Still standing for elections? Political externalities and
the determinants of party entry decisions

Marc Guinjoan

marc.guinjoan@upf.edu

Department of Political and Social Sciences
Universitat Pompeu Fabra.
Ramon Trias Fargas 25-27
08005 Barcelona, Spain

Abstract

According to the Duvergerian theories, only poditigparties expecting to achieve
representation are predicted to stand for electiose in the long run. However, the
empirical evidence shows that throughout the waqplatties continue presenting
candidacies when they are non-viable, thus calhitg question Duverger. Developing
from this apparent paradox, | argue that the opeofaelectoral arenas generates two
fundamental opportunities for parties to competkrotligh in-depth interviews with
political leaders in Canada and Spain, | show {batties take advantage of the
existence of economies of scale to present candi&létt non-viable arenas and, most
relevant, by presenting candidacies where theyarexpecting to become viable they
obtain political externalities. Overall, the overlaf electoral arenas turns the decision
to present candidacies when non-viable into theidanh strategy, whereas coalescing
or withdrawing become least favoured alternatives.

Keywords: Duverger, asymmetric viability, overlap arenas, economies of scale,
externalities.
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Introduction

The conventional wisdom when explaining the paiticonsequences of electoral laws
is based on Duvergerian theories (Duverger 195d)imamparticular with the M+1 rule

(Cox 1997; Cox 1999). When actors are primarilycaned with the outcome of the
current election and when good information is aldé about the actual chances of
parties competing, no more than M+1 parties —b&ndistrict magnitude— would be

expected to stand for elections. Through the grdtean of the mechanical effects of the
electoral laws, only political parties expectingdain representation would enter into
competition. Hence, the number of parties entetivegrace should never exceed M+1.
However, when parties fail to anticipate these meadatal effects, through the

psychological effects, voters would tend to conaton at most M+1 parties, the so-

called ‘viable’ parties.

The number of entrants and the dispersion of viotag be temporarily boosted due to
parties’ long-term expectancies or the lack of muliiformation. However, deviations
should only be temporary. In the mid and in theglterm, only viable formations
would be supposed to compete (Best 2010: 105) wkemnen-viable parties would be
expected to coalesce with another party or to wawdfrom competition. Eventually,
the decision to present candidacies or not shoullg depend on the actual chances of
becoming viable at a given district, so that in tweg-term, the M+1 rule should be

observed.

However, empirical evidence questions this logizere when rational choice
assumptions are met. It is well-known that arouraworld ‘serious’ (Duverger 1954;
Cox 1997) but non-viable political parties preseahdidacies in districts or arenas
where they do not have chances of obtaining reptasen. This calls into question the

Duvergerian theories.

Multiple examples in different electoral systems) dze found worldwide. In Great
Britain, the Liberal Democratic Party systematiggtiresents candidacies in all the
uninominal constituencies of the country. Althoubhl party has largely been failing to
achieve representation in most of the constituesndieontinues presenting candidacies
almost everywhere. The same occurs for IU in S@aim Linkeor the FDP in Germany;
the Green Party in France; the Christian DemocrBaety in Finland; the Social



Democratic Party in Japan; tiéniunea Democrat Maghiari in Romania; or the
Concertacion Nacionain El Salvador; among many other cases, examflgmmies
that systematically run in all constituencies ditircountry, without having chances of

becoming viable in most of them.

The departing point of this paper is the existeaténcongruence between how the
literature predicts political parties should behavieen they do not have chances of
obtaining representation, and what is observetenr¢al world. Hence, its primary aim
is to attempt to provide a response for the evidentstill unanswered question, “How
and why we might expect higher numbers of partis What Duvergerian logic
predicts] to contest elections” (Best 2010: 115)Potigh in-depth interviews with party
elites in Canada and Spain | address the orgamisdtreasons that drive political
parties’ decision to enter into competition alomenot, when non-viable. This is, to my
knowledge, the first time that this question ha®rbéheoretically addressed and

systematically tested in a cross-party and crossiey study.

Arguments. The determinants of party-entry strategies

Under rational choice assumptions, the decisioanti@r into competition depends on
the benefitsand thecostsof competing. When the expected benefits assatiaith

entering the race alone are higher than its cpatsies will decide to stand for elections
alone. Conversely, when the costs of competing ealare higher than its rewards,
parties will look for alternatives that best fitethcontext: namely to stay out of

competition or to join a coalition with another fyar

The benefits of competinfrom now onward4$8) have been traditionally associated to
the fact of becoming viable. A political party dées to enter into competition when it
expects to achieve representatidn. SMD plurality and run-off systems there are, at
most, two parties expecting to achieve represemtadit each district: the party that

eventually obtains the representative and the foser party. For the case of PR

! Parties expecting to achieve representation asetiwhich are sure that they will obtain repregenta
but also parties for which uncertainty in the ebeat results allows them to think that they camgaseat.

Both casuistries are denominated throughout themap parties ‘expecting to achieve representation’



electoral systems, this includes all the partieat thventually end up obtaining

representation, plus the first runner-up party.

