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This article revisits Arend Lijphart’s (1990) re-analysis of Douglas Rae’s The
Political Consequences of Electoral Laws (1971) using data from Latin
America and the Caribbean. The findings of this study concur with much
of Lijphart’s analysis. However, contrary to Lijphart, a positive relationship
was found between disproportionality and multipartism for PR systems.
Particularly well supported were Lijphart’s finding of (1) an inverse
refationship between district magnitude and disproportionality and (2) a
strong relationship between clectoral formula and disproportionality. The
article demonstrates the applicability of a portion of Anglo-European
theory to party systems in a region with democratic histories and
economic profiles which are radically different from those of the systems
upon which Rae and Lijphart based their findings.

During the past decade the world witnessed a progressive growth in the number
of nations conducting generally free competitive elections, and, for the most part,
conforming to the norms of democratic society. While both popular and academic
presses have devoted many pages to the description of the growth of parties and
the administration of elections in these incipient democracies, relatively little atten-
tion has been given to the examination of electoral laws, There has been little
discussion of how various laws might affect the current and future types of party
systems and representation in government in ‘democratizing’ countries. Since many
of these nations have based their electoral system on Anglo-European models, it is
both theoretically and practically relevant to assess the applicability of ‘First World’
theories about electoral structures to nations currently in the process of democra-
tization/redemocratization. If Anglo-European based theories seem to work, then
not only will their importance as part of general theory be increased, but the results
of the exercise may be of practical use to policy makers dattempting to construct
electoral systems in democratizing countries.

The theoretical literature on the impact of electoral laws on party systems has
focused primarily on the Anglo-European nations (e.g., Duverger, 1954; Rae, 1971;
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Sartori, 1976)." This article is focused on a specific component of this literature,
Douglas Rac's seminal study The Political Consequences of Electoral Laws (Rae,
1971), and Arend Lijphart’s re-analysis of it (Lijphart, 1990). In his seminal work
Rae found electoral laws to have a noticeable impact on the party systems of the
European nations he examined. The impact of Rae’s work on the way in which
clectoral systems are now studied is clear. However in ‘The Political Consequences
of Electoral Laws, 1945-1985" (1990: 482), Lijphart noted that the Rae study
possessed some inherent methodological flaws that called into question the valid-
ity of Rae’s findings. Lijphart utilized ‘more accurate (and substantive) data, stronger
hypotheses and better mcethods™ (1990: 481) to test and update Rae’s original
findings.? While retaining the variables and nations examined by Rae, Lijphart thus
corrects for the original methodological weaknesses in Rae’s analysis. In contrast
to Rae, Lijphart finds electoral formula (that is, the method by which votes are trans-
lated into legislative scats) and average district magnitude (that is, the average
number of representatives per clectoral district) to have a very strong effect on
proportionality, yet only a mild impact on multipartism. Lijphart’s findings tend to
downplay the notion that the electoral rules (within PR systems) have a significant
impact on the degree of multipartism in a nation (1990: 482). Whether these
findings hold true in a Latin American and Caribbean setting is the subject of our
present discussion.

The discussion has six components. First, an overview of Lijphart’'s salient
variables and their operationalization will be detailed. Second, the population of
non-Anglo-European countries used in our current sudy and the various constraints
cncountered in the data collection process will be identified. Third, the findings
regarding four salient relationships studied by Lijphart will be individually
cxamined. Lijphart’s fifth relationship between ballot structure and multipartism
cannot be studied due to a complete fack of variance in the ballot structure variable
in the countries under investigation. Fourth, the overall link between dispropor-
tionality and multipartism will be addressed. Fifth, while Lijphart's sample was
composcd of primarily parliamentary systems, a majority of the systems examined
here are presidential. Since the timing of the clection of the executive has been
shown to affect the disproportionality and multipartism of an electoral system
(Shugart, 1988), this relationship will be examined utilizing data from the 12 presi-
dential-PR systems in this study. The paper ends with a discussion of both the
theoretical and practical implications of the findings.

Structure of Analysis

Lijphart’s re-analysis of Rac’s classic study utilizes the two dependent and three
independent variables employved by Rac to study the impact of clectoral laws on
clections for lower houses or unicameral legislatures. Lijphart (1990: 483) modificd
both of Rac’s dependent variables through the use of improved statistical methods.
The disproportionality of the electoral result (that is, the disparity in the translation
of votes into seats) was measured using Loosemore and Hanby's (1971) index D2
Multipartism (that is. the number of cffective parties) was calculated utilizing an
index of fractionalization based on the percentage of the vote garnered by the
various parties in the lower house/unicameral clections. The analysis that follows
cmploys Lijphart’s operationalization and replicates his analysis using data from 22
Latin American and Caribbean nations and territories.s
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The first independent variable is the electoral formula. Whereas Rae utilized three
classifications when examining electoral formula, Lijphart employed four separate
groups: (1) plurality and majority; and then among the proportional representation
systems, in hypothesized order from least to most proportional; (2) the d'Hondt
formula; (3) the modified Sainte-Lagué, LR-Droop, LR-Imperiali, STV-Droop formu-
las; and (4) the pure Sainte-Lagué and LR-Hare formulas (Lijphart, 1990: 484-5).
This study utilizes the same classifications as Lijphart with the exception of his third
category due to the absence of any of these formulas in the systems included in
the study.

