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ABSTRACT
AN ANALYSIS OF ELECTORAL PARTISAN FRAGMENTATION IN SINGLE-
MEMBER SIMPLE PLURAILTY PARLIAMENTARY ELECTIONS:
A MACRO AND MICRO ANALYSIS OF CANADA AND KOREA
By
Myoung-Ho Park
The current understanding of party system development within the tradition of the

diversity of political institutions has focused on data from the national level and if any
provincial level. However, the basic unit of electoral competition for legislative seats is
the local electoral district. This study is the first attempt to analyze the degree of electoral
partisan fragmentation at the district level in Single-Member Simple Plurality electoral
systems under different institutional contexts (decentralized unitary presidential vs.
federalist parliamentary systems). Utilizing district-level data from national, provincial,
and local elections, it examines the sources of partisan fragmentation at the district and
national level in Canadian and Korean parliamentary elections. It then deepens this study
of the sources of political cleavages and partisan fragmentation though the utilization of
micro-level survey data. This study first confirms the necessity of sub-national and/or
district-level analysis of the level of electoral partisan fragmentation in legislative
elections, especially under the SMSP. Then, it argues that the local/district partisan
characteristics from local elections are crucial for understanding the degrees and patterns
of electoral partisan competition at the local district level. These points, furthermore, are
supported by the micro-level analysis that in both cases there exists a concentration of

electoral support at the individual level following regional lines.
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INTRODUCTION

This study analyzes the degree of electoral competition at the district level in the
Single Member Simple Plurality (SMSP) electoral systems in the comparative
institutional contexts of Canadian and Korean parliamentary elections. Utilizing
legislative electoral district-level data from national, provincial, and local elections in
both countries, it first examines the sources of electoral partisan fragmentation at district
vs. national levels. Next, we take a closer look at the source of political cleavage and
partisan fractionalization at the individual level through the utilization of micro-level
survey data.

Existing scholarship suggests that it is important to explain why some polities
have more fragmented electoral (or legislative) party systems than others and what
factors work to determine the level of electoral partisan fragmentation, in our cases, in
Canada and Korea. One of the most interesting and controversial questions in the field of
comparative electoral systems is the extent to which, in the words of Siavelis,
“majority/plurality electoral formulae or small magnitude electoral systems have the
capacity to exercise a reductive effect on the number of parties and whether such systems
encourage centripetal drives within party systems” (Siavelis 1997: 652).

The influence exercised by different electoral systems on the degree of electoral

partisan competition in legislative elections become a topic of great debates in the field'

! However, the institutionalist approach does not hold a monopoly of influence in determining the degree of
electoral partisan fractionalization. Some scholars argue that social cleavage is the primary force that
structures the development of party systems (Rokkan 1970). Furthermore, an interactive approach emerges
in which the influence of electoral systems is conditioned on the content of social cleavages in a polity
(Jones 2001; Neto and Cox 1997; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994; Taagepara 2000). Discussion of the
competing approaches will be detailed in the next chapter of theoretical consideration.



(Duverger 1954; Jones 1995, 1997, 1999; Rae 1971; Sartori 1976; Riker 1982; Lijphart
1984, 1994; Taagepara and Shugart 1989). One line of research in the “institutionalist”
approach to party system development takes into account the variety of political
institutions in the broader context of a political system, in order to understand the level of
electoral partisan fragmentation in legislative elections.

The basic premise behind incorporating the diversity of political institutions of a
polity into a study is to explain the degree of legislative electoral multipartism and
interdependence of political institutions within a given country. In other words, national
legislative elections and legislative institutions do not exist in institutional isolation
within their political systems (Shugart and Carey 1992).

Thus, much research has emerged on the interrelationship between different types
of national/sub-national and legislative elections in determining the patterns of electoral
partisan fragmentation with respect to legislative seats. The degree of electoral partisan
competition for national (as with the presidency) and/or sub-national (as with the
governorship) political offices appears to have an important effect on the level of
electoral multipartism in legislative elections. Specifically, while most studies focus on
the importance of presidential elections (Coppedge 2000; Cox 1997; Jones 1995; Lijphart
1994; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997; Shugart 1995; Shugart and Carey 1992), a small
number of researchers have emphasized the importance of sub-national, local elections
(Jones 1997; Samuels 2000 a/b).

The degree of electoral competition emanating from electoral systems in
presidential and gubernatorial elections and their relative concurrence in legislative

elections, have been found to have a significant influence on the level of electoral



multipartism in legislative elections. The influence of presidential elections on legislative
electoral multipartism has been analyzed in most cases at the ‘national’ level with respect
to electoral competition for the presidency. In contrast, those studies emphasizing
gubernatorial elections have focused on sub — national (provincial) electoral competition
for governorship and legislative seats, especially under the “party list PR” electoral
system found in federalist contexts.

However, legislative elections in most cases (especially under the single member
simple plurality electoral system) are basically held at the local electoral district level
across a country. This becomes especially evident when legislative members are elected
under SMSP electoral systems. If there is any influence of electoral competition patterns
in important national and sub-national local elections on the degree of electoral
multipartism in legislative elections within a broader institutional context, then it is
important to focus on the legislative electoral district in which legislative elections are
held. Since electoral partisan competitions for legislative seats takes place at local
legislative electoral districts, the appropriate unit (or level) of analysis for party system
developments in national legislative elections must be ‘local’ districts (Chhibber and
Kollman 1998; Cox 1997, Gaines 1997, 1999; Jones 1997, 2001).

Most studies on the effects of presidential elections on legislative electoral
multipartism have been conducted at the national level. Furthermore, most research on
the interrelationships between different types of elections is implicitly based on an
assumption that a national party system more or less represents the pattern of electoral
partisan competition for national legislative seats across all local electoral districts. In

other words, explanations of the relationship between electoral systems and structures of



social cleavage in the shape of party system development have mainly focused on the
party system at the ‘national’ level as the dependent variable.

However, given that legislative elections are held in local districts across a
country, electoral partisan competition patterns appear to be different from district to
district, contributing in different ways to the formation of a national-level party system.
Thus, in the words of Jones: “Any analysis of legislative elections must either be
conducted at the district level or else make several assumptions regarding the distribution
of the vote and influence of electoral laws in aggregate at the national level” (Jones 2001:
4). Our understanding, therefore, of the political consequences of electoral systems (and
social heterogeneity as well) in national legislative elections can profit from analyses at
the electoral district level. As Duverger contended, “The true effects of the simple
majority system [in legislative elections] is limited to local bipartism” (p. 28). In short,
the mechanism at work in legislative elections, given the broad diversity of political
institutions appears to be driven by events at the local electoral district level (Taagepara
2000).

All of this suggests that any attempt to understand the degree of electoral partisan
fragmentation in national legislative elections requires a district-level (or at least sub-
national local level) analysis. Since the basic unit for electoral partisan competition for
national legislative seats is the local electoral district, the appropriate level of research on
the interrelationship between national/sub-national elections and legislative elections
should be at the local district. Previous studies have been concerned with the impact of

national and/or sub-national elections on legislative electoral multipartism and the level



of electoral competition at the national level (presidential elections) and/or at the
provincial level (gubernatorial elections), not that of the legislative electoral district.

Incorporating presidential elections in our explanation of the degree of electoral
partisan fragmentation in legislative elections involves focusing on the effects of patterns
of ‘national-level’ electoral competition for the presidency on legislative electoral party
system developments across a country. In contrast, taking into account sub-national
elections put an emphasis on the influence of patterns of ‘local-level’ electoral
competition for the governorship on legislative electoral partisan fragmentation across
districts. Electoral competition for legislative seats in a given local legislative electoral
district is subject not only to the usual institutional or national-level influences at work,
but also by the local forces like electoral competition patterns in races for prominent sub-
national, provincial political offices (Kernell and Jacobson 1981).

Presidential elections are basically ‘national-level’ electoral partisan competitions
representing ‘national-level’ electoral partisan strength and fragmentation. However,
local elections are ‘local-level’ electoral partisan competitions more or less representative
of ‘local — level’ partisan strength and fractionalization, presumably different from that of
the national level, across localities. Different types of sub-national local party systems
may coexist, given a certain form of institutional structure (federalism or decentralized
unitary system) and social/political diversity following regional lines across a country.

Electoral competition patterns at the local or district level, therefore, appears
relevant for explaining district-level electoral partisan fragmentation for legislative seats
across a locality. ‘Local/district partisan characteristics’, based on the degree of electoral

competition in prominent local elections in a given district, help to shed light on district-



level electoral multipartism in legislative elections in which basic electoral competition
for legislative seats emerges (especially under the SMSP electoral system).

Using the local district in legislative elections as the basic unit of electoral
competition for legislative seats, the degree of electoral partisan competition across a
locality provides different incentives or motives for voters and candidates to associate
with any given party for electoral purposes across a locality. Among these incentives or
motivations are the local strength of a party and the subsequent degree of electoral
partisan fragmentation at the local level that is relevant for voters and politicians for
deciding which party to associate with in a given locality. Thus, sub-national elections
are more reflective of local-level (or district — level) partisan strength and subsequent
electoral partisan fragmentation. Also, local (or district)-level electoral competition
patterns in local (as well as presidential) elections appears most adequate for
understanding the degree of electoral multipartism across local district levels in
legislative elections.

Despite of the possibility that local elections are highly reflective of local partisan
characteristics in influencing the degree of electoral competition across districts in
legislative elections, there have existed to date only ‘two’ studies of the phenomenon
(Jones 1997, Samuels 2000a/b). Jones and Samuels both suggest that federal systems
allow for sub-national political and social diversity and the presence of political power at
multiple levels across a country. Then, institutional structures and political diversity
influence the level of electoral partisan fragmentation in legislative elections within sub-
national units. Jones and Samuels specifically argue that electoral competition patterns in

gubernatorial elections are influential in determining the degree of electoral partisan



fragmentation in a given provincial-level district in legislative elections under the party
list proportional representation electoral system for legislative elections.