Besides, both political parties that run for elect alone and parties that decide to join
a coalition, incur somdirect costs of competin{D). When political parties decide to
withdraw from competition no costs arise. The nmmmsnhmon cost of competing is the
requirement to pay a deposit or to gather a cedaipunt of signatures from eligible
voters to present candidacies. Also, parties mawrim costs related to the financial
resources required to launch and to promote thiy pandidature. The decision to enter
into competition implies the presence of a certasic infrastructure associated to the
political campaign (the creation of a party slogdme image of the party for the
campaign, the creation of a central committee ¢batdinates the campaign) as well as
the promotion of the party during the electoral paign. Although scholars have
shown that parties concentrate resources on taggds rather than focusing in all the
districts of the country (Denver et al. 2003: 54&)y serious party that competes at a
given district is expected to devote some resou@éise promotion of the candidature,

regardless of its chances of achieving representati

A part from these direct costs of competing, theisien to present candidacies through
a pre-electoral coalition also entails some spedsts of coalition(C). Coalitions
enable parties to gain more votes —the likelihobevioning a seat increases (Golder
2006: 196-98)— although coordination may also impgveral costs. The costs of
joining a pre-electoral coalition are determinedthwge different factors. Firstly, by the
ideological distance between parties (Sartori 1996bus 2009); secondly, by the
power of the local structure, which may constraamty leaders’ coalition bargaining
(Strem and Mdaller 1999; Meguid 2008); and thirdby, some endogenous situational
determinants, inherent to parties and party lead®@mssm and Miller 1999; Tavits
2008).

Then, in a context of perfect information and shert instrumentality, a political
party will be able to attach a probabilistic val® to its chances of becoming viable.

When the party is expected to achieve representdtie expected benefitsR) will be

% The first loser in multinomial districts is notaessarily a party that does not manage to gettabsea
rather the party that, in case of increasing by tbeenumber of seats elected in the district, waldthin

the representative.



higher than the direct costs of competiig).(Conversely, when the party does not
expect to achieve representation the costs of congpeill be higher than the expected

benefits.

There are three different strategic entry decisitias can be taken by political parties:
entering into competition alone, joining a coaliticor staying out from competition.
Whether it is one alternative or another that ketadepends on the expected benefits
and the costs that each of these alternatives framgd more particularly, on the utility

that parties obtain from each strategic decision.

Political parties under the Duvergerian assumptiom#i decide to enter into
competition alone when the utility functiobd,,) of the expected benefits of competing

alone p,B) minus the direct costs of competing alobDg i€ maximised:
Upuy = PaB — D (Equation 1)

Instead, when political parties decide to join altmn and not competing alone, the
direct costs of competindd] remain stable whereas the expected benefitsrapeting

in a coalition p:B) will increase as the coalition is more likelydecome viable. At the
same time, though, there will appear new costscestea to the decision of coalescing
(C). Overall, if the marginal benefit obtained bynjmig this coalition is higher than the

costs D andC) associated to coalesce, then the party will jozoalition.
Upuw =pcB— (D +0C) (Equation 2)

Finally, if in none of these two previous altermas the expected benefits of competing
are higher than the costs derived from the decigoenter into competition, the party
will decide to stay out of competition. This deoisidoes not bring about any benefit or

any cost under the Duvergerian assumptions:
Upyp =0 (Equation 3)

According to these principles, the decision to grdenot, into competition alone is just
a function of the probabilities attached to obtagnirepresentation. If the party is
expected to achieve representation it will decidleun for elections alone, whereas
when the party is not expected to become viableijliteither chose to coalesce or to

stay out of competition depending on which of the utility functions is maximised. In



this situation, any deviation in the M+1 rule would expected to be only randomly

explained.

However, even when rational choice assumptionsnate empirical evidence points out
that most political parties systematically entdoinompetition alone when non-viable,
thus calling into question the Duvergerian theorie®w can be explained this

unexpected behaviour? Are these parties actingakanty?

My argument —to explain the unexpected decisioprésent candidacies— departs from
the questioning of the widely accepted but redwsto assumption of perfect

independence of electoral arenas that the Duvengetiheories and most of the
subsequent literature has purported. Indeed, g#dyegic decisions on whether or not
to enter into competition alone, transcend the sawfpeach arena of competition to a
multi-local logic (Lago and Montero 2009: 178-79), that the implicit assumption of

independence between electoral arenas given byiténature does not hold (Gaines
1999).

Then, the overlap of electoral arenas distortsCibeergerian theories, so that political
parties will decide to present candidacies botthase arenas where they are viable and
in those where they are not. Parties will take ath@e of being viable in a certain arena
to present candidacies in other arenas where theynan-viable, even when the
assumptions of short-term instrumentality and merfeformation are met. This
phenomenon has been labelled by the literatureelastoral contaminationor
contamination effect6€Shugart and Carey 1992; Ferrara, Herron, andikéista 2005:

8; Gschwend 2008: 230).

Which are the incentives political parties face@tesent candidacies even if non-viable?
In this paper | argue that the overlap of arena®gdes two fundamental organisational

opportunities that encourage parties to modifyrtegpected strategic entry decisions.