The second independent variable is the average district magnitude. Lijphart
(1990: 486) also modified Rae’s original classification system slightly, using five
separate categories for the average number of representatives per district: 1-1.1,
1.1-5, 5-10, 10-25, 100-150. All of the Latin American systems in the present study
use categorical ballots and hence there is no variance in ballots; consequently the
ballot structure variable was not included in this analysis.

Work by Matthew Shugart has introduced another consideration extending the
Rae/Lijphart model. In an analysis of Latin American party systems, Shugart (1988)
found that in nations where the presidential elections were held concurrently with
those for the national legislature, holding other factors constant, the level of dispro-
portionality and multipartism were lower than was the case in countries where the
elections were held at separate times. Shugart, however, did not deal with the cases
where the timing of the elections was ambiguous. In the discussion that follows,
the independent variable for election timing has been operationalized as a three
point ordinal scale based on the degree of temporal concurrence between the presi-
dential and legislative elections.

The Population

The Latin American and Caribbean region is an ideal area in which to test
Lijphart’s revision of Rae’s original theory and their conclusions that electoral
laws matter. First, the culture, political history, and level of economic develop-
ment of the region’s nations are profoundly different from those of the nations
upon which Rae and Lijphart based their findings. If we find results regarding the
impact of electoral laws that are similar to those of Lijphart, the generalizability
of his findings would be greatly strengthened. Second, unlike most of the recent
democratizing regions (e.g., Africa, Asia and Eastern Europe), Latin America and
the Caribbean not only have a much richer history of democracy than any other
non-Anglo-European region, but much of the region began its democratization
process earlier. This provides a more extensive set of elections available for analy-
sis and a longer time period for testing. Last, though this study is limited to the
Western Hemisphere out of a desire to keep some regional factors constant, the
region itself is none the less very diverse. One can contrast the wealth of
Venezuela versus the poverty of Honduras; the democratic histories of Costa Rica
and Guatemala; the ethnic composition of Uruguay versus Bolivia; the military
involvement in politics in Argentina and in Jamaica; and the colonial history of
the former Spanish colonies versus that of the former British colonies. In sum,
the region represents a rich and challenging environment in which to examine
questions related to the impact of electoral structures in a non-Anglo-European
setting.
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Three criteria were used to identify the study population and assemble the data
for the 22 electoral systems that comprise the final data set. The first criterion was
that the elections in question (and therefore the nation) be democratic in nature.
For our purposes a democracy is defined as a system in which there occurs
‘meaningful and extensive contestation . ..a highly inclusive level of political
participation . . . and a level of civil and political liberties . . . sufficient to ensure
the integrity of political competition and participation.” (Diamond, Linz and Lipset,
1990: 6-7). Nevertheless, the ultimately arbitrary nature of the selection of particu-
lar countries is acknowledged; however, a degree of arbitrariness in defining
‘democratic countries’ is hard to avoid.

In regard to the 'democratic’ nature of these nations, some might criticize the
restriction of the electoral arena to a limited spectrum of parties in some nations,
the lack of open participation in others, or the lack of a high degree of civil and
political liberties in a select number of nations. Others may criticize the narrow
focus on elections as the defining characteristic of a democracy. Finally, many who
study the region might question the relative salience of elections to politics in Latin
America. While all of these criticisms are in part valid, it is the position of this
author that based on the reports of international and local observers, the clections
included in this study were democratic. Finally. while one can debate the relative
salience of elections for Latin American politics, their unique role in the expression
of mass sentiment and the legitimation of government cannot be overstated.

A second criterion was temporal. Only elections that occurred after a nation
became independent were included. This criterion was violated in two cases
(Curacao and Puerto Rico) due to the fact that neither country is as yet indepen-
dent. Unlike the region’s French colonies however, the party systems of Curdacao

TasLe 1.
Country/territory Elcctions included
Argentina 1983, "85, '87. '89.
Bahamas 1977, 82, '87.
Barbados 1971, 76, '81. 806, 91.
Belize 1984, '89.
Bolivia 1985, '89.
Chile 1949, 53, '57. 061, "65. 09, 73,
Colombia 1974, '78, '82, '86.
Costa Rica 1953, S8, 62, 66, 70, 78, '82. "86. '90.
Curacao 1987.
Dominica 1987,
Dominican Republic 1978, 82, '86, 90.
Ecuador 1984, "806.
El Salvador 1985, '88, 91.
Guatemala 1985.
Honduras 1985, '89.
Jamaica 1967, "72, 76, '80, '89.
Pucrto Rico 1961, 68, 72, 76, '80.
St. Lucia 1979, '82, '87, '89.
Suriname 1977,
Trinidad and Tobago 1966, 76, '81. '806.
Uruguay 1942, 746, 750, "34, 58, '62. 66, 71, '8i. 89,

Venezuela 1958, '63, '68. "73. 78, '83. '83.
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and Puerto Rico are relatively unaffected by those of the metropolitan power.
Moreover these two systems possess a set of unique qualities; they provide a non-
Hispanic proportional representation system and a Hispanic plurality system respec-
tively, that recommended their inclusion in the study.

