label andparty cohesionandgenerally requires

candidates to focus on narrow constituencies.

The method of electing the Senate has also played a part in the

development of an under-institutionalized party system. The Senate

15 The provision for a mixed-member systemwas included in the 1987Constitution, but

a law fully implementing the measure was not passed until 1995 and not used in an

election until 1998. The party list seats make up to 20% of the total House and are

allocated using proportional representation. Both political parties and sectoral
organizations can compete for the seats, save the five largest parties from the previous

election, which are barred from competing. To obtain a seat, parties (or sectoral

organizations) must receive at least 2% of the party list votes. For every 2% of the
vote, a party is awarded a seat, with an upper limit of three seats in the list tier. During

the 1998 elections, only 13 parties passed the 2% threshold and so many party list

seats were unfilled. The remaining seats were filled by appointed representatives from

groups that fell below the threshold. The rule was subsequently changed to require
that unfilled seats be distributed among parties above the 2% threshold, but below

the three-seat cap (Hicken and Kasuya 2003).
16 See the earlier discussion of guest and joint candidacies.
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consists of 24 seats, with 12 seats contested every 3 years. Senators are

elected from a single nationwide district using the block vote electoral

system– the same systemused in Thai elections. Each voter casts up to12

votes – each for a distinct candidate. Seats are awarded to the 12 senators

with the highest vote totals.As in theThai case, the blockvote encourages

senatorial candidates to eschew party strategies in favor of personal

strategies. Senate elections are first and foremost personality contests,

and senators generally possess little in the way of party loyalty. Multiple

votes allow voters to split their votes among senatorial candidates from

different parties – somethingFilipino voters frequently takeadvantageof.

In every Senate election since 1957, voters have returned candidates from

more than one party. (If voters were casting votes on the basis of party

label, they would cast all of their votes for candidates from the same

party, and all 12 seats would go to a single party.)17 The vote shares of

copartisans also vary widely, another indication that voters split their

votes among different parties. In the post-1987 Senate elections, a party’s

top vote-getter has received as many as 2.7 times the number of votes as

other victorious copartisans.18

Another contributing factor is the write-in ballot used in Filipino

elections. Voters are required towrite in the name of each of their chosen

candidates for every elected office.Given that local and national elections

are synchronized, this canmean that votersmustwrite-in up to 40 names

on election day.19This cumbersomeballot structure provides voters with

ample opportunities to split their votes among many different parties,

thus undermining the value of party label. This was not always the case.

Shortly after independence, the election code was revised to allow for

party voting. Rather than writing individual candidates’ names, voters

could write in the name of a party and the ballot would be “deemed as a

17 This assumes that all parties present a full slate of senatorial candidates and that

voters cast all 12 votes. In reality, the largest parties almost always run a full slate,
while many smaller parties present only partial slates. In addition, voters may not cast

all of their votes.
18 Author’s calculations from Commission on Elections (1992, 1995, 1998, 2001,

2004).
19 For this reason, the distribution of sample ballots to voters becomes extremely

important. Prior to elections most candidates distribute sample ballots containing

their name and the names of candidates for other offices. Tellingly, it is not un-
common for these sample ballots to contain the names of candidates from more than

one party. Candidates often include popular candidates from other parties running in

other races on their sample ballot in a bid to bolster their own electoral prospects.
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vote for each and every one of the official candidates of such party for the

respective offices” (Revised Election Code of 1947, Article XI, Section

149, No. 19). A 1951 amendment to the Election Code eliminated the

party voting option and, subsequently, split ticket voting became the

norm in elections (Wurfel 1988, 94).

To summarize, the Philippine electoral system is one that discourages

the development of an institutionalized party system. In the House,

SMDPwithweak control of nominations undermines the value of party

label. Similarly, the Senate’s block vote system privileges personal over

party strategies. Finally, the write-in ballot gives voters ample oppor-

tunity to split their votes between different parties.

6.3 accounting for change in the filipino
party system

While in many respects the Philippines’ party system today looks similar

to the pre–martial lawnorm, this constancymasks changes in aggregation

and aggregation incentives over time. In the last chapter, I discussed the

way in which constitutional reforms altered aggregation incentives in

Thailand. Constitutional reform also led to change in aggregation

incentives in the Philippines. In this section, I explore the way in which

aggregation has varied across the Philippines’ democratic history, focus-

ing specifically on thepre– andpost–martial lawparty systems.Recall that

from 1946 to 1972 the Philippines had regular, democratic elections.

President Ferdinand Marcos brought an end to democracy by declaring

martial law on September 21, 1972. After 14 years of theMarcos regime,

democratic government returned to the Philippines in 1986 in dramatic

fashion. After Marcos’s attempt to steal the 1986 snap presidential elec-

tion,millions of Filipinos jammed the streets of EDSAavenue in a showof

people’s power. For three days, the people stared down Marcos and the

military, culminating in the end of theMarcos’s dictatorship and a return

to democratic government.

Many features of the pre-1972 party system returned along with

democracy. The Nacionalista and Liberal Parties were reborn after

Marcos, though at only a fraction of their former strength. Many of the

individual and family faces prominent during the earlier democratic

period reemerged as party leaders after 1986 and, as discussed in the

preceding section, post-Marcos political parties were just as weak as
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their predecessors. However, at least one characteristic of the earlier

democratic period did not return – the stable national two-party system.

From 1946 to 1969, the average effective number of national parties

(ENPnat) was 2.3. Since 1987, ENPnat averages 3.6 (see Table 6.4),

reaching a high of just under 5 in the 1992 election.20 This rise in the

number of parties has been the subject ofmuch scholarly attention in the

Philippine literature (see for example Kimura 1992; Kasuya 2001b). I

will first demonstrate that the rise in the number of parties nationally is

primarily the result of deteriorating aggregation post-Marcos. I will

then review some of the existing explanations for the rise in the number

of parties and argue that they are either incorrect or incomplete. Finally,

I will show how changes to the 1987 constitution undermined the

incentives to coordinate across districts during concurrent elections.

