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P r e f a c e 

This book is about the place of political parties in democratic govern-
ment and about proposals for changing the American parties to make 
them perform their role more satisfactorily. It is not our primary pur-
pose in this book simply to chronicle those proposals and attempts to 
accomplish them, however. Our purpose is to address a question that 
arises out of the American experience with party reform: T o what ex-
tent are the parties free to change themselves, given constraints placed 
on them by their physical, socioeconomic, and political/governmental 
environments? In other  words,  to what extent are parties shaped by the 
settings within which they operate and thereby externally limited in their 
attempts to reform? 

Our answers will be suggested by systematic comparisons of a large 
sample of competitive parties in democratic systems worldwide. In Chap-
ters 3 through 6, w e explore the effects of various environmental  fac-
tors,  as well as the environment generally, on four important dimensions 
of party character: ideology, degree of organization, centralization of 
power, and cohesion in the legislature. Then, in the last two chapters, 
w e bring the comparative findings to bear on the American situation. 
Critical to that discussion is the notion of a changing American environ-
ment,  with changing parameters for party reform. 

W e owe a debt of gratitude to a number of individuals and organ-
izations w h o helped with this project in one way or another. S a m Kirk-
patrick and Ted Gurr, in their respective capacities as head of the D e -
partment of Political Science at Texas A & M and chairman of the de-
partment at Northwestern, were extremely helpful in providing good 
counsel and services during the course of the study. Texas A & M ' s 
Liberal Arts Council made funding available in 1978, which allowed us 

ix 
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to work together in Evanston during the critical, initial phase of this 
project. The cross-national parties data used for analyses in Chapters 3 
through 6 were originally collected at Northwestern University with 
Kenneth Janda as principal investigator, with major funding provided by 
National Science Foundation user grants  GS-1418,  GS-2523, and GS-
27081.  Janda was also supported during the winter of 1973 by the Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute. W e gratefully acknowledge those sources of 
support. 

W e also thank George Edwards, Steve Chan, and Harvey Tucker 
for their sage advice; Keith H a m m , Edward Portis, John Robertson, 
and Robert Thompson for reading and commenting on various parts of 
the manuscript; Jim Dyer, Michael Ward, Alexander Hicks, and 

Michael Gant for help with some methodological problems; Carl 
Richard, Brian Boudreaux, and Paula Maples for their invaluable help 
as graduate assistants; and Edna Lumpkin, Lucille Mayer, and Kathy 
Jones for their exceptional secretarial assistance. W e would also like to 
express our thanks to our developmental editor, Irving Rockwood, 
whose early and continued interest in the project helped to keep us 
going. 

Finally, w e want to thank each other. T o paraphrase a well-known 
quote:  Coauthors never die; they just keep coming back to point out 
each other's  errors.  For that large and critical  service,  each of us is espe-
cially grateful to the other. 

Robert Harmel 
Kenneth Janda 

June 1981 



P a r t i e s i n D e m o c r a c y a n d 

P a r t y R e f o r m i n A m e r i c a 

Almost as old as the history of political parties is the history of attempts 
to change them,  to  m a k e them "better." Models have even been  de-
veloped  by  which  to  judge  a  party's organization, goals,  and  ultimate 
success,  and  toward which parties presumably should  be  changed.  The 
story  of  party reform  in the  United States alone consumes  a  large  and 
interesting literature. This book, too, deals with  the  topic  of  party re-

form. But, unlike other books  on  the  subject,  this one does  aQt.to£a§,̂ 2i£. 
the politics of party reform but  on  the possibility of party reform. It asks 
h o w m u c h parties can  be  changed given the nature of their political  and 
social environment, which  m a y  impose important limits  on  party reform. 
W e ask the  question with reference  not  only  to the  American parties, 
but  to  all competitive parties  in  democratic systems.  W e begin  by  con-
sidering the role of parties in modern government. 

T H E PREVALENCE OF PARTIES 

Today it is difficult to imagine national politics without political parties. 
Yet such  was the  case until early  in the  nineteenth century, when  the 
first of  the  modern political parties  was  formed  in the  United States. 
Britain, often used  as the  "model" for Western party systems,  did not 
have  a  modern political party until 1867, when  a  major extension of the 
suffrage created  a  need for parties  to  educate  and to  organize the mass 
of new  voters.-̂  

Although political parties are  a  relatively youthful invention a m o n g 
modern political  institutions,  they have multiplied rapidly and have come 
to play  an  important role  in  organizing  the  politics  of  most political 
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systems today. There are now hundreds of parties in the world, and they 
are found in all but a handful of countries and in all types of polities. 
While even autocratic regimes have c o m e to value their o w n brand of 
restrictive party, it is in modern democratic systems that the greatest im-
portance is attributed to the contributions of political parties to politics. 

In fact, the literature abounds with statements that political parties 
are necessary for democratic government. While s o m e authors hedge 
their  evaluations,^  others speak unequivocally about the relationship. 
Schattschneider  flatlj^  maintams_that  "political parties created democra-
cy and that modern democracy is unthinkable save in terms of the  par-
ties."  Scarcely less sweeping are Pennock's assertion that "democracies 
universally are characterized by the institution of political parties" and 
Merkl's that "popular government in all its distinctive patterns has 
seemed to require parties to mobilize the people and to articulate their 
needs."  With comparable bluntness Casselini states, "Every democratic 
state has at least two political parties, and its party  system—the  organ-
ization, operation, and inter-relationships of the  parties—is  an integral 
part of its institutional structure." Other scholars find in the party-
democracy linkage an easy guide to identifying democratic government. 
M a y o sees parties as one of the "touchstones" of a democratic system, 
while  Dahl  refers to the existence of parties as a "litmus paper test for 
the presence or absence of democracy in a  country."^  Even s o m e w h o 
have disliked the idea of parties have accepted them as necessary  evils. 
Lord Bryce, for instance, has stated: 

The three chief contributions which the United States has made to political 
science regarded as an Applied Science or Practical Art have been [written 
constitutions, courts of law to interpret those  constitutions,  and] the organ-
ization of political parties. Of these the  first  two are precautions against, 
or mitigations of, faults to which democracy is liable; while the third has 
proved to be an aggravation of those  faults,  undoing part of the good which 
the two former were doing, and impairing popular sovereignty itself. Yet 
party organization is a natural and probably inevitable incident of democra-
tic  government  (1921:  27). 

Ranney (1975: 46) refers to those American reformers who would agree 
with Bryce as "regulators" w h o have viewed parties as mischievous but 
"have accepted the propositions that parties are inevitable in a repre-
sentative government that cherishes free speech and assembly." 

Given the degree of  importance  attributed to political parties today, 
it is probably little wonder that there has been a well-documented  con-
cern with the question of h o w parties might be m a d e "better," i.e., h o w 
the parties might maximize their utility for the society along one or 
another dimension of their activities. In pursuit of that end, "models" of 
parties and party systems have been developed with which existing  par-
ties m a y be compared and toward which they presumably should be 
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altered. This concern with developing "proper" parties has been a topic 
of special interest  to  students  and  would-be reformers  of  the American 
parties,  whose condition  and  prospects for change are major foci  of  this 
book. 

ALTERNATIVE MODELSX)F PARTIES_IN  D E M O C R A C Y 

That there is no single viewpoint concerning the proper design for par-
ties  in  democratic systems is readily apparent from the range  of  reforms 
that have been proposed for just the American parties  in  recent years. 
Programmatic or pragmatic, hierarchical or internally democratic, legally 
free  or  restricted—these  are just examples of the alternative characteris-
tics,  all of which have been sought  by  reformers at one time  or  another. 
Choices a m o n g these alternatives reveal underlying conceptions  of 
democracy and the party's role in it. 

According  to  Robinson, most  w h o are  interested  in  party reform 
can  be  identified  as  either "revisionist"  or  "neo-classical" in democratic 
orientation: 

Whereas for  revisionists,  the central question for democratic government is 
how to reconcile the demand for participation with the need for "coherent, 
effective" government, for neo-classical democrats, the central question  is 
how to stimulate personal and communal development  (1979:  7). 

Consequently, revisionists prefer hierarchical parties which provide 
democracy between but not within  parties,  while  neo-classicists  strive for 
democracy  at  all levels  of  decision making.  T o the  revisionist, "parties 
need  to  have clearly defined membership, reasonably well articulated 
hierarchies,  and a  will  to  win" (Robinson, 1979: 16)  but  need  not be 
overly concerned with accountability  or  programs.  T h e  neo-classicist,  on 
the other hand, prefers the openness of primaries to the more controlled 
conventions  and  would ultimately prefer participation  in  worker move-
ments and action groups to party  activity.'* 

A m o n g those  w h o do  see parties as valuable, Everson (1980) would 
distinguish between those  of  "competing teams"  and  those  of  "policy 
mandate"  orientations. While holding steadfastly  to the  goal  of  demo-
cracy a m o n g strong  parties,  the "competing teams" advocates reject the 
need  and  even  the  desirability  of  democracy within  the  party  and of 
commitment  to  principle. Those  of  the "competing teams" orientation 
would presumably agree with Schumpeter's definition  of a  party  as a 
"group whose members propose  to act in  concert  in the  competitive 
struggle for political power" (1950: 283) without being preoccupied with 
doctrine. 

T h e "policy mandate" orientation  is  central  to the  controversial 
document, Toward  a  M o r e Responsible Two-Party System, which  was 
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published in 1950 as the Report of the Committee on Political Parties of 
the American  PoHtical  Science Association  ( A P S A ) .  The  Report's 
" S u m m a r y of Conclusions  and  Proposals" is reprinted as Appendix  A to 
this book,  and w e  will refer often  to  its recommendations for reforming 
the American party system. According  to  Everson's analysis, the A P S A 
Report does not regard "competing teams" as sufficient for democracy: 

In this version, democracy results from the choice between two specific sets 
of policy alternatives presented  by the  parties  in an  electoral campaign. 
W h e n a  party receives  an  electoral majority, that constitutes  a  policy man-
date.  Consequently party cohesion  is  necessary to  fulfill  the mandate. Cohe-
sion is also necessary for the opposition  to  provide  a  clear-cut alternative 
for the next  election.  A n  additional element of democracy may be added  to 
the theory: the necessity for party members to participate in the formula-
tion of the policy alternatives for the party program  (1980:  10). 

So while the APSA Report calls for stronger national parties, it goes 
beyond that  to  seek things which  the  "competing teams" school finds 
either unimportant  or  undesirable:  a  clearer choice  of  policy alterna-
tives,  greater party cohesion  in  the legislature,  and  democracy in the in-
ternal workings of the party. 

Throughout the history  of  parties  in  America, tensions have existed 
a m o n g these major competing views  of h o w the  "proper" democratic 
party should look  and  act.  A n d  there has been  no  shortage  of  attempts 
to "reform" the parties  in  one  or  another of the directions suggested  by 
these perspectives, as can  be  easily documented  by a  brief review of the 
history of American party reform. 

R E F O R M EFFORTS IN T H E UNITED STATES 

Partly because Americans have never been completely satisfied with 
their party system  and  partly because parties are perceived to  be  among 
the more easily reformed  of  social institutions, there has been  no  short-
age  of  attempts  to  m a k e  the  American system work better  by  altering 

its parties (see Ranney, 1975: 209  ff.  and  Crotty, 1977: 193  ff.).  T h e  his-
tory of party reform in America has been  a  long and varied one. 

Ranney (1975) argues that there have been three main "epochs"  of 

party reform  in the  United States:  the  "Jacksonian"  reforms (1820-
1840),  the  "Progressive" reforms  (1890-1920),  and  finally  the period  of 
" M o d e r n "  reforms  (1952-?).  The  major objective  of  the Jacksonian re-
forms  was to  "open"  the  parties' method  of  selecting candidates; this 
was accomplished  by  abolishing  the  caucus  and  state-based methods  in 
favor  of  the national convention.  The  basic goal of the Progressives,  led 
by "Fighting B o b "  La  Follette  of  Wisconsin,  was to  place legal limita-
tions  on  party affairs. Legal codes were  estabHshed,  nonpartisan muni-
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cipal elections became a common practice, and the direct primary was 
favored as a less "controlled" means of selecting the party's delegates 

and candidates. 
Since the early 1950s, Ranney suggests, there have been two major 

thrusts to party reform: 

The first has been the claim established by the national committees and 
conventions of both parties that they and not their state and local affiliates 
have the ultimate control over the membership of the national agencies. 
The second and more widely discussed thrust has been the efforts of both 
parties to make their procedures for selecting national convention delegates 
more open and the conventions more representative  (1975:  19). 

It would appear that these two thrusts are both consistent with the 
A P S A Committee's goals, but it has been, in part, the Democratic par-
ty's experience with trying to achieve them simultaneously that has 
pointed up an inherent problem in the model itself. 

Reforms intended to "nationalize" the party (e.g., national control 
over the national committee membership and the enforcement of nation-
al delegate selection rules) have raised questions about the place of such 
impositions in a "democratic" body, and the more numerous attempts to 
further democratize the party (e.g., greater usage of primaries and 
affirmative action in the selection of convention delegates) have had a 
chilling effect on the effort to m a k e it more unified and programmatic. 
Schattschneider  (1942:  58) had warned that "it is manifestly impossible 
for 27 million Democrats to control the Democratic Party," a warning 
that went largely unheeded as the party emphasized the "intraparty 
democracy" goal in its 1974 Charter (reprinted in full in Appendix B ) , 
while making only shallow attempts to implement the other goals of the 
A P S A Committee  Report.^ 

Not only m a y it be impossible to achieve effective parties that are 
both programmatically and electorally strong and internally democratic; 
but it is still an issue whether internal party democracy is even desirable, 
especially if it means abandoning the other "responsible party" objec-
tives of the A P S A Committee. After  all,  the parties have gone the route 
of greater internal democracy, and what has been the result? According 
to Ranney (1975:  194-5): 

Even more than in Schattschneider's day, American parties are incontest-
ably  the most open and internally democratic in the  world....  Yet have 
these changes made our parties better instruments of democratic govern-
ment than, say, the much more closed parties in other Western democra-
cies? The leading scholar of comparative parties  replies,  in  effect:  different, 
yes;  better,  no [see  Epstein,  1967:  111-129]. 

And no less an advocate of direct participation in presidential selection 
than Eugene McCarthy suggested in 1978 that party reforms had gone 
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too far. Citing the lack of issue clarity and the inability of a President to 
garner support from his o w n party as stemming from the greater demo-
cratization, McCarthy took the position of favoring "party caucuses or 
conventions over state primaries in selecting presidential  candidates—to 
ensure that party leaders have some say in the  selection."̂  

Calls for strengthening the American parties have continued from 
within the political science community as  well.  The desire for stronger 
parties led a group of political scientists to establish in 1976 a "Commit -
tee on Party Renewal," which saw parties as indispensable to the 
realization of democracy. In 1980 these party scholars recommended a 
ten-point program for party renewal, which includes proposals for both 
procedural and organizational reform (see Appendix  D ) . '  Yet, while 
both parties have recently instituted some changes which might be consid-
ered at least potentially "nationalizing" (and which will be documented 
in Chapter  7 ) ,  it remains the case that neither national party organiza-
tion is "strong" today relative to either the parties of m a n y other demo-
cracies or the "model " of the A P S A Report. 

The question of whether the parties should place the greater em-
phasis on internal democracy or strong organization m a y not be entirely 
academic. In addition to being ineffective programmatically, and 
perhaps as a result of  it,  the parties have found themselves in a condi-
tion described by some as "decline" and by others as  "decay."*  A t the 
same time that the parties have become more "open" and "democra-
tic,"  their support has declined markedly. In 1980 the percentage of 
eligible voters claiming to be "independents" was roughly double the 
comparable figure for 1950. While it is not our purpose here (as it is the 
purpose of others; for example, Crotty and Jacobson, 1980, and Ladd, 
1978) to consider all of the possible causes for this sad state of party 
affairs,  it does  sejve  our purpose to suggest at least one possible cause. 
It is at least reasonable to argue (as does Broder, 1972) that the party 
decline is a result of the parties' unwillingness and/or inability to provide 
clear alternatives on the pressing national issues of the day and to  soU-
dify the party-in-government behind those alternatives. In short, the 
parties m a y be perceived as being unable to perform the functions that 
have served as the basis of their popular support in the past and as 
being largely irrelevant to the voters' needs today. 

If one accepts that argument, then among the appropriate responses 
would be a number of the goals mentioned earlier: (1) establishment of 
a well-organized and hierarchical party structure, (2) provision of clear 
policy alternatives, and (3) unified performance of the party-in-
government. But even advocates of these objectives, even those w h o 
perceive these reforms as critical to the  parties'  very  survival,  might well 
raise anew a question that has plagued such efforts in the past: Could 
the parties change in these  ways,  even if they wanted to, given the  con-

text in which they must operate? 
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THE ARGUMENT OF "ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS" 

Those who have argued for stronger American parties in the image of 
the British parties have continually been challenged by the question of 
whether such parties could be successfully imported into the  Amer ican 
environment. It has widely been assumed that parties are, to s o m e  ex-
tent,  the products of their context. Blondel (1969:  125),  for  instance,  has 
argued that "in all cases, the influence of outside elements has played a 
part in the development or modification of internal [party] structures," 
and L a w s o n (1976: 27) has noted that "no  pohtical  institution operates in 
a vacuum, political parties least of all." 

If environmental effects are generally understood, they have been 
given special consideration by the students of Amer ican parties. Keefe, 
for instance, began his book on the Amer ican parties with this argu-
ment : 

Any attempt to unravel the mysteries of American political parties might 
well begin with the recognition of this  fact:  The parties are less what they 
make of themselves than what their environment makes of them. The par-
ties are not free to develop in any fashion that they might  like,  to take on 
any organizational form that might appear desirable, to pursue any course 
of action that might seem to be required, or to assume any responsibility 
that might appear appropriate. The truth of the matter is that the shape of 
American parties is strongly influenced by the design of the legal-political 
system, the election system, the political culture, and the heterogeneous 
quality of American  life.  T o a remarkable  extent,  the party system owes its 
form and substance to the impact of external elements  (1972:  1). 

And Banfield was no less emphatic in suggesting: 

With respect to the American party system, it seems obvious that the cru-
cial features of the situation are all  fixed.  The size of our country, the class 
and cultural heterogeneity of our people, the number and variety of their 
interests,  the constitutionally-given fragmentation of formal authority, the 
wide distribution of power which follows from it, the inveterate taste of 
Americans for participation in the day-to-day conduct of government when 
their interests are directly at  stake—these  are all unalterable features of the 
situation. Taken together, they mean that the party system can be reformed 
only within very narrow limits  (1964:  26). 

In fact, arguing along the line that we get the parties we deserve, Ran-
ney has said that our governmental system is "designed to inhibit major-
ity rule, and in such a system Amer ican parties, decentralized and irres-
ponsible as they  are,  are entirely appropriate"  (1954:  160). 