A third requisite focused on data availability. The electoral system of a nation had
to be amenable to analysis utilizing the methods employed by Lijphart,® and the
data for any given election had to be complete in order to be included in the study.”
In all, data were collected for 86 elections in 22 nations/territories, from which
averages were calculated for each of the 22 electoral systems.

Following Lijphart’'s focus on electoral systems rather than elections, and using
Lijphart’s variable definitions, the data set assembled permits analysis of the applic-
ability of the four general theories in the Lijphart/Rae work on the impact of
electoral formula and district magnitude on electoral disproportionality and multi-
partism in a set of non-Anglo-European e¢lectoral systems.

Electoral Formula and Electoral Disproportionality

Lijphart found plurality-majority systems to be more disproportional than propor-
tional representation (PR) systems. He also detected a progressive decrease in
disproportionality as one moves from the (hypothesized) least proportional PR
system (d'Hondt) to the most proportional (LR-Hare and pure Sainte-Lagué) (see
Table 2). Finally, Lijphart found that the impact of formula persists when district
magnitude is held constant.

TasLe 2. Average degrees of disproportionality of electoral systems classified by electoral
formula and adjusted district magnitude for 31 Anglo-European electoral systems (%)

Adjusted LR-Hare LR-Droop Plurality

district and pure LR-Imperiali and

magnitude Sainte-Lagué STV-Droop ctc d’Hondt majority All
1-1.1 - - - 12.93 (&) 12.93 (6)
1.1-5 - 4.60 (D 851 (3) - 7.53 (D)
5-10 - 5.18 (3 5.83 (6) - 5.61 (D
10-25 281 () - 428 () - 3.69 (%)
100-150 2.46 (3 3532 4.39(2) - 332 (D
All* 2.60 (3 4.53 (6) 5.87 (14 12.93 (6) 6.45 (3D)

Note: The numbers of cases on which the percentages are based are in parenthescs.
*Except France of 1951-56.
Source: (Lijphart, 1990: 485)

The Latin American data suggest a similar relationship between formula and
disproportionality with plurality systems being the most disproportional, followed
by the d’Hondt PR system (the least proportional of the PR family according to
Lijphart), concluding with the Hare system. Similarly when we hold district magni-
tude constant to test for the independent effect of formula, the Latin American data,
like Lijphart’s, show a similar independent effect in two of the three PR magnitude
categories (see rows two and three in Table 3). In sum, the findings of this study
are congruent with those of Lijphart regarding the impact of electoral formula on
disproportionality. Our findings thus strengthen the generalizability of this portion
of Lijphart’s theory.
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TasLr 3. Average degrees of disproportionality of electoral systems classi-
fied by clectoral formula and adjusted district magnitude for 22 Latin
American and Caribbean electoral systems (%)

Adjusted LR-Hare Plurality

district and pure and

magnitude Sainte-Lagué d’Hondt majority All
1-1.1 - - 20.00 (8) 20.00 (8)
1.1-5 10.82 (2) 1754 (3) - 14.85 (%)
5-10 383 () 10.29 (2) - 0.42 (%)
10-100 1050 (D 433 (3) - 5.87 (b
All 7.27 (6) HL77 (8) 20.00 (8) 13.17 (22

Note: The numbers of cases on which the percentages are based are in
parenthescs.

District Magnitude and Electoral Disproportionality

In his examination of the impact of district magnitude (that is, the average number
of representatives per district) on electoral disproportionality Lijphart (1990: 487)
makes some minor alterations in the categories of average district magnitude used
by Rae. In contrast to Rae, Lijphart deals with the situation of complex-districting
by adjusting the magnitude (that is, boosting the magnitude found for a system’s
lower tier districting system up one category) for those nations with complex two-
tier districting. Lijphart finds a noticeable inverse relationship between magnitude
and disproportionality (see Table 2). Disproportionality decreases as one moves
from lower to higher magnitudes, with the greatest change occurring between the
single-member districts and the first multimember category. Furthermore. Lijphart
finds that when one controls for formula, differences between magnitude categories
arce reduced rather soundly, except within the d'Hondt family where noticeable
differences remain.®

The findings for the Latin American and Caribbean experience parallel, for the
most part, those of Lijphart.” Table 3 displays the same inverse relationship between
magnitude and disproportionality. Here one notes a progressive decrease in dispro-
portionality beginning with the lowest magnitude category (row one), with the
most noticeable drop occurring between the second and third categories (Lijphart’s
largest decrease occurred between the first and second categories). This finding
provides support for Taagepera and Shugart’s premise that in PR systems a magni-
tude of at least five or six is required in order to consistently lead to a proportional
translation of votes into seats (Taagepera and Shugart, 1989: 113-14).