6.3.1 The Deterioration of Aggregation Post-Marcos

What is the source of the growth in the number of national parties post-

Marcos? As Table 6.5 makes clear, this growth is not a result of many

more parties winning seats at the district level after 1986. From 1946 to

1969, the average effective number of parties at the district level was 2.0.

After 1986, ENPavg increased only slightly to 2.3, an increase of less than

11%.21 Indeed, a large change in ENPavg would be surprising given that

table 6.4. Aggregation and the Number of Parties before and after
Martial Law

Country (election year)
Average
ENPavg Average ENPnat Average I

Philippines I (1946–69) 2.0 2.3 9.8
Philippines II (1992–98) 2.3 3.6 32

Sources: Author’s calculations from COMELEC (various years); Hartmann et al.

(2001); Kasuya (2001b).

20 Data are from the 1992, 1995, and 1998 elections. The 1987, 2001, and 2004
elections are excluded due to the lack of comprehensive data on candidate and party

vote shares.
21 ENPavg for the Philippines is actually the average effective number of candidates

(ENCavg). Because House elections use single-seat districts the ENCavg should be
nearly equal to ENPavg. The exception is where, due to the Philippines lax nomination

requirements, more than one candidate declares for the same party. Where this is the

case ENCavg will be slightly higher than ENPavg.
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the electoral rules for the House remained virtually unchanged between

the two periods. This small increase in the average size of the local

party system cannot account for the 58% increase in the size of the

national party system. In short, intra-district coordination failures are not

primarily to blame.

Cross-district coordination is another story. Prior to martial law,

aggregation between districts was extremely good. The same two parties

were the frontrunners in most districts nationwide. Thus the average

inflation score was 9.8 – in other words less than 10% of the size of the

national party systemwas due to aggregation failures. This stands in stark

contrast to the post-Marcos inflation score of 32 (Table 6.4). Aggregation

has clearly declined in the recent democratic period, and it is this failure

to coordinate across districts that is primarily responsible for the larger

effective number of parties nationally.22

table 6.5. ENPres, ENPnat, and ENPseat Compared (Concurrent
Elections)

Year ENPres ENPnat ENPseat

1946 2.0 3.3 2.9
1949 2.4 2.4 2.1
1953 1.7 2.6 2.3
1957 3.4 2.1 1.5
1961 2.0 2.0 1.7
1965 2.2 2.3 2.1
1969 1.9 2.1 1.5
Average: 1946–69 2.2 2.4 2.0
1992 5.8 5.0 3.5
1998 4.3 3.1 2.7
2004a 3.2 NA 1.7
Average: 1992–98 5.1 4.0 2.6

aIn 2004, the formal K-4 electoral alliance is counted as a single party.

Sources: Author’s calculations from COMELEC (various years); Hartmann et al.

(2001); Tehankee (2002).

22 Kasuya finds that post-Marcos aggregation failures have been most pronounced

between regions (Kasuya 2001b). Before 1972 the Nationalista and Liberal Parties

were consistently able to garner support across all regions of the country. After 1986,

a more regionalized party system emerged, with parties and candidates unable to
coordinate across regions. She argues that this reflects the failure of post-Marcos

presidential candidates to win cross-regional support. I explain why this failure has

occurred later in this chapter.
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In the next two sections, I consider why aggregation has deteriorated

since 1986. I first review existing explanations for the expansion of the

national party system. I then argue that changes to the rules regarding

presidential reelection are responsible for the undermining of aggrega-

tion incentives and the consequent inflation of the party system.

6.3.2 Existing Explanations

A variety of explanations have been offered in an attempt to explain the

inflationof thenational party system since1986. These include a change in

the structure of local politics in the Philippines, the decreased importance

of theboardof elections, and theadventof synchronized local andnational

elections.23A common explanation for both the stability of the two-party

system pre-1972 and the rise of multipartism afterMarcos is the structure

of local politics in the Philippines. Beforemartial law, bifactionalismat the

local levelwas thenorm(Land�e1965,1971;Wolters1984;Kimura1997).

As far back as the Spanish colonial period the political elite in each

area tended to divide itself into two major factions (Hollnsteiner 1963).

This local bifactionalism continued as the norm after independence and

prevented the emergence of viable third parties. Each local faction would

align itself with one of the twomajor parties, leaving third parties with no

organizational base to rely on at the local level (Land�e 1971, 103–4).

Eventually, though, bifactionalism began to break down in the

Philippines. This occurred first in urban areas where multifactionalism

hadbegun todisplacebifactionalismby the1960s (Laquian1966;Nowak

and Snyder 1974; Kimura 1997). Bifactionalism continued to deteriorate

throughout the Marcos years so that by the time democracy returned

multifactionalism was the norm in many localities (Kimura 1992, 49).

Even though the shift from local bifactionalism tomultifactionalism is

an interesting phenomenon, it cannot fully account for the growth of the

national party system. First, by itself bifactionalism locally does not

necessarily predict bipartism nationally. Indeed, it is quite possible to

imagine that local factions from different localities might back different

sets of parties. In other words, there is no reason to assume, a priori, that

23 The write-in ballot and the plurality rule for presidential elections have also come
under fire for causing multipartism (Velasco 1999, 173–4). However, since these two

features of the electoral system were the same both before and after Marcos, they

cannot explain the growth in the number of parties.
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local factions will back the same two parties in every locality. A theory of

aggregation, such as the one presented in this book, is needed to explain

why actors might have the incentive to coordinate across different local-

ities to produce a national two-party system. Second, the shift toward

multifactionalism locally has not been associated with a large increase in

the effectivenumber of parties at the district level (ENPavg). If the factional

structure of local politics were really driving the growth in the number of

parties, one would expect a large increase in ENPavg, and one would also

expect the growthof ENPavg to be primarily responsible for the increase in

the national effective number of parties (ENPnat). However, as already

discussed, this is not the case. ENPavg grew only slightly from 2 to 2.3 and

is responsible for only a small portion of the growth of ENPnat. In short,

despite the rise of local multifactionalism, intra-district coordination

continues to be quite good (as expected given the SMDPelectoral system).