First of all, the overlap of electoral has an intpat the direct costs of competing when
elections are concurrent. The costs of competid)gafe a function of the number of

districts @) where the party presents candidacie&l)). Both, when parties decide to

*ltis important to mention that one party beingleiin one or some arenas but not in others is the
necessary condition for the emergence of the phenom For an in depth review of the literature on

contamination effects see Guinjoan (2012: Chapter 3



run for elections alone, and when they decide o gocoalition, the marginal cost of
competing in an additional constituency becomesllemarhe overlap of electoral
arenas generates economies of scale for politaxdies (Lago and Martinez 2007: 389-
90; Brancati 2008: 139; Harbers 2010: 611), makioth the decision to enter into
competition when non-viable and the decision tm jai coalition, more attractive

strategies than what the Duvergerian theories ptedi

However, the mere presence of decreasing margsés of competing is not enough to
explain party’s entrance when non-viable (Reynol@sjlly, and Ellis 2005: 149).
Another factor is required to explain the decisiorenter when non-viable, namely the
appearance gbolitical externalities to competén a similar manner to how ‘citizen’s
duty’ is useful in explaining why, in non-pivotabmtexts, people decide to cast their
ballot (Riker and Ordeshook 1968; Brennan and Boahal984; Blais 2000; Campbell
2006), the overlap of different electoral arenasegatespolitical externalitiesthat
modify parties’ entry decisions in contexts of noability. These externalities will not
be internalised by each party at the local arend,réther they will benefit another

political actor, namely, the party in another arehaompetition where it is viable.

There are two types of political externalities teaterge due to the overlap of electoral
arenas. Firstly, when political parties are asynmicedty viable, the decision to compete
in those arenas where the party is non-viable geespositive political externalities
(henceforth ). These externalitiesill not be internalised by the local party, buther

by the homonym party at another arena of compatitrtbere it is viable. Secondly, the
Duvergerian decision to withdraw from competitionto join a coalition when non-
viable, yields somenegative political externalities (£ Again, these negative

externalities will be internalised by the homonyartg competing in another arena.

Overall, the overlap of electoral arenas generdiffsrent opportunities for political
parties. Parties which decide to compete aloneeaastof joining a coalition or
withdrawing from competition will obtain both deaseng costs of competing (D(d))
and positive externalities to compeEg)( Equation 1 shows how the utility function of
parties presenting candidacies alone in a Duvexrgesquilibrium {p,,,) changes when
considering that arenas are overlappég;f): there appear political externalitieiS,Y

and decreasing costs of competibgd)).



overlap .
Upuy = PaB — D —— Upyy = pgB + E, — D(d) (Equation 4)
Besides, the Duvergerian-based decision to coalesite another party when non-
viable generates decreasing costs of competid@l)), but also negative political
externalities E,), which are not internalised by the non-viabletypat the local level

but rather by its homonym party in another arenarefit is viable.

overlap .
Upuw =0cB— (D +C) —— Upyy = p.B— (En+ D(d)+C)  (Equation 5)
Finally, when non-viable political parties decidestay out from competitiomegative

political externalitieg(E,) also emerge:

Upyp =0 overtey Upw = — Ep (Equation 6)
Overall, the overlap of arenas generates a newegbmthere the decision to compete
alone when non-viable becomes more attractive &tigs to what the Duvergerian
theories predict —due to the existence of posipwktical externalities and decreasing
direct costs of competing. Besides, the decisiowitbdraw from competition and to
join a coalition becomes less beneficial to whawv@&ger expected —because of the

emergence of negative political externalities.

Hypotheses and methods

This research presents four main hypotheses. Téteofie is related to the existence of
economies of scale for competing alone whereashihe remaining ones are related to
the political externalities to compete, and moretipalarly, on three fundamental
dimensions that intervene in the development ottetal campaigns; namely the

building of the image of the party, its internagjanisation, and the party platform.

Decreasing costs of competing

When parties decide to run for elections alone,wahen they decide to join a coalition,
as the number of constituencies where the partgepts candidacies increases, the
unitary cost of running at each constituency becsmaller. The overlap of electoral
arenas generates economies of scale for politadles, thus making the decision to
enter into competition when non-viable and the sleai to join a coalition, more

attractive strategies than those predicted by tinee@erian theories.



H1. The marginal cost of competing will become #nahs the number of
constituencies where a party presents candidaciesases, thus encouraging parties to enter

into competition alone or joining a coalition.

Externalities: The image of the party

The first of the externalities to compete is rafate the building of themage of the
party. The image of the party and, in particular, thege that its leader projects to the
public has become a crucial element when desigeiagtoral campaigns. Parties are
concerned about providing the best possible bramage (Smith 2001; Reeves, de
Chernatony, and Carrigan 2006) and by standingefections everywhere they may
increase their visibility (Gaines 1999: 853) andstmw themselves as being serious
organisations (Scammell 1999: 729), strong and citi@anto the country, to a region or

to an ideological perspective.

When voters see a party presenting candidacieywhere, irrespective of its chances
of becoming viable, they will form a positive idefthe party, which may entail a boost
in its electoral performance in those arenas wihidseviable. Indeed, the literature has
shown that for the case of mixed-member electorstesns (henceforth MMS) fielding
candidates in the more restrictive nominal tierbdées an improvement in the electoral
results in the list tier due to an increase inghey’s visibility (Herron and Nishikawa
2001; Cox and Schoppa 2002; Golosov 2003; Gschwarithston, and Pattie 2003;
Ferrara and Herron 2005).