Lijphart held formula constant and found that in two of the PR families, the differ-
ences between categorics were significantly reduced, but in one (d’'Hondt) they
remainced noticeable. In Latin America examination of the d'Hondt category
provides support for Lijphart’s finding. Even holding formula constant, differences
in magnitude are apparent within this category. Data from the Hare category are
less conclusive, but also tend to support Lijphart’s finding of no impact within the
non-d'Hondt formulas. In sum, once again strong support is provided for another
portion of Lijphart’s hypothesis regarding the impact of district magnitude on
disproportionality.
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An initial attempt was made to examine the Latin American and Caribbean data
utilizing ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis. However, due to the
problem of multicollinearity implicitly hypothesized by Lijphart (1990: 483) and
found in the OLS analysis between the two independent variables (the correlation
between formula and magnitude is .80), OLS could not be used to determine the
independent impact of these two variables on cither of the two dependent
variables. However, this multicollinearity neither intrudes on the interpretation of
the cross tabulations nor minimizes the demonstration of systematic variability
within categories. Finally, the two variables in tandem do have a strong impact on
disproportionality (explained variance = .67).1¢

Electoral Formula and Multipartism

Lijphart detected a noticeable difference in multipartism between plurality and PR
systems. However, he failed to find any differences within the PR family (see Table
4). In fact, by controlling for magnitude (see horizontal magnitude categories in
Table 4), Lijphart actually undermines any theory stressing a relationship between
formula and multipartism within the PR family.

TaBLE 4. Average effective numbers of elective parties in electoral systems classified by
electoral formula and adjusted district magnitude for 31 Anglo-European electoral systems

Adjusted LR-Hare LR-Droop Plurality

district and pure LR-Imperiali and

magnitude Sainte-Lagu¢ STV-Droop etc d’Hondt majority All
1-1.1 - - - 2.95 (6) 2.95 (6)
1.1-5 - 3.04 (1) 3.96 (3) - 3.73 (4
5-10 - 3.19 (» 4.10 (6) - 380 O
10-25 4.04 (2 - 427 (3 - 4.18 (5
25-150 430 (» 375 (2 4.76 (2) - 4.28 (D)
All 4.20 (5) 3.35 (6) 4.20 (14D 2.95 (6) 3.79 3D

Note: The numbers of cases on which the percentages are basced are in parenthescs.
*Except France of 1951-56.
Source: (Lijphart, 1990: 490).

The findings on the relationship between formula and multipartism in the Latin
American and Caribbean data once again tend to parallel Lijphart’s.'! As shown in
Table 5, no strong relationship within the PR family was discovered. When formula
was held constant, in two out of three cases, the d’Hondt systems were more
fractionalized than the LR-Hare systems. Finally, a difference between plurality and
PR systems was similar to that found by Lijphart (1990: 490).

The difference between plurality-majority systems and the PR systems found by
Lijphart (after he restricted his analysis to plurality cases of the plurality-majority
systems, which is the unanimous method used by the non-PR systems in this study)
was 1.53 (4.07-2.54). This is somewhat similar to that found in this study 1.17
(3.42-2.25), though the different set of magnitudes and formulas in the two studies
prevent us from making any direct comparisons of the data.

In sum, the non-Anglo-European data suggest that in regard to the differences
between plurality and PR systems, electoral formula is related to multipartism.
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Furthermore, they provide reasonably strong support for Lijphart’s conclusion that
formula has no impact on multipartism within the PR family, though the question
of why the d’Hondt systems tend to be more fractionalized remains to be explained.

District Magnitude and Multipartism

In his replication of the impact of district magnitude on multipartism, Lijphart (1990:
490) finds a positive relationship between magnitude and multipartism. As was the
case regarding disproportionality, the largest difference Lijphart found was between
single-member districts and the smallest multimember district category, with the
differences within the multimember districts being quite small. Holding formula
constant, Lijphart continued to find a similar positive relationship between magni-
tude and multipartism as can be observed in the vertical PR columns in Table 4.

The Latin American and Caribbean data also tend to exhibit (with one exception)
the small positive relationship between magnitude and multipartism (see Table 3).
The weakness of these results does, however, call into question the meaningfulness
of these findings. This trend of a small monotonic relationship between these two
variables is noted in the first, second and fourth magnitude categories, but not the
third (5-10). When holding clectoral formula constant the relationship between
magnitude and multipartism can be described as weak at best, with only two of
three magnitude categories in cach formula conforming to the hypothesized
positive relationship between district magnitude and multipartism.

Electoral Disproportionality and Multipartism

Lijphart concluded that the independent variables (formula and magnitude) have a
strong impact on disproportionality, but a very marginal impact on multipartism.
Lijphart explains this situation by noting that disproportionality (which intervenes
between the independent variables and multipartism) has a very weak impact on
the number of parties in an electoral system. He goes on to qualify this assertion
in three ways (1990: 193). First, correcting for the impact of ordinal ballot struc-
ture on the correlation between disproportionality and multipartism moves the
correlation from -.10 to -.29. Second, Lijphart notes the principal source of this
stronger correlation is the plurality-majority systems (high disproportionality and

TasLe 5. Average effective numbers of elective parties in 21 Latin
American and Caribbean clectoral systems classificd by clectoral
formula and adjusted district magnitude

Adjusted LR-Hare Plurality

district and pure and

magnitudc Sainte-Lagud Jd’Hondt majority All
1-1.1 - - 2.25(8) 2.25(8)
1.1-5 2.65 () 3.85 (2) - 3.25 (b
5-10 232 (3) 457 (D - 3.22 (%)
10-100 4.80 (1) 3.50 (3) - 3.83 (&
ALL 2.84 (0 3.90 (7 2.25(8) 297 2D

Note: The numbers of cases on which the above figures are based are
in parentheses.
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low multipartism), and that among the PR systems this correlation is a negligible
.02. Third, unlike Rae, Lijphart measures multipartism using the number of elective
parties rather than the number of legislative parties. He finds that use of this latter
measure results in a stronger correlation (-.45, up from -.29) which in part explains
some of the differences in his findings from those of Rae. In sum however, Lijphart
still finds formula and magnitude (operating through the intervening variable of
disproportionality) to have a meagre impact on multipartism.