E v e n those w h o have been most vocal in calling for stronger parties 
have accepted the limits placed on them by the environment but have 
argued for the change that m a y be possible within those limits. Schatt-
schneider  feh  that the parties should rise above the federal and separa-
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tion of powers systems to provide more national control over party 
affairs.  A n d the A P S A Committee's Report, while recognizing a value 
in the cabinet system of government, conceded that constitutional 
change "is not a practicable way of getting more effective parties," and 
instead challenged the parties to explore "the opportunities they have 
for more responsible operation under existing constitutional arrange-
ments"  (1950:  35-36) . 

Yet,  with all of the importance that is generally attributed to the 
environment in shaping its parties and with the special importance the 
question m a y have for the ability of the American parties to strengthen 
themselves today, there has been no systematic assessment of the extent 
to which the parties are constrained by their environments and for what 
reasons.  It is the purpose of this book to undertake such an assessment 
and, while doing so, to develop and test a set of theoretical underpin-
nings to explain the environment-party relationship. 

O u r primary purpose here is to shed light on the  abihty  of the 
American parties to better approximate "strong" parties,  if  they wish to. 
T h e underlying theoretical questions guiding our research in the next 
several chapters are: T o what extent does the environment set para-
meters on its  parties'  character, and why? O u r answers will c o m e from a 
systematic comparative analysis of a large number of competitive parties 
in democratic systems. In Chapter 2 w e will discuss the research 
methods employed here. Then in Chapters 3 through 6 w e will explore 
the effects of various environmental factors and the environment in 
general on the characteristics most often associated with the "responsible 
parties"  model of strong  parties:  party ideology, degree of organization, 
centralization of power, and  cohesion.*  Finally, in Chapters 7 and 8 w e 
will apply our earlier  findings  to the American situation and consider the 
extent to which the American setting might allow its parties to heed the 
call of the 1950 A P S A Report: 

Parties:  Change Thyselves! 

NOTES 

1. At their genesis in Parliament in the seventeenth century, British "par-
ties"  were not the mass organizations that we usually think of today but instead 
were aristocratic factions which saw the need for "blocs" to organize legislative 
voting along lines consistent with their shared  interests.  Political organizations in 
Britain did not begin to serve the electoral function that we tend to associate 
with today's parties until a major extension of the suffrage occurred in 1867, 
which resulted in the need to educate and organize the mass of new voters. 

2.  For instance, Neil Reimer  (1962:  109) merely views parties "as one of 
the heroes of modern democracy." 
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3. The above quotations are from E. E. Schattschneider (1942: 1), J. Ro-
land Pennock (1979:  275),  Peter  Merkl  (1980:  1),  C. W . Casselini (1961: 20), 
H. B. Mayo  (1960:  66),  and Robert  Dahl  (1967:  203). 

4.  See Robinson  (1979),  pp.  16-17. 
5. For an excellent account of party  reforms,  see Crotty  (1977). 
6. In Godfrey Sperling, "More Power to  the...  Party?" Christian Science 

Monitor,  Vol.  8 (September  1978),  p. 4. 
7.  Bibby (1980) draws a distinction between "procedural" reform and 

"organizational" reform as two alternative modes of party change undertaken 
by the Democratic and Republican parties  recently.  In Chapter 7 we will employ 
Bibby's distinction in documenting changes undertaken by the parties. 

8. Those who have described the parties in such terms include Crotty and 
Jacobson  (1980),  Scott and Hrebenar  (1979),  Sorauf  (1980),  and Ladd and Had-
ley  (1978). 

9. Though, as w e have noted, the A P S A Committee also called for internal 
democracy in what has come to be called the "Responsible Parties Report," the 
term "responsible parties" is often associated only with the notion of strong and 
programmatic  parties,  without regard to internal democracy. That  is  how we will 
use the term in the remainder of  this  book. 



S t u d y i n g E n v i r o n m e n t a l E f f e c t s 

o n P a r t i e s 

Given their social  and  political environment,  is it  possible  to  m a k e 

American parties "responsible"? That  is,  can  the United States support 
parties that (1) offer  a  choice  in  policy orientations, (2) are well organ-
ized, (3) are centralized,  and  (4) are cohesive  in  carrying out their poli-
cies?  W e will address this question  in the  course  of  considering  the 
broader one: 'What is the effect  of  the environment  on  party ideology, 
complexity, power,  and  cohesion across nations?'  W e seek  to  under-
stand the constraints, if any, that  a  country's environment imposes  on  its 
parties,  with particular reference  to  the Untied States  and  the Democra-
tic and Republican parties. 

This chapter begins with  a  discussion  of  the theoretical model that 
directs this study. Then  the  data used  in  the cross-national analysis  are 
described.  In the  last  two  sections  the  statistical techniques which  are 
used first  to  detect environmental effects  on  party characteristics  and 
then  to  account  for  those effects  in  more theoretical terms  are ex-
plained. 

THE BASIC THEORETICAL MODEL 

This study assumes that party ideology, organization, decentralization, 
and cohesion  can be  explained  by  three classes of  variables:  (1) system-
level factors, such  as  features  of the  environment, (2) individual-level 

factors,  such  as  traits  and  actions  of  party leaders,  and  (3) party-level 
factors,  or  other party  characteristics.̂  T h e  basic model is diagramed  in 
Figure 2.1, which shows the three factors as independent causes of some 
party characteristic,  Y 

10 
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FIGURE 2.1 Basic Model for Explaining Party Characteristics 

System-level factors 

Individual-level factors >^ Party characteristic, Y 

Party-level factors 

System-Level Factors 

System-level factors are  those'physical,  socioeconomic, and political  fea-
tures of the environment that set the framework for party politics in 
every  countrj^It  is  assumed that to be viable political  forces,  parties must 
adjust to their environment. This assumption has two implications: 
(1) parties within the same countrv c o m e to resemble one  ar|nther  hv 
aH t̂ptin^  t^  fhp  same environment and (2) causal primacy resides in the 
environment—it  is the environment that shapes parties and not parties 
that shape the environment. The first implication seems plausible and 
testable. The extent to which parties resemble one another is clearly an 
empirical question, answerable with appropriate data. The second  i m ¥ \ 
plication, that the environment has causal primacy over party  character-ly 
istics,  is,  on the whole.  reasQpfihk ̂ 1̂r  n^t  ffntir^ly  accurate.  ' 

Clearly, parties have effects on their environment as well as being 
affected by their environment. Party effects m a y be dramatic, even  dis-
ruptive—as  in a government overthrow, a ban on opposition groups, or 
a forceful transformation of society. Such effects are more likely to issue 
from "restrictive" or "subversive" parties than from the "competitive" 
parties w e will be studying. The model in Figure 2.1 obviously does not 
account for such cases of party-induced change, where the ideology and 
behavior of the party assume causal primacy over the political and even 
cultural environment of the country. 

O f  course,  parties can affect their environment in less dramatic ways 
as  well.  Party effects m a y be  subtle—as  in establishing a program for 
increased aid to education, thereby increasing the capabilities of the 
population to participate in  politics.  Parties m a y also have more immedi-
ate  effects—as  in nationalizing the broadcast media. Whether long-term 
or more immediate, all party effects on the environment are ignored by 
the model in the interest of theoretical simplicity. W e assume that, in 
the short run in democratic  polities,  the causal primacy lies with the en-
vironment. (This assumption will be examined more closely below.) 

Individual-Level Factors 

Individual-level factors<^ubsume such factors as activists' ideas that a 
party ought to be formed in the first place, party leaders' views of 
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appropriate party strategy, and party dissidents' campaigns for new poli-
cy  positions/ln  general, this class of factors provides for party formation 
and  for  party change, which  can  occur even w h e n  the  environment re-
mains the  same.  Like system-level  factors,  individual factors have causal 
primacy over party characteristics.  But  again,  the  issue  of  causality  is 
not clear-cut.  For  example,  one can  theorize that party defeat  at the 
polls is apt to spark changes in  leaders'  personalities and behaviors. O n c e 
more ,  however, our model considers individual-level factors as causes  of 
party characteristics rather than  as  effects.  In  this  case,  the direction  of 
the cause-and-effect relationship does  not  bear directly  on our  analysis 
or conclusions and so need not concern us further  here. 

Party-Level Factors 

In a causally complex manner ,x^ome party characteristics are thought to 
affect other party characteristics.  For  example,  a  party's ideological 
orientation can  be  seen  as a  cause  of  its organizational  structure^  but its 

structure is seldom regarded  as a  cause  of  its ideology.  In  other  cases, 
cause  and  effect  are  more difficult  to  disentangle:  Is  party ideology  a 
cause  of  electoral success,  or  does electoral success transform party 
ideology?  T h e  establishment of causal primacy concerning various party-
level factors is  a  difficult theoretical challenge that must  be  resolved  for 
each combination  of  party characteristics.  W e will engage  in  such 
theorizing in  a  limited  way  in Chapter 6, where  w e  consider some party-
level causes of party cohesion. 

THE ENVIRONMENT AND CAUSAL PRIMACY 

Although the theoretical model in Figuire 2.1 identifies three classes of 
factors for explaining party characteristics, our attention focuses  on  only 
one class  of  factors.  W e are interested only  in  system-level,  or  environ-
mental,  effects  on  party characteristics  and not  even all  of  these.  O u r 

["analysis  will  be  hmited  to assessing environmental effects  on  party  ideol-
ogy,  on  the complexity  of  party organization,  on  the decentralization  of 
power within  the  organization,  and on the  cohesiveness  in  voting  on 

matters before the  legislatureT/ 
It  is  helpful  to  examine  the  class  of  system-level (environmental) 

factors more closely.  A s  diagramed  in  Figure 2.2, three broad types  of 
environmental factors can  be  identified. There are physical  factors,  such 
as the  size,  shape,  and  climate  of  the country. There are socioeconomic 
factors,  such  as the  racial  and  occupational composition  of  the society, 
the degree  of  urbanization,  and the  educational level  of  its citizens. 
Finally, there are political factors, such  as the  structure  of  the legisla-
ture,  the type of electoral system, and the frequency of  elections.  For all 
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practical purposes, the physical features of a country's environment are 
i m m u n e to party-inspired attempts at change. A l though socioeconomic 
characteristics are m o r e changeable, they can be altered substantially as 
a result of party activities only in the long run. 

FIGURE 2.2 The Party and the Spheres of Its Environment 

Physical 

Socioeconomic 

X.  ,PoliticaL y 

PARTY 

Statutory  •'̂ V 

Constitutional 

/ 

Features of the political env i ronment vary in their susceptibility to 
change.  O n the relatively immutab le side are the "constitutional" 
aspects of the governmental system that are deeply rooted in tradition. 
O n the m o r e changeable side are the "statutory" procedures specified 
b y law but not e m b e d d e d in the  poUtical  culture. In the Uni ted States, 
the presidential fo rm of gove rnmen t is a constitutional fixture that exerts 
a p e r m a n e n t influence o n the operation of A m e r i c a n political parties. 
T h e case of presidential gove rnmen t exemplifies the causal pr imacy of 
the env i ronment over party characteristics, but there is a potential for 
party influence o n other features of the political environment. For ex-
amp le ,  the election of Uni ted States representatives f rom single-member 
districts w a s required by an act of Congress in 1842. U n d e r the pressure 
of party  politics,  Congress could presumably change the law and thereby 
alter the political env i ronment to permit the election of representatives 
f rom mu l t i -member districts. B u t single-member districts are so m u c h a 
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part of our political culture that change seems unlikely. 
It  is far  more probable that Congress would change  the  political 

environment  by  providing  for  public funding  of  congressional election 
campaigns,  as it did for  presidential election campaigns beginning  in 
1976.  Even more susceptible  to  change is the manner  of  selecting dele-
gates  to  national party conventions.  A s a  result  of  changes  in  state laws 
inspired  by  the Democratic party after its 1968 convention,  the  number 
of states holding primary elections for the Presidency increased from  15 
to  35 in  1980. Clearly, this  m a y be  seen  as an  instance  of  parties'  shap-
ing their environment rather than being shaped  by  it,  and  thus it runs 
counter  to the  claim  of  causal primacy for the environment. Still, even 
changes  in  party-related statutes must take place within parameters that 
are established  by  the more permanent features  of  the environment  (as 
indicated in Figure 2.2)  and  must appeal  to a  broader audience than  the 
parties themselves. Hence, while parties  m a y be  able  to  "tune up " their 
environment  to  m a k e  it  more receptive  to  particular party characteris-
tics,  that fine tuning must take place within  a  larger environment that  is 
m u c h less easily affected  by  party  decisions.  So, despite some exceptions 
to  the  theory,  the  physical, socioeconomic,  and  political environment 
m a y be  seen  as  causing party characteristics rather than  the  other  way 
around.  W e will return later  to the  possibility  of  altering  the  environ-
ment as  a  means of paving the  way  for change in the parties. 

O u r assessment  of  environmental effects will  be  based  on a  tech-
nique that enables  us  to estimate the "total association" between the en-
vironment  and  party characteristics.  W e will seek  to  account  for  this 
association  by  identifying environmental features that explain  the  asso-
ciation  in  theoretical terms.  The  proportion  of  the total association that 
w e can  explain theoretically will  be the  measure  of our  success  in 
accounting  for  environmental influences.  The  variance  in  party charac-
teristics that  w e  cannot explain in our analysis  w e  will attribute  to  either 
individual-level  or  party-level variables. 

THE ENVIRONMENT AND PARTIES STUDIED 

Our study of environmental effects on party characteristics extends 
across m a n y parties  and  nations. It involves 95 political parties operating 
during 1957  to  1962  in 28  countries.̂  Although these countries could all 
be classified  as  "democracies" during the period of  study,  they represent 

m a n y regions  of  the world  and  provide  a  wide variety  of  environments 
within which parties compete. Table  2.1  lists  the  countries included  in 
the sample  and  the number  of  parties existing in each of these countries 

from 1957 to 1962. 
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TABLE 2.1 Polities In the Sample by Geo-Cultural Region* (with number of parties in 
parentheses) 

Anglo-American Region South and Central America 
United States  (2)  Ecuador (5) 
United Kingdom  (2)  Peru (5) 
Australia  (3)  Uruguay (2) 
Canada (4)  Venezuela (3) 
New Zealand  (2)  Guatemala  (4)̂  

lnl"?>f^ Asia and the Far East 

Western European Region Malaya (4)^ 

i"^*"^ 1^1 Africa and the Middle East 
France  (5)  •  ,.  /..i 

^'^^''^ ^^> Kenya (2) 
Scandinavia and the Lowlands Turkey (2) 

Denmark  (4)  Uganda (3) 
Iceland (4) 
Sweden (4) 
The Netherlands (6) 
Luxembourg (4) 

* Whether a polity was "democratic" was first determined by consulting Gurr's Polity Per-
sistence and Change data  set.  For polities neither clearly democratic nor autocratic by 
those  data,  a polity was included in this reduced sample only  if  there was evidence of 
competitive elections during the 1957-62 time period. 

^  A  fifth  Guatemalan  party,  which followed primarily subversive  tactics,  was excluded from 
this  sample,  although Guatemala was  still  treated as a "five-party system"  for  other pur-
poses.  Likewise for Malaya, which was also treated as having five  parties,  although a 
subversive party was not included  in  the sample. 

Although these data pertain to an earlier period, they constitute the 
only party data available for studying environmental effects o n party 
characteristics. Moreover , general theories of environmental effects o n 
parties are not b o u n d to any particular time. For example, critics of the 
1950 A P S A Report argued that Amer ican parties could not b e c o m e 
m o r e cohesive to  fit  the responsible parties mode l because of the federal 
system and the presidential form of government. Al though a country's 
environmental circumstances m a y change over time, any theory that re-
lates federalism and presidentialism to party cohesion should hold for 
the 1980s as well as the 1950s. Because w e will be testing general 
theories about the effects of environments o n parties across nations, 
data f rom the late 1950s and early 1960s will serve as well as data f rom 
the 1980s. W h e n w e consider the specific case of environmental change 
over time in the United States in Chapter 7, w e will update information 
o n both the parties and the environment. 
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COUNTRY IDENTITY v. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

The countries listed in Table 2.1 have parties that differ in many ways. 
For example, there are differences a m o n g parties in the degree of "insti-
tutiqnalizatiorTĵ in  their stability and permanence as features of  the 

"political  landscape. Such differences might be reported in two contrast-
ing styles: (1) parties in the United States are more institutionalized 
than those in Iceland, which are in turn more institutionalized than 
those in Turkey and especially in Kenya; or  (2)  the more modern the coun-
try, the more institutionalized its political  parties.  Both statements imply 
environmental effects on political parties, but one suggests the peculiar-
ity of the country while the other translates the environmental effects 
into a general statement of relationship. Our goal in this book is to 
m a k e ̂ encrai  statement^  like the latter, but w e will proceed by dealing 

first with particular  observations_like  the former. 
These two types of statements correspond to two opposing traditions 

"̂  the logic of comparative inquiry (see Przeworski and Teune,  1970). 
The^diogra^hic  approach] (from the Greek idio meaning "one's own" ) 
assumes that each country is cloaked with a  pecuhar  environment, re-
sulting from a certain combination of geographic, social, and historical 
factors,  that produces a unique pattern of political institutions. This 
approach holds that one can understand a country's politics only by 
understanding the particular configuration of  ¡factors  whir||  m a k p  the 
country "the way it is." In contrast,  themomojhetic  approach) (from the 
Greek n o m o s meaning "law") assumes that environmental differences 
can be analyzed for similarities and expressed in a set of variables in-
corporated into law-like explanations of environmental effects.  Thus, 
one need not approach each country as a "unique" environment with 
definite and peculiar effects on its political institutions. Instead, every 
country's environmental features can be analyzed under the same 
theoretical framework. 

Like all long-standing intellectual controversies, both the ideog-
raphic and nomothetic approaches contain more than an element of  cre-
dibility. Surely no one would deny that each country is indeed unique 
— i n the sense that there is no other exactly like  it.  O n the other hand, 
every being in the universe is also unique in the same strict sense, yet 
w e continually generalize about h u m a n existence, characteristics, and 
behavior. In their extreme forms, the idiographic approach denies any 
form of cross-national analysis while the nomothetic approach denies 
any limits on its powers of general explanation. 

Fortunately, no scholar pursues these approaches in their extreme 
forms.  T h e contemporary thrust in comparative politics is  toward  the 
nomothetic, but imperfections in knowledge inevitably force scholars to 
rely on idiographic explanations w h e n  aU  else fails. In practice, this 
leads to probabilistic statements such  a s ^ M o d e r n  countries are more 
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likely to have highly institutionahzed parties^ Exceptions to this gener-
alization are sometimes explained away as deviant cases with reference 
to particular country factors. It m a y be said, for example, that India has 
parties that are more institutionalized than expected from its level of 
modernity because of the influence of the British government or that 
Greece has parties that are less institutionalized than expected because 

of the emphasis on  personahsm  in Greek  poUtics. 
T o those w h o resort to particularized explanations of deviant cases, 

the die-hard nomothetic comparativist would simply argue that the 
sp.arrh  for  iinde.rlyinpr vâ jf̂ hlps  has not  e.náeA.  Additional theoretical de-

velopment could ultimately replace the reliance on proper names of 
countries (e.g., "India," "Greece") in a satisfactory  explanation."*  Given 
the problem at hand, determining the relative influence of environmen-
tal effects on party characteristics, the nomothetic comparativist suffers 
under the special burden of not knowing w h e n he has exhausted the ex-
planatory potential of  environmentaLfactcis^That  is,  assuming, accord-
Ing  to our model, that environmental factors cannot explain all the 
variations,  h o w can one determine w h e n the upper limit of environmen-
tal explanation is being approached? 