Conversely, staying out of competition or enteringhrough a coalition, can bring

about the emergence of negative political extetieali Especially when parties decide
to withdraw from elections, but also when they j@incoalition, they can suffer an
important deterioration in their image. Beyond tmecific pledges through which

political parties contest elections, the overaliception of the party’s character is what
counts (Heath, Jowell, and Curtice 1985). In trease, the Duvergerian decision to
withdraw from competition when non-viable may bradgpout a loss of credibility of the

party and a weakening of its image. Potential wteay consider that the party is no
longer concerned with the defence of a certairobgtlues and an ideology, but rather
to maximise its electoral returns, regardlessfdeals. In this case, withdrawing from
competition or joining a coalition may end up bemgn more costly than competing

alone without the chances of obtaining represamtafiherefore:



H2.1. Political parties running for elections alon&ill obtain positive political

externalities from competing due to an increasthenvisibility of the party.

H2.2. Political parties coalescing or withdrawingofn competition when non-viable
will obtain negative political externalities sinta@s strategy may weaken the image of the party

and entail a loss of credibility.

Related to the image of the party and more spadljido the party brand, political
parties may also present candidacies when nonevebla manner to run across arenas
under the same label. Parties are highly conceafeait maintaining a strong party
label (Pekkanen, Byblade, and Krauss 2006: 182-B3f provides a valuable ‘brand
name’ so that any of the members of the party balinterested to run under the same
brand. In addition, maintaining the party labebiso a useful heuristic (Kuklinski and
Quirk 2001: 194) for voters, providing cognitive osttuts that allow them to
compensate for their absence of factual knowledgeide and Hamill 1986; Rahn
1993).

Contrarily, the consideration of joining a coalitior withdrawing from competition in a
certain arena(s) but not in others, may generatéusmn among voters. Voters may be
confused when the party runs under different lalsid when it asymmetrically
withdraws from competition. Thus, confusion may ldepthe electoral performance of
the party in viable districts. As a consequencdiipal parties will prefer to run in all
the arenas and to do so under the same label, 8o @agid the emergence of such

negative political externalities. Two additionalgoyheses follow:

H2.3 Political parties running for elections aloneill obtain positive political

externalities from competing by protecting and poting the party label.

H2.4. Political parties coalescing or withdrawingofn competition when non-viable

will obtain negative political externalities duettee generation of confusion among voters.

Externalities: Party organisation

The second of the externalities to compete isedlab the dynamics withilocal party
organisations Political parties are becoming more leader-drivieat internally
democratic, where “individual party members arening increased decision-making
power, especially for what concerns crucial pergbehoices” (Carty 2004: 5; see also

Hopkin 2001;). This increased predominance of dgssional leadership is however
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coupled with a “high degree of accountability t@ ttower strata in the party”, thus

reducing tensions between the two empowered grigse 1994: 298-9).

Political parties fielding a full slate of candidatwhen non-viable will be able to keep
local organisations alive, adaptable and activecal organisations and activists are an
“essential communication channel, [...] a link be¢w the broad electorate and the party
leadership” (van Houten 2009: 49), and they briag mssues and demands to the party
(Carmines and Layman 1997). Similarly, local orgations and activists have a
positive impact in shaping the image the mass pulbdis about the party’s policy
stances (Carmines and Layman 1997) and on providpgs for the drafting of party
platforms (Miller and Jennings 1986). Additionallpcal organisations are valuable
sources of labour for parties during election cagmpa(Scarrow 1994: 48; Strem and
Muller 1999: 14-15). Whether viable or not, locabanisations and party activists
participate in local campaigns. This contributeské@ping the local structure of the
party alive and active, which may eventually befuiséor when the time comes to
contest elections where the party is viable (Céanisén 1996).

Conversely, not presenting candidacies alone maiygbabout negative political
externalities from the internal opposition that geety may face (Blais and Indridason
2007: 196). A crucial goal for political partiesgarvival and by deserting competition
in an arena where non-viable the party may harmtiaparty cohesion and strength
(Filippov, Ordeshook, and Shvetsova 2004: 192-@¢}ivists are normally against
taking decisions that might enhance the performarfidbe party, if by doing so they
call into question some of the principles of thgamisation. As Scarrow (1994: 45) has
asserted, “unlike the professional politicians,stheolunteer supporters would rather
lose elections than compromise the purity of thetypaolicy”. To avoid these negative
externalities from taking place political partiesllwnore likely decide to stand for

elections alone. Then:

H3.1. Political parties running for elections alon&ill obtain positive political

externalities from competing due to the possibditkeeping the local organisation active.

H3.2. Political parties coalescing or withdrawingofn competition when non-viable

will obtain negative political externalities by fag confrontation within local organisations.
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Externalities: Party Platform

The third of the externalities arising due to tivertap of electoral arenas is related to
promotion of theparty platform.Presenting candidacies when non-viable may allow
parties to raise debates at the local arena thernweise would not have been put
forward. By standing for elections —whether viabtenot— political parties will be able
to raise citizens’ awareness of certain issuesnduelection time and shed light on
debates that otherwise would have been obviatedidlyle parties. However, the
decision to present candidacies when non-viableatsmbe understood as a manner to
keep a certain political debate active in othenmasewhere the party is viable or for
when the time comes to contest other elections evitee party expects to obtain
representation Such behaviour may bring about positive politesernalities since, by
increasing awareness about an issue, the partyatsaybe potentially enhancing its

performance in other arenas where it is viable.