Analysis of the Latin American and Caribbean data tend to support Lijphart’s
overall conclusion that while electoral formula and district magnitude do have a
salient impact on disproportionality, they tend to have a very minor impact on
multipartism. In an examination of these relationships using OLS regression analy-
sis the two independent variables together explained 67 per cent of the variance
in disproportionality, yet only 33 per cent of the variance in multipartism. While
not completely reliable due to an inability to hold formula constant, a bivariate
examination of the impact of district magnitude on disproportionality and multi-
partism for the PR systems reveals support for Lijphart’s hypothesis regarding the
impact of magnitude on disproportionality but not for his premise regarding its
impact on multipartism. The estimated magnitude coefficient for disproportionality
was (-.633) with a fratio of (-3.868) (12 df) while the same coefficient for multi-
partism was (.003) with a fratio of ((027) (11 df). Finally, like Lijphart, our analy-
sis found a very weak correlation (.11), weaker in fact than that found by Lijphart
(-.29), between disproportionality and multipartism.

Thus far this study has supported the general findings of Lijphart, or least not
strongly contradicted them. However, this is not the case when one divides the
population, as Lijphart did, between plurality systems and PR systems and examines
the separate correlations between disproportionality and multipartism. Here, the
Latin American and Caribbean data reveal a strong positive correlation between
disproportionality and multipartism for both the plurality (.57) and PR systems (.68).

These findings are at odds with those of Lijphart and thus deserve further exami-
nation. First, one finds a high positive correlation between the two dependent
variables (disproportionality and multipartism) for the plurality systems, which
while interesting since the sign is in the opposite direction of that found by Rae,
is suspect due to the very low variance of the multipartism variable within the
plurality subset (variance = .033, with a mean of 2.25).

More interesting is the very counterintuitive finding of a strong positive correla-
tion between disproportionality and multipartism for the PR systems (.68). This
result is contrary to both Giovanni Sartori’s hypothesis of an inverse relationship
between these two variables (Sartori, 1986: 54) as well as Lijphart’s finding of virtu-
ally no correlation between these two variables (.02). This finding thus suggests a
limit to the generalizability of traditional Anglo-European assumptions about the
relationship between proportionality and multiparty systems.

This positive relationship between disproportionality and multipartism is perhaps
due to the presence of a popularly elected president alongside a legislature elected
using PR in 12 of the 14 PR cases. It would appear that in these systems the Anglo-
European based assumptions that increased multipartism either leads to decreased
disproportionality (Sartori) or has no effect on disproportionality (Lijphart) do not
apply. Table 6 tends to support this view, with 10 of the 12 presidential systems
falling in the diagonal hypothesized by the positive correlation (that s, moving from
the upper left to the lower right corners, but with the two non-presidential systems
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TasLk 6. The relationship between disproportionality and multipartism in
Latin Amcrican PR systems

Multipartism
2-2.5 251-3.5 3.51-
0-5 Colombia Uruguay Curacao
Honduras
5.1-10 Costa Rica venezuela
Disproportionality Dom Republic
El Salvador
10.1- Suriname Bolivia
Chile
Ecuador
Guatemala

(Curacao and Suriname) lying in the upper right and lower left corners respec-
tively), findings that tend to follow those hypothesized by Sartori.

On a separate note, though direct comparison between these data and those of
Lijphart is hampered by the different set of magnitudes and formulas in the two
studies. examination of the data for PR systems in Tables 2 through 5. finds the
Latin American PR systems to possess a lower degree of multipartism (3.42 vs. 4.07)
and a higher degree of disproportionality (9.27 vs. 4.62) than do the European PR
systems. It is quite conceivable that this result is also due at least in part to the
presidential nature of 12 of the 14 Latin American PR systems. These findings
suggest that tuture work on electoral structures should examine more closely the
relationship between the plurality or majority presidential election process and the
PR legislative election.

Presidential Elections, Multipartism and Disproportionality

Only one system in Lijphart’s study featured a strong popularly elected executive
and a legislature elected by proportional represenation (Finland). In our population
however, over half (12) of the electoral systems possess this feature, with exccu-
tives who are much more powerful vis-a-vis the legislature than is the case in
Finland. Shugart (1988) has found that in electoral systems which combine presi-
dential government with a legislature elected by PR, the timing of the presidential
election has a profound impact on the degree of multipartism and level of dispro-
portionality in a nation. In sum, holding other factors constant, Shugart determined
that clectoral systems in which the presidential and legislative elections were held
concurrently tended to have fewer parties (usually nearing two) and hence more
proportional results (due to the restraint placed on voting for small partics) than
did systems which held presidential and legislative clections at separate times.