However, there is a void in the literature that should be filled to achieve a more
systematic understanding of electoral multipartism across districts in legislative elections.
There have been few attempts to extend to a district-level analysis of legislative elections
under the single member simple plurality rule electoral system in a ‘decentralized unitary
presidential democracy’ (Korea)’ and in a ‘federalist parliamentary context’ (Canada).
Current district-level studies of electoral partisan fragmentation with local elections focus
on federalist presidential institutions such as in Argentina and Brazil,as well as the party
list PR electoral system for legislative elections. Therefore, this study is the first
comparative attempt to analyze the degree of electoral competition at the district level in
legislative elections under the SMSP electoral systems in different institutional contexts.
Our understanding of party system development in legislative elections can be greatly
strengthened by the district-level analyses of party system development for which
adequate district-level data are available.

This research, therefore, is structured as follows: Chapter One reviews the
existing scholarship on party system developments in national legislative elections. Given
the importance of understanding party system fractionalization in a polity, we focus first
on the general theoretical development of the determinants of the degree of electoral
multipartism in legislative elections, especially current understandings of the
interrelationship between different types of elections at the national level. Next we
discuss what should be the appropriate unit (or level) of analysis for the degree of

electoral multipartism in legislative elections.



Legislative elections under the SMSP electoral system are basically “district-level
phenomena.” Thus, local and district-level partisan strength and fractionalization is
highly influential in determining the electoral multipartism in a given district in
legislative elections. If the local (or district)- level pattern of electoral competition is
relevant for explaining the degree of electoral partisan fragmentation in a given district in
legislative elections, then prominent sub-national elections appear to be the best indicator
of local (or district) partisan characteristics. Finally, Chapter One discusses research
design, cases, data, variable descriptions and research methodology for the macro
analysis chapters.

Chapters Two and Three represent macro analyses of the sources of electoral
partisan fragmentation at the district level using electoral data from different types of
sub-national elections while controlling for other district-level factors. The cases of
Canada and Korea represent quite different institutional contexts (a decentralized unitary
presidential and a federalist parliamentary democracy). However, both Canada and Korea
seem to produce a “patchwork” type of party system at the national level, indicating that
electoral competition patterns across localities seem to influence the degree of electoral
competition in legislative elections at the district (or riding?) level.

The shape of electoral partisan fragmentation in a given locality is basically based
on the distribution of individual votes cast in elections (i.e., partisan preference). While
the previous two chapters focus on sources of partisan fragmentation at the district and
national levels, Chapters Four and Five represent searches for sources of partisan

fragmentation and political cleavage across a country using survey data from both

2 “Riding” is a Canadian term for legislative “constituency™ or “district.”



Canada and Korea. Macro as well as micro-level analysis is called for in order to achieve
a balanced understanding of electoral competition patterns in legislative elections in
Canada and Korea.

Chapter Six is the concluding chapter, which recapitulates the major findings of
the macro- and micro-analyses of Canadian and Korean cases and discusses possible
future arenas for the development of a more systematic understanding of party system
developments in legislative elections, in particular, and comparative political institutions

in general.



CHAPTER ONE

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Introduction

Chapter One puts the primary research question raised in the previous chapter in a
larger theoretical context by reviewing the theoretical development on the shape of party
system in legislative elections. First of all, this chapter discusses the existing literature on
what is a political party and how they are devéloped as a party system in a country. While
there have been two competing arguments on the development of party system:
Institutionalisit vs. Sociological views, a new approach recently emerges advocating the
interactive influence of electoral systems and underlying social cleavage structure on
party system developments. After admitting the importance of political institutions, this
chapter reviews the current understandings on the interrelationship between different
types of elections (mainly presidential elections) in explaining the party system
fragmentation in legislative elections.

The basic unit of electoral partisan competition for legislative seats is the local
legislative electoral district, especially under the SMSP electoral system. Thus, the
appropriate level of analysis for the electoral multipartism in legislative elections is the
local district across a country. The ‘local/district partisan characteristics’ representing
local (or district) — level electoral competition pattern appears important in understanding
the degree of electoral multipartism across districts level in legislative elections.
Furthermore, sub — national level electoral competitions for local political offices seem

more adequate in identifying the local/district partisan characteristics that are presumably

10



different from locality to locality under certain institutional contexts, and influence the
degree of electoral partisan fragmentation across districts in legislative elections.

After discussing the existing scholarships on the sub — national level analysis of
legislative elections with local elections to the legislative electoral multipartism, this
chapter finds a void in the current literature that should be filled out for our systematic
understanding of party system development at the district and national level in legislative
elections. Then, a brief discussion of cases, data and measurements will follow for

empirical analysis.

Political Party and Party System Development
Political Party and Its Origin

Political parties are political organizations that are able to participate in elections
as well as to choose do so (Sartori 1976; Mainwaring Scully 1995). Political party has
critical functions despite its declining importance in both established and emerging
democracies (Dalton et al 1984; Nie et al 1976; Wattenberg 1990). Political party is
intrinsic to every representative democracy and the study of its function and form is one
of the most dynamic areas within contemporary scholarships of political science.

However, scholars disagree about the origins of political parties. The
modernization schools have argued that political parties emerged when public policy
could no longer be made by a small number of cadres of political elites who were not
concerned with public opinion (LaPalombara and Weiner 1966). Accordingly, the advent
of mass suffrage that was combined with the complexity of social problems after the

Industrial Revolution finally required political party.
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Other political scientists focus on the mass suffrage as a key factor in the
development of political parties. Political parties link society and the political world by
mediating the cleavages of a society. This line of argument leads to “the sociological
view of party system development.” According to Lipset and Rokkan (1967), the social
cleavage structure of the 1960’s in Western Europe is virtually identical to those of forty
years of later. More specifically, Epstein (1980) explicitly denies the institutional
influence on party system development, referring to party systems’ proximity to civil
service reforms and their relationship to social/cultural and geographical cleavages.
However, the development of party system outside of Western society undermines the
external validity and explanatory power of the argument.

Contrary to those traditional scholars that put an emphasis on the social cleavages
in the development political party and party systems, researchers in the tradition of the
rational choice suggest that political parties emerge as tools for rational politicians to gain
political offices and make public policy. According to this view, political parties are
created since politicians consider political party as useful for their electoral and political
successes (Aldrich 1994; Downs 1957; Schlensinger 1991). They argue that political
parties are to address collective action problems in election campaigns and in the
legislative body.

If political party emerges as a response to the social/political changes and to
mediate social conflicts, its primary function is to provide voters with a link to the
legislature and government. In contrast, political parties’ communication with the
electorate is to be subsumed under their role as political instruments for taking care of

collective action problem as long as political parties are tools for rational politicians. The

12



underlying assumption of political party and subsequent party system development for
this research is that the main role of political party is to help politicians win elections and

govern, and voters associate with a party for their political representation.

The Development and Shape of Party System

Whenever political party emerges, it cooperates as well as competes with one
another for gaining political offices or making public policies. According to Sartori
(1976: 44), the “System of interactions resulting from inter — party competition” mainly
constitutes a party system in a country. As the development of individual political parties
respond to the institutional features of electoral systems and social cleavages, so does the
party system.

Political scientists have developed two general measures for defining party
systems. They are ‘the (effective) number of political parties’ and “their ideological
distance.’” The classification of party systems has focused on the number of parties
(Duverger 1954). Then, scholars expanded the analysis to the number and ideological
distance between parties (Sartori 1976) and the number of parties and majority formation
(Rokkan 1968). As suggested, the (effective) number of parties has consistently played a
significant role in understanding party system development.

The (effective) number of parties in a polity is consequential in determining who
attain political power to make public policy. According to Sartori (1976: 120), “It does
matter how many are the parties. For one thing, the number of parties immediately
indicates, albeit roughly, an important feature of the political system: the extent to which

political power is fragmented or non — fragmented, dispersed or concentrated.”
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In addition, the comparative studies of regime stability and governmental
performance have suggested that the nature and structure of political party systems do
matter. The higher the degree of partisan fractionalization, the more likely national
governments are to falter (Lijphart 1984, 1994). Furthermore, presidential democracies
tend to experience executive — legislative stalemate (Jones 1995; Linz 1994), if there is a
higher level of legislative partisan fragmentation. Also, structural economic reforms can
be abandoned since there are highly volatile party systems.

Furthermore, if our study of comparative electoral systems is concerned with the
degree of representativeness in representative democracies, it is “expected to be fairly
closely related to the number of parties” (Shugart and Carey 1992: 208). Depending on
the number of political parties in a polity, the extent and quality of representation and the
stability, and the effectiveness of political system do varies. Because of these reasons, it
is very important to understand why some countries have more fragmented electoral or
legislative party systems than others, and what factors work in determining the level of
partisan fragmentation in a polity. In a word, elections lie at the heart of representative
democracy. Since political parties organize electoral competition in most representative
democracies, a vital party system seems to be essential to democratic process (Katz 1997).