A n answer lies in the logic of the idiographic approach. This 
approach contends that in some highly complex  m a n n e r — s o  complex as 
to defy ordinary attempts at  analysis—hundreds  of country-specific fac-
tors interact to produce a unique environmental setting for each  pohtical 
system. Only through exhaustive configurative analysis for each country 
can one understand the impact of its environment on its political institu-
tions.  A s Braibanti describes configurative analysis: 

For each system we would have to list variable factors numbering into the 
thousands and perhaps more. The analysis would spiral through historical, 
economic, psychological, religious, and similar factors outward and down-
ward until it encompassed all the known aspects of the social order.... 
Ultimately we would be able to say that when a specified set of two or 
three  hundred_yariable  factors appear in a certain  relationship,  a specific in-
stitutional  manifestatíóH~òr  ã~specific  function will also be found. W h e n 
such a stage is reached, scientific political comparability will have come of 
age  (1968:  52-53). 

Denied this perfect state of knowledge, political scientists m a y have to 
content themselves with simply observing the wondrous outcomes of the 
unfathomable process by noting that parties in the United States are 
more institutionalized than those in Iceland, which are, however, mo re 
institutionalized than parties in Turkey and especially in Kenya, and so 

on. 
It is here that the logic of the idiographic approach can be used to 

advantage in fashioning a theoretical explanation of environmental 
effects on party characteristics. Let us temporarily accept the idiographic 
reliance on the "uniqueness" of country environment in studying party 
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characteristics. That is, let us treat the country itself as a variable and 
examine  the  extent  to  which parties  in the  same country display  the 
same characteristics. Whatever explanatory potential inheres in environ-
mental factors under  the  theory  of  "environmental determinism" cer-
tainly should operate with m a x i m u m effect w h e n  the  complete  con-
figuration of factors is represented  by,  the  country itself as the explana-

'tõry  variable.  B y  assessing the m a x i m u m effect of environmental  factors 
ûiL_part5L.cbaracteristics-̂ =.without  knowing exactly" what these factors 
might  be  other than  "countryness"—we  can  fix  the total association  of 
the environment with party characteristics  and  thereby estimate  the 
magnitude  of  environmental explanation. Rather than evaluating  the 
potential contribution of the environment with reference to the unrealis-
tic  and  theoretically inappropriate standard  of 100  percent,  w e can 
obtain  a  m o r e realistic estimate  of  the impact  of  the environment.  T h e 
statistical procedure appropriate  to  this logical extension  of the  idio-
graphic approach is the analysis of variance. 

ASSESSING ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
W I T H ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

[Authors'  Note:  The  following sections are designed especially for readers 
who are unacquainted with statistical methods. Those who are familiar with 
techniques  of  regression  and  analysis  of  variance  may  wish  to  read more 
lightly over the remainder of  this  chapter.] 

««Analysis of variance is a statistical technique for assessing the effect 
of  a  qualitative independent variable  on a  quantitative dependent  vari-
able.  In  our analysis, the country identity is the qualitative independent 
variable  and the  measures  of  party characteristics  are the  quantitative 
dependent variables.  T h e  basic idea underlying  our  analysis  of  variance 
is that if the country identity does affect  a  party characteristic, there will 
be relatively  Uttle  variation,  or  "variance," a m o n g parties within  a  coun-
try compared  to  that between countries.  In  other  words,  strong environ-
mental effects should cause all parties  in the  same country  to  demon-
strate similar characteristics in comparison to parties in other  countries^ 

O u r measure of environmental effects is based  on  the statistical  con-
cept  of  "variance."  In  Figure 2.3, nine hypothetical parties (labeled  by 
letters  of  the alphabet) are plotted along  an  ideological continuum from 
left  to  right.  T h e  continuum is arbitrarily scaled  so  that the midpoint  is 
scored  " 0 , "  the extreme leftist position is scored  " - 3 , "  and the extreme 
rightist position is scored  "-1-3."^  Each party has  a  score according to its 
placement  on the  scale.  T h e  average score  for  these nine parties  is 0. 
T h e total variation  in  party ideology scores is measured  by  subtracting 
the m e a n  (0 in  this example) from each score, squaring the difference, 
and summing the squared differences. "Variance" is merely the  s u m of 
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squared differences divided by the number of cases (9 in this example). 
Sometimes it will  be  more convenient  to  analyze the average variation 
(variance),  while other times  w e  will use the total variation (the  sum of 
the squared  differences).  T h e  computation  of the  total variation  of 
ideological scores a m o n g this set of parties  is  illustrated in Figure 2.3. 

FIGURE 2.3 Example of Computing Variation among Nine Parties on 
a Hypothetical Left-Right Ideological Continuum 

Positions of parties A to I on hypothetical continuum: 

A B C D E F  G H I 
-3 
Left 

Party 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
[ 

-2.5 -2 -1.5 -1 

ideology 
Score 

-3 
-2.5 
-2 
-1 

0 
+ 1 
+2 
+2.5 
+3 

-.5 0 
Center 

Mean 
Score 

Q 
0 
(3 
Q 
Q 
0 
0 
0 
0 

+.5 + 1 + 1.5 +2 

Deviation 

-3 
-2.5 
-2 
-1 

0 
+ 1 
+2 
+2.5 
+ 3 

+2.5  + 3 
Right 

Squared 
Deviation 

9 
6.25 
4 
1 
0 
1 
4 
6.25 
9 

Total variation  =  S u m of squared deviations  =  40.5 

In this hypothetical example,  the  nine parties  do  vary  in  their 
ideological orientations.  A s  shown  in  Figure 2.3,  the  amount  of  total 
variation around the m e a n ideology score is calculated  to be  40.5.  O u r 
objective  is to  determine  thé  extent  to  which  the  countries that these 
parties operate within can "explain" some  or  all of this variation. 

T w o models of country effect  on  party ideology are portrayed in Fig-
ure 2.4.  In  model 1, the nine parties are grouped into three hypothetic-
al countries with systems  of  four, two,  and  three parties respectively. 
T h e average ideology score within each country is  0  (the same  as the 
overall  m e a n ) ,  and  there is great variation in party ideology within each 
country.  In  fact, the  sum of  the country variations is equal  to  the total 
variation over all nine parties.  Thus,  model  1  shows  no  effect  of  coun-
try  on  party ideology. Model  2, on the  other hand, reveals  a  pro-
nounced clustering  of  "leftist" parties in country  I,'  "centrist" parties  in 
country IF,  and  "rightist" parties  in  country  Iir..<jfclearly,  the  country 
environment does have  an  effect  on the  ideologicar  offerings  of  parties 
in model  2."^ 
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The effect of country on party ideology can be assessed by a statistic 
called  E^.  The measure can be computed in various  ways.  W e use the 
formula which views the sum of "within" country variation as the 
amount of "error" in predicting to party ideology from country identity. 
(If parties in the same country differ in ideology, the country cannot 
possibly explain their differences; hence, variation within countries re-
flects error in explanation.) The formula then subtracts this "within" 
variation from the "total" variation to yield the "explained" variation. 

Thus, 

Total Within 
„2  variation - variation  ^  , .  , 
E =  — — — ; :—: = Explamed variation 

Total variation 
The E^ values for models 1 and 2 are calculated as: 

Modell: Model 2: 
40.5  -  40.5^  „  40.5 -  3.2  ̂  

40.5 40.5 

By reference to the  É ^  statistics, w e can say that country identity 
has no effect on party ideology in model 1 but  that^country  "explains" 
92 percent of the ideological differences among  all  nine parties in  model  ^ 
Throughout the book, w e will assess country effects on party character-
istics by reporting the  E ^  statistics computed across all 95 parties 
grouped by  countries.̂  

The analysis can be illustrated by assessing country effects on real 
(rather than hypothetical) data on party ideology. The next chapter de-
scribes a scale for measuring party ideology concerning the government's 
role in the economy. Without explaining that measure here, w e can re-
port the way the parties in each of the 28 countries fall along the ideolo-
gical scale. In fact, parties in most countries range rather widely across 
the scale, conforming more to model 1 (no country effect) than model 2 
(large  effect).  (A look ahead at Figure 3.2 on page 29 will substantiate 
this claim.) The actual  É ^  statistic for the distribution of party  positions 
is only .29, indicating that less than one-third of the variation in party 
ideology is associated with country environment. While some countries 
contained parties with similar ideologies in the 1957-62 period (e.g., In-
dia,  Uruguay, Dahomey , Kenya, and  Uganda) ,  most countries (even the 
United States) had parties that differed more substantially in their policy 
positions.  Thus,  as assessed by  É^,  the country environment has only a 
small effect on the ideological positions of its individual  parties.  A s w e 
will see in the next chapter, however, the country environment has a 
m u c h stronger effect on the  ideolggical -nature  of  tl](p pa^ty  ̂ y^fn, 
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EXPLAINING ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
W I T H REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

Detecting country effects with the E^ statistic is only the first step in ex-
plaining environmental effects  on  party characteristics. Once  w e  k n o w 
the magnitude  of the  total association between country identity  and a 
given party characteristic through  E^,  w e can  depart from  the  idio-
graphic approach and search for  a  nomothetic, or  theoretical,  explanation 
of  h o w the  environment affects political parties.  O u r  search will begin 
by identifying social  and  political factors that scholars have cited  as 
causes  of  party ideology, complexity, decentralization,  and  cohesion. 
T h e effects  of  environmental factors  on  these party characteristics will 
be measured using simple correlational analysis. 

T h e correlations will  be  measured  by  the  coefficient,  r, which varies 
from  -t-LO  to  -iLP-^  Coefficients tending toward  0  indicate the absence 
of  a  reTitloriship.  Coefficients tending toward positive  or  negative 1.0 in-
dicate  a  very strong relationship.  T h e  sign simply tells whether the rela-
tionship is direct  or  inverse.  T h e  absolute value indicates the magnitude 
of the correlation. Squaring the coefficient  (r̂ )  expresses the percentage 
of variance in one variable that is  ̂^explained"  by  the  otheJ.  B y  correlat-
ing each  envirõninèníal factoFwlFh  the party characteristics,  w e  will de-
termine what proportion  of  the country effects  w e  can recapture  by  sin-
gle-cause theories. If any single cause is sufficiently powerful,  w e  should 
be able to approach the variation explained  by  country identity. 

Because  w e  live  in a  social world  of  m a n y causes, however,  w e 
should not expect too m u c h from single-factor theories. It is likely that 
no single factor will explain m u c h variation  in any  party characteristic, 
and  w e  will need  to  consider factors in combination rather than in isola-
tion.  T h e  technique  w e  will  use is  muhiple  regression. This analytical 
model assumes that  any  number  of  independent variables combine  in an 
additive fashion  to  affect  a  single dependent variable. Multiple regres-
sion analysis computes  the  opt imum combination  of the  independent 
variables  in  the sense that the resulting equation yields predicted values 
for  the  dependent variable that correlate higher with  the  actual values 
than would  the  values predicted  by any  other equation involving  the 
same set  of  independent variables.  The  square  of  the resulting multiple 
correlation coefficient, represented  by  R^,  expresses  the  proportion  of 
variance  in the  dependent variable that  can be  explained  by the  inde-
pendent variables, taken together simultaneously. Multiple regression 
allows  us to  estimate the joint effects  of  several environmental variables 
acting  on  each party characteristic. Moreover, it enables  us to  estimate 
the relative contributions of each factor to the overall explanatory power 
of the  muhivariable  explanation. 

T h e mathematics of multiple regression need not  be  explored in  any 
depth here,  for  that is properly  the  subject  of  statistics texts.  But  it  is 
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necessary to sketch the form of the regression equation produced from a 
regression analysis. A s w e employ the technique, the regression equa-

tion is of this form: 

Y=b,X,+b2X2 + byX^...+ b„X, 

where:  Y = the dependent variable to be explained 
Xi  = the independent factors used to explain Y 
bi  = the weights for the corresponding factors 

Regression analysis computes the optimum weights for the independent 
explanatory factors, such that they add together to m a k e the best possi-
ble prediction of the dependent variable, Y. These weights are reflected 
in the b values, which are also k n o w n as the regression coefficients. In 
our usage, each coefficient can be interpreted as expressing the amount 
of change in the dependent variable due to a change of one (standard-
ized) unit in any explanatory variable while holding the others con-
stant.  It is a c o m m o n practice to exclude variables which do not add 
appreciably to the overall explanation from the multivariable explana-
tory model , and a similar practice will be followed  here.^ 

In the chapters to c o m e , multiple regression will be employed for 
the purpose of estimating the ability of a number of environmental fac-
tors,  w h e n combined, to account for variation in party ideology, organ-
ization, decentralization, and cohesion. W e begin in Chapter 3 to 
analyze the effects of environment on party ideology. 

NOTES 

1. This view of causal factors conforms to one in the literature on organiza-
tional theory. See S. B. Sells, "Toward a Taxonomy of Organizations," in 
W . W . Cooper, H. J. Leavitt, and M . W . Shelly,  II,  (eds.).  N e w Perspectives in 
Organization Research (New York: Wiley,  1964),  pp. 515-532. 

2.  This diagram is not intended as a complete causal model; arrows which 
might be included to represent "indirect effects" are deleted in order to simplify 
the presentation. A n underlying assumption of this book is that any indirect 
effects would be small relative to the direct effects. 

3. These parties and countries were selected from a broader sample of 147 
parties in 53 countries studied in the International Comparative Political Parties 
(ICPP)  Project. See Kenneth Janda, Political Parties: A Cross-National Survey 
(1980a).  The broader sample included parties and countries of  all  types,  provid-
ing a representative sample of the world's party systems. Because our present 
theoretical framework is limited to environmental effects within "democratic" 
countries on "competitive" parties, we have excluded from the analysis 47 "re-
strictive"  and "subversive" parties and 5 competiitive parties struggling to exist in 
countries that were nondemocratic during the time period 1957-62. The ICPP 
data pertain to the parties as they existed during that time period. 

4.  Przeworski and Teune hold that "the role of comparative research in the 
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process of theory building and theory testing consists of replacing proper names 
of social systems by the relevant variables"  (1970:  30). 

5. Those w h o consult Political Parties: A Cross-National Survey (Janda, 
1980a),  the source of these data, should note that w e have reversed the signs of 
the party scores for the issue orientation variables to facilitate the left-right  spa-
tial presentation. 

6. This use of  E ^  might be challenged on several grounds. First, some m a y 
wonder whether the nature of the judgmental coding m a y itself contribute to the 
size of  E^,  so that coders might be biased toward giving similar codes to parties 
in the same country. Safeguards against such a bias were built into the coding 
process.  Independent codes were produced by pairs of coders for m a n y of the 
variables,  with an additional check of the data by area experts. There is also 
empirical evidence that coder "set" alone could not account for large E h . If 
that were  true,  the  E ^  would be large for all the concepts in the  ICPP  project. 
However , m a n y of them are  small,  including the  E^  reported in this chapter for 
ideological position. 

Second, it should be noted that there is a potential for bias to result from 
using the  E ^  statistic with the small numbers of cases in the analysis of variance 
categories used in this study. W h e n cases in a category constitute a very small 
sample of the population of cases  fitting  the category requirements, there is a 
tendency for the sample within-category variance to underestimate the popula-
tion within-category variance. W h e n the category n's are  small,  the denominator 
of.the  E ^  formula  (i.e.,  the total variance) is underestimated. Since the numer-
ator  (i.e.,  the between-category variance) is not similarly influenced by the 
category  n's,  the overall  E ^  is biased upward. However, since the parties in the 
countries studied constitute populations rather than samples  (i.e.,  a four-party 
system is represented by all four  parties),  w e have the population  writhin-
category variance rather than a sample-based estimate subject to  small-n  bias. 
Hence.  E ^  is an accurate reflection of explained variance in this analysis. 

7.  W e will be employing the familiar Pearson product-moment coefficient in 
our correlational analysis. 

8. In presenting results of the regression  analysis,  w e will employ a decision 
rule that enables us to (1) adequately assess the total combined explanatory 
power of the selected set of explanatory variables while (2) fairly assessing the 
statistical significance and relative magnitudes of the independent contributions 
of individual variables. W e report the regression results for that equation whose 
"adjusted  R^"  is largest for the given set of independent variables. The unad-
justed  R^  will always increase, however  slighfly,  with the addition of variables to 
the analysis. The adjusted  /î̂  corrects for the addition of independent variables. 
Thus w h e n the adjusted  R^  begins to decline with the addition of new variables, 
the variables being added do not "carry their o w n weight" and will not be re-
garded as improving the explanation. For a discussion of the adjustment to  R^, 
see Gordon Hilton  (1976),  pp.  153-154. 



T h e E n v i r o n m e n t a n d P a r t y 

I d e o l o g y 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1950 a group of American political scientists took a look at the Brit-
ish parties, liked what they saw (or at least what they thought they saw), 
and wrote  a  Report suggesting  the  potential benefits  of  transporting 
"party responsibility"  to  the United States. A m o n g the longed-for  pre-
scriptions  for the  American system  was  more "programmatic" parties, 
i.e., parties offering  a  clear choice a m o n g clearly stated programs.  A s 
they put it: 

Popular government in  a  nation of more than 150 million people requires 
political parties which provide the electorate with  a  proper range of choice 
between alternatives of action  (APSA,  1950:  15). 

But what existed instead was a situation where the "alternatives be-
tween the parties are defined  so  badly that it is often difficult  to  deter-
mine what the election has decided even in the broadest terms"  ( A P S A , 
1950:  3).  If the party labels are to act as meaningful surrogates for  poli-
cy alternatives, they argued,  and  particularly  if  they  are to  facihtate 
rational voting, then the parties must m a k e clear what those labels stand 
for and that they stand for things that are different. 

Since pubhcation  of  the Report, numerous critics have argued that, 
even  if  more "ideological"  or  "programmatic" parties were desirable, 
they would not  be  electorally acceptable in this country. Environmental 
limitations  on  the ideological nature of the American parties are usually 
assumed  to  include the plurality electoral system, the number of parties 
(i.e.,  only  two),  and  the  lack  of a  sharp  and  deep ideological division 
within  the  society, which might promote ideologically distinct parties. 
Such an  environment might not only allow but perhaps would even re-
quire that the American parties  be  "pragmatic" rather than "ideologi-

is 



26 /  Parties  and  Their  Environments 

cal," i.e., that they employ very similar and perhaps internally inconsis-
tent approaches  to  issues if they hope to win national elections. 