H4. Political parties running for elections aloneillwobtain positive political
externalities from competing due the possibilityraging citizens’ awareness about an issue

and to spread the debate across the country.

In sum, the overlap of arenas generates a newxdonteere the decision to compete
alone when non-viable becomes more attractive &otigs to what the Duvergerian
theories predict —because of the existence of ipesiolitical externalities to compete
and decreasing costs of competing. In parallel, deeision to withdraw from

competition and to join a coalition becomes legsefieial to what Duverger expected —
due to the presence of negative externalities tmpete. Schematically, TABLE 1

summarises the decision to compete in overlappsthar

* Hitherto, the strategy of presenting candidaciesaameans to raise certain policy debates has been
considered as no more than an expressive decisiar for instance, Sanchez-Cuenca 2004).

® This is the case reported by Spoon (2009), wheloded that the Socialist and the Green Party in
France did not coalesce for the 2007 legislatieet@ns because the Green Party refused the agneeme

with a view to maintaining its ideological distineness.
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TABLE 1
THE DECISION TO COMPETE IN OVERLAPPED ARENAS

Compete alone Coalesce Withdraw

Costs of competing Decreasing costs (H1) Decreasing costs -

(H1)

Gain visibility (H2.1) Lose reputation (H2.2)
Externalities: Image
of the party

Promote the party label Generate confusion (H2.4)

(H2.3)

Externalities: Party Keep the organisation Face confrontation with the local
organisation active (H3.1) structure (H3.3)

Keep debates active and
spread them across the -
country (H4)

Externalities: Party
platform

To test these arguments | have carried out in-dspthi-structured interviews with
political leaders and campaign managers in Canadéaain. These are ideal cases of
study because i) the conditions for the observaricthe Duvergerian gravity (Cox
1999) are met; ii) although meeting the Duvergeridas, various political parties with
asymmetric viability have taken divergent strategrecontexts of non-viability; iii) by
relying on Canada and Spain as case studies,ddunte variation into the electoral
system (SMD plurality vs. PR) while controlling nyaather factors that could disturb
the obtaining of reliable results (such as the gmwes of ethnolinguistic regional
cleavages or decentralised regional arenas); gritievdecentralised structure of power
of the two countries allows extending the analysigegional chambers. Indeed, the
reach of this study includes not only two counties also four elective chambers: the
Canadian House of Commons, the provincial parliamian Quebec Assemblée
nationale du Québécthe Spanish lower chamb&dngreso de los Diputadpand the

Catalan regional parliamerRdrlament de Catalunya

The empirical analysis is divided into those casdsere parties have taken a
Duvergerian decision and those where they havelertg@d it, as Table Al in the
Appendix illustrates. In particular, there are figdgferent case studies where parties
have taken a decision according to what Duvergetlteories predict (either by
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withdrawing from competition or joining a coalitipnThe analysis also includes the
study of six other case studies where politicaltipar called into question the
Duvergerian gravity, by competing alone when naabia.

Empirical Resultsfrom In-Depth Interviews

In-depth interviews with political leaders in Camaadnd Spain confirm some of the
hypotheses raised. H1 argues that the overlap esfaar reduces the direct costs of
competing as the number of districts where theyparésents candidacies increases.
This occurs both when political parties decide amnpete alone and when they join a

coalition.

This argument has received very strong support fganish political parties who have
challenged the Duvergerian gravity. Both C’s anchBwve asserted that once the party is
already viable in at least one of the districtsaotertain arena of competition, the
decision to run a full slate of candidates is therenappropriate, given the decreasing

costs of competing. José Manuel Villegas, managepaign from C'’s argued:

“The basic difference is on whether to run or notrein in an election. Once you
have decided to compete in an election, going ®amstituency or going to four
constituencies it does not involve multiplying burfthe expenses or multiplying

by four the efforts”.

However, in Canada, none of the parties explichighlighted the presence of
economies of scale as a reason to present cangbdddiis, may be well be explained
by the degree of personal voting that exists is tountry. The local candidate has a
crucial role in promoting the party during an el@ctcampaign and hence political

parties cannot take advantage of such economyat#.sc

H2.1 suggests that competing when non-viable mengase the visibility and the image
of the party. Empirical evidence shows importanpput for these arguments. As
Stéphane Dion (Liberal Party of Canada) expressed:

“l think that first you need to show you are a oat@l party and you don’t give up.
It's important for the people where you are straogshow that you are crying for
all the Canadians. Thinking for the Liberals, if gige up a region they will be less

likely to vote for us, even if they are not in thgion. Imagine we only present in
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Ontario, where the liberals are strong, and that giee up the West, they will not

have any incentive to vote Liberal”.

Similarly, for Alain Tremblay (QS) presenting caddcies is a matter of political

posturing:

“We have to show to voters and to the media thasregea significant player and a
serious party. (...) If we decide to present caatlid everywhere the party can no
longer be regarded as an irrelevant actor and henee need to behave in

accordance.