It is aggregation across districts that has broken down.

A second existing explanation for the advent of multipartism since

1986 is the decreased importance of party representationonprecinct-level

election-monitoring bodies (the Board of Elections Inspectors and Board

of Election Canvassers) (Carlos 1997a; Velasco 1999). These bodies

consist of four members including one representative from the govern-

ment party and one from an opposition party (Carlos 1998a; Omnibus

Election Code). Before 1972, these party representatives played an active

and important role in protecting the votes for their party and monitoring

the fairness of the electoral process (Velasco 1999, 173). Candidates were

reluctant to join third parties because they would lose the right to party

representation on the inspection board (Carlos 1997a, 18). However, the

advent of independent electoral watchdog organizations since 1986 has

reduced the advantageof havingparty representationon theofficialBoard

of Election Inspectors and Board of Election Canvassers. Thus third

parties are no longer deterred from entering (Carlos 1997a, 18). The

problem with this argument is the same as the problem with the bifac-

tionalism argument. If the declining importance of party representation

on precinct boards is really driving party system growth, then we should

see evidence of that growth occurring at the precinct and district levels.

But, once again, the source ofmore national parties post-1986 is primarily

poorer aggregation, not more parties winning votes at the local level.

A third explanation for the end of bipartism in the Philippines is the

adoption of synchronized local and national elections beginning in 1992.
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Before martial law, local and national elections were held in different

years. The result was that during national elections local politicos would

support national candidates, and national politicians would return the

favor when local elections came around. Synchronized elections

disturbed this exchange relationship. In the words of one scholar:

[P]arties are adversely affected, as simultaneous elections weaken party links

between national and local candidates. Before 1972, when local and national

elections took place at different times, local leaders could devote their full

energy to supporting candidates for national office and vice versa: this they

cannot do any longer, as they have to fight their own electoral battles during

the same period. (Velasco 1999, 173)

It is probably the case that the move to synchronized elections did

indeed make electoral coordination between the national and local levels

more complicated. However, there is good reason to suspect that this is

not the complete answer.The ability andwillingness of local candidates to

coordinate with national candidates in synchronized elections is itself a

function of aggregation incentives. The stronger the aggregation incen-

tives, the more likely candidates are to do what is necessary to overcome

the added challenges associated with synchronized elections. To the

extent that synchronized elections increase the size of the payoff to

coordination, we might actually expect better aggregation during such

elections. In fact, there were three instances before 1972 where national

and local elections were held at the same time, and in no case did this lead

to a proliferation of parties at the national level. In 1947, 1951, and 1971,

elections for the Senate were run jointly with local elections. Even though

there are important differences between House and Senate elections, it is

instructive that the effective number of parties in the Senate was actually

lowerwhen electionswere synchronized – the average effective number of

Senate parties for the 1946–71 period was 2.2 versus 2.0 in 1947, 1.99 in

1951, and 1.99 in 1971.

6.3.3 Presidential Term Limits and Aggregation Incentives

How and why, then, did aggregation incentives change post-Marcos?

When democratic government made its return to the Philippines,

the rules and institutions in place before martial law were largely

re-adopted. Within the national government the distribution of power
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remained relatively concentrated in the hands of the president.24 The

national government also retained its dominant position over subna-

tional units (though subnational governments did receive new guar-

antees of budgetary support). In short, the payoff to being the largest

party was fairly constant across the two democratic periods.

Nevertheless, even though there was a high degree of institutional

continuity before and after martial law, the 1987 Constitution did

introduce one important change – a ban on reelection for the president.

Before 1972, Philippine presidents were limited to two terms. In thewake

of the Marcos dictatorship, the constitution drafters opted to limit pres-

idents to a single term. If the theory outlined in Chapter 2 is correct, the

introduction of a reelection ban should boost the effective number of

presidential candidates in post-Marcos elections and thereby undermine

aggregation incentives and the reductive effect of concurrent elections.

Prior to 1972, incumbent Filipino presidents regularly marshaled

the resources and influence of the presidency to back their reelection

bids. All but Marcos were unsuccessful in their bid for a second term;

nevertheless, the costs associated with challenging a sitting president

weeded out all but themost serious of challengers and enabled voters to

easily distinguish the frontrunners from the also-rans. This changed

with the introduction of the reelection ban. The ban lowered the bar-

riers to entry for presidential contenders and undermined the incentives

for sitting presidents to invest in party building. The result has been a

large increase in the number of viable presidential candidates.25 This is

clear from a comparison of the effective number of presidential can-

didates. During the 26 years before martial law, the average effective

number of presidential candidates (ENPres) was 2.2. By contrast, the

effective number of presidential candidates in the 1992 and 1998

presidential elections was 5.8 and 4.3, respectively (see the ENPres
column in Table 6.5). This is consistent with the theory and with the

large-N results in Chapter 3. Where there is no incumbent, the effective

number of presidential candidates is larger.

24 In a response to the excesses of the Marcos era, a few of the president’s powers were

curtailed, including the ability to declare a state of emergency and the ability to

transfer “saved funds” between governmental departments.
25 Choi (2001) also draws the connection between term limits and an increase in the

effective number of presidential candidates post-Marcos but does not discuss the

implications for the legislative party system.
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The 2004 presidential election affords a unique opportunity to test the

relationship between reelection bans and the number of viable presi-

dential candidates. In 2001, President Joseph Estrada was forced from

office less than half-way through his term in the wake of a corruption

scandal. The vice-president, Gloria Macapagal Arroyo, took Estrada’s

place as president for the remainder of his term. Since she was not elected

to the office, President Arroyo was eligible to run for her own term as

president in the 2004 election. After initially promising she would not

run, Arroyo eventually decided to enter the race. In effect, then, the 2004

election was a race with an incumbent president as a candidate, akin to

the norm before martial law. If the hypothesis about the effect of

incumbency is correct, the presence of an incumbent in the race (albeit a

very weak and vulnerable one) should raise the barriers to entry for

prospective candidates and make the job of distinguishing between the

frontrunners easier, thereby reducing the effective number of candidates.