Whether a polity contains two or more parties depends on (1) the nature of the
limit on the introduction of new parties and (2) the shape of the distribution of voters.
The first indicates how strong or permissive an electoral system the political system
adopts is (Institutionalist view), and the second implies how many social/political
cleavages there are in the polity (Sociological view). While the former approach focuses

on the primary influence of electoral institutions on the shape of party system, the latter
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approach puts an emphasis on the importance of underlying social cleavages in a country
to determine the number of parties. Scholars such as Duverger (1954), Rae (1971),
Sartori (1976), Riker (1982), Lijphart (1984; 1994), Taagepara and Shugart (1989),
Myerson and Weber (1993) and Cox (1997) emphasize the importance of institutions
(electoral systems). In contrast, some researchers like Grumm (1958), Lipset and Rokan
(1967) and Fukui (1988) stress historical and social factors.

Proponents of the sociological approach argue that social cleavages better explain
the development of party system in a country. According to this view, the number of
social/political cleavages in a society ultimately determines the shape of the party system,
number of relevant political parties. According to Evans and Whitefield (1993) and
Randall (1995), political parties need deep social roots and have to be internally united.
That is, salient social/political' cleavages form political groups like political parties.

In addition to the challenges to the institutionalist arguments, some scholars assert
that the direction of causal relationship between electoral systems and party system
development is not correct. Electoral systems do not determine the party system; rather,
the existing party system determines the electoral systems. Recent analyses indicate that
existing institutional features structure institutional choices, including electoral systems
(Bawn 1993; Remington and Smith 1996; Fish 1998).

Both electoral systems and social cleavage structures are essential in determining

how many political parties a given democracy will contain when it reaches equilibrium.

! Coppedge (1997) uses “political cleavage™ rather than “social cleavage,” since “political cleavages are
more specific than social cleavages and more general than party identification. ...... Political cleavages are
the divisions between general political orientations that are derived, in part, from social characteristics but
are mediated by culturally defined identities and perceptions of conflict and shared interest. The most
familiar examples of the blocs defined by political cleavages are positions on the left — right dimensions;
‘however, blocs based on religious, ethnic, or gender identities, or perhaps even personalistic loyalties, are
also possible” (pp. 169-174).
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Recent research shows that both institutional and social factors affect the development of
party system. Duverger himself indicates that electoral systems “Act as an accelerator or
a brake” (1986: 73), putting an emphasis on national and social factors. It underscores the
influence of institutional variables as well as sociological factors in the party system
development. The interactive approach suggests that the influence of electoral systems on
the degree of multipartism is conditional on the extent of social cleavages in a polity?
(Cox 1997; Jones 1997, 2001; Lijphart 1994; Neto and Cox 1997; Ordeshook and
Shvetsova 1994; Taagepara 2000).

Among the approaches on the development of party systems, this research admits
the importance of political institutions in determining the degree of electoral multipartism
in legislative elections. The primary assumption of sociological view on party system
development is that the social cleavages salient in a country will lead to the formation of
political groups — political parties. However, collective action problems may undermine
or retard the translation of social cleavages into political parties. Additionally, it is not
clear what makes a social cleavage salient in a polity. While some social cleavages are
strong enough to help develop parties, others may not be as important. Furthermore,
focusing on institutionalist explanations on party system development does not deny the

important role of social cleavages in the political process (Lijphart 1994).

2 They find that both electoral systems and social heterogeneity have an effect. On whether the effects of
heterogeneity and electoral systems additive or multiplicative, Powell (1982) used an addition of two
factors, but Ordeshook and Shvetsova (1994), and Amorim Neto and Cox (1997) indicate that a
multiplicative interaction superior. Specifically, “Low heterogeneity puts a lid on the number of parties
even in the presence of very permissive electoral systems, because there will be no demand for many
parties. Similarly, a low magnitude (single — member districts) tends to put a lid on the number of parties
even in the presence of strong heterogeneity, because few parties can gain representation. This mutual
limitation can be obtained by multiplying the two effects, but not by adding them” (Taagepara 2000: pp.
534-535).
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Institutional Explanation on Party System Development

Political scientists have sought universal and general theories that explain
individual and group behaviors that are involved in political processes. While required to
develop a research program encompassing and improving upon previous researches,
scholarly works sometimes pursue independent research agendas, and they do not directly
contribute to the development of general and universal theories in political science.
According to Geddes (1991), this kind of tendency in political science research is
particularly evident in the filed of comparative politics, in which the variety of researches
has been historically tied to a researcher’s ideological preference, and theories are
transitory.

However, there exists at least one exemption to the tradition. Riker (1982)
suggests that the study of political institutions and their impact on political party system
development follow a “Lakatosian” path of scientific research program. Since Duverger’s
theorization of the interrelationship between electoral institutional systems and the degree
of partisan fragmentation, comparative study of electoral and party systems have moved
forward by improving and incorporating previous research for our general understandings.
Specifically, scholars have investigated how Duverger’s law and hypothesis works in
explaining party system development (Fey 1997; Fedderson et al1990; Palfrey 1989;
Taagepara and Shugart 1989). Researchers have also applied the theory of electoral
institutions and party systems development to the variety of countries (Chhibber and
Kollman 1998; Cox 1997, Jones 1995, 1997, 1999; Lijphart 1994; Neto and Cox 1997;

Ordeshook and Shvestova 1994).
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Political institutions are the array of formal and informal institutional
arrangements that define the rules of the game in politics and establish how different
elements of the state relate to each other and how individuals attain positions of authority
(North 1990). Political institutions determine who are in a position of policy decision —
making, what views are represented at the highest levels of government and what kinds
of mechanisms are at work to resolve social conflicts in a society. Political institutions
have a “genetic code that programs the kinds of bureaucracies, leadership structures,
personal arrangements and the other properties that will ultimately make up its
government” (Moe and Caldwell 1994: 192). Therefore, decisions to select or alter the
existing institutions are not taken lightly and the developments of new political
institutions are based on the desires of competing constituencies (Bawn 1993; Remington
and Smith 1996). .

Among the political institutions, electoral institutions® have been considered as
the most important in determining the shape of party system in a polity. Electoral
institutions play a significant role in structuring partisan electoral competition for
political offices. They directly affect the strategic behavior of political elite and voters by
establishing the rules for political contests. As shown in Duverger’s theorization of the
relationship between electoral systems and party system development, institutional
variables become the primary determinants of the shape of party system. While
sociological and historical factors can also influence how electoral partisan competition
develops in a country, electoral institutions are primarily determinants of the party system

development.

"

3 It is also referred as “electoral rules,” “electoral laws™ or “electoral systems.”
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It was Duverger that ‘first* formalized the direct link between electoral
institutions and the number of parties in a polity. Duverger’s Law and Hypothesis assert
that a plurality ballot system tends to produce a two — party system at the district level
and proportional representation leads to multipartism. Specifically, Duverger’s Law
states that, “[T]he simple — majority single — ballot system... favors the two — party
system” (Duverger 1954: 217). And Duverger’s Hypothesis indicates that, “[T]he simple
majority system with second ballot and proportional representation favors multipartyism”
(Duverger 1954: 239).

According to Shugart and Carey (1992), “When Riker (1982b) wanted to
demonstrate that political science has a history of cummulation of knowledge like the
“hard science, he returned to the set of reformulations know as Duverger’s law...... Itis
Duverger (1951, 1954) who normally gets the credit for having made questions about the
influence of electoral rules on party systems a major concern for political science” (p.
206). In short, “Duverger’s law and hypothesis become one of the most famous and cited
generalizations in the field of comparative politics” (Gaines 1999: 835). The main
message of Duverger’s theory as an institutionalist understanding of electoral and party
systems is that political institutions do restrict individual voters’ political choice and thus
influence the structure of party system in a country (Taagepara 2000).

The institutional arguments on the shape of party system in legislative elections

stand up to empirical scrutiny. Scholars find that such institutional variables as electoral

% Duverger was ‘the first’ in the sense that scholars before him based their arguments on logic rather than
empirical evidence. John Stuart Mill suggested that the adoption of proportional representation in the Great
Britain would undermine the two — party system. Henry Droop also posited that two — party electoral
competition would result from the use of a plurality rule for seat allocation in single member district races
(Cox 1997, Riker 1982)
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formula (majoritarian vs. proportional), district magnitude (effective threshold), assembly
size, apparentment and presidentialism explain most of the variances in party system
fragmentation and proportionality between votes and seats (Jones 1995, 1997, 1999;
Lijphart 1994; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997; Taagepara and Shugart 1989). Among the
factors, district magnitude and electoral formula become evident in their influence on
party system development. However, the variable of district magnitude has a very modest
impact on average on the level of multipartism in legislative elections especially in the

context of presidential democracies (Jones 1995; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997).

Diversity of Political Institutions in Explaining Legislative Electoral Multipartism
Why Incorporating ‘Other’ Political Institutions

Shugart and Carey (1992) explains why it is necessary to focus on other political
institutions like presidential elections and federalist structure of a country in order to
understand the shape of political party systems in national legislative elections. They
argue, “The usual understanding of Duverger’s rule has suffered from a narrowness of
scope in the sense that studies of electoral systems have tended to assume implicitly that
the only institutions that mattered were electoral rules for [national] assemblies, taken in
isolation from other institutions. Such isolation of assembly from the process of
[national] executive formation may distort our understanding of the number of parties
even in parliamentary systems; it especially is certain to do so in the case of presidential
democracies” (p. 207).

National legislative institutions do not exist in institutional isolation within their

political systems. Specifically, national legislative members are elected either to form a
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national executive (in the context of parliamentary system), or to co — exist with a
national executive (in the context of presidential system). Therefore, it appears necessary
to focus on other political institutions such as “presidentialism” and “federalism” to
explain the development of electoral party systems in legislative elections in the broader
context of a political system.