Though the programmatic clarity  of  the American system could  pre-
sumably  be  enhanced if (1)  one or  both  of  the parties deviated farther 
from the ideological "middle  of  the road" and/or (2) one  or  both  of  the 
parties developed  a set of  general "principles" from which individual 
issue positions could  be  easily deduced, it  is  possible that  the  environ-
ment would prohibit either  of  these things from happening. It is the  ma-
jor purpose  of  this chapter  to  investigate the effects  of a  number  of  so-
cial  and  political factors upon (1)  the  ability  of a  system  to  produce  an 
ideologically "extreme"  (or at  least, "non-centrist") party, (2)  the  abil-
ity  to  produce  a  "consistent" party,  and  (3)  the  range  of  "choice" that 
the system provides  to  its voters. 

O u r approach is  to  begin  by  determining the extent  and  sources  of 
environmental effects upon party ideology across  our  full sample  of 
countries,  and  then  to  employ these findings  in  analyzing the American 
situation.  But  first,  w e  turn  to a  more general discussion of party ideolo-
gy  and  our attempt  to  measure it. 

" IDEOLOGY": T H E LEFT-RIGHT DIMENSION 

Before setting out to measure "choice," we must first establish: "choice 
on what dimension?" Given  a  c o m m o n definition  of  ideology  as "a 
general value structure  and  immediate political  goals"  (Gross, 1974: 78), 
there  are  obviously m a n y alternative ideologies that might serve  as the 
object  of  our measure.  W e have chosen  to use the  left-right continuum 
here because it appears  to  have been  the  most widely relevant ideologi-
cal scale during the period for which  w e  have data (1957-62)  and  hence 
is the most useful for our comparative analyses. 

B y Duverger's  historical account of ideological development in West-
ern Europe,  the  first  half  of the  nineteenth century  was  dominated  by 
another political conflict, between  the  "liberals"  and  "conservatives," 
over  the  issues  of  liberty, equality,  and  mass participation  in  politics. 
But  as  the bourgeoisie  w o n  their rights  and  liberties from the aristocra-
cy,  that line  of  combat was replaced  by a new  set  of  issues emphasizing 
the economic struggle between workers  and  owners. This conflict would 
continue into  the  twentieth century, with socialists seeking government 
guarantees  of an end to the  "exploitation  of the  worker" opposed  by 
capitalists decrying  any  governmental role  in the  economy  as  both  un-
natural  and  unwise. F rom this perspective, then, the liberal/conservative 
conflict  was  largely resolved  in  Western Europe long before  the  period 
of our data  and had  been replaced  by  the left/right "economic" conflict. 

Although Duverger's historical account is limited  to  Europe, the  rel-
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evance of the left-right continuum is far more general. Duverger him-

self has argued: 

European political struggles of the nineteenth century established, at least 
in  part,  the ideological frameworks within which the main political struggles 
of today unfold.  The  study  of  European political parties provides the best 
foundation for understanding  all  political parties  (1972:  39). 

And Sartori (1976: 78), in his own analysis of party ideology, notes that 
"what compels  us to  utilize the left-right identification  and  ordering is  a 
formidable reason, namely, that this appears  to be  the most detectable 
and constant  way  in which not only mass publics but also elites perceive 
politics."̂  

In restricting  our  analyses  to  only  the  left-right continuum,  two 
caveats must  be  kept  in  mind. First,  w e  agree with those  w h o  would 
argue that there  are  m a n y additional ideological dimensions  of  party 
conflict that  go  unrepresented here. Given the impossibility of including 
all potential bases  of  party ideology, however,  w e  have opted  for the 
alternative  of  covering only  the  most widely applicable  and  hence  the 
most meaningful  for  cross-national comparison. Second, some might 
question the relevance  of  even the left-right continuum  to  today's  poh-
tics,  arguing that that dimension  has n o w  gone  the way of  the earlier 
liberal/conservative  conflict.̂  However , most studies of party policies and 
voters'  perceptions  of  party policies conducted  in the  1960s  and  early 
1970s found that the left-right dimension continued  to  dominate distinc-
tions a m o n g  parties.  (See the studies of dimensional analyses reported in 
Budge,  Crewe,  and  Farhe,  1976.) Since  our  data cover  the  1957-62 
period  and  because our concern  in  using those data is more theoretical 
than descriptive, information about the left-right positions of the parties 
in that period should serve us adequately. 

MEASUREMENT OF PARTY IDEOLOGY 

Among the most important indicators of a party's orientation to the left-
right continuum  are  its positions  on  four issues involving  the  govern-
ment's role  in the  economy: whether  the  public  or the  private sector 
should  be  the principal owner  of  the means  of  production, whether  the 
government should have  a  role  in  long-term planning  of  the economy, 
whether the government should take responsibility for programs  of  so-
cial welfare,  and  whether there should  be a  governmental program  of 
redistributing the wealth.  A s  indicated  in  Figure 3.1,  w e  have such in-
formation  for the  parties  in our  data set.  For  each issue, each  of the 
parties  was  given  a  score ranging from  - 5 to  -1-5,  with high positive 
scores indicating  a  "rightist" position  in  opposition  to a  governmental 
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role in the economy and large negative scores indicating a "leftist" 
orientation in favor of governmental  intervention.^  Those scores served 
as the " raw" data from which more elaborate measures were con-
structed. 

F I G U R E 3.1  ICPP  Left/Right Issue Variables 

Ownership of the Means of Production 

-5 0 
Neutral Strongly favors government 

ownership 

Government Role in Economic Planning 
H 1 
-5 0 
Strongly favors a large Neutral 
role 
Redistribution of the Wealth 

+ 5 
Strongly opposes 

government ownership 

i-
+ 5 

Strongly opposes any role 

4-H • 
- 5 
Advocates severe 
redistribution from rich to 
poor 
Providing for Social Welfare 

0 
Neutral 

+ 5 
Advocates policies to 

widen gap between 
rich and poor 

h 
+ 5 

Advocates repeal of 
existing welfare programs 

-5 0 
Supports a broad range of Neutral 
compulsory assistance 

Specifically, w e are concerned here with the extent to which the en-
vironment might affect three different concepts that are related to the 
notion of clear ideological "choice" in a party system. Ideological ex-
tremism taps the degree to which the party's m e a n ideological thrust de-
parts from the "center" of the left-right scale. Ideological consistency 
taps the degree to which a party (at a given point in time) takes ideolog-
ically consistent positions on the set of left-right issues. A n d ideological 
distance is simply the distance between the m e a n thrusts of the system's 
two parties which are farthest apart on the left-right continuum. A s 
such, "distance" is a gross indicator of the range of ideological choice 
provided by the  system.'* 

O u r measures for all of these variables are based on the  parties'  raw 
positions on the four left-right issues. First, the party's ideological  posi-
tion is computed as the arithmetic m e a n (or "average") of the four issue 
scores.  T h e positions for the parties in our sample, computed in this 
manner , are indicated by country in Figure 3.2. 



The Environment and Party Ideology I 29 

F I G U R E 3.2 Left/Right Positions of Parties 

Left 
United  States 1 

United Kingdonn-

Australia 

Bight 

New Zealand -

Canada 

Ireland 

India 

Austria  -

France-

West Germany — 

Greece 

Den mark-

Iceland  — 

Sweden — 

The Netherlands-

Luxembourg 

Ecuador 

Peru 

Uruguay  -

Venezuela-

Guatemala-

Burma 

Malaya 

Lebanon-

Turkey— 

Dahomey-

Kenya 

Uganda-

Jf K 

•2 K 

H — 2 -

(of3) 

(of  3) 

*<•'-•  • '  K 

(of  5) 

O n c e the party's position is ascertained, the ex t remism of the party 
can b e m e a s u r e d as the simple distance of the party f r o m the ideological 
"center "  (i.e.,  as the absolute value of the party's position, since the 
"center " is zero o n o u r  scale).  T h e consistency of the party's p r o g r a m is 
then m e a s u r e d as the average deviation of the individual issue positions 
f r o m their m e a n  (i.e.,  the average of the differences of the individual 
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FIGURE 3.3 Examples of Various Combinations of Extremism and 
Consistency 

Leftist Center Rightist 

Production 
Planning 
Redistribution 
Welfare 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Production 
Planning 
Redistribution 
Welfare 

Production 
Planning 
Redistribution 
Welfare 

Production 
Planning 
Redistribution 
Welfare 

French Communist party: 
leftist and consistent 

Icelandic Social Democratic party: 
leftist and inconsistent 

X 
X 

Malayan Chinese Association: 
centrist and consistent 

X 

X 

Australian Liberal party: 
centrist and inconsistent 

issue scores from the party's over-all  position).^  Illustrations of parties 
with combinations of various degrees of extremism and consistency are 
provided in Figure 3.3, indicating that extremism need not imply con-
sistency, and vice versa. Finally, the system's ideological "distance" is 
measured as the arithmetic difference between the ideological position 
scores for the two parties which are "farthest apart," i.e., the distance 
between the system's two "most different" parties. T h e distances are 

indicated by the connecting  hnes  in Figure 3.2. 
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EXPLAINING ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
O N PARTY IDEOLOGY 

Among the environmental factors most often suggested as determinants of 
party ideology  are two  related characteristics  of  the political  sys tem— 
the nature  of  the electoral system  and the  number of political  parties.̂  

Both  the  individual party's ideological consistency  and the  system's di-
versity  are  linked  to the  difference  in  electoral considerations between 
two-party  and  multi-party systems  and  between majority  (or  plurality) 
and proportional representation (P.R.) electoral systems.  A s  argued  by 
Hermens  (1938),  Duverger (1964b:  224-226),  and  others, proportional 
representation provides more electoral rewards  to  the "weaker" parties 
in  the  system than does  the  majority form  of  election^wlñch  makes  it 
more difficult  for  "ideological" parties  to  survive.  A s  Hermens  (1938: 
25)  put  it, "If P.R. gives  to  these radical groups, under normal condi-
tions,  only  a  comparatively small number of  seats,  it at least contributes 
greatly towards keeping them alive; whereas under the majority system, 
they sustain failure after failure, with  the  result that they tend  to  dis-
appear completely from the political scene." Concerning the number  of 
parties  in  the system, Mayer  (1972:  227) argues that "principled parties 
thrive best  in  multi-party situations, where success  can be  based upon 
appeal  to a  fixed and ideologically homogenous clientele; [whereas]  par-
ties in two-party systems are forced to aggregate  a  more diverse clientele 
because political success consists  of  winning  a  plurality  of the  total 
vote."  O n e  reason  for  expecting  a  number/ideology relationship is  the 
link between the nature  of  the electoral system  and  the number  of  par-
ties,  with the  hkelihood  of  having only two parties  and  hence  of  having 
only nonprogrammatic parties dropping precipitously with the shift from 
majority elections to proportional  representation.  But that linkage is  not 
the only reason for expecting the number/ideology relationship. Sartori 
(1966:  159) has summarized  a  more direct reason: "The rule  of  thumb 
appears  to be  that  the  more numerous  the  parties,  the  less they  can 
afford  a  pragmatic lack  of  distinctiveness."  B y  this argument, increasing 
the number  of  parties, even within  the  same type  of  electoral system, 
should provide  an  incentive for increasing the range  of  choice provided 
by the parties. 

Also likely  to  improve  the  lot  of  more "ideological" parties is  the 
probability of rule  by a  coalition government and with that the increasing 
potential for such parties  to  participate in the government.  A s  Schlesin-
ger  (1968:  434) argues, "Where the governing responsibility is shared  or 
obscure,  parties  can  govern  and  [also] retain  a  doctrine which has little 
relevance to the governing experience."  A n d to  extend Hermens's argu-
ment concerning  the  importance  of a  small party's gaining legislative 
seats,  w e  might argue that participating  in a  coalition government, even 
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as the weakest partner, would contribute greatly to the survival rate of 
what he calls "radical" parties. 

A somewhat different type of governmental explanation for ideolog-
ical "diversity" has been sugggested by Sigelman and Yough (1978: 
374),  w h o found substantial empirical support for the argument that re-
gime tolerance of opposition "allows opposition parties of divergent 
ideological stripes to attract relatively large numbers of voters," while 
party systems in more restrictive regimes are "far less likely to polarize 
along left-right lines." While their dependent variable, polarization, in-
cludes the magnitude of "support" for parties of different ideologies and 
not just their placement on the ideological continuum, w e find that both 
their argument and their findings warrant the inclusion of regime toler-
ance as a potential source of explanation in this study. The same regime 
intolerance that would deny support to a party of a particular ideological 
ilk could also m a k e it difficult or impossible for such a party to exist in 
the system, thereby limiting the range of choice provided there. 

So there are good theoretical reasons for expecting the type of elec-
toral system, the number of  parties,  the potential for coalition participa-
tion,  and the degree of regime tolerance of opposition to be related to 
the diversity of party ideologies in a system, and particularly to the ex-
istence of "ideological" parties within the system. For our  analyses,  each 
country is assigned a value on each of these variables. For the type of 
electoral system, Blondel's (1969) six categories are reduced to two for 
our purposes, with each country labeled as "proportional" or 
"plurality."'  T h e number of parties is simply the number important 
enough to be studied by the  ICPP  project (as listed in Table  2.1).  The 
probability of coalition government is measured as the percentage of the 
years from 1946 to 1956 during which coalition governments existed in 
the country. A n d regime tolerance of opposition is measured (as sug-
gested by Sigelman and Yough, 1978: 365) as a composite score based 
on measures of interest aggregation, the role of police, press freedom, 
and the number of government sanctions imposed from 1960-1967. 
Together, these variables are employed to represent the "political/gov-
ernmental"  environment of the parties. 

But to consider only political and governmental variables as sources 
of environmental explanation would be to ignore another important 
sphere of the environment: namely, the socioeconomic environment. 
For the study of party ideology, the most relevant features of the 
socioeconomic environment are those related to inequality within the 

society. 
Milnor (1969: 104-5) has argued that "only in a sharply divided 

society is there a  possibiUty  of an ideological party forming," and only 
then if the division yields groups with well-developed self-identification 
and "a clear sense of separation from other interests in the society that 

m a y be potentially competitive or opposing" (emphasis  added).  Such 
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groups, if they were to have relevance to the past several decades, were 
most  Ukely  to arise in societies that might be described as "unequal," 
where large social groups were  left  without their proportionate share of 
the opportunities and rewards that the systems had to offer. For this 
reason,  w e have included as a "socioeconomic" independent variable an 
indicator of the inequality of rewards among the various occupational 
"sectors"  of the society. A n d because Milnor's "sharp societal divisions" 
are increasingly less likely to occur in more affluent societies, the gross 
national product per capita is also included as an independent variable 
(labeled "affluence"  hereafter).* 

T h e above set of arguments will serve as the theoretical foundation 
for the analyses which are to follow here. These analyses will differ from 
those which will follow in Chapters 4 through 6, in that here w e will 
focus on explaining characteristics of the "party system" rather than fea-
tures of the individual  parties,  as will be the case in the remaining chap-
ters.  T h e reason is quite simple: there are good reasons w h y the ex-
pected relationships would not hold at the level of the individual party. 
While it m a y be expected that every party in a plurality, two-party  sys-
tem would be pragmatic, for instance, it is hardly to be expected that 
every party in a proportional representation, multi-party system would 
be ideologically consistent and extreme. It might be expected, instead, 
that the parties in such a system would take a variety of positions on the 
left-right scale and display a range of attention to consistency. If that is 
the case (and it is, according to our  data),  then w e would not expect 
significant relationships to exist between the environmental factors and 
our ideology variables at the party  level.  (This would explain our finding 
in Chapter 2 that only 29 percent of the variance in party-level ideolo-
gical position can be explained by the environment.) 

W e would, however, expect those relationships to hold at the level 
of the party "system," where the theory is actually m u c h more applic-
able.  Stated generally, our expectations are that (1) the extremity of the 
"most extreme" party of a system will rise as the environment becomes 
more conducive to "extreme" parties, (2) the consistency of the "most 
consistent"  party in the system should increase as the environment  bet-
ter approximates one conducive to "principled" parties, and (3) the 
range of choice, measured here as ideological "distance," should rise 
with proportional representation, multiple  parties,  coalition government, 
inequality,  etc.̂  [It should be noted that w e are using the term "en-
vironment"  rather loosely in the remainder of this chapter, since w e are 
n o w explaining  5_yííew-level  ideological variables with other factors that 
vary at the same level (such as number of parties).] 

Table 3.1 presents the bivariate correlation coefficients for the rela-
tionships between the explanatory variables and the three system-level 
ideological variables. Though several of the expectations (and especially 
those related to tolerance and affluence) are not fulfilled, other argu-
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ments are supported by these results. Although none of the independent 
variables are significantly correlated with consistency, m o r e of the  pro-
positions are supported for extremism and ideological distance. T h e most 
consistent support seems to be for the general argument that the politi-
cal structure of the party system affects the range of choice that its par-
ties can provide. Larger numbers of  parties,  proportional representation, 
and a higher propensity to form  coahtion  governments are all significant-
ly associated with greater extremism of the system's most non-centrist 
party and larger distance between the system's most different parties. 

TABLE 3.1 Bivariate Correlations between System-Level Ideology Variables and En-
vironmental Variables 

Coalition Propensity 
Number of Parties 
Electoral System 
Tolerance of Opposition 
Sectoral Inequality 
Affluence 

Extremism" 
r 

.50* 

.50* 
-.33* 
_ .|2wd 
.3r 

-.20 

r' 

.25 
.25 
.11 
.01 
.10 
.04 

Consistency" 
r 

-.11 
.30 
.30"" 

-.08»"' 
.33 
.00 

H 

.01 

.09 

.09 

.01 

.11 

.00 

Distance' 
f  r' 

.42*  .18 

.65*  .42 
-.40*  .16 

.24 .06 

.02 .00 

.20"^  .04 

""  Correlation  is in  opposite direction from  that  expected. 
"  N's equal 28  for  extremism and distance  correlations,  except coalition (n =  26),  sectoral 

inequality {n =  25),  and affluence  (n  =  26). 
"  W s equal 27 for consistency  correlations,  except coalition  (n  =  25),  sectoral inequality 

(n  =  24),  and affluence (n =  26).  Dahomey was excluded from the consistency analy-
sis,  with none of  its  parties having the minimum requirement of three valid issue scores 
in order to assign a consistency  score.  Five other parties also failed to meet the  mini-
mum, one each  in  Greece,  Luxembourg,  Ecuador,  Venezuela,  and Uganda. 

*  Correlation  is  significant  at  the .05 level. 

Since the three significant "political structure" variables, in particu-
lar,  are related to one another as well as to the range of ideological 
choice,  w e would most likely exaggerate the combined influence of the 
variables if w e were simply to s u m the individual explained variances. 
H o w e v e r ,  the technique of "multiple regression" (see Chapter 2) en-
ables us to determine m o r e accurately the effects of a n u m b e r of variables 
acting jointly o n the ideological variables. T h e technique involves com-
puting the o p t i m u m combination of the explanatory variables, yielding a 
regression coefficient for each variable which revels its relative impor-
tance in the final predictive equation (or  " law" ) .  Each coefficient can be 
interpreted as the a m o u n t of change in the dependent variable resulting 
f rom a change of one (standardized) unit in that particular independent 
variable while holding the others constant. (See Chapter  2) . 
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COMBINED EXPLANATION 

The "independent" and combined effects of the selected environmental 
factors u p o n the ideological variables are presented in Table 3.2. W h i l e 
the ability to explain "consistency" remains s o m e w h a t problematic, the 
c o m b i n e d explanation produces m o r e satisfying results for the ext remism 
a n d distance variables. O v e r one-third of the variance in "ex t rem ism" 
can b e explained by the n u m b e r of parties, coalition propensity, a n d 
sectoral  inequaUty.  A n d nearly one-half of the variance in "distance" 
can be explained by the n u m b e r of parties and the nature of the elector-
al system alone (with slightly m o r e variance explained with the addition 
of affluence, though in the opposite direction f rom that  anticipated). 