Indeed, this was the case. The effective number of presidential candidates

fell to 3.2 in the 2004 election, down from an average of 5.1 in the

previous two presidential contests (see the ENPres column in Table 6.5).

To determine whether the increase in ENPres post-Marcos has the

hypothesized effect on aggregation, we can compare the total effective

number of electoral parties (ENPnat) pre– and post–martial law. As is

clear from Table 6.5, the rise the effective number of presidential can-

didates since 1986 has corresponded with a rise in ENPnat, as hypoth-

esized. Pre–martial law the effective number of electoral parties is 2.4, as

opposed to 4.0 after martial law.26 Comparing the three post-Marcos

presidential elections provides additional evidence of a relationship

between the number of viable presidential candidates and aggregation

incentives. Compare ENPres for the 1992 and 1998 elections. Note that

although ENPres for 1998 is quite high (4.3), it is still lower than ENPres
for 1992 (5.8). If the theory is correct, fewer viable candidates should

translate into better aggregation in 1998. Likewise, in the 2004 election,

the effective number of presidential candidates was lower than in either

1992 or 1998 (due to the presence of an incumbent in the race). If the

theory is correct, fewer viable candidates should translate into better

aggregation in 2004 compared to the previous two elections.

26 Unfortunately, party vote share data are as yet unavailable for 2004 so it is not

possible to calculate ENPnat.
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Ideally I would measure the extent of aggregation in post-Marcos

elections as I have throughout this book–byusingparty vote share data to

calculate the inflation score (I). However, for the 2004 election party vote

share, data at both the district level andnational level are not yet available,

making it impossible to calculate ENPavg, ENPnat, and the inflation score.

So in addition to the inflation score for 1992 and 1998, I also use the

effective number of legislative parties (ENPseat) as an imperfect proxy for

the level of aggregation. ENPseat is calculated in the same way as ENPnat
but substitutes party seat shares in place of vote shares. Table 6.5 places

the ENPseat and ENPnat side by side.We can see that even though ENPseat
is always smaller than ENPnat (as expected), the two almost always move

in tandem.27 Thus, if the theory is correct, we would expect a decrease in

the number of presidential candidates (ENPres) to produce improved

aggregation and a decline in ENPnat and ENPseat. Table 6.5 demonstrates

that the number of electoral and legislative parties does indeed decline as

hypothesized – fewer presidential candidates in 1998 and 2004 are

associated with fewer parties, whether measured by seat or vote shares.

Figure 6.1 incorporates the post-Marcos data in Table 6.5 with

additional information on the effective number of parties at the district

level (ENPavg) and the inflation score (I) for1992 and1998 (the only years

for which the requisite vote share data are available). As expected, the

effective number of presidential candidates tracks very closely to the

number of parties at the national level. Figure 6.1 demonstrates that we

cannot ascribe solely changes in the effective number of parties locally

(ENPavg). Looking just at the 1992 and 1998 election for which district-

level data are available, we can see that even though ENPavg does drop

between the elections, this decline in the average size of the local party

systems is not enough to account for the change in ENPnat. ENPavg falls by

less than 19%, while the national party system contracts by 38%. Better

aggregation accounts for the majority of the decline in the number of

parties in 1998. This is reflected in a decline in the inflation score from 45

in 1992 to 28 in 1998.

The upward pressure on the number of viable presidential candidates

since the introduction of the reelection ban has also served to undermine

the concurrency effect, as hypothesized. In fact, since 1987 the

27 The sole exception is between 1957 and 1961 where ENPnat decreases slightly and

ENPseat increases slightly.
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Philippines has experienced a counter-concurrency effect – midterm

elections for the House and Senate produce fewer national parties than

do concurrent elections (see Table 6.6). This is understandable in the

Philippine context. The payoff to belonging to the president’s party is

large in both concurrent and mid-term elections, due to the power of the

president and the resources she controls. However, the level of uncer-

tainty varies greatly between concurrent and mid-term elections. In

concurrent elections, the large number of viable presidential candidates

sinceMarcos reduces the probability that the largest legislative partywill

also be the party of the president, undermining aggregation. However,

the rules allow politicians to switch parties at virtually any time without

penalty. As I showed previously, large numbers of politicians at all levels

of government take advantage of these rules to switch to the president’s

party after elections. In other words, uncertainty regarding the presi-

dential frontrunners means that aggregation is both a pre- and post-

electoral phenomenon.

The situation is very different in mid-term elections. There is no

uncertainty about who the president will be in mid-term elections, thus

increasing the probability that the president’s party will also be the

largest legislative party. As a result, aggregation improves in mid-term

elections with a corresponding decrease in the number of national
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parties. Table 6.6 compares aggregation and the number of parties in

the three post-Marcos concurrent elections (1992, 1998, 2004) and two

midterm elections (1995, 2001).28 (Once again, the lack of party vote

share data requires me to drop the 2001 and 2004 elections from the

calculations of the inflation score and ENPnat.) Looking first at aggre-

gation, one can see that inflation is higher during presidential elections

years (I¼ 36) than in mid-term elections (I¼ 25). The effective number

of electoral parties correspondingly rises in presidential election years

(ENPnat ¼ 4.0) and falls during mid-term elections (ENPnat ¼ 2.6). Of

course it is difficult to draw strong inferences from only the 1998 mid-

term election, as one is forced to do if we rely solely on the inflation

score and ENPnat. However, an analysis of the effective number of

legislative parties (ENPseat) in all elections reveals a similar pattern –

more parties in presidential elections than in mid-term elections.