Karl Bélanger (NDP) noted that the necessity ta@né candidacies everywhere to keep

the party visible is especially relevant in urbasas:

“If you go to Montreal you cannot win all the sedlt®re; but if there is only one
riding where we can run seriously, people don’instaon the riding, they move
around the city, so if they don't see the preseidbe party, they don’t see us as
actives and therefore they don’t see us as viallermit comes the time to make

their vote choice”.

Besides, it has been argued that the decisionrpete within a pre-electoral coalition
or staying out of competition may entail a lossidibility and reputation of the party

(H2.2). On this regard Stéphane Dion’s asserted:

“Giving up districts where you are weak may wealen where you are strong.
For people in the street: They care about theirmdop They have relatives in
other regions. If they have the sense that thisypdat they like is giving up in the
region, they’'ll be less likely to support their oparty”.

Likewise, Ramon Luque (IU) also dwelt on the neitgsto present candidates

everywhere since the party has a project for allctbuntry:

“Not running everywhere would seriously damage theage of IU as it is
nowadays conceived, as a serious party. This waldd show to the electorate
that the political formation has an opportunistieHaviour and that it is not

interested in anything else but the electoral radgat can obtain from elections”.
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These are however, cases of parties that have thikenon-Duvergerian decision of
competing alone even if non-viable. Yet, what wire reasons stressed by those non-
viable parties that decided to give up competitiotto join a coalition?

The post-communist ICV decided in the 1999 Catalantions not to run in three of the
four constituencies, but instead to compete heie énalition with socialist party PSC,
which had options to overcome the moderate Cata#ionalists for the first time in the
Catalan regional elections. Rafel Ribo (ICV) defeshdhis agreement by arguing that
“the context in which elections were held asked $och a courageous decision”.
However, Ramén Luque (EUIA —a split in ICV that didt agree with joining the
coalition) expressed a completely different opiniéor Luque, Rafel Ribéd’s decision
was completely inadequate and challenged the plexiof the party. According to
Luque, this type of proposition had already beenedoy the PSOE on other occasions,

although they had always been rejected:

“Once, the leader of the PSOE in the 2000 Spanistional election, Joaquin
Almunia, proposed us to reach an electoral agredrfamwhich we would not be
running in certain constituencies, and in compeiosat some of the deputies
elected in the PSOE list would be given to the ipaméntary group of IU.
Apparently the agreement was beneficial for 1U simee were assuring a larger
number of deputies than by running alone, but vderdit come to terms because

this proposition broke our State conception.

The three case studies in this research whereepalhtave decided not to enter
competition alone when non-viable (C's and Sl irei8p QS in Canada), considered
that not standing alone could not damage the inohdbe party. This was so because

they were not competing in their “core election’s 2osé Manuel Villegas argued:

“Experience has shown us that in our five yearshiftory we have a very
important differential vote in our party. We firgtought that if the voter did not
have our ballot they would vote for another partydave would lose their loyalty.
Then you present candidacies and you obtain a f@esvin the European and the
national elections, but afterwards regional elensocome again and you obtain
very good electoral results. (...) We think thadgde do not vote for you in those
elections that they do not consider as ‘yours’, then they vote for you in ‘your’

elections”.
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Hypothesis 2.3 establishes that parties would pafesenting candidacies everywhere
as a way to keep the party label. Several intersemasupported this idea. According to
Stéphane Dion (Liberal), the idea that some pdditis launched before —and especially
after— the 2010 federal elections of merging thePNddd the Liberals was inappropriate

because the party has a long history, a well-knoame and a reputation:

“Our party, the Liberal Party, has existed sincentederation in 1867; we have
delivered more governments to our country than rofteety in the democratic

world. | think we have done a good job, this tifttee 2010 federal elections]
Canadians choose to put us in the penalty box,ussgou cannot win always, but

to merge with another party, for us it would be iatake”.

Meaningfully, the party leader appealed to theitusbnalisation and to the longevity
of the party as a constraint against joining aitioal However, the case of the Spanish
UPyD presents a complementary view. The party, wlscpresent throughout Spain
but very weak in Catalonia, renounced to forge aitton with the Catalan C’s in the
2007 national elections, although the politicahsts under which both parties confront
elections are similar. In this case, though, ratthem to keepthe party label, the
decision to run everywhere under the same brandtakas so as tpromotethe party
and to obtain the loyalty of their voters. Franoigimentel, UPyD’s campaign manager

argued:

“We are a national party and as a consequence weha behave as such. This
involves not only competing in all districts of tleeuntry regardless of our
electoral performance, but also competing everyehander the same identical

label”.

However, when Sl was asked whether the decisiorote@nter competition in the 2011
election could jeopardise the reputation of thetypand the name associated to it,
Alfons Lopez Tena (deputy of Sl in the Catalanipanent, 2010-2012) answered:

“Not in this case because Sl is a political partithnonly one year of history. The
problem may exist in other parties: ERC is 80 yaads CiU is 30, or ICV.”

Hence, it seems that for institutionalised politiqearties, presenting candidacies
everywhere may be understood as a way of keeping teking advantage of— the party

label. However, as the case of UPyD highlights, fecently created parties, if the
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necessity to present candidacies everywhere existeay be due to the desire to
promote the party name and to show consistencysanidusness; for other newly
created parties, though, this necessity may nséasuch as the case of SI shows.