In the presidential-PR systems examined by Shugart the determination of concur-
rence is very clear cut. Unfortunately this is not the case for all the Latin American
presidential-PR systems analysed in this study. These systems fall under five separate
categories: (1) systems in which the two elections are held concurrently and the
president is elected in one round of voting (that is. not needing 50 per cent of the
vote to be clected); (2) systems in which the clections are held concurrently half
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of the time and the executive is usually elected in the first round; (3) systems in
which the elections are held concurrently and the executive is usually selected in
a second round of voting (that is, over 50 per cent of the vote is needed to win
in the first round); (4) systems in which the elections are held concurrently half of
the time and the president is usually elected in the second round; and (5) systems
in which the elections are not held concurrently. For analytic purposes these five
categories were collapsed first into three ordinal categories: concurrent, hybrid and
separate.'?

Three types of analysis (the examination of cross tabulations, OLS regression
analysis, and a difference of means test) provide partial support for Shugart's
premise that the degree of temporal concurrence of presidential elections has an
inverse relationship with the level of multipartism and hence indirectly with the
amount of disproportionality of an electoral system. Examination of cross tabula-
tions found the concurrent systems to have lower levels of disproportionality than
the separate systems. However, these findings were tainted by the unhypothesized
position of the hybrid system as the most fractionalized and disproportional. Within
magnitude and formula analysis also yielded inconclusive results with some
categories following the hypothesized trend and others confounding it. OLS regres-
sion analysis yielded similar inconclusive results. While the relationship between
degree of concurrence (holding magnitude constant) and the two dependent
variables was in the hypothesized direction, it was very weak. Analysis also was
conducted by combining the hybrid and separate categories, yielding a binary
variable. Analysis using this variable (once again holding magnitude constant),
revealed that the estimated coefficients for the impact of degree of concurrence on
both disproportionality and multipartism were also very modest.!? Finally, the
Argentine electoral system provides us with four elections, two of which occurred
concurrently with the election for president, and two occurred independently of a
presidential election. A difference of means test of the levels of multipartism and
disproportionality reveals support for Shugart's hypothesis with the differences for
both being significant at the .1 level (one tail test). In sum, these three different
types of analysis demonstrate that the timing of presidential elections does tend to
have a modest impact on the level of multipartism and disproportionality in a
nation. However, this impact is not as strong as suggested by Shugart.™

Summary

Our study based on Latin American and Caribbean data has confirmed (either in
whole or in part) almost all of the separate relationships among electoral formula
and average district magnitude and among electoral disproportionality and electoral
multipartism found by Lijphart in the Anglo-European experience. The findings
most strongly supported were: the predicted relationship between formula and
disproportionality (with disproportionality decreasing as one moved from the
(hypothesized) least proportional system (plurality) towards the most proportional
category (LR-Hare)), along with the inverse relationship posited between magnitude
and disproportionality. Less well substantiated, yet nevertheless partially confirmed
wias the relationship between formula and multipartism (that is, a difference
between plurality and PR but no monotonic difference within the PR family), as
well as the small, yet positive relationship between magnitude and multipartism.
Finally Lijphart’s overall conclusion, that formula and magnitude have a strong
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combined impact on disproportionality, but have little influence on the number of
parties in an electoral system. was confirmed using Latin American data in an exami-
nation of cross tabulations and through the use of OLS regression analysis.

While most of Lijphart’s qualifiers to these general conclusions were confirmed
using Latin American data, his finding of no correlation between the dispropor-
tionality and multipartism in the PR subset was not supported. Instead, a positive
correlation was found to exist between disproportionality and multipartism. It was
hypothesized that this counter-intuitive result was perhaps a product of the
systemic interaction between a strong popularly elected president and a legislature
clected using proportional representation. In sum, this study has tended to confirm
(or at least not challenge) most of Lijphart’s findings, which strengthens the salience
of his work as a general theory and at the same time provides a practical resource
for those drafting electoral laws in nations on the road to democratization. Finally,
the impact of the timing of presidential elections on PR legislative systems, a factor
which had been previously shown to have a strong impact on the fractionalization
and proportionality of electoral systems. was only modestly supported by the data
here.

Conclusion

Our analysis represents an attempt to apply a portion of a theory derived from the
study of Anglo-European nations to a region with a cultural, historical, and
economic make-up markedly different from that of these highly developed Western
nations. The results of this study have strengthened the generalizability of Lijphart’s
revision of Rae’s theoretical argument about the impact of electoral laws on party
systems for it is applicable to at least one set of non-Anglo-European systems. and
by inference to others. This study also has demonstrated the applicability of the
theory to party systems in a region with cultures, histories, and economic profiles
which are radically different from those of the nations upon which Rae based his
model, and from which Lijphart re-analysed that model. The salient point to be
drawn from this discussion is that clectoral laws do matter. That despite the
existence of a host of ‘social, economic, legal, and political’ (Rae, 1971: 141) differ-
ences between the nations in this study and those e¢xamined by Race and Lijphart,
certain electoral laws (that is, formula, magnitude) for the most part affected aspects
of the party systems (that is disproportionality, multipartism) in these Latin
American and Caribbean countries in ways similar to those found by Lijphart in his
study of the Anglo-European democracices.