Likewise, Senate elections since 1986 display a similar counter-

concurrency pattern.29 During the presidential election years, the

average effective number of parties in the Senate is 3 compared to 2 in

mid-term elections. Table 6.6 summarizes the counter-concurrency

pattern for both the House and Senate.

table 6.6. Counter-Concurrency in Post-Marcos Philippine
Elections

Presidential Elections
(1992, 1998, 2004a)

Mid-term Elections
(1995, 2001a)

House
ENPnat 4.1b 2.6
Inflation 36b 25
ENPseat 2.6 2.3

Senate
ENP 3.0 2.0

a In 2001 and 2004, formal national electoral alliances (the PPC in 2001 and K-4 in

2004) are counted as a single party.
b2004 election excluded due to lack of data.

Sources: Author’s calculations from COMELEC (various years); Hartmann et al.

(2001); Tehankee (2002).

28 The first post-Marcos legislative election in 1987 is excluded due to the lack of
reliable information about the distribution of vote and seat shares.

29 For the Senate, the challenge is not inter-district coordination (aggregation) since all

Senators are elected from a single nationwide district.
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The counter-concurrency effect described previously is also useful for

addressing an as yet undiscussed alternative explanation for the post-

Marcos party system – namely, that the inflation of the party system

post-Marcos simply reflects the uncertainty among voters, candidates,

and parties that is often present in early elections in new democracies.

While this argument cannot be dismissedout of hand, there are reasons to

think that the shock of a new system is not a sufficient explanation. First,

the Philippines had a long history of democratic elections prior to the

imposition of martial law – 26 years as an independent state and nearly

40 years as a colony of the United States compared to 14 years of martial

law. Thus democratic elections were not novel. Much of the electorate

andmost of the political elite had participated in the democratic elections

prior to martial law. Second, the electoral system the country adopted

after the fall of Marcos was familiar. It was the same basic system that

had been used throughout the Philippines’ electoral history (single-

member district plurality for the House and plurality rule for the presi-

dency). Finally, the counter-concurrency effect suggests that even if

actors are learning (leading presumably to fewer parties over time), they

are also responding to aggregation incentives.When those incentives are

the strongest (i.e., in midterm elections), actors coordinate on fewer

parties than when aggregation incentives are relatively weaker (i.e., in

presidential election years).

To summarize, the switch to a single term limit in 1987 affected

aggregation in a manner consistent with the theoretical expectations –

namely, the effective number of presidential candidates increased

dramatically from what had been the norm prior to martial law. More

viable presidential candidates made it difficult for legislative candidates

and voters to clearly distinguish the frontrunners from the also-rans

and increased the probability that the largest legislative party would

not control the executive branch. This undermined the incentive to

aggregate across districts, leading to a larger number of more localized/

regionalized parties. Finally, the large number of viable presidential

candidates offset the effect of concurrent elections on the number of

parties. A partial exception to this pattern is the 2004 election where

the presence of the an incumbent in the race worked to lower the

effective number of candidates, increase aggregation incentives, and

lower the number of parties to a level closer to the norm in the pre–

martial law period.
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6.4 comparing aggregation the number
of parties in the philippines and thailand

Returning to the comparison with Thailand that opened this chapter, we

see that in many respects the Thai and Philippine party systems are very

similar. In both countries, parties tend to be temporary electoral alliances

of locally focused politicians. These parties elicit low levels of discipline

and cohesion from their members and little loyalty from voters. The two

party systems do differ in one important respect, however. Until recently

Thailand has been home to many more political parties than the

Philippines. What explains this divergence when other aspects of the two-

party systems look so alike? One place to begin searching for an expla-

nation is the electoral system. To the extent their electoral systems differ,

we would expect the size of their local/district party systems to diverge.

And, as local party systems are the building blocks of the national party

system, more parties locally would mean more parties nationally, ceteris

paribus. So, how do the Thai and Filipino electoral systems differ? Recall

that Thailand, prior to the 1997 reforms, used the block vote with district

magnitudesof2or3 to elect theHouseofRepresentatives.ThePhilippines,

by contrast, has primarily relied on a single member district plurality

(SMDP) system throughout its democratic history. Given the difference in

district magnitude one would expect the average effective number of

parties (ENPavg) to be slightly lower in the Philippines. In fact, this is the

case. ENPavg for all postindependenceHouse elections in the Philippines is

2.1 compared to 3.2 in pre-1997Thailand (see Table 6.7). This difference

holds even if we separate pre– and post–martial law elections in the

Philippines – the average number of district parties post-Marcos is 2.3

versus 2.0 pre–martial law. However, once Thailand switches to a system

where 80%ofHouse seats are filled using SMDP, Thailand’s ENPavg falls

to the levelweobserve in thePhilippines. In short, someof thedifferences in

the Thai and Philippine party systems can indeed be traced to the different

district electoral systems in each country prior to 1997.

Note, however, that the difference between the number of parties in

each district is quite modest – on average there are only about 1.2 more

parties in each district in pre-reformThailand compared to the average in

all Philippine elections.30 This is in sharp contrast to the national level

30 If we focus on just post-Marcos elections, the difference is an even smaller 0.9.
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where there are on average 4.6more parties in pre-reform Thailand than

in the Philippines (7.2 versus 2.6).31 As these numbers indicate, prior to

the recent reforms Thai voters, parties, and candidates did amuch poorer

job coordinating across districts than did their Filipino counterparts. The

poorer aggregation in Thailand is reflected in the inflation scores – the

average inflation score for the Philippines is 17 compared to pre-1997

Thailand’s 54 (Table 6.7).32

6.4.1 Accounting for Aggregation Differences

What explains why aggregation has traditionally been so much better in

the Philippines than in Thailand? To begin with, differences in social

heterogeneity cannot account for the difference in cross-district coordi-

nation. Most measures of social heterogeneity score the Philippines as

more diverse than Thailand. For example, the Philippines’ score on the

ethno-linguistic fractionalization index is 0.84 compared to 0.57 for

Thailand (Krain 1997). Similarly, if we look at religious fractionalization

the Philippines is also more diverse with a score of 0.29 versus 0.15 for

Thailand (Annett 2000).33 The Philippines’ greater social diversity is also

table 6.7. Aggregation in the Philippines and Thailand

Country (election year)