TABLE 3.2' Multiple Regression for System-Level Ideology Variables with Environmental 
Variables 

Standardized Regression 
Coefficient 

Extremism with 
Number of Parties .28 
Coalition Propensity .31 
Sectoral inequality .20 

FF = .35 Adjusted  fl^  = .26  W = 28 

Consistency with" 
Sectoral Inequality .43* 
Electoral System  .44»"'* 
Number of Parties .32 
Affluence  .34""̂  

Ff  = .36 Adjusted  fl^  = .25  A/  = 27 
Distance  with" 

Number of Parties .60* 
Electoral System -.19 
Affluence  .17»"' 

Ff  = .50 Adjusted  fl^  = .43  A/  = 28 

"^ Regression coefficient is in opposite direction from that expected. 
^  The results given are for the equation whose adjusted  PP  is the largest among those 

possible with combinations of the nine independent variables. (See Chapter  2,  note 8, 
for a discussion of the decision rule by which some variables were excluded from the 
regressions.) All  R^  are significant at the .05 level. Mean values are substituted for 
missing values of the independent variables. 

"  Without the variables whose coefficients are in the wrong  direction,  the overall  fl^  is  .15 
for the equation involving only sectoral inequality (beta = .25) and number of parties 
(beta =  .23). 

°  Without the variable whose coefficient  is  in the wrong  direction,  the overall  ff is  .47 for 
the equation involving only number of parties (beta =  .58) and  electoral system (beta = 
-.23). 

* Significant  at  the .05 level. 
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Though our analyses also suggest that just over one-third of the 
variance in consistency can be jointly explained by four of the explana-
tory variables, the interpretation of these results is somewhat problemat-
ic.  Though w e expected plurality elections and affluence to m a k e 
ideological consistency more  difficuh,  our findings suggest that under the 
ceteris paribus conditions imposed by the multiple regression technique, 
they tend toward greater consistency. Perhaps it is because more affluent 
societies also tend to be industrialized societies, with parties organized 
to represent the interests of workers (or the working  class),  that w e find 
affluence predicting to the presence of more, rather than  less,  consistent 
parties;  that would also explain the unexpected positive (but small) rela-
tionship between affluence and ideological distance. A n d as for the elec-
toral system, the very least that can be said is that plurality elections do 
not act as the severely restricting force on consistency that it has often 
been thought to be. W e must offer one important caveat to all of the 
findings related to consistency, however: by measuring consistency 
across only the four very similar economic issues, w e have severely  hm-
ited the range of possible inconsistency. Hence, different findings 
might be forthcoming from analyses employing a measure based on a 
larger (and broader) set of issues; in other  words,  our findings might be 
limited to our particular choice of continuum and issues. 

W e feel more confident in concluding, on the basis of our analyses, 
that the environment does affect the extent to which parties m a y 
approach one or another of the ideological  poles.  Although, as is  evi-
dent from Figure 3.2, it is not necessary for both parties in two-party 
systems to be as "middle-of-the-road" as the two American parties, it 
does appear that the truly "extremist" parties are limited to the multi-
party systems and especially to those prone to government by coalition. 
T h e range of ideological choice provided by a party system, as measured 
by the distance between its two most different parties, also seems to be 
profoundly affected by other features of the environment (and especially 
the political environment) within which the parties operate. 

O f special importance to the American parties is our finding that 
two-partyism and  pluraHty  elections tend to limit the range of  choice 
provided by a party system. A t first glance, this might be taken as 
empirical evidence that the very similar American parties are exactly 
what must be expected and perhaps are even best suited to such a system. 
But there is still the nagging comparison with the British  sys tem— 
similar to the American in electoral system and number of  parties— 
which presumably has provided m u c h clearer choices, even within that 
limiting environment. W e turn n o w to an empirical assessment of the 
accuracy of that age-old comparison, in hopes of ultimately casting some 
light on the ability and the likelihood of the American parties to offer a 
clearer programmatic choice. 
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ANALYZING THE AMERICAN PARTIES: 
T H E BRITISH COMPARISON 

America's two main parties have long been critized for providing the vot-
ers with  too  Httle  choice.  T h e  criticism perhaps culminated  in the 
A P S A Commit tee 's Repor t in 1950, in which the Amer i can parties were 
c o m p a r e d to the British parties and found wanting. In spite of Britain's 
two-party system and majority elections, the proponents of the Report 
argued, the m o r e "responsible" British parties still provide their voters 
with clear (or at least clearer) programmatic differences. T h e A m e r i c a n 
parties,  o n the  other hand, seldom provide meaningful differences  in 
their platforms, which better approximate hodgepodges  of  issue stands 
than consistent programs. 

T h o u g h our data refer to  a  slightly later period (1957 to 1962 rather 
than  1950),  they bespeak  a  comparison of British and A m e r i c a n parties 
supportive of Butler's reaction to the Report: 

The choice may seem more confused in the United States, but it is more 
far-reaching. The parties  in  Britain may  be  distinct from each other,  but 
they are not very different from each other (1955: 52). 

The ICPP data and our analyses might provide some insight into the 
"mi rage" that the party responsibilists reported to have seen in Britain, 
and s o m e notion  of  the options open  to  the Amer i can parties should 
they desire  to  provide m o r e "choice." Table 3.3 provides  the  data 
necessary  for the  relevant comparisons  o n  consistency, distance,  and 

TABLE 3.3 Comparative Data for United States and British Parties, 1957-62 Period 

Position" Distance" Consistency^ 

U.S.  Democratic  -1.50 
U.S.  Republican 2.00  / 
U.K. Labour -3.50  i 
U.K. Conservative  - .75 

3.50 

2.75 

-1.50 
-  .50 
-  .75 
-2.25 

"  The scores in this column are the mean positions taken by the parties on each of the 
four issue variables.  A  negative value means  a  "leftist" position, and  a  positive value 
means a  "rightist" position. Because the "center" position on all four issues is 0, the 
magnitude  (i.e.,  absolute value) of the parties' position scores can be taken as an in-
dicator of "extremism." The actual position scores obtained by the parties in this study 
range from -5  to  +4. 

"The "distance" between parties is simply the difference of their mean issue positions. 
The actual values obtained by the party systems  in this  study range from 0 to +8.0. 

= "Consistency" is measured as the negative of the average deviation of the individual 
issue positions from the mean party  position.  By this  procedure,  smaller negative scores 
(i.e.,  "higher" scores) indicate greater consistency (see note  5).  The actual values 
obtained by the parties  in this  study range from 0  to  -3.5. 
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ideological position. According to these data, then, what actually were 
the differences be tween the t w o systems for the 1957-1962 period? 

First,  w h a t little difference exists o n consistency of issue positions 
w o u l d s e e m to favor the A m e r i c a n parties. T h o u g h the differences are 
so slight that they might easily b e the products of m e a s u r e m e n t error, it 
is at least unlikely that the British parties hold the large edge that the 
A P S A Repor t could have led us to expect. A s for distance,  here,  too, a 
slight edge is given to the A m e r i c a n parties. A s Butler said, the British 
parties m a y have appeared to be further apart, but the looks were 
apparently deceiving. 

T h e British system did differ f rom the A m e r i c a n , though, in t w o 
w a y s ,  neither of which is insignificant in helping to clarify the choices for 
the British voters and both of which m a y help to explain the "mirage." 
O u r compar ison of the position scores reveals that the British L a b o u r 
party w a s the sole British or A m e r i c a n party that approximated "ex-
t reme."  W h e r e both A m e r i c a n parties hovered near the middle of the 
scale,  the British we re offered a centrist and a moderately leftist party. 
This is o n e possible reason w h y the British parties appeared to provide a 
clearer choice. 

A n o t h e r likely factor is the greater cohesion of the British parties in 
their legislature. W e have attempted a graphic compar ison in Figure 3.4 
to illustrate (and, undoubtedly, exaggerate) the point. T h e greatest in-
consistency in the A m e r i c a n case m a y be found not in the planks of a 
platform nor even in the positions taken by the party over time but 
rather in the behaviour of the party's legislators. W h e n the British 
observe their legislators, they are provided with something resembling 

FIGURE 3.4 Images Provided by Legislators' Behavior: Hypothetical 
M e a n Voting Positions of Legislators In the U.S. a n d U.K. 
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two distinct blocks; the Americans see two overlapping clouds. It is 
probably safe to conjecture that given two systems with all else equal, 
the one with the greater party cohesion will appear to provide m o r e sig-
nificant choices and in fact will provide its voters with greater clarity of 
choice. 

W h a t ,  then, can w e say to those w h o would have the Amer ican par-
ties provide clearer choices? W e have seen from our analyses that 
ideological distance is profoundly affected by the environment within 
which the parties operate. Short of revising the environment, w e might 
expect little in the w a y of the parties' actually moving apart. ( A n d that 
would, in any case, go contrary to the ideological convergence that is 
being reported in the rest of the world today; see T h o m a s , 1975.) 
T h o u g h one or the other of the parties could begin to shift the entire 
system in one direction or the other to better approximate what was 
available in Britain in the 1957-62 period, there would appear to be  lit-
tle inclination on the part of either of the parties (or the voters) to leave 
the traditionally safe lane in the middle of the  road.^"  According to our 
argument, that would seem to leave the option of strengthening the 
national parties in ways that would encourage greater party cohesion in 
Congress. Whether the parties can do so, especially given America's  sys-
tem of separation of powers, is left to Chapters 5 and 6; whether they 
will do so is left to speculation in Chapter 7. But for those w h o would 
m a k e the Amer ican parties m o r e responsible, clarifying the differences 
that already exist m a y at least provide an acceptable (and m u c h more 
feasible) alternative to actually widening the gap. Clarifying party differ-
ences is basically a matter for party organization to develop and party 
cohesion to reflect. W e turn to these matters in the next two chapters. 

NOTES 

1. Others, including Finlay et al. (1974), might disagree that the terms 
"left"  and "right" are as applicable in the third World, but there is less  dis-
agreement about the applicability of the concepts to the third World setting. W e 
should also note that the liberal/conservative conflict is still alive in some third 
World  countries,  where issues of rights and liberties are still hotly debated. Our 
own data for liberal/conservative issue show that this is the case (see Harmel, 
1979a). 

2.  In recent years a literature has developed which argues that w e are  wit-
nessing the "end of ideology." For a collection of articles on the subject, see 
Mostafa Rejai  (ed.),  Decline of  Ideology?  (Chicago: Aldine-Atherton,  1971). 

3. Originally, each of the parties was assigned a value ranging from -5 to 
+ 5 for each of the issue variables, with negative numbers implying greater 
"rightism." For purposes of illustration, it proved useful here to reverse the 
signs,  associating the negative signs with the "left" side of a visual display. This 
practice  is  followed throughout this study. 
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4. Our usage of the term "ideological distance" seems to be consistent with 
Sartori's (1976:  126),  though his application is primarily to societies and ours is 
to parties. O u r usage is identical to that of Monica Chariot (1975) in her longi-
tudinal study of ideological distance in Britain. 

5. Since the average deviation becomes larger as the consistency decreases, 
w e actually use the negative of the average deviation as a measure of "con-
sistency." 

6. For some purposes, it might be preferable to consider the number of 
parties as a characteristic of the party system, rather than as a feature of the 
"environment." However, the theoretical arguments set forth here, whether re-
ferring to the ideological nature of an individual party or of the entire party  sys-
tem, are largely based on the electoral considerations of the individual parties. 
Therefore, since the number of parties is a feature of the context within which 
those considerations are made, w e will consistently refer to "number of parties" 
as an environmental variable. 

7.  For the "electoral system" variable, proportional systems were assigned 
a value of  "1"  and plurality systems were assigned a value of  " 2 . " 

8. O u r measure of "coalition propensity" is based on data from Banks' 
(1971)  Cross-PoHty  T ime Series data set. The "electoral system" variable is 
based on Blondel's (1969) six-category variable. O f the six categories, two are 
clearly P.R. and three are clearly majority. Only the  alternative-vote,  two-ballot 
system could fit either category, but w e have chosen to include such systems as 
P.R. based on Eckstein's argument (1963: 252) that these systems share impor-
tant features relevant to the establishment and survival of minor parties. P.R. 
systems are coded "1" and plurality systems as  " 2 , "  making the expected direc-
tion of relationships negative. The data for "sectoral inequality" (sectoral in-
c o m e G IN I )  and affluence (GNP/capita in 1960) are from World Handbook II. 
For five of the eight cases where the sectoral G I N I is missing, it was possible to 
use the individual income G I N I to estimate the sectoral measure by regression 
analysis.  Because only 18 of our countries are included in the Sigelman and 
Yough (1978) study, it was necessary to recompute the "tolerance" variable for 
the 28 countries; "freedom of group opposition," one of their indicators of 
tolerance, does not vary over our sample. 

O u r choice of indicators for the independent variables has been influenced 
by Sigelman and Yough (1978) and by the relevant literature which they ably 
review. They also provide a concise summary of the arguments underlying the 
relationship of affluence to equality and to left-right "polarization." M u c h of the 
reasoning presented in their discussion of "Model I" on pages 358-359 also ap-
plies here. 

9. Because these are country-level rather than party-level variables, the  E^ 
statistic discussed in Chapter 2 and employed in the next three chapters is not 
applicable here. 

10.  For information relevant to the argument that the 1980 elections m a y 
have signaled a dramatic "shift to the right," see Chapter 8 and especially notes 
7,  8, and 9. 
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APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 3 

The following are the codes assigned to the American parties for the issue vari-
ables discussed on pages 27-30 of Chapter 3. The codes and descriptions relate 
to the parties during the period 1957-62. (Codes are described on page  27). 

Ownership of the Means of Production 
D e m o c r a t s :  1  R e p u b U c a n s :  3 

In general, the Democrats did not advocate governmental control of basic indus-
tries,  though they did favor government ownership of power facilities in the 
South and the West. Republicans consistently opposed such projects as T V A 
and in fact worked to restore power developments to private enterprise. The 
Republicans also supported free enterprise with respect to c o m m o n carrier 
transportation. 

Government Role in Economic Planning 
D e m o c r a t s :  - 3 Republ icans: 2 

The Democrats pursued price controls and price supports, as well as tax reforms 
and monetary policies which would combine economic growth with economic 
justice.  The Republicans opposed economic planning in principle, though they 
favored the role of the Federal Reserve System in controlling the economy and 
credit. 

Redistribution of the Wealth Democrats:-! Republicans: 2 

The Democrats supported measures for progressive taxation, while the Republi-
cans were somewhat more likely to Favor legislative programs that would give 
more favorable treatment to higher-income groups. 

Providing for Social Welfare Democrats: -3 Republicans: 1 

The Democrats consistently favored a mixture of obligatory programs of public 
assistance and voluntary programs, though some Southern Democrats voted 
against such measures. The Republicans emphasized the individual's responsibil-
ity to care for himself but did favor the social security program. 

* More detailed descriptions are provided in Janda  (1980a);  note that the coding values 
have been reversed from the original scheme, so that negative values here are on the 
"left"  side  of the ideological continuum. 
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T h e E n v i r o n m e n t a n d P a r t y 

O r g a n i z a t i o n 

Political parties are common ly regarded as social organizations with  poli-
tical objectives.  A s  organizations, parties involve recurring interactions 
a m o n g individuals based  on a  division  of  labor  and  role differentiation. 

Thejiature3n[^X3üteflt,.nf.  a.  paijtyI&.,Q)i:gaaizatinBaLs.tJca£turg.  's  thought  to 
have consequences for its activities. Duverger, the foremost contempor-
ary student of party organization, held that organization 

constitutes the general setting for the activity of members, the selection  of 
leaders,  and  decides their powers.  It  often explains  the  strength  and 
efficiency  of  certain parties,  the  weakness  and  inefficiency  of  others 
(1961:  4). 

Moreover,  it is the  organizatiorî ]  ?̂ spe-ct  of  political parties that gives 
them substance  and  identity apart from their prominent candidates  and 
transient leaders.  A s  Wilson notes, "Organization provides continuity 
and predictability  to  social processes that would otherwise  be  episodic 
and uncertain" (1973:  7) .  If parties are  to be  regarded as anything more 
than momentary alliances  of  candidates under the same label  to  appeal 
for votes in elections, it is due to their organization. 

It  is not  surprising, then, that party organization  has  drawn  the 
attention of party reformers. Proposals for making the American parties 
mo re "responsible" have common ly focused  on  restructuring  the  party 
organization.  T h e  A P S A Report (Appendix  A ,  p. 146) urged reducing 
the size  of the  national conventions  but  holding longer  and  more  fre-
quent  meet ings—once  every  two  years rather than every presidential 
election year.  T h e  Report also proposed the creation  of a  "party coun-
cil"  for  each party consisting  of 50  members drawn from  the  national 
committee, the congressional party organizations, state committees, gov-

42 
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ernors, and other high party officials—including the President. These 
councils would meet at least quarterly to m a k e a preliminary draft of the 
party platform, interpret the platform in relation to current problems, 
m a k e recommendations to appropriate party organs regarding congres-
sional candidates, bring to the attention of the national convention or 
committee conspicuous departures of state or local party organizations 
from national party decisions, and even discuss and perhaps screen  pres-
idential candidates. 

These proposals, which were never carried out, were in keeping 
with a  dgsire  to increase the importance of parties in government by im-
provingftheir  ability to coordinate individual actions and fix individual 
and group  responsibility—in  short, to improve the parties' organization-
al capacity. According to rational-efficient ideas of group action, increas-
ing organizational capacity means developing more complex procedures 
for mobilizing and coordinating the efforts of party activists for execut-
ing party strategy and advancing party policies. 

W h a t is the feasibility of increasing the complexity of American par-
ty organization, given the physical, socioeconomic, and political environ-
ment in the United States? O u r concern is not with the specific structure 
of any party but with the complexity of party organization in  general.^ 
D o e s cross-national analysis provide any evidence of environmental con-
straints on the complexity of the procedures for coordinating party ac-
tions? 

MEASURING PARTY COMPLEXITY 

The concept of party "complexity^ subsumes the division of labor, for-
malization of  rules,  impersonality of  relationships,  and forms of role and 
structural  differentiation.̂  In a nutshell, the more elaborate the party 
structure, the more complex it  is.  It should be noted that this dimension 
of party organization is distinctly different from the centralization of 
power within an organization, a concept studied in the next chapter. For 
n o w ,  it suffices to say that decentralization of power deals with the loca-
tion of authority within the party, regardless of the complexity of its 
organization. Not only are the two concepts logically distinct, they are 
empirically  unrelated.^ 

Party complexity is measured in our study by rating the parties on 
six different indicators: 

1. Structural articulation—scored from 0 to 11, with higher 
scores awarded when numerous  nation^L-oigans,  have clear 
functional responsibilities. 