The findings of this study also have practical implications for nations of the world
which are currently in the process of democratization. In the next decade, politi-
cians and burcaucrats in many countries will be involved in drafting and modifying
clectoral laws which will have a profound impact on the future of the nations™ polit-
ical systems. Decisions made now about which ¢lectoral formula to use and what
size to make the clectoral districts will influence a variety of factors in a country
such as the representation of minority and regional interests, and to a lesser extent
the existence of fringe and centrist parties.

Future work on the impact of electoral laws on Latin American and Caribbean
party systems would be enhanced by the collection and publication of more
complete electoral data for the region. These data would not only increase the
number of elections which could be used to analyse each party system, but would
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also raise the number of systems within the sample. Future studies might also go
beyond the Western Hemisphere to analyse both separately, and in conjunction
with the data user here, select party systems in Africa, Asia, Eastern Europe and
Oceania. These contributions would not only help the evaluation of Lijphart’s re-
analysis as a basic general theory of the impact of electoral laws, but would also
provide a useful resource to policy makers attempting to craft an electoral system
that is ideal for their specific nation.

S

6.

Notes

. In one of the most noted reviews of the field of electoral systems research (Lijphart,
1985) an overwhelming majority of the works cited by Lijphart as ‘significant’ possess
an almost exclusive Anglo-European focus. An exception is Nohlen (1978).

. The countries which comprise Rae’s and thus Lijphart’s samples are: Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, West Germany, Great Britain, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden,
Switzerland and the United States (Rae, 1971, Appendix C).

. Disproportionality represents the ‘sum of the differences between the vote proportions
and the seat proportions’ divided by two. D = 1/2 Sum of all cases [V - S] where D is
(one half of) the extent to which the distribution of seats won S does not mirror the
distribution of votes cast V for all parties’ (Loosemore and Hanby, 1971: 468-9).

. Multipartism is measured using the same fractionalization index used by Lijphart, where
the ‘index of fractionalization is represented by F and the effective number of parties by
N' (1990: 494) in the equation N = 1/(1—F) where F = 1—the sum of the squared vote
shares of each party. This is Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) measure of the ‘effective’
number of parties in an electoral system.

. The following is the list of the sources of clectoral data for each individual country.

Argentina (Fraga, 1989), (De Riz and Feldman, 1988). Bahamas: (Gorvin, 1989), (Hughes,

1981). Barbados: (Gorvin, 1989), (Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), 1981-82, 1986-87).

Belize: (Gorvin, 1989), (IPU, 1989-90). Bolivia: (Honorable Corte Nacional Electoral,

1990). Chile (IPU, 1968-69, 1972-73), (Urzua, 1986). Colombia: (Archer, 1991),

(Nohlen, 1978), (Noriega, 1979), (IPU, 1985-80). Costa Rica: (I'ribunal Supremo de

Elecciones, 1990), (Hernandez, 1986), (Leonard and Natkiel, 1986), (Ruddle and Gillette,

1972), (Wells, 1966a). Curacao: (Rac and Nishizawa, 1988). Dominica: (IPU, 1985-80,

1980-81). Dominican Republic: (Listin Diario, 06/12/90), (Brea Franco, 1987), (Diaz

Santana and Murphy, 1983). Ecuador: (Darlic Mardesic, 1987). El Salvador: (CINAS,

1991), (Jimenez, et al, 1988). Guatemala: (Libreria Mafcuense, 1986). Honduras: (IPU,

1989-90), (Delgado, 1986). Jamaica: (Stone, 1989), (Waters, 1986). Puerto Rico:

(Comision Electoral Estatal, 1981), (Tribunal Electoral, 1977), (Junta Estatal de¢

Elecciones, 1974, 1968, 1964). St Lucia: (Gorvin, 1989), (IPU, 1979-80). Surinamec:

(Sedney, 1980). Trinidad and Tobago: (Gorvin, 1989), (IPU, 1986-87, 1976-77,

1970-71), (Leonard and Natkiel, 1986). Uruguay: (Libreria Linardi and Risso, 1989),

(Centro de Estudios Latinoamericanos, 1986), (Wells, 1960b), (Fabregat, 1950, 1957,

1964). Venezuela: (IPU, 1988-89), (Chang Mota, 1985), (Penniman, 1980). General

Sources: (McDonald and Ruhl, 1989), (Capel, 19806).

Elections for which data were collected yet were excluded due to their lack of amena-

bility to Lijphart’s classificatory schema were: Argentina 1973, due to the use of a 8 per

cent vote threshold at the district level which renders the celection non-comparable to
the 1983-89 clections where a 3 per cent threshold was employed; Brazil 1946-62 and

1985- , due to the large scale use of alliance lists for which the vote was recorded for

the alliances, not the individual parties; Chile 1989, due to the radically different magni-

tude employed; Paraguay 1989, due to the feature of the system which allocates two-
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thirds of the legislative scats to the party which receives the largest percentage of the
vote. Peru was not included in the study due to an inability to locate suitable electoral
data for lower house elections in that nation. Similarly the 1974 Costa Rican legislative
clection was excluded duce to the fack of adequate clectoral results.