Presidentialism, Presidential Elections and Electoral Multipartism in Legislative
Elections

Scholars shed light on the presidential electoral systems among the political
institutions that possibly influence the degree of electoral multimpartism in legislative
elections. For example, Lijphart (1994) introduced the variable of regime type —
presidentialism® vs. parliamentarism to identify its impact on the degree of partisan
fragmentation in legislative elections. According to him, to be influential for presidential
elections to electoral multipartism in legislative elections, the presidency must be relevant
political actor.

Discussions of the impact of presidential elections on the legislative electoral
party system fragmentation have been based on the “coattail effects” of presidential
candidates. The “coattail effects” in the context of American politics is defined as “the
ability of a candidate at the top of the ticket to carry into office... his party’s candidates
on the same ticket” (Beck 1997: 251). It becomes more evident when it comes to

presidential democracy.®

* Sartori (1994) stipulates that a political system is a “presidential” if “the head of the state (president): (1)
results from popular election, (2) during the pre — established tenure cannot be discharged by a
arliamentary vote, and (3) heads or otherwise directs the governments that he or she appoints” (p. 84).
According to Shugart and Carey (1992), most studies of the interrelationship between vote shares and seat
allocations in legislative elections have not taken into account the feasibility that presidential and
parliamentary democracies must be differ on the relationships that have been investigated.
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While the legislative elections in the context of parliamentary democracy are to
form a national executive office, the congressional elections in presidential democracy
have nothing to do with national executive formation. This fundamental difference in the
ways of constituting a national executive office can be expected to influence the degree
of partisan fragmentation in legislative elections. Therefore, The nature of electoral
competition in the presidential elections has enough potential to influence the number of
relevant political parties in the legislative body in ‘pure’ presidential systems. The greater
the effective numbers of presidential candidates (parties), the greater the effective
numbers of legislative parties (Cox 1997; Jones 1995; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997). In
turn, the effective number of legislative parties has a strong effect on the level of
presidential support in the legislature. The larger the effective number of parties, the
smaller the level of partisan support’ (Jones 1995, 1999; Linz 1994).

Also, academics generally assume that coattail effects emanate from the more
important elections (president) to the less important offices (legislature and local offices),
connecting the electoral fortunes of legislative candidates to their parties’ presidential
candidates (Jones 1999). That is, “Because presidential candidates typically obtain the

lion’s share of campaign finance and of national media attention and because the national

7 Furthermore, Jones (1995) focuses on the interactions between legislative party system fragmentation and
presidential power: he impacts of (1) the rules for executive election in non — established democracies, and
(2) the interplay between executive type and legislative power on the fragmentation of legislative party
system. Then, he prescribes suggestions for the best way of constructing a presidential arrangement. They
are plurality rule for presidential election, unicameral legislative system, PR in moderate sized districts, and
concurrency of legislative and presidential elections. This will more likely to provide a president with a
legislative (or near) majority. While small parties will gain representation, the incentives for party system
fragmentation are constrained. Also, as for the relationship between presidential electoral formula and
partisan fragmentation in legislative elections, he also indicates that “The presence of a majority system
results in a level of multipartism which is 1.331 times the level of multipartism of a plurality system
(holding other factors constant)” (p. 149). Moreover, the non — concurrent runoff combination leads to the
“highest levels of multipartism,” compared to “high levels of multipartism” for non — concurrent plurality
elections (p. 159).
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party typically organizes presidential nominations, candidates for legislative office may
seek organizational and financial support from the national party and/or its candidate.
The relative importance of the presidential campaign thus creates strong incentives for
congressional candidates to line up behind the presidential candidate of their party during
the campaign” (Samuels 2000b: pp. 3-4).}

Therefore, how presidents are elected and when presidential elections are held in
relation to legislative elections become consequential in determining the level of partisan
fractionalization in legislative elections. Accordingly, there have emerged many studies
on the interrelationship between presidential and legislative elections (Coppedge 2000;
Cox 1997; Jones 1995, 1999; Lijphart 1994; Mainwaring and Shugart 1997; Shugart and
Carey 1992).

For example, Shugart and Carey (1992) emphasize the role of electoral rules for
president’ and national legislative members in presidential democracies. Specifically,
they demonstrate the ways in which presidents and legislative members are elected play a
crucial role in determining the shape of party system fragmentation, political agenda, and
the prospects for cooperation and conflict between presidents and national legislatures.

That is, Plurality presidential elections and concurrent elections with legislative elections

8 In other words, the causality would, if ever, primarily go from presidential elections to congressional or
other elections of lower profile, and not the way around (Cox 1997). Accordingly, the synchronization or
proximity of presidential and congressional elections has little effects on presidential party systems. The
impact of concurrent elections of presidents under plurality with legislative elections is to reduce party
system fragmentation, more specifically, reduce the number of parties and increase the vote shares of the
largest ones. On the other hand, majority runoff for presidential election tends to have more parties in
legislative elections.

9 According to Coppedge (2000), the electoral formula for president refers to the “plurality election” in
which the first — place candidate wins whether he wins a majority of the votes or not and the “runoff
formula” in which a second round is held between the top finishers if no one wins a majority in the first
round. Other formula includes “electoral college, a runoff in congress, a 40% threshold, the double
simultaneous vote, the double complement rule, or concurrent majorities, which are less common than two
basic options.
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“allow congressional candidates to enjoy two advantages simultaneously: identification
with a national presidential candidate, and the freedom to pursue local particularism”
(Shugart and Carey 1992: 223), reducing the number of effective electoral parties in
legislative elections.'®

While presidential electoral formula influences significantly the level of electoral
and legislative party system fragmentation, it also affects the effective number of
presidential candidates itself. Jones (1999) shows the importance of presidential electoral
formula as well as the presence (or absence) of incumbent president in determining the
electoral competition patterns in presidential elections. In addition, the relative timing of
elections for presidents and legislative members, “electoral cycles,” is critical in affecting
the patterns of electoral partisan competition for legislative seats (Coppedge 2000;
Shugart 1995). The closer the presidential election is to the legislative election, the
greater is the coattails effect of the former on the latter, and therefore, the greater its
potential reductive influence on the degree of electoral partisan fractionalization.

In short, among the political institutions scholars consider to explain the degree of
electoral multipartism in legislative elections, “presidential electoral formula” and
“presidential — legislative election timing (concurrence)” are two main factors of
presidential democracies (Coppedge 2000). The above discussions suggest that the level

of electoral partisan competition in legislative elections can also be influenced by the

' On the contrary, the concurrence of relatively high district magnitude proportional representation
legislative elections encourages considerable electoral partisan fragmentation in legislative elections. While
plurality elections of the presidency tends to lead to the formation of two big blocs to contest in presidential
elections, majority run — off presidential elections are often considerably more fragmented in the effective
number of electoral presidential parties (or candidates).
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electoral institutions for other political offices. Taking into consideration of the electoral
competition pattern for the presidency emanating from the specific presidential electoral
institutions in a broader institutional context of a country contribute to our understanding

of the level of electoral partisan fragmentation in legislative elections.

Nature of Electoral Competition in Legislative Elections
Controversies over the Appropriate Level for Legislative Electoral Multipartism
Explanation

Political scientists have debated whether the inertia toward two — party electoral
competition in legislative elections under the single member simple plurality electoral
systems is at the national or district level. The main assumption that the institutional
explanations on the shape of party system is a national — level phenomena underlies the
discovery of empirical anomalies in which the SMSP electoral systems do not lead to a
two — party competition at the national level (Rae 1971; Riker 1982; Taagepara and
Shugart 1989).

Thus, those scholars imply that the party aggregation at the national level in
Canada and India'' to more than two parties suggests that the Duverger’s
Law/Hypothesis malfunction in these cases. Furthermore, Duverger himself indicates that
the exceptions to the institutional arguments can be explained by the evaluation of the
ideological dispositions of political parties. There might exist multiple parties

representing slight variations of the two general ideological positions. Therefore, a kind

" Following the Lakkso — Taagepara Index for the effective number of electoral parties, the degree of
multipartism at the national level is “4.11” in the 1997 House of Commons elections for Canada and “7.11”
in the 1998 House of the People elections for India.
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of “Bipolar multipartism” (Duverger 1986) emerges at the national level that
approximates a two party system.

However, the mechanisms at work in the institutional arguments take place at the
district level in which the electoral competition for legislative seats basically exists.
Politicians and candidates reckon the possibility of winning a single seat(s) and base their
strategic entry decisions upon the expected local (or district) performance. Thus, it is
logical to understand that the Duverger’s Law in particular and the institutional
explanations on the shape of party system in general are district — level phenomena
(Chhibber and Kollman 1998; Leys 1959; Sartori 1986; Cox 1997; Jones 1997). The
relative multipartism at the national level is possibly compatible with the development of
a two — party electoral competition across local districts. The national — level party

system is an aggregation of sub — national (regional and district) party systems.

Unit of Electoral Partisan Competitions in Legislative Elections

As suggested, most current studies on the effects of presidential elections on
legislative electoral multipartism have been conducted at the ‘national level.” The
electoral competition for the presidency in presidential elections exists at the national
level, indicating that a whole nation is one electoral district. Thus, its impact on the
degree of electoral multipartism in legislative elections has been studied at the national
level — the national level effective number of parties.

In addition, researches on the development of party system is implicitly based on
an assumption that a national party system more or less represents the pattern of electoral
partisan competition for national legislative seats across all local electoral districts within

a country (Chhibber and Kollman 1998; Cox 1997, Gaines 1999). The current
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explanations seem to assume that there exists one representative pattern of electoral
competition across local districts. Therefore, where data available have been introduced,
they have almost been party system fragmentation at the national level, or if any,
provincial level (Gaines 1999).