2.  IntensivénèsToTorgãnization—scored  from 1 to 6, with higher 
scores given w h e n the organization is intense, i.e..  .the_basic 
units are relatively  small.  "* 
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3. Extensiveness of organization—scored from 0 to 6, with iiigher 
scores assigned when  the  country  is  thoroughly covered with 
local  units, 

4.  Frequency  of  local  meetings—scored  from  0 to 6,  with higher 
scores assigned when local meetings are frequent. 

5. Maintaining  records—scored  from  0  to  16, with higher scores 
given when  the  party has  a  publishing program,  a  research di-

vision,  and  accurate  m e m b e ^ E i ß  ̂ŷ ^̂ -
6. Pervasiveness of  organization—scored  from  0 to  18, with high-

er scores assigned when the party penetrates many socioecono-
mic sectors  and  claims m a n y supporters within each sector. 

The raw scores assigned to the Democratic and Republican parties 
on these indicators  are  reported  in the  appendix  to  this chapter. These 
scores  and  the scores for all other parties in the study were standardized 
to  a  c o m m o n metric. Each party's standardized scores  on the six  vari-
ables were then averaged  to  form  a  composite score  for  that  party.'* 
High positive scores denote high degrees of party complexity, high nega-
tive scores denote  low  degrees,  and  average amounts of complexity hov-
er around  0. For  example,  the  lowest complexity score  was  -2.70  and 
was obtained  by  the Greek Liberal party.  The  highest score  of  1.15  was 
earned  by  the G e r m a n Social Democratic party.  The  average complexity 
score for ail the parties was  -.13.  W h e n w e  speak about variance in par-
ty complexity,  w e  will  be  referring  to  variation  in  party scores  on  this 
scale. 

ASSESSING ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
O N PARTY COMPLEXITY 

That  the  environment does have  an  effect  on  party complexity  is  pre-
sumed by  scholars  w h o  rate countries according  to the  organization  of 
their  parties.̂  They recognize organizational differences among parties 
in the same country but see them tending toward  a  modal type, display-
ing  a  "center  of  gravity" that usefully distinguishes countries (Pride, 
1970:  698). Conventional wisdom,  for  example, holds that American 
parties tend to  be  weakly  organized.^  Sorauf bluntly states: 

Even by  the standards  of  the parties of the other democracies, the Amer-
ican party organizations cut  an  unimpressive  figure.  .  .. Instead  of a  con-
tinuity  of  relationships  and  of  operations,  the American party organization 
features  only  improvisatory, elusive,  and  sporadic structure  and  activities 
(1972:  133). 

H o w m u c h do  parties  in the  same country "cluster"  in  organizational 
complexity, thereby reflecting the c o m m o n impact of their environment, 
and  h o w  well  do the  American parties actually compare  to  parties  in 
other countries?  The  effects of environment are portrayed in Figure 4.1. 
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FIGURE 4.1 Degree of Party Organization, by Country 
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Countries  Ordered by  Increasing Party  Organization 

It is evident that the countries vary substantially in the "centers of 
jTaüit̂ íll-of  the party organizations and that  partieswithin countries  do 
tend to cluster together  in complexity^The  £ ^  váfue"õf~57 reportedlrr 
Figure 4.1 indicates that 57 percent of the variance in organizational 
complexity can be explained by the identity of the country, which sug-
gests an upper limit for environmental effects o n party complexity. 

A s for the Amer ican parties, they obtain very similar scores, with 
the Republicans slightly lower than the Democrats. Their average score 
(.08) is s o m e w h a t higher than the m e a n for all 95 competitive parties in 
the sample; this contradicts "conventional wisdom." E v e n with c o m -
parisons limited to only the European democracies, the average score 
for the Democrats and Republicans is exactly equal to the m e a n score 
o n party organization of 42 European parties. It appears, then, that 
Amer ican parties are very similar in their degree of organization and  are 
not lacking in complexity compared to other democratic parties. 
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Lest this assessment seem too deviant from the accepted under-
standing  of  American party organization, it is appropriate  to  recall  the 
distinction between the complexity  of  organization, measured  here,  and 
the location  of  power within the organization, treated  in  the next chap-
ter.  Most characterizations of American parties as being "weakly" organ-
ized pertain to their decentralization of power rather than the complexity of 
their structure. W h e n concern  is  limited  to  structural complexity, 

American parties  do  tend  to  possess as m u c h organization  as  most other 
competitive parties. 

The positions  of  some  of  those other parties  on the  organizational 
dimension (see Figure 4.1) are also worthy of  note.  A s  might be expected, 

the three G e r m a n parties stand near the top of the list in organizational 
complexity,  but  surprisingly they  are  outranked  by the two  parties  in 
Uruguay. Uruguay owes its high rank in party complexity to the peculiar 
nature of  its  Blanco and Colorado  parties.  S o m e say they are really coali-
tions of other parties that compete against  one  another  in  elections  and 
apportion governmental positions according  to  their electoral success. 
Whether Uruguay should  be  considered  a  two-party  or a  highly frag-
mented, multiparty system  has  generated some discussion  by  Latin 
Americanists.^  Because  w e  have chosen  to  count it  as a  two-party  sys-
tem,  the  Blancos  and  Colorados obtain  a  high complexity score,  for 
their factional components contribute greatly  to  their structural  dif-
ferentiation. 

T h e placement  of the  other parties  in the  list  should  not  raise  as 
m a n y eyebrows.  The  Western European parties tend  to  score near  the 
top (except for the Greek parties, which are commonly characterized  as 
low  in  organization,  see  Legg, 1968:  438-439),  and  parties  in  Third 
World countries that qualified  as  democracies during  our  time period 
tend  to  rank below average.  A s  the data indicate,  one  can  do  fairly well 
in predicting  a  party's organizational complexity simply  by  knowing  its 
country  identity—and  then consulting this listing. 

EXPLAINING ENVIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS O N COMPLEXITY 

Although organizational complexity can  be  "explained"  in  large part  by 
country identity, this is  an  unsatisfying explanation.  A s  argued  in  Chap-
ter 1, it is  an  idiographic rather than  a  nomothetic explanation.  W e must 
also seek  to  unaerstand  what factors  in the  countries' environments 
account for varying levels  of  organizational complexity. It is then possi-
ble  to  judge  the  success  of  this search  for  explanation  by  seeing  h o w 
m u c h of the country-specific variance (57 percent)  w e  can recapture with 
theoretical explanations for environmental effects.  The  search begins  by 
identifying  indwidual^jcpJ^naJíojj¿^íaaojs^that  have been proposed  as 

causes of party  coniplexity. 
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Individual Explanatory Factors 

Our search for theoretical explanations of organizational complexity 
leads  first  to the literature on  Qj£âo!AãÍÍftQal.-theor.y  and two social fac-
tors,  jnodernity and _g()gulation  size.  Then w e will examine four political 
factors that are often  menÍíóned as  causes of party  complexity L-the.elec-. 

Jûial  sysl£.q> t̂b^bEgadttua£.Jtbê.Íanf.ljÍSft.  ih&H.ag&  of-democratifiiastitHi, 
tions,  and the extent of party  competition. 

Social scientists have cited such aspects  of\nioderni^\  as  urbaniza-
tion,  high literacy, and social  wealth  as conducive to the formation of 
complex organizations. In more general terms, Stinchcombe (1965) has 
proposed that "modern" societies are more likely than "traditional" 
ones to provide conditions for forming organizations and allowing them 
to flourish. Stinchcombe suggests several indicators of modernity; w e 
use his notion of a  jnpriey  economy,  which w e measure by the propor-
tion of wage and salary earners in the labor force. The higher the 
proportion of workers receiving monetary payments, the more modern 
the socioeconomic environment and the more conducive it should be to 
the emergence of rational-efficient social organizations. 

Other scholars have proposed that the complexity of organizations 
tends to reflect  \ht¡complexity oĵ their  environment,  fiall  (1977:  151),  for 
instance, has suggested that an organization becomes structurally differ-
entiated to deal with the scope and diversity of its environment. For 
our study, the complexity of the environment is measured simply by the 
isize  of the population. The larger the country's population, the greater 
the  complexity of  its national  organizations, including its  parties.* 

T h e influence of  the,  \electo/jil  system  < on  party organization has 
been emphasized in Duverger's writings (1963 and  1964).  Duverger 
contended that voting for  hsts  of candidates in proportional representa-
tion arrangements (as in The Netherlands) promotes party organization, 
while voting for individual candidates in single-member districts with 
simple plurality vote (as in the United States) weakens it. Using a 
second ballot to decide elections when no candidate has a majority (as 
in France) has a mixed  effect.  Because this theory requires more refined 
measurement of electoral systems than the dichotomy of plurality versus 
proportional systems used in Chapter 3, w e employ the full scale de-
veloped by Blondel (1969:  534).  TTiis  allows us to accommodate Duver-
ger's classification of electoral systems while incorporating arguments 

thatjnni,lti-,ineimhieí.íiistricts  demand more party organization than  ŝ ingle-
m e m b e r districts.  A t the low end of the scale is proportional  representa-
tróh^^KTnrair  members of the parliament elected at large. A t the other 
end is the single-member majority system with all members also elected 
at large. Single-member districts with single and second-ballot systems 
are placed in the  middle.^  With the "electoral system" variable coded in 
this manner, w e expect an inverse relationship between the electoral sys-
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tern scale and party complexity. Parties that exist in countries at the 
proportional representation (low) end of the scale should score higher in 
complexity than those in countries with single-member districts at the 
upper end. 

Another electoral variable, the  Vbreadth  of the  frqiichixe'/,  has been 
offered as a political factor affecting party complexity. Rokkan  (1970: 
Chapts.  3 and  7 ) ,  for instance, has argued that parties develop more 
complex organizations to attract voting support w h e n the electorate is 
larger. W e have coded the countries into one of two categories for this 
variable. Universal  aduU  suffrage (with varying definitions of "adult") is 
the broadest condition of suffrage in our sample, and it existed in 23 
countries during our time period. Literacy requirements restricted the 
franchise most often in the other five  countries.̂ '*  The broader the 
franchise, the greater should be the party complexity. 

T h d a g e  of democratic  institution îs  another political factor thought 
to affect party organization. It is posited that party organization takes 
time to develop and that countries with long histories of democratic in-
stitutions have provided more time for parties to build complex organ-
izations.  Unfortunately, there is no easy way to date the onset of 
democracy, for different dates are found for the establishment of the 
secret ballot and the creation of parliaments that are responsible to the 
pubUc.  Following Hewitt  (1977),  w e measure the "democratic experi-
ence"  according to the dates for universal male suffrage, the secret  bal-
lot,  and responsible government, but w e take the average of these three 
dates in years as our variable. The more recent the introduction of 
democratic institutions, the less complex the party organization is ex-
pected to be. 

T h e last political factor to be considered here is the  \̂ egree  of  party^ 
competitionAvithin  the system. Highly competitive systems are likely to 
feature parties that are well organized to contest elections. W h e r e one 
party consistently dominates, organization m a y be unnecessary for the 
victorious party and pointless for the  other(s).  Several scholars have stu-
died  the  relationship between party competition and party organization 
in the United States, and most have found a positive relationship." For 
example, Crotty's study of North Carolina found "a decided affinity be-
tween the strength of the local party organization as measured by the 

Party Organization Scale and the closeness of electoral contests in a 
county"  (1967:  258).  Party competition is less frequently cited as contri-
buting to party organization in the cross-national literature. Perhaps this 

is due to the ease of measuring competition in the simple two-party case 
and the difficulty of measuring it across systems varying from two to six 
parties.  O u r measure adjusts for the number of parties and expresses 
the spread in proportions of votes w o n by all parties in the country as a 
lack of party  competition.^^  The larger the vote spread a m o n g parties in 
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the same country, the less competitive the party system and the less 

complex its parties should be. 

Modernity, population size, nature of the electoral system, breadth 
of  franchise^  length of experience with democracy, and degree of party 
competition have all been suggested as environmental factors influencing 
the complexity of party organization. Table 4.1 reports the simple cor-
relations of each of these variables with the scale of party complexity. 
Al though every factor is correlated with party complexity in the 
hypothesized direction, none of the correlations are especially large and 
one is statistically insignificant. A m o n g these six factors, the strongest 
single explanation of environmental effects is "modernity," or the  pro-
portion of the labor force paid wages and  salaries,  which explains only 21 
percent of the variance. W e have noted in the previous section that the 
identity of a country  (i.e.,  its environment) can explain 57 percent of the 
variance in party complexity cross-nationally. Judged against that stan-
dard, none of these factors, w h e n taken individually, constitute an 
adequate explanation of the environmental effects w e have observed. 
Each explanation is inadequate because no single cause captures the 
multiplicity of causes represented by the "environment." T o reflect en-
vironmental effects mo re accurately, w e must, at the very least, employ 
all six factors simultaneously in explaining party complexity. 

TABLE 4.1 Bivariate Correlations between Environmental Variables and Party 
Complexity 

Simple Explained 
Environmental Factor Correlation  Variance' 

r  f2 

Modernity 
Population (log) 
Electoral system 
Restrictions on suffrage 
Recency  of  democratic experience 
Lack  of  party competition 

'The variance in complexity explained by each environmental factor is computed by 
squaring the simple correlation. 

*  Correlation  is  significant  at  .05 level. 

Explanatory Factors C o m b i n e d 

T h e multiple regression mode l created from the six environmental  fac-
tors is presented in Table 4.2. T h e squared multiple correlation coef-
ficient is  .44,  signifying that 44 percent of the variance in party complex-
ity can be explained by the joint effect of these environmental variables. 

.46* 

.16 
-.38* 
-.39* 
-.28* 
-.19* 

.21 

.03 

.14 

.15 

.08 
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While this may not be impressive when judged against 100 percent as 
the standard of complete explanation, it m a y seem more of an achieve-
ment w h e n compared to the overall estimate of environmental effects, 
i.e., the  E ^  of 57 percent. Thus the six variables actually explain 77  per-
cent (44 divided by 57) of the variance available for explanation with 
environmental factors. Given the relatively large amount of error in 
measuring social science data (including party  complexity),  our model 

appears to be quite satisfactory in capturing the country effects with 
only  six environmental variables. 

TABLE 4.2 Multiple Regression for Party Complexity with Environmental Variables 

Standardized 
Environmental Factor Regression 

Coefficient» 

Modernity .56* 
Population .32* 
Electoral system -.30* 
Restrictions on suffrage  -.21  * 
Recency  of  democratic experience .37* 
Lack  of  party competition -.19* 
fle = .44 Adjusted  fl^  = .40  W = 95 

^ Only the standardized regression coefficients are given because of the arbitrary scaling 
employed  for  some variables. 

* Significant  at  the .05 level. 

Table 4.2 reveals that all six factors in the equation are statistically 
significant. This includes population  size,  which fell short of significance 
for the simple correlation. No t only did incorporating these variables in a 
multivariate model fail to "wash out" any predicted relationships, but 
the general tendency was actually to enhance the influence of each  fac-
tor w h e n the other factors were held constant. Like the ceteris paribus 
condition in economic theory, w h e n other things are equal (or held  con-
stant) and not allowed to confound the analysis, the effect of each en-
vironmental factor on party complexity is seen m o r e clearly. 

But Table 4.2 also reveals one notable reversal of sign from the  ori-
ginal prediction. Although recency of democratic experience was found 
to be negatively related to party complexity in the simple correlation, 
the sign of the coefficient for recency of democratic experience in Table 
4.2 is positive, indicating that parties in countries with younger institu-
tions are m o r e complex rather than  less.̂ -' 

This apparent anomaly conflicts with the theory that experience with 
democratic institutions increases party organization, but propositions in 
both organizational theory and party theory can accommodate the appar-
ent discrepancy. For example, Stinchcombe  (1965:  154) contends that 
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organizations are formed according to the socially possible forms avail-
able at the time, while Evan (1976: 144) holds that the climate of an 
organization tends to be perpetuated from one generation of members 

to another. 
Relatedly, Duverger (1961: 22-37) m a d e a distinction between 

archaic party organization, formed around groups of notables in 
nineteenth-century  politics,  and modern party structure, directed toward 
organizing as large a proportion of the masses as possible. Because these 
newer forms of parties tended to be associated with "leftist" parties, 
Duverger spoke of a process of "contagion" from the left to describe 
the non-leftist parties' efforts to develop their party organization in re-
sponse to the success of leftist parties within the same countries. O u r 
data support Duverger's argument. In countries with old and successful lef-
tist parties, the  no«-leftist  parties are more likely to be highly organ-
ized than those in countries without leftist parties or with ones which 
are either young or electorally weak (r =  .30).̂ '* 

In short, countries which were late in developing democratic institu-
tions tend to produce parties which are organizationally more complex 
than those which were founded in early democracies. This m a y be due 
to the more leftist orientations of newer parties, to the conscious 
copying of modern party  structure,*̂  or to the rational choice of the 
most effective form of organization necessary to win votes, given con-
temporary technological and social developments (Aldrich and  Pffeffer, 
1976).  Whatever the specific reason, the recency of democratic experi-
ence does not show this relationship with party complexity in a simple 
correlation because of the confounding influence of modernity, which is 
correlated to democratic experience at the very high level of  -.77.  Be-
cause modern countries have had earlier democratic experiences, the 
separate effects of each variable emerge only when the other variable is 
controlled in the multivariate analysis. 

With this reformulation of the theoretical argument, the multiple-
factor explanation can be regarded as a relatively successful attempt to 
capture the environmental effects on party complexity with only six 
variables.  A graphic demonstration of that success is given in Figure 4.2, 
which plots the party complexity scores for all 95 parties against the  pre-
dicted degree of organization  as  calculated by the six-factor regression 
equation. The scores for all parties in a given country are plotted above 
the same point on the baseline, since the parties in each country receive 
the same predicted value for complexity because they share their coun-
try's environmental  characteristics.̂ ^ 

S o m e countries (e.g., Greece, Guatemala, Uganda, and the United 
States) possess parties that are lower in organizational complexity than 
predicted by the environmental factors in our equation, while other 
countries (e.g., N e w Zealand and India) have parties that are more 
complex than predicted by the equation. N o doubt there are additional 
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FIGURE 4.2 Environmental Effects on Party Organization 
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aspects of the country environment that could explain s o m e of these de-
viations.  Nevertheless, the six variables considered here can account for 
m o s t of the environmental effects  o n  party complexity. 

ANALYZING T H E AMERICAN PARTIES 

This inquiry into environmental effects on the organizational complexity 
of political parties originated with  an  interest  in  determining the  pros-
pects of success for those w h o wou ld m a k e Amer i can parties m o r e "re-
sponsible" for their actions  in  government . Proposals  to  increase party 
responsibility have usually been linked  to  recommendat ions for restruc-
turing the parties' organization  to  improve their policy-making capacity 
and legislative cohesion. 