In contrast, hypothesis 2.4 suggests that parties/ mbtain negative political
externalities from the confusion that the decidiorstand for elections under different
labels may generate. However, evidence from irggrsi does not support this
possibility. The agreement between the PSC andvu@¥n they ran together in three of
the four Catalan constituencies could have beemthggised to generate confusion to
the electorate. However, both Rafel Rib6 (ICV) —thther of this agreement— and
Ramon Luque —which ran elections alone, among o#esons, as a way to reject this
agreement— considered that citizens were not cedftes such a decision.

With regard to the hypotheses related to party rosgéion, H3.1 argues that the
decision to compete alone may allow the party tepkthe local structure active for
elections where the party is viable. Empirical evide from interviews considerably
supports this hypothesis, at least in the case afa@a. Political parties in Canada
strongly rely on the local organisation when pubilitg the party during elections.

Stéphane Dion defined the role of local activisigmy elections as follows:

“You have your grassroots working door to door, giety your candidate
everywhere, working as volunteers, they believgan, in your party, in your

platform”.
Similarly, Alain Tremblay (QS) noted:

“Presenting candidacies everywhere is the way teeha strong organisation that
confronts a fight, a target, an objective to readh.is a way to keep the
organisation alive and its members with enthusiagfithin the organisation the

simple fact of fighting for an election means tingzollective experience”.

The case of Spain is considerably different becatise evidence suggests, political
parties do not need to rely on local structuresiash as parties do in Canada. It seems,
hence, that the role that activists are expectqaayp in each of the countries is crucial
for understanding differences. In Canada, due ® rikeed to perform proximate
campaigns, the role of activists is more relevéwaintin Spain, where campaigns are

mostly centrally driven.
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Besides, the decision not to enter into competisaone, may entail someegative
political externalitiesdue to the possibility of facing confrontation ritrothe local
structures of the party (H3.2). There is a consibler agreement among all the party
officers that any strategic decision that movesyaftiam the classical behaviour of the
party has to contend with the agreement of thel loases of the organisation. As Karl

Bélanger (NDP) asserted:

“The impact of not running in any riding would cairtlly upset many people. (...)

There is no movement | can find of not runningllesfate in all the country”.

Similarly, Ramon Luque (IU) argued that not presentcandidates in a non-viable

riding could upset local activists, which may ewmly end up presenting an

independent candidacy. However, these are case® we party decided to compete
alone when non-viable: what was the opinion of ¢hparties that took a Duvergerian-
based decision and decided either to join a coalitir to withdraw from competition?

To answer this question we can study how the loggdnisations of the Liberal Party of
Canada in the province of Nova Scotia reacted d#fierleader of the party, Stéphane
Dion, decided not to present a candidacy in thesttimency of Central Nova —as a
result of an agreement with the leader of the GRaaty. Dion asserted:

“Many liberals of new generations were excited abibis new way to do politics.
For Liberals from other times it was difficult tovallow; especially from some
members of Central Nova. (...) However, if | haad the sense that both the riding
association and the liberals in Nova Scotia werallyeagainst with what | was
going to do, | wouldn’t have done that. | had erfosgpport, the reluctance was

not strong enough, and so | could go ahead with ittea.”

In a similar manner, the agreement reached by 8@ &d ICV in the 1999 Catalan
regional elections, counted as well with notablppsut from the local organisations
within ICV. In Rafel Ribé’s words:

“Of course there were those who did not agree \hthidea, very few people, but
there were some. They considered that by runnigether the party was losing its
personality and image, becoming diluted in the ¢hmnstituencies where the

coalition was formed”.
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However, most of the local bases in the three tomesicies where the agreement was
reached agreed on the decision. Additionally, tbaliton was not formed in the
constituency of Barcelona, where the party perfobetser, thus preventing critiques to

take place.

Finally, regarding the cases of both C’s and Sthie Spanish lower house elections,
many similarities can be found. C’s tried to ciaftelectoral agreement with UPyD for
standing in elections together, though UPyD repb¢te proposal, and eventually C’'s
did not run candidacies. According to José Luislegas, party activists always

accepted the party decisions:

“Mostly the decision has been understood and theree only been some voices
which have manifested their desire to compete,rderoto be able to cast their

ballot for the party”.

Therefore, counting on the support of the localebais particularly relevant at the
moment of deciding political parties’ strategic ide&mns. Confrontation from local
activists may entail important negative politicaternalities for the party, since it may
result in internal opposition. However, interviewwave also shown that, in certain
contexts, political parties may decide to standajudompetition if they realise that this

will not bring any internal conflict within the par

Finally, hypothesis 4 argues that competing, e¥emon-viable, would be preferable
than joining a coalition or withdrawing from comjbiein since it will generat@ositive
political externalitiesdue to the possibility to keep debates active tanspread them
across the territory (H3). Evidence from intervievemsiderably supports H3, although
the evidence seems to apply only for political ipartwith important degrees of
ideological rigidity. In particular, interviews sioevidence of this externality for the

two most leftist parties under study, U and themMID

According to Karl Bélanger (NDP), presenting caldids everywhere, even if non-
viable, is important to extend political debatesotighout the districts of the country,

even where the party does not have any chancéievacrepresentation:

“When you come from a riding where you have no ckanof winning you still
want to make a difference, you want to try to rassies, to try to frame the

debate, and if you are not running anyone will @ilout what you can do {belp]
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the elderly, poor, or housing, or homeless. If yimn't have someone from the
NDP running maybe these issues will not be raigesllaAnd you force the other
candidates to react to those issues. If you aretimate, you cannot influence the
debate at all. Sometimes you may not be succedsfiihning but you may create

awareness about issues”.