According to Cox (1997), the main dependent variable in most of previous
research, “the effective number of electoral parties at the national level,” results from two
— steps processes. First of all, votes by each party (or candidate) at the local electoral
district levels are aggregated and subsequently, there emerges a certain degree of
electoral partisan fragmentation in each local constituency level. Then, those local
electoral district level party systems are aggregated into a ‘national — level’ degree of
electoral partisan fragmentation.

If it is the case, our current understanding of the impact of electoral systems on
party system development may fail to adequately explain the dependent variable, since
the main thrust of the institutional arguments — Duverger’s “mechanical” and
“psychological effects” — operate basically at the local electoral district level (Taagepara
2000). The mechanisms at work in the Duverger’s law appear to take place at the local
district level. That is, the “Duverger’s law and its theoretical descendants essentially deal
with district — level phenomena” (Chhibber and Kollman 1998: 330). Therefore, it is
logical to understand that the Duverger’s Law/Hypothesis is an ‘electoral district — level’
concept and phenomenon.

Legislative elections are held at the local electoral districts ‘in most cases’ within
a polity and the electoral partisan competition patterns appear to be different from district
to district and from province to province, contributing differently to the formation of a

national — level party system. For instance, studies on the US state — level legislative
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elections have also suggested that the state — level measure of electoral competition
pattern is different from those based on district — level electoral returns in state legislative
elections (Holbrook and Van Dunk 1993; Van Dunk and Weber 1997).'

Therefore, the district — level analysis of electoral competition patterns is
conceptually and empirically distinct from the conventional studies of electoral
multipartism in legislative elections at the national level. Use of the district — level data
(like candidate and district — level conditions) will definitely add greater precision to our
analysis of electoral competition for national legislative seats across a polity. Such an
approach also makes it possible to identify electoral competition patterns in a manner
consistent with most congressional studies (Hogan 2001; Jacobson 2001)."

Gaines (1997) points out “Oddly, most authors appear to have overlooked a
simple, important point. When elections are fought over several districts, as in most
democracies, such formulae [for measuring the effective number of parties] can be
applied to vote shares at the aggregate level or at the constituency level.” (p. 49). His
argument indicates that the appropriate unit of analysis for the extent of electoral partisan
fractionalization in national legislative elections must be ‘the local electoral district.” The

resulting figures for the effective number of parties at both national and local electoral

12 Furthermore, in trying to explain why midterm losses for the incumbent party in the US House elections
happen, Gaines and Nokken (2001) argue that virtually all the current explanations “seem to imply that
midterm losses are largely independent of members’ actions in office. Thus, it has become common to
neglect the electoral consequences of individual — level member roll — call voting behavior when explaining
congressional election results” (p. 2). When one wants to explain why some legislators are re (elected),
while other are not, district — level analysis should be conducted.

> In addition, in their efforts to find the electoral roots of “conditional party government” across time,
Carson, Jenkins and Schickler (2001) support for the use of constituency — based measures of partisan
preference for party system characteristics at the district level.
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district levels in a nation can vary depending on the degree of inter — district variances in
vote divisions among parties (or candidates).

Therefore, it becomes clear that any attempt to understand legislative elections
must either be conducted at the district level or else make several assumptions regarding
the aggregate process of local party systems at the national level. Understanding the
political consequences of electoral systems (and social heterogeneity as well) in national
legislative elections can profit from the district — level analyses (Wildavsky 1959).
Focusing on national — level party system fragmentation is to disregard how rich a picture
of partisan electoral competition across local electoral districts in a polity."*

It becomes clear that the appropriate unit of analysis for the degree of electoral
multipartism in legislative elections is the local electoral district. Thus, a national — level
party system should be understood as an aggregation of sub — national
(provincial/electoral district) party systems. Nevertheless, most previous studies on
electoral systems have focused on a whole nation, rather than on the local electoral
district level. It seems the time to fill “The gap between our electoral theories (mostly
district — level) and data (mostly national — level)” (Cox 1997: 12) with an emphasis on
the electoral district level analysis.

Local Elections, Local/District Partisan Characteristics and the Degree of Electoral
Competition at the District Level in Legislative Elections

Not all the studies taking into consideration of the diversity of political

institutions put an emphasis on the importance of national — level electoral competition

(presidential elections) on the degree of electoral multipartism in legislative elections.

14 For example, Reed (2001) shows that a district — level analysis of the Italian case indicates that the
Duverger’s law works at the district level while it doesn’t work at the national level.

29



While much research has focused on the degree of national — level electoral competition
like presidential elections, only a few, if any, shed light on the effects of sub — national
level — electoral competition like local elections on the level of electoral partisan
fragmentation across districts in legislative elections (Jones 1997; Samuels 2000a/b).

As mentioned earlier, to understand the district — level electoral competition in
legislative elections can profit from the consideration of local (or district) — level
electoral competition. In this sense, the degree of electoral partisan fragmentation at the
local level such important local elections as ‘gubernatorial, mayoral or local council
elections’ appear important to explain the legislative electoral multipartism across
districts in legislative elections, given the necessity of district — level analysis of
legislative elections. Why one should incorporate the electoral competition pattern at the
local (or district) level to understand the degree of electoral partisan fragmentation across
districts in legislative elections can be explained in terms of both institutional and
individual aspects.

The diversity of political institutions in a polity obscures the issue of
interrelationship between the pattern of partisan electoral competition for local offices
and legislative electoral party system fragmentation. It becomes evident when it comes to
a federalist country, in which there exist multiple electoral arenas with a variety of
electoral systems. Federalism may reflect “social diversity of the sort that can support
separate parties” and encourage “party elites to maintain smaller regional parties rather
than fuse with others” (Blais and Carty 1991: 85)."* Therefore, it seems reasonable to

infer that there emerges different types of party systems coexisting within sub — national

'’ See Gaines (1999) and Jones (1997).
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units (Gaines 1999) and it is influential in determining the variety of electoral partisan
competition at the local (or district) level across a country for national legislature.'®

Furthermore, Dahl and Tufte (1973) assume that the size of political entity affects
party system fragmentation. Because a relatively bigger country is likely to adopt
federalist system, the possibility of increased party system fragmentation becomes higher
when it comes to a federalist country. Also, Anckar (2000), the size of a country in terms
of population or area, not only in terms of federalist or unitary system, significantly
influences the degree of electoral multipartism in legislative election while controlling for
such traditional institutional and non — institutional variables as “effective threshold,”
“presidentialism,” and “social diversity.”

In a centralized unitary system in which political power is concentrated at the
national — level government, focusing on the national — level party system seems safe in
understanding the nature of party system of the polity under review. However, many
countries have multiple electoral arenas across a country with varied level of partisan
electoral competition for offices. However, “In a federal (or decentralized unitary) system,
political power exists at both the national and subnational levels. It is likely that these
multiple levels of [electoral partisan] competition influence each other” (Jones 1997:
540).

The logic behind the importance of sub — national elections in understanding the
degree of electoral partisan fragmentation at the district level in legislative elections is
that a certain type of institutional structure (i.e., federalism or decentralized unitary
system) tends to help social/political diversity following regional lines across a polity

emerge. Then, there may coexist different types of sub — national party systems. It seems

' In addition, Jones (1997) suggests that “federalism complicates the task of scholars studying the impact
of electoral rules on national party systems” (p. 538).
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to influence the level of electoral competition across districts in legislative elections.
Therefore, it is the local elections to represent the local/district partisan characteristics
that directly affect the degree of electoral partisan fragmentation at the district level in
legislative elections.

On the other hand, the importance of local — level electoral competition pattern
(especially that of local elections) for the district — level electoral multipartism in
legislative elections can be explained in terms of individual political actors, rank and file
of a party and individual voters. If sub — national elections for local political offices
influence local political party elites and individual voters, it is expected that the electoral
partisan competition should have significant impact on the degree of electoral
multipartism in national legislative elections. The logic behind the importance of local
elections is that affiliating with strong ‘local’ politicians, political parties, or factions in a
given locality can bring substantial benefits to legislative candidates running in that local
area.

If we assume that most politicians are motivated both by power seeking like
winning political office or spoils of office, and by policy goals, to associate with locally
strong parties or politicians will increases their chances of winning elections or getting
offices in elections that are held in the locality. For example, the great visibility of the
gubernatorial candidate in the race indicates that local voters are likely to focus on the
candidate’s own party as the main vehicle, by which to support their preferred national

legislative candidates. Thus, rational — office (or political power) seeking politicians,
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regardless of their policy goals, will be better off being on the gubernatorial candidates’
slate of proponents in legislative elections.'’

According to Shugart (1995), in the context of presidential democracy, legislative
elections that are held ‘not concurrently’ with presidential elections tend to have a feature
that encourages the locality — oriented voting notwithstanding that what is being elected a
national legislative body. This point suggests that legislative elections especially under
the SMSP electoral system in presidential democracy and not concurrent with
presidential elections are more susceptible to the local — level influences.

Political parties and party systems are formed largely on the basis of voters’ and
candidates’ incentives to coordinate on common party labels” (Chhibber and Kollman
1998: 329). Cox (1997) also indicates “Candidates value possession of [valuable party]
labels both because they convey a certain number of habitual voters into their camp and
because they publicly certify the candidates’ viability, thus insuring them against
strategic desertion” (p. 152). Therefore, given the institutional context to allow the
coexistence of different types of party systems across a country mentioned above, there
appear different individual incentives for rational politicians to associate with a particular
party depending on the local/district partisan characteristics across localities.