T h e A P S A recommendat ions  of  1950 we re questioned for their de-
sirability as well as their feasibility, and they were not carried out.  T h e 
recent reform m o v e m e n t within the Democrat ic party, however , resulted 
in  a  n e w party charter, adopted in 1974, which elaborated the organiza-
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tion far beyond its previous state. The Charter is reprinted here as 
Appendix B. The Democratic National Committee was increased to 350 
members (Article  Three),  the Executive Committee was reconstituted 
by providing for half the delegates to be selected by regional caucuses of 
National Committee members (Article Four, Section  2) ,  and new organs 
were established in the form of a Judicial Council (Article  Seven),  a 
National Finance Council (Article  Eight),  and a National Education and 
Training Council (Article  Nine).  Although the new structure has been 
enshrined in paper, there is some doubt about its actual operations, par-
ticularly the roles being performed by the Judicial Council and the 
Education and Training Council (see Crotty, 1978: 250). 

The 1950 A P S A proposal for more responsible parties was criticized 
in part because it proposed a type of party organization that was not 
"suitable" for the United States. Hence, it is appropriate to wonder 
whether the Democrats have developed their organization beyond the 
hospitality of the American environment. A n d that brings us to the 
question: Does the United States environment impose limits on attempts 
to change the organizational character of American parties? 

The evidence from the cross-national analysis suggests that environ-
mental factors, accounting for 57 percent of the variance observed 
among 95 parties in 28 countries, do indeed impose strong constraints 
on party complexity. The most complex parties are found in countries 
with (1) a modern economy, (2) a large population, (3) broad suffrage, 
(4) close party competition, (5) proportional representational electoral 
systems,  and (6)  httle  experience with democratic institutions. The 
United States  possesses  all but the last two oi these characteristics, and 
indeed  its  parties rank somewhat above the  nlean  already in organizational 
complexity. Because both the Republicans and the Democrats fall  some-
what below their "predicted" position according to the six environmen-
tal factors, one might expect that there is still some " room" for increas-
ing their complexity within the limits of environmental constraints. A t 
least it  ̂ eems  clear that the  United^  States parties were not already 

"straining  beyond their  environînentaî íimitatioñs'lis'of  1957-1962.  D e -
spite the many changes in our environment since then, changes which 
might further limit organizational complexity have not occurred on our 
six environmental variables. Thus the data analysis for the earlier period 
seems to have relevance today. There is still some room for the parties 
to develop their organizational structure. 

Party reformers of  all  dispositions have proposed changes in party 
structure. Those w h o wish to develop more responsible parties have 
often recommended the formation of more specialized party organs. The 
underlying assumption is that some degree of organizational elaboration 
is a prerequisite for strong, "responsible" parties. In other  words,  the 
objective has not been to increase organizational complexity per se, but 
to do so in order to make party organization more  effective—to  produce 
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parties that are organized to enact their campaign promises into law 
u p o n winning control of the government. But while well-defined organiza-
tion m a y be a necessary condition for strong parties, it wou ld hardly be 
considered sufficient. A t the very least, strong parties require an 
assemblage of p o w e r along with complex organization at the national 
level.  Al though the Amer i can parties have been shown to be moderately 
complex already, their national organizations are markedly lacking in 
power .  W e n o w turn to a m o r e general discussion of that condition and 
an attempt to understand it. 

NOTES 

1. There are other dimensions to party organization. The conceptual 
framework of the  ICPP  project (Janda, 1980a) provides for analyzing parties 
according to their centralization of power, involvement of party member's, 
coherence  (factionalism),  and autonomy from other sectors of  society.  The next 
chapter will focus on the decentralization of power within the parties. The two 
concepts,  "organizational complexity" and "decentralization of power," are the 
most important in the structure of party organization. 

2.  Heydebrand's collection of empirical research on organizations classifies 
our concerns under the heading of "internal structural differentiation." W h e n 
organizations are highly differentiated, they are viewed as  bureaucracies.  Perrow 
sees all large, complex organizations as bureaucracies, although in different de-
grees.  See Heydebrand  (1973),  pp.  21-22,  and Perrow  (1972),  Chap. 1. 

Hall employes the term "complexity," but he distinguishes it from "forma-
lization."  See Hall  (1977),  Chaps. 5 and 6. Our usage of "complexity" conforms 
more directly to the "conformation" dimension of Eckstein and  Gurr's  (1975: 
108-109) authority patterns. 

3. The correlation between our measure of organizational complexity and 
decentralization of power is - .07 for the sample of 95 competitive parties  anal-
yzed in this study. 

4.  The scores for each variable were standardized by subtracting the  vari-
able's mean from the party scores and dividing the difference by the standard 
deviation of the party scores. Since the separate indicators are scored on differ-
ent scales  (i.e.,  the highest score for pervasiveness of organization is 18 while 
the highest score for extensiveness of organization is only  6),  simply averaging 
the original, non-standardized scores might result in giving greater "weight" to 
one indicator than to another. Standardizing the scores before averaging them 
results in equal weighting for all variables in the composite  score.  The scale  pro-
duced from the average standard scores (normally called  "summated  z-scores") 
had a reliability of  .82,  as computed by Conbach's alpha. See Janda  (1980a), 
Chap.  14. The code categories are given in Janda (1980a) and in Janda  (1979a). 
For a discussion of issues involved in the use of summated z-scoring, see Harmel 
(1981),  note 3. 

5. For example, the United States is said to have weak and decentralized 
parties,  Britain is characterized as having strong and highly structured parties, 
and Latin American countries, in general, are thought to have  Uttle  in the way 
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of party structure but to have strong personal leadership of party activities: See 
William Keefe, Parties, Politics, and Public Policy in America, 2d Ed.  (1976), 
p.  29; Leon D. Epstein  (1967b),  p. 132; and Ronald H. McDonald  (1971), 
p.  13. 

6. S o m e of this conventional wisdom is summarized in Kenneth Janda 
(1980b). 

7.  See McDonald  (1971),  pp. 204-205, and Donald W . Bray, "Uruguay," 
in Ben G. Burnett and Kenneth F. Johnson  (eds.).  Political Forces in Latin 
America (Belmont,  Calif.:  Wadsworth,  1968),  pp. 438-439. 

8. T o deal with the skewed distribution of countries by population, w e 
actually use the logarithm of population size in this analysis. 

9. The numbers of countries and parties at each point on Blondel's scale 
are as follows: 

Countries 
2 

12 

2 

9 

2 

1 

Code 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Type of  electoral  system 
Full P.R., whole country is 
constituency 
P.R. within multi-member 
constituencies 
Second  ballot,  single-member 
districts 
Majority  vote,  single-member 
districts 
Majority  vote,  multi-member 
districts 
Majority  vote,  whole country 
constituency 

Parties 

10 

41 

8 

24 

9 

3 

Blondel reported data for only 24 of the 28 countries; the other 4 were coded 
using his  criteria.  In the correlational  analysis,  codes 5 and 6 were combined. 

10.  The countries with literacy restrictions on suffrage during our time 
period were Ecuador, Peru, Guatemala, Kenya, and Uganda. 

11.  See Paul Allen Beck, "Environment and Party: The Impact of Political 
and Demographic Country Characteristics on Party Behavior," American Politic-
al Science Review, Vol. 68 (September,  1974),  pp. 1229-1244, for a review of 
this literature. Beck's own research involving data on party chairmen in 129 
counties during the 1964 election produced mixed  results,  with competitiveness 
tending to result in greater organization for Republicans but not for Democrats. 

12.  The number of parties in the system is determined by the criteria for 
inclusion in the  ICPP  project (Janda,  1980a),  which require that parties win at 
least 5 percent of the seats in the legislature in two elections during our time 
period. In practice, this eliminates the minor parties in fragmented systems, 
leaving only the "most important" parties. Our measure of the lack of party 
competition adjusts for voting strength by multiplying the average proportion of 
votes w o n by a party by the number of parties in the system. This adjustment 
gives more credit for a party's winning 50 percent of the votes in a three-party 
than in a two-party system, for example. The lack of party competition is mea-
sured then by computing the standard deviation of the adjusted voting strength 
over all the parties in the system. The larger the standard deviation, the less the 
party competition. 
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13. Removing the recency of democratic experience from the equation does 
not "solve" the problem. The remaining five variables explain only 39 percent of 
the variance. Moreover, removing recency of democratic experience depresses 
almost all  the  remaining coefficients, especially that  of  the proportion paid 
wages and salaries, which falls from .56 to .27. This occurs despite the correla-
tion  of  -.77 between recency  of  democratic experience  and  proportion paid 
wages and  salaries. This means that after "modernity" has been controlled, 
countries with more recently developed democratic institutions tend  to  have 
more complex parties than countries with longer experience with universal suf-
frage,  secret  ballot,  and responsible government. This phenomenon is seen most 
clearly in the United States and Greece, both of which are predicted to have 
more organized parties without allowing for the recency of democratic experi-
ence in the equation. 

14.  Ou r measure of the "leftist threat" to non-leftist parties in  a  country is 
computed  by  multiplying the proportion of votes w o n  by  leftist parties (either 
Communist  or  non-Communist left as classified  by  the Bureau  of  InteUigence 
and Research, U.S. Department of State, in World Strength of the Communist 
Party Organizations) by the party's age, under the assumption that both elector-
al success and permanence are necessary to induce non-leftist parties to organize 
in response  to  electoral challenges from leftist parties. This measure is then 
correlated with the complexity shown by the 66 remaining non-leftist parties. 

15.  For  a  general discussion of cultural contagion which has bearing on the 
copying of party  structure,  see Marc Howard Ross and Elizabeth H o m e r  (1976). 

16.  O f  course,  differences among parties within  a  country can be attributed 
to other differing characteristics of the individual parties (see Figure  2.1). 

APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 4 

The following are the codes assigned to the American parties for the organiza-
tion variables discussed on pages 43 and 44 of Chapter  4.  The codes and descrip-
tions relate to the parties during the period 1957-62. (Codes are described  on 
pages 43 and 44.) 

Structural Articulation Democrats: 10 Republicans: 10 

Each party maintained four major organizational components (national conven-
tion,  national committee, and House and Senate campaign  committees).  Proce-
dures for selecting the party leaders were quite clearly specified, though  the 
functional responsibilities of the four components were ambiguous. 

Intensiveness of Organization Democrats: 5 Republicans: 5 

Both parties were organized mainly on the basis of  precincts,  which typically en-
compassed 1000 or fewer voters. 
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Extensiveness of Organization Democrats: 6 Republicans: 5 

The Democrats maintained precinct organizations virtually throughout the coun-
try. Because Republican organization was sparse in the South, the Republican 
party receives a shghtly lower score. 

F r e q u e n c y of Local Meet ings D e m o c r a t s : 2 Republ icans: 2 

Local party organizations were Hkely to meet only at campaign times. 

Maintaining Records Democrats: 9 Republicans: 12 

While both parties maintained a publishing program and research divisions, both 
activities were more active within the Republican party. Both parties maintained 
mailing lists for fund-raising  purposes,  but they were not "membership  lists"  per 
se. 

Pervasiveness of Organization Democrats: 7 Republicans: 3 

The Republican party's allied organizations included women's and youth groups, 
as did the Democratic party's. The Democrats also held close association with 
labor organizations at both state and national levels. 

* More detailed descriptions are provided  in  Janda  (1980s).  The values provided here are 
the original values assigned to the  parties.  The scores represented in Figures  4.1  and 
4.2 are composite standardized  scores;  see page 44 and note 4 on page 54. 



T h e E n v i r o n m e n t a n d 

D e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n o f P a r t y P o w e r 

INTRODUCTION 

If the authors of the APSA Report argued for more organization and 
ideological clarity  in the  American party system, they were emphatic 
about the need for strengthening the American national party organiza-
tions relative  to  their state  and  local counterparts: local party organiza-
tions should show "loyalty"  to the  whole organization,  and  national 
organizations should  "deal  with" disloyal state organizations.  (See 
Appendix  A ,  p. 146.) H o w , the authors wondered, could the American 
parties  put  forth coherent programs, require their elected officials  to 
support those programs,  and  ultimately provide the voters with  a  vision 
of unified, well-organized parties, if the national parties lacked the pow-
er  to  control either their state  and  local namesakes  or  even their  o w n 
national business? 

T h e fact that the American parties were,  and  are, decentralized  has 
found little disagreement a m o n g students  of  those parties. Recently, 
Keefe has asserted that: 

There is  no  lively debate among political scientists concerning the dominant 
characteristic of American political  parties.  It  is,  pure and simple, their de-
centralization  (1972:  25). 

A n d thirty years earlier, Schattschneider  had  indicated the importance 
that students of Amer ican parties attributed and would continue to attri-
bute to this particular characteristic of the parties: 

Decentralization of power is  by  all odds the most important single charac-
teristic of the American major party; more than anything else this trait  dis-
tinguishes it from all others. Indeed, once this truth is understood, nearly 
everything else about American parties  is  greatly illuminated  (1942:  129;  em-
phasis  added). 

58 
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But while it has been widely accepted that the American parties are 

decentralized, there  is  less agreement with  the  Report's assertion that 
they could  be  less so. Given the environment within which  the  parties 
must operate, the critics have argued, could the American parties  cen-
tralize,  even if they wanted to,  and  still remain viable political entities? 
O r put another way: A re parties' structures  so  constrained  by  forces ex-
ternal  to the  parties that internal reform efforts  m a y be  irrelevant  at 

best or at worst disastrous? 
T h e A P S A Committee clearly felt that more party centralization 

could  be  achieved  as an  internal party affair, without changing the  con-
stitutional system within which the parties operate.  T h e  Report did  rec-
ognize the decentralization  of  the American government (as formalized 
in its federal structure) and the presidential system with its separation  of 
powers  as  hindrances  to  party centralization,  but not  insurmountable 
hindrances.  So  instead of suggesting constitutional change, the Commi t -
tee proposed  a  number  of  structural changes within  the  parties them-
selves.  (See Appendix  A ,  Part II.)  A s  Kirkpatrick puts  it in his  later 
review  of  the Report  and  related literature, the Committee's proposals 
were based  on  the assumption that: 

Naturally, some restructuring of national party organizations would  be  re-
quired  to  provide strong, representative, policy-oriented leadership.  It 
would  be  essential to reform the existing relations between state and local 
parties,  on the one hand, and national parties on the other  (1971:  968). 

The charge to the parties was clear: Change thyselves\ 
But considerable doubt  is  raised about parties'  abiUties  to  change 

themselves  by  Epstein (1967a)  and  Keefe  (1972).  Keefe's assertion that 
"the parties are less what they m a k e  of  themselves than what their en-
vironment makes of them" has echoed through m u c h of the recent liter-
ature  on the  American parties.  If  such factors  as  large country  size, 
heterogeneity  of  the society, sectionalism,  and  the federal system have 
led to the decentralization of the American  parties,  then what  Ukelihood 
of success should  be  attributed  to a  party's  unilateral  attempts  to  alter 
its structure?  T o the  extent that  our  empirical investigations suggest  a 
prominent role for the environment, doubt must  be  raised about  a  total-
ly internal assault  on  party decentralization. 

MEASUREMENT OF PARTY DECENTRALIZATION 

As we are using the term here, "decentralization of power" refers to 
the distribution of control over decision making a m o n g the levels of  par-
ty organization.  In  particular, the concept involves the extent  to  which 
the national level  of  party organization is free from control  by  the re-
gional  and  the local levels in conducting what would normally  be  consi-
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dered national party business and is capable of enforcing its decisions on 
the subnational  organs.^ 

In listing  the  areas  of  party business which  are  most important  to 
winning governmental office  and  conducting  the  party's other ongoing 
business,  one  would certainly include  (1)  involvement  in  communica-
tions media, (2) administration of party  discipline,  (3) selection of candi-
dates for the national legislature, (4) allocation of  funds,  (5) selection  of 
party leadership,  and  (6) formulation of party policy. These six areas  of 
party decision making underlie  our  measurement  of  decentralization, 
with another indicator added  to tap the  more general, structural 
embodiment  of  decentralization.  The  seven measures used for rating  the 
parties  on  this concept are: 

1. Control over communications—scored from 0 to 7, with low 
scores given to parties where the national (rather than regional 
or  local)  level of organization controls important party media. 

2.  Administration  of  discipline—scored  from  0 to 4,  with  low 
scores given  to  parties where  a  national organ administers  dis-
cipline over party members. 

3. Selection  of  legislative  candidates—scored  from  1 to 9,  with 
low scores given to parties where selection is done  by a  nation-
al organ. 

4.  Allocation of  funds—scored  from  0 to  6, with  low  scores given 
to parties where party funds  are  collected  and  allocated  pri-
marily  by  the national level. 

5. Selection  of  national party  leader—scored  from  0 to 8,  with 
low scores given  to  parties with selection  by a  national party 
organ. 

6. Formulation  of  party  policy—scored  from  0 to 7,  with  low 
scores given  to  parties where  pohcies  are  formulated  by a 
national organ. 

7.  Nationalization  of  structure—scored  from  0 to 6,  with  low 
scores given  to  parties where there  is a  hierarchical structure 
with the national level in ultimate control. 

The scores  on  these measures were standardized  and  combined  to  yield 
a single, composite score for decentralization. Because national control 
received  the low  scores  on  each  of  these measures, high overall scores 
indicate  a  higher degree  of  decentralization  of  power;  low  scores  indi-
cate centralization. 

ASSESSING ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
O N PARTY DECENTRALIZATION 

W e have already noted that  Keefe  and  other students  of  the American 
parties have considered  the  United States environment  to be  conducive 
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FIGURE 5.1 Countries Ordered by Increasing Party Decentralization 
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to decentralized structures for both the Democratic and the Republican 
parties.  Blondel has generalized the influence of the environment to par-
ties of other systems in arguing that "in all cases, the influence of  out-
side elements has played a part in the development of modification of 
internal [party] structures..." (1969:  125).  Figure 5.1 does indeed  indi-
cate a high degree of similarity a m o n g the structures of a given country's 
parties,  w h e n the full range of  decentraUzation  scores is taken into 
account.  Fully 68 percent of the cross-national variation in decentraliza-
tion can be explained by the country environment. 

A m o n g the most centralized parties  (i.e.,  the least decentralized) 
are those of D a h o m e y and Guatemala, whose parties feature a high de-
gree of  "personaUsm,"  or devotion to the party leader. A m o n g the most 
decentralized parties are the two in Uruguay and the two in the United 
States.  W e have already noted (in Chapter 4) the special circumstances 
of Uruguayan politics which have contributed to highly complex parties; 
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those same features have undoubtedly contributed to their decentraliza-

tion  as  well.  The  "coalitional"  nature  of  the Blanco  and  Colorado par-
ties,  owed  in  part  to an  electoral system that determines the victors  of 
national office  by  summing  the  votes  of  factions which  are  separately 
identified  on the  ballot,  is  wholly consistent with  a  lack  of  centralized 
control generally.  A n d  Payne (1968) has suggested another contributing 
factor:  the  "status" orientation  of  Uruguayan presidential candidates 
leads them to emphasize personal electoral goals almost to the exclusion 
of organizational goals  for the  parties.̂  Though centralized control 
might  be a  value for the party, it could actually hurt the chances  of  the 
presidential candidate  by  alienating some of the factions whose votes are 
accumulated in the national candidate's  total.  Hence, centralized control 
is  not  only unnecessary  but is  actually unwanted  by the  national party 
leaders. 