Average

ENPavg

Average

ENPnat Average I

Pre-reform

Philippines (1946–69) 2.0 2.3 9.8
Thailand (1986–1996) 3.2 7.2 54

Post-reform

Philippines (1992–98) 2.3 3.6 32
Thailand (2001–2005) 2.4 3.1 23

Combined

Philippines (1946–69; 1992–98) 2.1 2.6 17
Thailand (1986–2005) 3.0 6.0 45

Sources:Author’s calculations fromMinistry of Interior, election reports (1986,1988,1992a,

1992b, 1995, 1997); COMELEC (various years); Hartmann et al. (2001); Kasuya 2001b.

31 Using only post-Marcos elections, the difference is 3.6 parties.
32 For post-Marcos elections, the inflation score is 32, still much below Thailand’s 54.
33 An exception is Fearon’s ethnic fractionalization score based on linguistic diversity,

which reports Thailand as more diverse than the Philippines (Fearon 2003).
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reinforced by geography with the country’s various groups spread out

among the country’s 7,107 islands. In short, if we look solely at social

heterogeneity, we would expect aggregation to be more difficult in the

Philippines rather than less.

In Chapter 2, I argued that aggregation was primarily a function of

(a) the payoff to being the largest party at the national level and (b) the

probability that the largest party will be able to capture that payoff.

Two factors shape the largest party payoff: the distribution of power

between the national and subnational level (vertical centralization) and

the distribution of power within the national government (horizontal

centralization). Thailand and the Philippines look very similar in terms

of vertical centralization. In 1992 (the last year for which reliable data

are available for the Philippines), the subnational government’s share

of expenditures and revenues was 8.7 and 1.9, respectively, in the

Philippines versus 8.4 and 1.4 in Thailand (World Bank Group n.d.). In

both countries subnational governments are highly dependent on the

central government’s largesse.34

Within the national government, however, power has been relatively

more concentrated in the Philippines than in Thailand (again, until the

recent Thai reforms). Both countries have bicameral legislatures, but

unlike the Thai Senate, which was appointed and somewhat outside of

the control of the prime minister, the Philippine Senate is elected and is

typically controlled by the president’s party. Between 1946 and 2004,

the president’s party failed to capture at least 50% of the Senate seats

only twice. It is important to note that just because the president’s party

nominally controls the Senate it does not mean that the Senate is not an

important veto gate. Filipino parties are notoriously short on discipline

and cohesion, and so the president cannot always count on support from

his or her party. However, the Philippine president is much better

equipped to cobble together a legislative support coalition from across

the various veto gates than is the Thai prime minister. As mentioned

previously, the Filipino president is very powerful. These powers include

proactive powers, such as the ability to shape the legislative agenda,

appointment powers, and control over the pork barrel, as well as reac-

tive powers such as line item and package vetoes. Particularly notable is

34 In recent years, subnational governments in the Philippines have received larger

shares of government revenues via the International Revenue Allotment (IRA).
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the president’s control of pork and political appointments – control that

the Thai prime minister has historically lacked (Hicken 2005). In short,

prior to the Thai reforms, power was more horizontally concentrated in

the Philippines than in Thailand, and this generated stronger aggregation

incentives.

In addition to the higher aggregation payoff in the Philippines, the

probability that the largest party will capture that prize has also

been greater. This was particularly true prior to martial law where

concurrent presidential and legislative elections typically produced two

viable candidates. In effect, this meant that the largest party in the

House had a good chance of capturing the executive – giving candi-

dates a strong incentive to coordinate across districts under the banners

of the presidential frontrunners. This is in sharp contrast to pre-reform

Thailand where it was frequently the case that someone other than the

leader of the largest party served as prime minister.

To summarize, aggregation incentives in the Philippines typically

outdistanced incentives in pre-reform Thailand. The payoff to aggre-

gation in the Philippines has generally been higher than in pre-reform

Thailand due to a greater degree of horizontal centralization and the

better likelihood that the largest legislative party would capture the

aggregation payoff. Given these stronger aggregation incentives in the

Philippines, we would expect both the inflation score and the national

effective number of parties to be much lower vis-�a-vis pre-reform

Thailand, as is the case (Table 6.7).

However, institutional reforms in each country led to a recent reversal

of this pattern. As discussed in this chapter, the post-Marcos introduction

of a presidential reelection ban in the Philippines caused a proliferation in

the effective number of presidential candidates and decreased the chance

that the largest legislative party would also control the presidency. The

result has been a sharp deterioration in aggregation and an increase in the

number of political parties. At the same time, constitutional reform in

Thailand increased aggregation incentives causing a dramatic improve-

ment in aggregation and reduction in the number of political parties

(see Chapter 5). The combined effect of both sets of reforms is that the

2001–5 Thai party system came to exhibit better cross-district coordi-

nation and fewer parties than the Philippines (see Table 6.7).35

35 The 2007 Thai Constitution threatens to undermine aggregation incentives.
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6.5 conclusion

Like Thailand, the number of national parties in the Philippines reflects

both the average size of the district party systems together with the

degree of aggregation between those districts. Both periods of Philippine

democracy have used SMDP for House elections, resulting in a modest

number of parties at the district level. The shift to a multiparty system

since Marcos reflects primarily a deterioration of aggregation and ag-

gregation incentives. In the first democratic period, the expected utility

of being the largest party in government was high with both a high

aggregation payoff and a good chance that the largest legislative party

could capture that payoff.When democracy returned in 1986, a new ban

on presidential reelection led to an increase in the number of viable

presidential candidates, a lower probability of capturing the aggregation

payoff, and a corresponding decrease in the incentives to coordinate

across districts. This is consistent with the theory outlined in Chapter 2

and the large-N empirical results discussed in Chapter 3.