Existing studies help us understand the degree of electoral competition across
districts in legislative elections. However, there is a void in the literature that should be

filled for a more systematic explanation of electoral partisan fragmentation across local

' Furthermore, even a party whose chance of winning is very slim is a given local area may present a
candidate in the area in order to institutionalize itself in local voters’ minds as potential future national
legislative seat holders. This logic can be applied to independent candidates for local offices. That is, an
independent candidate may run for a local office for the purpose of making him or her known to local
voters so that he or she will have higher probability of winning political office in future legislative
elections. They do so in part to present long — term alternative political force in the area, hoping that they
may win elections at some future.
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districts in legislative elections. Current research focuses on the legislative elections
under the PR electoral systems at the provincial level. As suggested, the appropriate unit
of analysis for the party system development in legislative elections under the SMSP
electoral systems is the local districts. When the basic unit of competition in legislative
elections is the local districts, the local/district partisan characteristics appear to be
relevant to explain the degree of electoral partisan fragmentation across districts in
legislative elections. The sub — national elections among others are more reflective of the
local/district partisan characteristics as current studies show. '

We have accumulated important evidence in our understanding of electoral and
party systems that sub — national factors, provincial or local electoral district, affect
national — level elections for presidency or legislative seats in such countries as Argentina
(Jones 1997), Brazil (Samuels 2000a/b), Canada (Gaines 1999; Sharman 1994), India
(Chhibber and Kollman 1998), Russia (Ordeshook 1996), Spain (Linz and Stepan 1992),
and the US (Chhibber and Kollman 1998). With the district — level analysis of legislative
elections under the SMSP electoral systems in a decentralized unitary presidential and a
federalist parliamentary context, this study would contribute to our understanding of the

source of political cleavages and partisan fragmentation.

Research Design: Cases, Data, and Measurement
Selection of Cases

Inherent in the field of comparative politics is the necessity of choosing the

'® While focusing on the importance of sub — national elections, it does not mean that the degree of
electoral competition in national — level elections (like presidential) does not influence that of legislative
elections. But the impact of presidential elections on legislative elections should be analyzed at the
legislative district level as suggested since what we want to know is the degree of electoral competition
across districts in legislative elections. The legislative district — level degree of electoral competition in
presidential elections will be supplementary used to show the necessity of district — level analysis in the
following chapter.
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specific cases for research. It is rarely feasible to incorporate the entire universe of all the
possible cases. Therefore, comparative research is open to bias emanating from the
manner by which cases are selected for testing hypotheses (Geddes 1991). Nevertheless,
it is unavoidable to choose some cases for analysis.

The cases that are selected for this research are Korea and Canada. Both countries
use the SMSP electoral systems in which citizens elect one national legislative member
who gets the most votes cast in the district. It indicates that the basic electoral district for
national legislative seats is sub — provincial (or sub — metropolitan) local district. Thus,
this study is to extend the current understanding of interrelationship between local and
national legislative elections to the legislative elections under different electoral systems
(Party List PR vs. SMSP).

Furthermore, it is unrealistic to presume that the federalist institutional context
‘only’ promotes the sub — national political and social diversity, and allows the presence
of political powers at multiple levels within a country. Focusing on a national — level
pattern of electoral competition to explain the determinants of legislative electoral party
system fragmentation seems safe in a ‘centralized unitary system’ in which political
powers are centralized at the national level (Jones 1997). However, many countries have
multiple electoral arenas with varied level of electoral partisan competition for political
offices.

The more decentralized political or governmental power in a nation like Korea,

the less complete a research will be if it does not consider the degree of electoral
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competition in direct elections of local political offices (governor or mayor)'®. Given the
decentralized unitary institutional context and regionalist party politics of the Korean
case (Kang and Jaung 1999; Lee and Brunn 1996; Morris 1996), there might exist
different types of electoral competition along regional lines that influence the degree of
electoral competition across districts in legislative elections.

Extending the current scholarships on the interrelationship between sub — national
elections and national legislative elections, it is expected that the Korean case study
shows the importance of electoral competition patterns in prominent sub — national (and
sub — provincial) elections in explaining the degree of electoral multipartism across local
electoral districts in legislative elections. That is, the ‘local/district partisan
characteristics’ — different levels of partisan strength and subsequent partisan
Jfragmentation in a given district — influence the degree of electoral competition at the
district in legislative elections, while all other district — level factors are held constant.

While the Korean case study appears to be the first attempt to extend the current
understandings on the importance of local elections to the legislative elections under the
SMSP electoral system in a ‘decentralized unitary context,” there are also legislative
elections under the SMSP electoral systems in a different institutional context. Thus, it is
necessary to assess the current theoretical expectations based on the presidential
democracies against the legislative elections under the SMSP electoral systems in a

federal ‘parliamentary’ institutional context.

' Even though Korea adopts a unitary system, it allows local self — government by directly electing the
governor and mayor with popular vote. Also, Korean voters elect their local council representatives. In this
sense, Korea is a ‘decentralized’ unitary system with the presence of political powers at multiple levels
within a country.
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Canada appears to be appropriate in the sense that it adopts the SMSP electoral
system to elect its national legislative members and has a long history of federalism.
Furthermore, it has been suggested that Canadian provinces often feature strikingly
different national and provincial party systems as in Korea. Both Canada and Korea seem
to produce a “patchwork” national — level party system that is an aggregation of strong
regional political parties across local districts. Thus, incorporation of the Canadian case
would contribute to comparative study of electoral and party systems with the

comparison of cases from advanced and fledging democracies.

Data and Measurement

This research utilizes two sets of data from both cases: Micro and Macro — level
data. The micro — level analysis utilizes the survey data on individual demographics and
political attitudes/preferences (Korean Election Studies and Canadian Election Studies)™
All the data used for the macro — level investigation are measured at the legislative
districts. The usage of district — level data is appropriate theoretically and empirically
since the appropriate unit of analysis for the extent of electoral partisan fragmentation in
legislative elections is the local legislative electoral districts. Focusing on the district —
level electoral competition for legislative seats seems to help understand how variable a

picture of electoral partisan fractionalization across districts is in a country.?!

2% While relying on conventional variables, each data set provides country — specific factors to identify the
sources of political cleavage and partisan fragmentation at the individual level. Specifics on data and
measurement will be discussed in each section.

2! The divergence of the effective number of parties at both national and local levels in a polity can vary
depending on the degree of inter — district variances in vote divisions among parties (or candidates) (Gaines
1997).
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1) Degree of Electoral Partisan Fragmentation in Legislative Elections at the
District Level

The dependent variable for the macro — level analysis is the degree of electoral
multipartism in a given local legislative district. As Sartori (1976) indicates, inter — party
competition constitutes a party system. Among the measures for party systems, the
effective number of parties has been generally used in the literature.” It refers to how
many politically relevant parties (or candidates) exist in a given unit (country or district).
Also, it represents the extent to which political power is fragmented or not fragmented,
dispersed or not dispersed.”

The number of effective ‘electoral’ parties is the main dependent variable. In this
study, I use ‘the proportion of popular votes cast in an election at the local legislative
district level.” The dependent variable is operationalized utilizing a measure based on the
percentage of the electoral votes won by the various parties (or candidates) in a given
district in a given legislative election.

Scholars have developed formulae for converting the vote shares won by multiple
political parties into single number of “effective parties” indices, in which each party
weight according to its relative size, the relative electoral strength in the aggregate.
“Effective” refers to the number of parties, which must be reckoned with in electoral

competition. Laakso and Taagepara (1979) proposed an index, which has become the

22 The district — level electoral partisan competition for legislative seats is regarded as conceptually and
empirically distinct from the aggregate level (national or provincial/state) (Bibby et al. 1990). Thus, some
scholars of American state legislative elections have developed different measures of electoral competition
at the district level. For example, some scholars use the marginality of state legislative district for
constituency — level electoral competition (Holbrook and Van Dunk 1993). However, Van Dunk and
Weber (1997) utilize the proportion of seats both the Democratic and Republican parties contested in the
state legislative general elections. As explained later in this chapter, these measures are American context —
related ones, indicating that they seem not to be applicable outside of the US.
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standard measure of “the effective number of parties.” When K parties split the total vote
in the proportions P;, P, ...... P then:

N=(Zp’)"

(When P is the proportion of popular votes for party (or candidate) i)

N is a continuous measure that weights relatively larger parties which gain more
seats or votes significantly more than smaller parties. The use of any simple indicator
conceals some information and reveals other. But we maintain that, “N does a reasonably
good job of capturing the trade off between electoral efficiency and representativeness”
(Shugart and Carey 1992: 179). This measure is used for the effective number of
‘electoral’ and ‘legislative’ parties. While the former is based on the proportion of votes
cast in an election, the latter depends on the proportion of seats a party held in a
legislative body. The effective number of electoral parties at the district level in
legislative elections for the Korean National Assembly and the Canadian House of

Commons is used in this research.

2) Degree of Electoral Multipartism across Districts

The average of N across local legislative electoral districts provides a measure of
the effective number of parties at the local electoral district level (Dy) for legislative
elections. Unlike N, which is based on the vote shares of each party ‘across a nation,’ this
measure shows how the degrees of electoral partisan fractionalizations are distributed

across the local electoral districts. If there are d districts in a given election, the Dy for the

2 See Gaines (1997, 1999) and Anckar (2000) for a variety of measures for the degree of electoral
competition and legislative multipartism.
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election is calculated as follows: Dy = (3. N;)/ d (When N is the effective number of

parties at district i)

3) Local/District Partisan Characteristics

The primary independent variable under consideration is the local/district partisan
characteristics. It refers to the different levels of partisan strength and subsequent
electoral partisan fragmentation in a given local legislative district. The local/district
partisan characteristics pertain to the basic partisan behavior/preference of voters in a
given district: in some districts, voters are overwhelmingly Republican or Democrat, but
in other districts, voters are more evenly balanced between the parties in the US context.