Due to the lack of a standard resource of electoral statistics for Latin America and the
Caribbean such as exists for the Anglo-European democracies (Mackie and Rose, 1991),
some modifications and estimation took place in the preparation of the data in this study
for final analysis. The following scction details the modifications, cte., for cach
country/territory. Colombii: in 1986 Colombian partics began to run coalitions in some
districts, thus complicating any statistical measurcment of clectoral results. Guided by
the work of Ronald Archer (Archer, 1991) | was able to make a rough estimate of the
degrees of disproportionality and multipartism for 1986. Due to increased use of these
coalitions in the 1990 clection, data from that celection are not included in this analysis.
[ am particularly indebted to Ronald Archer for his insights on this topic. Colombia
employs the Hare clectoral formula for all legislative districts except those with two
representatives for which the Droop formula is utilized. Here, Cotombia is included in
the Hare category. Ecuador: this system has in addition to the 59 provincial deputies
clected biannually, 12 national deputics clected every four years. Since these national
deputies are clected on a separate ballot from the provincial deputies, the possibility of
including them in this analysis was forecloscd, and thus here only data regarding the
provincial deputies are utilized, and Ecuador thus is not boosted up one magnitude
category. Also. while Ecuador does not use the d’Hondt electoral formula, it is placed
in the d'Hondt category since its formula is most similar in nature to the d'Hondt formula.
Guatemali: the Guatemalan legislature is composcd of 100 members. 75 of whom are
clected from provincial districts, and 25 on a separate ballot from a national list. As was
the case for Ecuador. analysis was restricted to those deputies elected at the district level.
and Guatemala was thus not boosted up one magnitude category. Honduras: since
Honduras only utilized a six scat (out of [34) sccond tier in one of the two clections
examined (1983). it was not boosted up one magnitude category. Pucerto Rico: as was
the case with Ecuador and Guatemala, the lack of aggregate clectoral data prevents the
inclusion of the “deputies by accumulation” usually 11 but often more. who are elected
at large in a complicated manner. As a result only data for the single-member districts
are used here, and Puerto Rico is not boosted up one magnitude category. Suriname:
duc to the use of separate ballots to clect legislative members at the district level and
at the national level, only data for the more salient (27 of the 39 members of parliament)
clection will be included in this analysis. It should also be noted that six of the 27 provin-
cial legislators are clected from two-member plurality districts. Ideally suriname would
be lowered one magnitude category due to this fact. However, since with a magnitude
of 2.7, the lower category is the plurality one and since the nation's magnitude is alrcady
quite Tow, a decision wias made to keep surinanic in the 1.1-5 category. Venezucela: the
nation has a sccond tier electoral district. and is thus boosted up one magnitude category.
When examining the independent impact of formula and magnitude on disproportion-
ality. Lijphart is advantaged in that many of the nations in his study switched their
formula and or district magnitude at some point since 1945 (pp. #88-9). thus allowing
him to better examine the independent effect of both formula and magnitude. In Latin
America the relative lack of tormula and magnitude change along with other extenuat-
ing tactors in the few cases where it occurred—magnitude change only—ce.g.. such as
a very small number of clections) renders this type of analysis inappropriate at this
juncture.

The magnitude categories used by Lijphart were retained for comparability, and in the
casc of those systems which utilize complex-districting, every attempt was made to
follow Lijphart’s advice and raise them one category. However, for four of these systems
(Ecuador, Guatemala, Puerto Rico., Suriname) only data for the lower ticr clections
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(deemed the most important in all four cases) were used because in each country the
upper tier legislators are elected on a separate ballot.

10. In the OLS regression analysis employed in this study: formula was measured using a
logged dummy variable which divided the systems between PR and plurality systems,
magnitude was measured using the log of the actual district magnitude (Shugart, 1988)
(except in the case of Venezuela which had one adjusted magnitude added to its average
disrict magnitude to compensate for its second-tier elections), and finally the timing of
presidential elections was measured by both a logged three and two point variable which
is more fully described in the section on the timing of presidential clections.

11. The case of Ecuador was excluded from the cross tab analysis of multipartism duce to its
highly unusual party system (fractionalization = 10.85). For similar reasons it was also
excluded from all regression analysis examining the impact of magnitude and the timing
of presidential elections on muitipartism.

12. The countries in cach of the five categories are as follows: (1) Costa Rica, Dominican
Republic, Honduras, Uruguay, Venezuela; (2) Argentina; (3) Bolivia, Guatemala; (4)
Ecuador; (5) Chile, Colombia, El Salvador. Concurrent: (1); Hybrid: (2,3,4); Separate: (3).

13. The estimated coefficients and fratios for the impact of (log scale) the three point presi-
dential timing varable (holding magnitude constant) on disproportionality and multi-
partism (with nine degrees of freedom for disproportionality and cight for multipartism
due to the exclusion of Ecuador from the latter category) were ((178, £-.408) and (.233,
1-.944) respectively. For the same test using the binary presidential timing variable the
results were ((193, 1-1.145) and (.124, {-1.275).

14. Preliminary data analysis in a current project has tentatively provided stronger support
for Shugart’s hypothesis than have the data examined here.
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