Together the experiences of the Philippines and Thailand suggest

that political institutions have a powerful and predictable effect on

aggregation. The rules and institutions in the Philippines were such that

for much of its democratic history the expected utility of becoming the

largest legislative party was quite high – especially relative to pre-

reform Thailand. As a result, cross-district coordination was much

more extensive. However, institutional reform in both countries during

the 1980s and 1990s has brought about a reversal of this pattern.

Cross-district coordination has deteriorated in the Philippines (while

improving in Thailand) to the extent that the Philippines now has

worse aggregation and more parties than its neighbor.
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7

Conclusion

This concluding chapter is divided into two parts. In the first section,

I summarize the central arguments and findings. In the second section, I

identify some of the questions that still remain to be answered and offer

some preliminary thoughts on the implications of various levels of

aggregation for policymaking processes and outcomes.

7.1 summary of key findings

In this book, I have focused on two dimensions of a country’s party

system – the number of parties and the degree of the nationalization. I

have attempted to broaden the debate beyond the behavior of voters,

candidates, and parties within electoral districts to include a focus the

coordination of such actors across districts. I argued that aggregation is

a key determinant of both the size of the party system and the degree of

nationalization. Thus it is important to understand what factors shape

the degree of aggregation.

The causal logic of my argument was grounded in the incentives of

party entrepreneurs and candidates for political office. Aggregation is a

function of the incentives these actors face to ally across districts under

a common party banner. These incentives, in turn, are shaped by (1) the

potential payoff for aggregation and (2) the probability of capturing

that payoff. The incentives for coordinating across districts increase as

the rewards for such coordination rise and the degree of uncertainty

about capturing that reward falls.
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To the extent the existing literature has explored the determinants

of aggregation incentives, it has focused almost exclusively on the

influence of the vertical centralization of power within a political

system (i.e., the distribution of resources and authority between cen-

tral and subnational governments). I demonstrated both theoretically

and empirically that a high degree of vertical centralization is not

sufficient to produce strong aggregation incentives. A focus solely on

the distribution of power and resources between national and sub-

national actors misses a key part of the institutional story. To this

vertical dimension I added a second horizontal dimension and showed

that horizontal centralization, or the distribution of power within

the national government, combines with vertical centralization to

affect the size of the aggregation payoff and shape aggregation

incentives.

I then explored three of the components of horizontal centralization –

bicameralism, party cohesion, and reserve domains. I argued that a

second chamber, party factionalism, and the presence of positions or

policyareas beyond the reachof electedpoliticians, eachhave the effectof

dispersing political authority reducing the size of the aggregation payoff

any single party is likely to control. The results of the large-N tests

revealed substantial support for the bicameralism and reserve domain

hypotheses, while party factionalism proved to be an important variable

in the Thai case.

In addition to the size of the payoff, both cross-national and

country-specific evidence suggested that the probability of capturing

that payoff also plays an important role in shaping aggregation

incentives. I found that in parliamentary systems aggregation incen-

tives are stronger where the chance of the largest legislative party’s

capturing the premiership is high, and weaker where there is a high

probability that someone other than the leader of the largest party will

head the government. As hypothesized, I found that this probability

variable interacts with the size of the aggregation payoff to shape

coordination incentives. Aggregation is at its worst where a low

probability combines with a small aggregation payoff.

In presidential systems, I argued that the probability of capturing

executive office is a function of the number of presidential candidates and

theproximityofpresidential and legislative elections. In linewith existing

studies, I found that proximate elections lower the number of electoral
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parties but only where the effective number of presidential candidates

is low. A unique contribution of this study was to demonstrate that

proximity and the number of presidential candidates also have an effect

on aggregation. Proximity lowers party system inflation where there are

relatively few presidential candidates, and the number of presidential

candidates itself has a substantial negative impact on cross-district

coordination. The more presidential candidates there are, the more dif-

ficult it is for legislative candidates, voters, parties, and donors to identify

and coordinate around the frontrunners. The cost is poorer aggregation.

In addition to the large-N quantitative analysis, empirical support

for my argument came from the Thai and Philippine case studies. For

my analysis of the Thai case, I compiled a unique data set of district-

level election results for seven Thai elections since 1986. I discovered

that the large number of parties that so characterized the pre-1997Thai

system was primarily a result of poor aggregation. Within individual

districts, actors were typically able to coordinate on a small number of

parties – in line with what we would expect from Thailand’s electoral

system. Between districts, however, coordination attempts broke

down. I demonstrated that regional differences cannot adequately

account for these coordination difficulties – aggregation was in fact

worse within regions than it was between them. Instead, poor aggre-

gation reflected the weak linkage present in pre-reform Thailand. Prior

to 1997, rampant party factionalism, an appointed Senate, and other

reserve domains undermined aggregation incentives. The practice of

selecting someone other than the leader of the largest party as premier

also reduced the expected utility of aggregation. Given the weak

aggregation incentives, cross-district coordination in pre-reform

Thailand was poor, and the result was a large number of parties at the

national level. By the 1990s, the lingering reserve domains had begun

to fade away, and Thailand had adopted a rule that enabled the leader

of the largest party to reliably capture the premiership. However, the

1997 constitutional reforms brought even more dramatic changes to

the political-institutional environment. The reforms greatly magnified

candidates’ aggregation incentives. Specifically, the reforms substan-

tially increased the premier’s leverage over internal party factions. This

increased the potential size of the aggregation payoff resulting in

stronger aggregation incentives, better aggregation, fewer parties, and

increased nationalization.
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For thePhilippines, I alsouseddistrict-level electiondata toanalyze the

extent of aggregation in Philippine elections since independence. I found

that aggregation was very good in pre–martial law elections but that it

deteriorated sharply after the return of democracy in 1986. This deteri-

oration is the primary cause of the demise of the two-party system since

Marcos. In the initial democratic period, the expected utility of being the

largest party in governmentwas highwith both a high aggregation payoff

and a good chance that the largest legislative party would capture that

payoff. However, when democracy returned in 1986, a new ban on

presidential reelection led to an increase in the number of viable presi-

dential candidates, a lower probability that the largest legislative party

would also capture the presidency, and a corresponding decrease in the

incentives to coordinate across districts. The reelection ban also explains

the relatively unusual pattern I observed in post-Marcos elections –

namely, poorer aggregation and more parties in concurrent elections,

better aggregation and fewer parties in midterm legislative elections.