Understanding local or district — level partisan characteristics has been considered
as important in explaining the degree of electoral partisan competition in general and
incumbency advantages in US State legislative and congressional elections in particular.
Scholars of American politics have developed different measures for the local/district
partisan characteristics in a given local legislative electoral district.

Powell (1993) uses the difference between the two party presidential vote shares
in each district to explain congressional election outcomes. Gaines and Nokken (2001)
utilize the president’s share of the two — party vote from the previous presidential election
as a proxy for district partisan characteristics. According to them, the congressional
districts where the president ran strong ought generally to be safe constituencies for that

party in congressional elections.
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In contrast, some researchers employ such local elections as state legislative
elections to measure the local/district partisan characteristics.?* It is also an outcome —
dominated model to measure incumbency advantage among state legislators. That is,
Berry and his colleagues (1997), and Gierzynski and Breaux (1991) use the previous vote
margin in the last state legislative elections as a measure of district partisan
characteristics in a given district. Hogan (2001) uses the percentage of the two — party
vote shares received by the state legislative candidate or his/her party in the last local
elections.

The above discussions suggest that the local/district partisan characteristics are
important in explaining the incumbency advantage and the emergence of experienced
candidates (Bianco 1984; Canon 1990) in both American congressional and state
legislative elections. While some scholars focus on the importance of national — level
elections, others put an emphasis on the local elections. Since the local/district partisan
characteristics is “viewed as a relatively stable, long — term influence, researchers
typically average party vote percentages across elections” (Bond et al. 1997: 285).

Whether one regards national elections or different types of elections for the
local/district partisan characteristics, most studies in the US context have used the
measures based on either Democratic or Republican performance in elections.
Specifically, all the measures used in the previous studies are the Democratic share of the

two party vote shares in the most recent presidential elections (or state — level elections),

* While focusing on the state legislative elections for explaining the incumbency advantage in state
legislative elections, Carey and his colleagues (2000) use an “improved method of controlling for the
underlying partisan makeup of districts.” According to them, “Directly estimating the likelihood that a
district will elect a candidate of a particular party, given an open — seat contest, is a better way of
controlling for the underlying partisan effects of a district’s population than simply including the
immediately previous partisan vote share” (p. 675).
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the difference between the two party vote shares in the last presidential election (or state
— level elections), or the average Democratic vote at the constituency level across a
number of different types of elections (for president, governor, senator and state
legislative) over years.

It may be reasonable to focus on one party’s vote share (Democrat or Republican),
or the difference between two parties’ vote shares in either national or local elections to
understand the district — level partisan characteristics given the nature of American party
and electoral systems. With the primary system for electing partisan candidates for
political offices and the historical tradition of two party competitions in most elections in
the US, using partisan performance from either presidential elections, local elections, or
combining different types of elections appears sufficient for identifying the underlying
partisan makeup at the district level

However, it is unrealistic to believe that the measures developed in the American
politics context are applicable under any circumstances. As in most comparative political
research, the same concept that is used in one context can be measured with other
instruments in another case keeping the validity and reliability of the measures. Putting
an emphasis on one party’s electoral performance appears sufficient given the tradition of
relatively stable two party systems in most electoral arenas over time.

In contrast, under the brief history of political parties (Korea) and different
partisan strength along regional lines (Canada and Korea), incorporating all the

competing parties (or candidates) seems necessary for identifying the underlying partisan

 For the measures of the degree of electoral competition at the district level, electoral marginality or
incumbent vote share are used in the study of American congressional or state legislative elections. See
Koetzle (1998) and Bond et al (2001).
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characteristics at the district level. In other words, if there are more than two parties
competing for political offices nationally or locally, the effective number of parties based
on the relative proportion of vote share of each party in a given unit is more relevant than
the measure focusing on one party’s performance to measure the local/district partisan
characteristics. Given the sub — national elections as representing the local/district
partisan characteristics, the district — level electoral returns in such local elections as

gubernatorial, mayoral and local council elections are used.

4) District — Level Control Variables

While focusing on the impact of the local/district partisan characteristics, this
study also introduces possible district — level factors that presumably influence the level
of electoral partisan competition in legislative elections. The first variable to consider is
the degree of electoral multipartism at the district level in the last legislative elections.
the inclusion of the previous degree of multipartism in a given district allows us to
control for the enduring and expected level of electoral partisan fragmentation along with
the underlying partisan composition or characteristics of the district (Gierzynski and
Breaux 1991; Hogan 2001). All other things being equal, we would theoretically expect
that the higher the degree of electoral competition in previous legislative elections, the
higher the level of electoral partisan fragmentation in a given district in the next election.

However, Achen (2000) indicates the danger of lagged variables by showing that
lagged dependent variables does bias the substantive coefficients and artificially inflate
the effect of lagged dependent variable. Specifically, “When one or more lagged
dependent variables are added as explanatory factors, the autoregressive terms take on

strongly significant coefficients which improve the fit but squash the effects of the other
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variables” (p. 21). Therefore, this variable will be complementarily used for additional
support for the main argument of this research.?®

Unlike parliamentary systems in which electoral competition between parties
generally takes precedence between individual candidates like the United Kingdom,
electoral competitions for legislative seats between candidates in legislative elections in
presidential democracies take precedence over competition between parties like the U.S.
(Hickman 1992). In this sense, research has suggested that such individual candidate —
related factors as incumbency of candidates and challenger quality (Brown and Woods
1991) are influential.

Therefore, this research introduces two more control variables: the
presence/absence of the incumbent legislator in a given district and the quality of
challenger. 1t is likely that there emerges more intense inter — party (or inter — candidate)
electoral competition for legislative seats if an electoral district has ‘no incumbent
candidate’ running for reelection (open sear). Incumbent candidates in most cases tend to
have well — organizéd and carefully tended bases of personal electoral support among
local elites and voters. Incumbent candidates have obvious electoral advantages over
challengers. Successes in previous campaigns, previous experience in legislative office,
and higher publicity in the district tend to make incumbent candidates stronger

opponents.”’

%% The same formula utilized for the dependent and the main independent variables is used for this measure.
The effective number of parties across districts in the previous legislative election is used to measure the
district — level previous multipartism in legislative elections.

27 This seems to come from the fundamental difference originates from the different purpose of legislative
elections depending on different governmental types (Shugart and Carey 1992). In parliamentary systems,
legislative elections are to form a national executive branch. On the contrary, the legislative elections of
presidential democracy in most cases are not related to national government formation. While campaigns

44



The difference in electoral competition patterns between parliamentary and
presidential systems suggests that there will be more intense intra — party competition
among candidates for party nomination in a parliamentary system if there is an open seat
in a given electoral district. Also, it is likely that there emerges more intense inter — party
(or inter — candidates) electoral competition for legislative seats if an electoral district has
no incumbent candidate running for reelection. Incumbent candidates have obvious
electoral advantages over challengers. After all, the presence of incumbents in a given
district tends to have a depressing effect on the degree of electoral multipartism (Jones
1997; Van Dunk and Weber 1997).

In addition, contemporary theories of legislative elections focus on the quality of
challenger. Studies on U.S. congressional elections (Cox and Katz 1996; Jacobson 1990
and 2001) suggest that challenger quality, measured in terms of possessing previous
elective office experience, influences district — level electoral competition pattern for
legislative seats. Jacobson suggests that US congressional election outcomes are strongly
influenced by the presence of quality challengers. Especially when it is an open seat,”®
experienced candidates are more likely to emerge (Bond, Fleisher and Talbert 1997).

Some district — level control variables are used only in one case depending on the
data availability. Also, the operationalization of the same concept is based on different
instruments depending on data availability. For example, the variable of district nature
(rural vs. urban) is measured by the official administrative standards in the Korean case.

However, the district diversity index will be used for the Canadian case that incorporates

are party — centered in parliamentary systems, presidential democracy tends to have “candidate — centered
campaigns,” and thus, “legislative individualism” in legislative behavior after elections.

Even though there is an incumbent legislator seeking reelection in a given district, it also seems
reasonable to expect that quality challenger(s) increase the level of electoral competition in a given district.
Carson and his colleagues (2001) even find that the effects of quality challengers on constituency — level
electoral outcomes are not confined to postwar congressional elections in the US in their analysis of the
1862 congressional elections. Therefore, whether an experienced challenger(s) emerge in the district should
have a positive impact on the degree of electoral multipartism.
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demographic variables measured at the riding level. Accordingly, the degree of electoral
multipartism at the district level in legislative elections will be expressed with the
following equation: Y =0 F(P and Q),

where Y is the effective number of parties at the electoral district level in legislative
elections; P is the local/district partisan characteristics, Q is the district — level control
variables and @ is a stochastic factor. Function F is assumed to be linear and the above
function can be transformed into a regression equation as specifically shown in the

subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER TWO

MACRO ANALYSIS OF THE KOREAN CASE

Introduction

This chapter is a macro-level analysis of the Korean case. As a decentralized
unitary system, South Korea allows for the presence of political powers at multiple levels
within a federalist-like polity. Korean voters directly elect their governor, mayor, and
local legislative members through popular vote. Furthermore, the regionalist nature of
party politics since the restoration of procedural democratic requirements suggests that
political and social diversity tends to follow along regional lines. Regional influences,
therefore, have an impact on the level of electoral partisan fragmentation in legislative
elections across local legislative electoral districts.