In a similar vein, Ramoén Luque (IU) stressed thiuacneed for the party to present
candidacies everywhere as a way to show the wesésesf the social democratic

discourse:

“This has also been of especial relevance withmlditist forces. And as time goes
by it becomes even more important to present caedd everywhere in order to
create awareness of the political context we am@nig since confusion within the

European social democratic forces is very evident”.

Evidence from these two political actors shows thatunning candidacies when non-
viable, political actors are able to create awassr@bout some issues and to spread
debates across arenas. At first sight though, mhéy primarily benefit only the
popularity of the discourse itself, whereas thetypdhat is promoting it may only
indirectly benefit from it. However, it is undenlalthat certain political discourses are
associated with certain political parties. Hencg,pibbomoting this discourse both in
arenas where the party is viable and in those witasenot, the party will be able to
derive positive political externalities. This wélventually end up with an improvement
in the party’s electoral performance in other asewhere already viable. Hence, there
iIs considerable evidence in favour of H4, althoubis would only be relevant at
explaining the emergence of positive political em#dities within parties with an

important degree of ideological rigidity.

Conclusions

According to the Duvergerian theories, the entramicaon-viable parties is a random
phenomenon. Political parties should only presant@lacies when they have chances
of achieving representation. At the mid and thegteerm, parties would be thought to
desert competition when non-viable. In this papeave called into question this largely
accepted assumption by claiming that, even wheanaitchoice assumptions are met,

the decision to stand for elections when non-vialdea systematic phenomenon that



21

takes place across parties, countries and electgsiéms. Entering into competition
when non-viable, far from being a random phenomghenomes the dominant strategy
among political parties in mass elections. Thislug to the superposition of electoral
arenas, that changes the incentives through whatihical parties contest elections. In
particular, the overlap of electoral arenas geesratvo fundamental organisational

opportunities that encourage parties to competaeaihen non-viable.

| have tested my arguments through the performahoe-depth interviews with party
elites in Canada and Spain. Evidence has shownftrstof all, political parties face
economies of scalevhen competing in more than one arena. As the number of
constituencies where the party decides to pressmdidacies increases, the marginal
cost of doing so decreases, thus easing the eatfamccompetition. However, the
presence of decreasing marginal costs of compétimgpt enough to explain parties’

entrance when non-viable.

The appearance ogbolitical externalities to competés the second organisational
opportunity that encourages parties to competeealdmen non-viable. The decision to
stand for elections in those arenas where the partyon-viable, generatgsositive
political externalities that will not be internalised by the local patiyf rather they will
be internalised by another actor, namely the patrtyther arenas of competition where
it is viable. Competing when non-viable may brirgpat positive externalities for the
party i) as a manner to gain visibility —especiatyhighly populated areas—; ii) to
promote the party label —for institutionalised pest; iii) as a way to keep the local
organisation active for when it comes the time aatest elections where the party is
viable; and iv) as a way to raise awareness abeain issues —for parties with a

certain degree of ideological rigidity.

Analogously, the decision to withdraw from competitor to join a coalition has been
shown to generate sonmegative political externalitiesin particular not competing
may bring about i) a lose in the reputation of plaety —when the party decides not to
compete alone in its core election—; and ii) it nfage confrontation from the local
structure of the party —if the decision does natntavith the support of the members of

the local organisation.
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Overall, evidence from interviews to political leasl in Canada and Spain shows that
the emergence of political externalities to competde identifying factor in explaining
parties’ decision to compete when non-viable. Farrimalysis will have to extend the
study of the casuistries that lead parties to mtesendidacies when non-viable to other
countries. This will also enable to broaden thepscof the study to other institutional
settings and, eventually, verify whether the causathanisms behind each of these
phenomena are universal and whether they lead donamon pattern of behaviour
explainable by a general theory, namely, that palitparties take advantage of their
viability in a certain arena to present candidadresther arenas where they are non-

viable.
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APPENDIX

TABLE Al
CASE STUDIES

Duvergerian strategy Non-Duvergerian strategy

Coalition No entry Entry alone

Québec Solidairén the

Québec Solidairén the Quebecois parliament elections
federal elections. New Democratic Party in the
Canada - Strategic withdrawal of the federal elections.

Liberals in the constituency Fajled attempt of fusion between
of Central Nova in 2008.  {he New Democratic Party and
the Liberals.

Izquierda Unidain the lower

CoalitionPartit dels house elections.

Socialistes de  cjytadansin the 2011 lower _ _
Catalunya& house elections. Ciutadansin the 2008 lower
Spain Iniciativa Catalunya o louse elections and in the 2010
Verdsin the 1999 ~ Solidaritatin the 2011 lower  Catalan parliament elections
Catalan parliament house elections.

Unidn, Progreso y Democracia

elections :
the lower house elections.
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