7.2 unanswered questions and research
opportunities

The multicountry analysis together with the experiences of the

Philippines and Thailand support the claim that political institutions

have a powerful and predictable effect on aggregation via their effect

on aggregation incentives. However, as always, the questions left

unanswered and issues left unresolved present ample opportunities for

further research. This book is no exception.

First, how does aggregation actually unfold on the ground? What

are the mechanics involved? On the one hand, we might envision

aggregation as a bottom-up process, driven mainly by the alliance

choices of local candidates or subnational political elite. On the other

hand, the recent Thai experience suggests that aggregation might also

be a top-down affair – with political entrepreneurs taking the lead in

organizing cross-district coordination. This suggests several questions

worthy of future research. When aggregation occurs what conditions

shape whether it is a top-down or bottom-up process? Does the process

of aggregation affect the way in which the resulting parties are orga-

nized internally? Is there a relationship between the type of process that

predominates and the stability and endurance of cross-district electoral
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alliances? Does the process by which aggregation occurs affect the

likelihood of democratic consolidation? Pursuing answers to these

questions is part of my future research agenda and is likely to require

the use of multiple methods – from formal modeling of voter, candi-

date, and elite behavior (see Morelli 2001) to careful fieldwork

studying how aggregation unfolds in specific country contexts.

Second, does aggregation influence dimensions of the party system

other than nationalization and party system size? For example, aggre-

gation is potentially an important determinant of the degree of party

system institutionalization. Mainwaring and Scully (1995) discuss four

criteria for party system institutionalization. The last of these criteria

deals with party organization and includes the notion that parties should

be “territorially comprehensive” (Mainwaring and Scully 1995, 5).

Party system institutionalization need not imply that support for parties

must be equally distributed across the nation, but it does imply that

parties reject strictly local or regional strategies in favor of a more na-

tional focus. Party system institutionalization may be weaker, then,

where parties fail to move beyond local strongholds and compete across

districts or regions nationwide.

Finally, the question of greatest interest to me in terms of a future

research agenda is the way in which aggregation affects policymaking –

both processes and outcomes. If one is to understand the dynamics of

policymaking, it is useful to begin with three sets of questions.

� Who are the actors that make policy decisions?

� What are their interests? (To whom do they respond? What is the

nature of their constituency?)

� What are their capabilities? (How able are they to implement their

preferred policies? What constraints do they face?)

Aggregation has strong implications for the latter two sets of

questions via the affect of aggregation on the number of parties and

nationalization. To begin with, there is a clear (though not one-to-one)

positive relationship between the number of political parties and the

number of actors. The more parties there are in a given party system,

the more actors there are likely to be in the policymaking process. As

more actors become involved in the policy process, the likelihood that

one actor’s attempts to change the status quo will be blocked by other

actors with different interests increases (Tsebelis 2002).
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A good deal of the recent literature on the political economy of

policymaking has focused on the number of actors; however, it is not

enough to simply count the number of veto players. We need to know

something about the interests and incentives of those actors. The

broader an actors’ constituency is, the stronger will be the incentives to

pursue broad, public-regarding policies over those policies targeted to

narrow, particularistic interests (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003;

Hicken, Satyanath, and Sergenti 2005; Hicken and Simmons 2008).

Aggregation, through its influence on degree party system nationali-

zation, can have a profound effect on the nature of policy makers’

constituencies. Ceteris paribus, the greater the degree of party system

nationalization, the broader the constituency to which those parties

must respond.

To be more specific, when there is a high degree of aggregation,

political competition at the national level occurs between political

parties that each have support across most of the regions in the country

(as opposed to competition occurring across highly regionalized or

localized parties). As a result, debates and conflicts over policies at the

national level are more likely to lead to the parties competing to offer

comprehensive benefits that affect people spread across most regions of

the country. By contrast, when political competition at the national

level occurs between parties that represent specific subnational con-

stituencies, the outcomes of policy debates and conflicts lead to two

potentially damaging kinds of public policy outcomes: (a) an over-

supply of pork-barrel policies resulting from log-rolls across regions

that do not benefit the broader population but end up benefiting local

political and economic elites and/or (b) an undersupply of nationally

focused public goods. Depending on the country, these latter, geo-

graphically targeted policy benefits will end up targeting specific eth-

nic, religious, industrial, linguistic groups, but they will be less

comprehensive and all-encompassing than if the parties were nation-

alized.

Moreover, the degree of nationalization can affect bargaining

between and within the executive and legislature. Bargaining involves

trades or side payments between different actors – the more actors, the

more side payments that must be made in order to pass a given policy.

The question then becomes what is being traded? In some cases, bar-

gaining consists of actors bargaining over and trading concessions in
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national policies. However, bargaining may also take the form of

bargaining over, and trades in, pork and particularism. The extent to

which actors trade in pork versus public policy is strongly influenced by

the degree of nationalization. As argued previously, where the party

system is not nationalized, politicians may lack strong incentives to

provide national goods/policies. In such a system log-rolling across

geographic regions will be rampant, while national policies will be

under-supplied. Where the party system is highly nationalized, how-

ever, bargaining will tend to be over broader policy, and trades will

primarily come in the form of policy concessions (Hicken 2002). My

own research agenda includes a closer examination of the implications

of aggregation and party system nationalization for policymaking and

the propensity to provide needed national public goods.
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