As stated above, the unit of analysis in the macro analysis entailed in this research
is the local legislative electoral district, since the degree of electoral partisan
fragmentation at the national level represents an aggregate of diverse electoral
multipartism at the local level. If the basic unit of electoral competition for legislative
seats is a local district, any attempt to better understanding the level of electoral
competition should be concentrated at the local district level. Thus, this chapter first
provides a preliminary analysis of ;->arty system developments at both national and sub-
national (regional and district) levels. Then, it proceeds to an analysis of the determinants
of the degree of electoral partisan fragmentation at the district level with an emphasis on
local/district partisan characteristics, while controlling for other district-level

confounding factors.
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Degree of Electoral Multipartism at National and Sub -National Levels

The Korean case appears to be an outlier from the dominant or typical form of
electoral system — centered explanations of party system development, reflected in the
electoral multipartism of the four legislative elections that have taken place since
democratization. Table 2-1 compares the effective number of electoral parties in the
legislative elections of certain countries that use the SMSP electoral systems.

Table 2-1 Comparison of the Degree of Electoral Multipartism®

Country  Degree of Electoral Multipartism

Canada’ 4.09
Jamaica® 2.16
India* 7.19
USA® 2.16
Korea' 3.83

* These countries under the SMSP electoral systems for legislative elections are selected for
example, for more comparison see Taagepera and Shugart (1989); ® House of Commons election
in 1997;  House of Representatives election in 1997, 4 House of the People election in 1998; ©
House of Representatives election in 1998; ‘the degree of electoral multipartism in Korea is an
average of four legislative elections under review. Source: calculated from the data provided by
“Political Resources on the Net.”

As Duverger’s Law would suggest, the plurality rule with a single member district
is expected to lead to a two party system. However, the degree of electoral multipartism
at the national level has exceeded theoretical expectation and reached to three or even
four party systems in the Korean legislative elections since 1987. The number of electoral
parties has been 4.22, 3.51, 4.24 and 3.33, respectively. The national-level shape of the
party system in Korean legislative elections has a distinct multiparty character.

However, if we look at the average level of electoral partisan fragmentation
across local districts, it has been relatively closer to a two party system than that of the

national level. Table 2-2 compares the degree of electoral partisan fragmentation at
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national and district levels in the four legislative elections under consideration. It
suggests a relative tendency towards two party systems at the district level' (2.87, 2.77,
3.08 and 2.57, respectively), whereas there is a greater likelihood of multiparty systems at
the national level. Therefore, one could say that the Duverger’s Law does work in the

Korean case, but only at the district not the national level

Table 2-2 Comparison of Electoral Multipartism at National and District Levels

1988 Election 1992 Election 1996 Election 2000 Election

National District National District National District National District

4.22 2.87 3.51 2.77 424 3.08 333 2.57

Note: the district level degree of electoral multipartism is an average of all the local districts following the
formula: Dy = (X N;)/ d (When N is the effective number of parties at district id is the total number of local
electoral districts)

The two tables indicate that a national-level analysis of the degree of electoral
partisan fragmentation in legislative elections is likely to be problematic. The comparison
of the degree of electoral multipartism at national and district levels clearly shows what
would be the appropriate unit of analysis for understanding the degree of electoral
competition in legislative elections under the SMSP electoral systems.

The shape of the party system at the national level is an aggregation of local,
district-level party systems. The national party system represents a mixture of dynamic
patterns of electoral partisan competition for legislative seats across localities that are
different from district to district, and, furthermore, province to province (as an

aggregation of local districts), contributing, in turn, to the shape of the party system at the

' The average effective number of electoral parties across districts is calculated as follows: //sum of each
party or candidate’s vote share squared at each district and the sum of the effective number of parties of all
the districts is divided by the total number of districts for the election.
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national level. The degrees of electoral multipartism of some districts or regions are
higher than that of the national district average, and relatively closer to that of the
national level. Multiparty electoral competition is very evident in these cases. The levels
of electoral partisan fragmentation in other districts or regions, however, are lower than
that of the national level. Relatively two-party electoral competitions tend to emerge in
those districts.”

Table 2-3 shows how the degrees of electoral partisan competition for legislative
seats are different from region to region (metropolitan area, provinces, etc.). Relatively
high degrees of electoral multipartism have existed across local districts in some regions
(relatively closer to the national level of electoral partisan fragmentation). In contrast,
certain districts have less than two parties competing in legislative elections (relatively
closer to the district average level of electoral competition).>

Table 2-3 indicates that the degree of electoral multipartism across districts is
closer to a two-party system (district-level electoral competition) or closer to a multiparty
system (national-level electoral multipartism) following regional lines. For example, the
Honam region (Kwangju, Chonrabuk-do and Chonranam-do) is far below the national
average in its degree of electoral partisan competition. This implies that the local strength
of a certain party is dominant in the region. The capital area (Seoul, Inchon and Kyunggi-
do), however, has had more than three parties competing for legislative seats, indicating

that there is no dominant party, but multiple parties vying for partisan support.

2 Thus, when we focus on the degree of electoral competition at sub-national levels, we can find more
dynamics in the levels of electoral multipartism across a nation (Chibber and Kollman 1998; Cox 1997,
Jones 2001). This point also suggests that there might exist local parties surviving geographically, and thus
different types of party systems following regional lines (Rae 1971; Riker 1986).

3 These points also suggest that the local or district-level partisan strength of a party is different from
region to region. While a party is relatively strong in a region, there are also districts in which more than
two parties compete with each other for legislative seats.
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Table 2-3 Provincial — Level Comparison of Electoral Multipartism

in Recent Legislative Elections

Regions/ 1988 1992 1996 2000 Regional
Elections Election  Election  Election  Election  Mean
Seoul 4.01(42) 3.14(44) 3.26(47) 2.51(45) 3.23
Pusan 245(15) 2.58(16) 2.53(21) 235(17) 2.48
Taegu 271 (8) 266(11) 3.71(13) 2.27(11) 2.84
Inchon 3.68(7) 346(7) 3.52(11) 275(11) 3.35
Kwangju 1.30 (5) 1.71 (6) 1.30 (6) 1.79(6) 1.53
Ulsan ' 2.44 (5)°

Taejon 3094 341(5) 297(7) 345(6) 3.23
Kyunggi-do 3.28(28) 3.04(31) 3.62(38) 2.80(41) 3.19
Kwangwon-do 2.83(14) 3.06(14) 3.61(13) 3.02(9) 3.13
Chungchongbuk-do 26309 272090 322(8) 342(7) 3.0
Chungchongnam-do 2.65(14) 293(14) 2.64(13) 3.01(11) 281
Chonrabuk-do 2.17(14) 235(14) 2.20(14) 2.08(10) 2.2
Chonranam-do 1.79(18) 2.18(19) 1.80(17) 193(13) 1.93
Kyongsangbuk-do 242(21) 247(@21) 390(19) 2.48(16) 2.82
Kyongsangnam-do 259(22) 257(23) 290(23) 2.54(16) 2.65
Cheju 282@3) 25133 3703 221(3) 281

National District Average 2.87 (224) 2.77 (237) 3.08 (253) 2.57(227) 2.82

* The number of districts for each region is in the parentheses.

® Before the election, Ulsan Metropolitan area was included in the Kyongsangnam-do.

Source: calculated from the “Data Book for the 1988, 1992 and 1996 and National Assembly
Elections” and “the Press Releases for the 2000 National Assembly Election” by NEC.
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Table 2-4 Provincial Comparison of Electoral Multitpartism
in Recent Presidential Elections

Regions/ 1988 1992 1997 Regional
Elections Election® Election Election® Mean
Seoul 3.45 (42) 3.18 (44) 2.57 (47) 3.07
Pusan 2.25(15) 1.77 (16) 2.45(21) 2.16
Taegu 1.80 (8) 243 (11) 1.80 (13) 2.01
Inchon 3.34(7) 3.39(7) 291 (11) 3.21
Kwangju 1.25 (4) 1.09 (6) 1.06 (6) 1.13
Taejon 3.72(4) 3.66 (5) 2.88(7) 3.42
Kyunggi-do 3.16 (28) 3.36 (31) 2.86 (38) 3.13
Kwangwon-do 2.30 (14) 3.08 (14) 2.89 (13) 2.76
Chungchongbuk-do 2.96 (9) 3.48 (9) 3.13(8) 3.19

Chungchongnam-do 2.90 (14) 3.44 (14) 2.71 (13) 3.02

Chonrabuk-do 1.42 (12) 1.27 (14) 1.18 (14) 1.29
Chonranam-do 1.22 (18) 1.18 (19) 1.12 (17) 1.17
Kyongsangbuk-do 191(19)  215Q21)  226(19)  2.11

Kyongsangnam-do 2.22 (22) 1.78 (23) 2.45 (23) 2.15

Cheju 2.90 (3) 3.27 (3) 2.94 (3) 3.04

National Average 2.55(219)  2.56(237)  2.40(250) 2.50

* Number of ‘legislative districts’ for each region are in the parentheses; ° There is differences between the
number of electoral districts for 13™ Legislative and Presidential elections and 15" Legislative and
presidential elections because of administrative boundary changes. Source: calculated from the “Data Book
for the 13™ 14" and 15" Presidential Elections” by NEC.
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In 37 out of 61 provinces fall below the national district average in terms of
electoral multipartism across districts, coming closer to that of the national level. The last
column of the table indicates the regional average level of electoral partisan competition
across four legislative elections. This also suggests that the degree of electoral partisan
fragmentation varies along regional lines. Also, regionally distinct patterns of electoral
partisan competition appear across elections. The shape of the development of the party
system at the national level represents a mixture, therefore, of those different party
systems that hold power at regional and district levels.*

The comparative analysis of the degree of electoral multipartism across regions in
legislative elections suggests that different regional patterns of electoral partisan
competition have emerged in Korean legislative elections. Furthermore, if different
degrees of partisan strength run alon<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>