A s for the American parties, their places among the most decentral-
ized half-dozen parties  in the  sample support  the  claims  of  Keefe, 
Schattschneider,  and  others, that  a  distinguishing feature  of  the A m e r -
ican parties  is  their degree  of  decentralization. Also  not  surprising  are 
the more centralized positions  of  the British parties, sitting  in  marked 
contrast  to  their American counterparts. For those  w h o saw in  the Brit-
ish parties  a  higher degree  of  national control,  and  wanted that struc-
ture transported here,  w e  can report that at least the empirical compari-
son was  an  accurate one.  A s  for the feasibility of such  a  move , the  E ^  of 
.68 suggests  a  large role for the environment in shaping its  parties'  struc-
tures;  after considering some of the specific sources of environmental in-
fluence, w e will  be in a  better position  to  suggest  the  extent  to  which 
the American environment requires such decentralized parties. 

EXPLAINING ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
O N PARTY DECENTRALIZATION 

The list of elements of the environment which could potentially have an 
influence  on  party structure  is,  of  course,  as  long  as  the list  of  elements 
in that environment. However ,  the  literature suggests  a  m u c h smaller 
number  of  variables that stand out  as the  most theoretically important. 
W e will discuss each  of  those variables individually  first  and  then assess 
their combined explanatory value. 

Individual Explanatory Factors 

Preeminent a m o n g  the  suggested causes  of  decentralization, whether 
governmental or party, is the size of the country within which each oper-
ates.  Blondel argues that "for polities  as  for other  organizations,...  the 
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greater the distance between the centre and periphery, the more central-
ized rule is to be avoided" (1969: 285). The sheer  impracticahty  of 
trying to be the eyes and ears to the entire dispersed population has 
often become a burden for which both the leaders and the citizens of 
large nations have welcomed more localized governmental bodies with 
the power and the responsibility to m a k e decisions on local issues. Like-
wise,  political parties m a y conclude that local party organs are better 
suited than the national level to making decisions concerning local issues 
and localized party activities. A n d in order to fulfill a function as a m a -
jor conduit for political participation, parties in large countries m a y also 
be compelled to provide effective local organs for the convenience of 
those w h o wish to affect even the national party's business. Though 
these arguments do not imply the need for centralized parties in small 
countries,  they do suggest that such parties have fewer reasons for de-
centralization than the parties of large countries. In our analyses, the 
size of the country will be represented by the logarithm of its area in 
square  kilometers.^ 

Along with the size of the country/ the social heterogeneity of its 
population is often seen as a factor in party structure. If the party per-
ceives a need to aggregate two or more socially diverse and sometimes 
politically inconsistent groups into the party fold, decentralization m a y 
be one means to that end. A decentralized structure m a y distribute deci-
sion-making authority to levels of party organization that can more  ade-
quately respond to diverse interests in varied  ways.  This m a y be espe-
cially valuable w h e n the diversity is regional, i.e., w h e n sectionalism is 
poUtically  relevant. Hence, the sectional differences of the United States 
and Canada have often been cited as factors in those countries' decen-
tralized parties. In the case of the United States, it has long been 
thought that the need to let Southern Democrats play to their o w n audi-
ence in order to win elections has contributed to the party's willingness 
simply to close its eyes w h e n the national platform is ignored. For our 
study, a measure of  ethno-linguistic  "fractionalization" serves as the in-
dicator of social heterogeneity, and a separate "sectionalism" variable 
distinguishes a m o n g countries that are extremely, moderately, and neg-
ligibly affected by sectional  differences.'* 

Americanists often point to the system of separation of powers as 
another factor in the decentralization of the Democratic and Republican 
parties.  Keefe, for instance, has argued that: 

One of the frequent by-products of this system is the emergence of a trun-
cated party  majority—that  is,  a condition under which one party controls 
one or both houses of the legislature and the other party controls the execu-
tive  at no time does  [this]  contribute a particle to the development and 
maintenance of party responsibility for a program of public policy  (1980:  30-
31). 
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And Madron and Chelf have noted that: 

"Since elected public officials belonging to the same party run largely inde-
pendently of one another (from different geographical  units,  hence with dif-
fering constituencies), they frequently feel their  first  obligation is to the 
constituency that elected them rather than to the party organization (or 
even the broader public interests of state or national  policy-making)"  (1974: 
31). 

One major component of the "separation of powers" formula, Amer-
ican style, is the separate selection of the president and the legislature, 
in marked contrast to the more unified parliamentary system. In a par-
liamentary system, where the party's success is measured and rewarded 
elector  ally as a unit, there is both a need for and a willingness to accept 
central party direction. But in a presidential system, where legislators 
and executives are rewarded separately in elections, control by the "cen-
ter"  (i.e.,  national party) is not only  less  necessary but actually m a y be 
discouraged by a system of separation of powers. 

However , presidentialism alone does not guarantee separation of 
powers,  and hence need not always result in decentralized parties. In 
addition to the formal structure of the government, "separation of pow-
ers"  also assumes that the legislature is an effective body in its o w n right 
rather than merely a rubber stamp for the executive. W h e r e the legisla-
ture is ineffective, especially in a formally presidential system (but in a 
parliamentary system  also),  it is reasonable to expect that all of a major 
party's tools will be used to acquire the executive office for the party's 
candidate, with few resources and little power allocated to legislative 
contests or lower party organs. Hence, w e would expect the most decen-
tralized parties to develop in presidential systems with effectively sepa-
rated powers, with more centralized parties arising in parliamentary  sys-
tems,  and perhaps the most centralized parties in presidential systems 
where the executive is dominant. W e will use a set of " d u m m y " vari-
ables to stand for the four major types of horizontal governmental struc-
tures,  as displayed in Figure  5.2.̂  

Finally, there seems to be little disagreement a m o n g those w h o have 
written about political parties, either American or comparative, that 
party structure tends to reflect the vertical structure of the political  sys-
tem. Lawson, for instance, notes that "decentralized, federal govern-
ments breed decentralized parties; centralized, unitary governments  fos-
ter parties with power equally concentrated" (1976:  79).  David T r u m a n 
has provided a concise version of the argument that usually underlies 
such claims: 

The basic fact of federalism is that  it  creates self-sustaining centers of pow-
er,  privilege and profit which may be sought and defended as desirable in 
themselves,  as means of leverage upon elements in the political structure 
above and below, and  as-  bases from which individuals may move into 
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places of greater influence and prestige in and out of government (1955: 
123). 

But it is the very fact that federalism, per se, does not always guarantee 
"self-sustaining centers of power" which underscores the need for con-
ceptual clarity w h e n  deahng  with notions like "federalism" and "decen-
tralization of power." T o that end, w e prefer to deal with governmental 
decentralization as two separate but related concepts, each of which taps 
a different dimension of the vertical decentralization of the polity. These 
concepts distinguish between formal, constitutional federalism and 
actual,  effective distribution of power a m o n g the levels of government. 
T h e term "federalism" is here used to distinguish between those polities 
which have a formal federal structure and those that, at least on paper, 
are "unitary." A polity does not have to display actual decentralization 
of power in order to be a formally federal system; witness the "federal" 
but also centralized Soviet Union (and in our sample, B u r m a or  Aus-
tria).  "Decentralization of power," on the other hand, refers to the ex-
tent to which ultimate control (or ultimate policy making) is actually  dis-
tributed a m o n g the levels of government. It would be theoretically 
possible for a polity to be formally unitary while maintaining an actual 
decentralization of power. 

F I G U R E 5.2* 

Completely 
Effective 
Legislature 

Less  ttian 
Effective 
Legislature 

Horizontal Governmental Structures 

Presidential 
Structure 

Separation of Powers 
(e.g.,  United States) 

Strong Presidential 
(e.g.,  Ecuador) 

Parliamentary 
Structure 

Effective Parliamentary 
(e.g.,  Britain) 

Weak Parliamentary 
(e.g.,  Lebanon) 

*  The examples  reflect  the situations  in  those countries during the 1957-62 period of our 
data. 

Since polities showing effective "decentralization of power" actually 
do create "self-sustaining centers of power, privilege and profit which 
m a y be sought and defended," w e might expect the parties in such  sys-
tems to develop decentralized structures so that party organs at the sub-
national levels will have sufficient leeway to effectively seek those cen-
ters,  and that at least the leaders of the more localized organs will have 
some voice in national party affairs. Formally federal polities also offer 
at least the expectation of "self-sustaining centers of power," though 
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that expectation is not always consistent with reaüty; hence we expect a 
lesser relationship between the presence of constitutional federalism and 
party decentralization. In the following analyses, two dichotomous vari-
ables distinguish between (1) formally federal and formally unitary  sys-
tems and (2) effectively decentralized and effectively centralized 
polities.̂  

S o in the following analyses, areal size, social heterogeneity, and 
sectionalism represent the physical and social dimension of the party's 
environment. T h e polity's vertical  distribution  of power , both formally 
and effectively, and the horizontal structure of the national government 
reflect the nature of the political system. After assessing the bivariate 
association of party decentralization with each of the environmental 
variables,  w e will combine them in multivariate analysis in order to 
assess their aggregate explanatory power. 

TABLE 5.1 Bivariate Correlations between Environmental Variables and Party 
Decentralization* 

Environmental Factor 

Country Size 
Social Heterogeneity 
Sectionalism 
Separation of Powers 
Effective Parliamentarism  i -a  _  „.t 
Weak Parliamentarism 
Strong Presidentialism 
Actual Polity Decentralization 
Federalism 

' A/ = 91 for all coefficients. Four parties (one each in Ecuador, Greece, Guatemala, and 
Peru) were not included in these analyses due to a lack of sufficient data for the mea-
sures of party decentralization. 

"  Using multiple regression, the "horizontal structure" dummy variables were combined 
with R = .46. 

* Significant  at  the .05 level. 

Table 5.1 presents the bivariate coefficients of relationship between 
party decentralization and each of the selected environmental variables. 
All relationships are in the expected direction, although several (and 
most notably social heterogeneity and  sectionaUsm)  are near zero. 

T h e largest single relationships are those with country size, separa-
tion of powers, and actual polity decentralization. T h e positive rela-
tionship with separation of powers is joined by a significant negative re-
lationship with strong presidential structure, as expected. W h e n taken 
together, the four horizontal structures of government can "explain" 21 
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FIGURE 5.3 Party Decentralization by Horizontal Structure, With 
Countries R a n k e d by M e a n Score 
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percent of the variance in party decentralization, as is displayed in Fig-
ure 5.3. (Note that two of the Venezuelan parties are far less decen-
tralized than the Amer i can or U ruguayan parties, in spite of the separa-
tion of powers system.) 

A s predicted, the relationship with actual  poUty  decentralization is 
larger than that with formal federalism. In  fact,  m u c h of the relationship 
which does exist with federalism m a y be spurious, i.e., due to the fact 
that m a n y federal systems are also effectively decentralized. This is re-
vealed in the simple comparison of m e a n s presented in Table 5.2; the 
parties of the effectively decentralized systems are, o n the average, sig-
nificantly m o r e decentralized than the parties of either formally federal 
(but not decentralized) or unitary systems, with the m e a n s for the latter 
two groups roughly equal to one another. 
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TABLE 5.2 Difference-of-Means Analysis for Party Decentralization in Actually 
Decentralized*, Formally Federal (but  Centralized),  and Unitary Systems 

Actually Decentralized Formally Federal Only Unitary 
•60 » .10 = .00 

( n = 1 7 )  ( n = 1 3 )  (n  = 61) 

>> The student's  f statistic is  significant at the .01 level. 
"  The student's  í statistic is  not significant at even the  .10  level. 
•"  All  of the "actually decentralized" polities in our sample happen to be formally federal as 

well.  The polities whose parties are included in the "Formally Federal Only" column are 
formally federal but not actually decentralized. 

E x p l a n a t o r y Fac to rs C o m b i n e d 

When combined by multiple regression, the size of the country and the 
vertical a n d horizontal structures of gove rnmen t can together explain 35 
percent of the variance in party decentralization, as is revealed in 
Tab le 5.3. This a m o u n t s to m o r e than half of the 68 percent variance 
that is environmentally explained. Consistent with their small bivariate 
relationships with party decentralization, though, social heterogeneity 
a n d sectionalism a d d negligibly to the overall explanation (and hence 
are not included in the  table),  suggesting that the influence often attri-
buted to t h e m in shaping party structure is apparently misplaced. 

TABLE 5.3 H^ultlple Regression for Party Decentralization with Environmental Variables* 

Environmental factor Standardized Regression 
Coefficient 

Country Size .34* 
[strong Presidentialism -.47* 
[Separation of Powers  ü 
Actual Polity  Decentralization̂  .24 
Federalism  -.27"" 

[Effective Parliamentarism -.20 
R^ = .35 Adjusted  R^  = .30 N = 91 

* Significant at the .05 level. 
""  Regression coefficient  is  in the opposite direction from that expected. See note 7. 
*  The results are for the equation whose adjusted  PP is  largest among those possible with 

combinations of the six independent  variables.  (See Chapter 2 for a discussion of this 
decision  rule.)  The  R^  is  significant at the .05 level. 

"  It  is always the case that only  n-1  of n categories of a nominal variable are required to 
tap  its  complete explanatory power; the three horizontal structures included here contri-
bute the total explanatory power of the four structural categories displayed in Figure 5.2. 

"  It  is proDable that some of the influence of polity decentralization has been attributed to 
other environmental factors in the model. The country  size,  for  instance,  is  correlated at 
^  = .31 with polity decentralization; and for country  size,  strong presidentialism, and 
separation of powers combined, the  FP  = .38. 
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As predicted, presidentialism with an effective legislature (i.e., 
separation of powers) contributes positively to decentralization, while 
presidentialism without an effective legislature joins parliamentarism in 

promoting greater centralization. 
Although formal federalism also appears to promote party centra-

lization, it must be remembered that the coefficient reveals the contribu-
tion of federalism with actual decentralization (and the other environ-
mental variables) controlled. W e have already shown, by a comparison 
of  means,  that the parties in centralized federal systems are substantially 
more nationalized than the parties of effectively decentralized {and 
federal) systems and are generally as centralized as those of unitary  sys-
tems.  T h e lesson appears to be that a formal federal structure need not 
force decentralization upon the parties, if the federal structure is an 
empty  "shell"  without an actual distribution of  power.'  Even with effec-
tive decentralization of the polity, one or more of a system's parties m a y 
themselves avoid decentralized structures, as is suggested by the mod-
erately sized regression coefficient and evidenced in the Venezuelan 
Christian Social party and the  Kabaka  Yekka party of Uganda (both of 
which have scores on the "centralized" side of the  mean) . 

Because w e have explained roughly one half of the 68 percent coun-
try-level variance in party decentralization, another half remains for  spe-
culation. Additional sources of explanation m a y be sought in other  vari-
ables not considered  here;  for instance, students of Latin American  par-
ties (e.g., Payne, 1968) have suggested that the "status orientation" of 
national leaders m a y affect their  parties'  structures. But while additional 
environmental variables could undoubtedly contribute some further ex-
planation, another possibility is that w e have not yet adequately assessed 
the explanatory power of the variables already considered. 

Everyone has heard of at least one situation where "the whole is 
bigger than the sum of  its  parts,"  and that m a y indeed be the case  here. 
T h e multiple regression approach assumes that the individual (and "in-
dependent") contributions of the environmental variables can simply be 
added to arrive at the overall explanation. That approach may , and 
probably  does,  underestimate the effects of various combinations of en-
vironmental features. For example, the large size of system A m a y 
affect its parties' structures, and system B's parties m a y be affected by 
its separation of power, but the fact that system C has both of those 
features might affect its parties more (or perhaps less) profoundly than 
could be established simply by adding the effects of A's size and B's 
separation of powers. T o put the argument another way: each particular 
combination of environmental features m a y itself m a k e a separate  con-
tribution to the party's structure, above and beyond the simple sum of 
the features' individual effects. 

T o some,  it m a y seem that w e are leaning toward agreement with 
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the idiographists, who would argue that every environment is unique 
and hence that generalization is folly. (See Chapter 2.) However , if w e 
are suggesting that particular configurations of environmental features 

m a y themselves be important in explaining party structure, w e are not 
suggesting the impossibility of generalizing across configurations or 
a m o n g the countries with similar configurations; only our relatively small 
sample of countries restricts our ability to do so here. A n d only the 
crudity of the available measures for several of the environmental vari-
ables keeps us from attempting a multiplicative model to capture in-
teractive effects. 

While w e await the circumstances that will allow us to explain more 
fully the environmental influence on party structure, w e must be cau-
tious about rejecting plausible contributing factors; even social heter-
ogeneity and sectionalism, neither of which gained support here alone, 
could be influential in a particular environmental configuration. For now, 

FIGURE 5.4 Difference Between Party Decentralization Score and 
Predicted Score, With Countries Ranked by M e a n Difference 
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we must be content with our ability to explain half of the environmen-
tally explained variance in party decentralization with just the size of the 
country and the vertical and horizontal structures of government. 

The model employing those variables is quite successful  in  predict-
ing  the  scores  of  some  of  the parties  in  the sample  and  unsuccessful  in 
predicting others,  as is  indicated  in  Figure 5.4.  The  model underesti-
mates the decentralization of the Swedish and Uruguayan  parties,  for in-
stance, and overestimates decentralization for the parties of Iceland and, 
to some extent, India and Britain. But the model is  on  target in predict-
ing  the  scores for the West G e r m a n  and  American parties.  In  general, 
the model predicts for the "Western" parties better than for those of the 
"Third World," suggesting that future searches  for  additional explana-
tory variables might best  be  focused  on  the circumstances  of  the latter 
parties. 

ANALYZING T H E AMERICAN PARTIES 

To the extent that our model is accurate, its ability to predict the Amer-
ican parties' high degree of decentralization should  be  less than hearten-
ing  to  those  w h o  argue  for  greater nationalization within  the  present 
context.  It  would appear that Ranney's claim  of  the American parties' 
being "entirely appropriate" for their setting is  an  accurate one. Large 
size,  effective decentralization, and separation of powers have m a d e this 
system particularly (some  m a y  say "uniquely") well suited to parties that 
are largely devoid of central control. Social heterogeneity  and  sectional-
ism merely complete the picture of  an  environment conducive  to  decen-
tralization within  the  parties. Whatever  the  "most decentralizing"  en-
vironmental configuration might be,  the  American brand must  at  least 
rank nearby. 

W h a t ,  then, can  w e  say to those w h o would have the parties central-
ize? First, they  m a y  find some hope  in the  fact that  32  percent  of the 
variance in party decentralization is not determined  by  country-level  fac-
tors,  though that hope is dampened  by  the fact that  68  percent  is.  Parti-
cularly troublesome  is the  fact that  our  sample offers  no  examples  of 
similar environments where  the  parties  are  appreciably more national-
ized. M o r e encouraging, though,  m a y be  what  is  becoming  a  well-
documented fact of change in the American environment.  T o  the extent 
that those changes are  in  the direction conducive  to  greater nationaliza-
tion,  more centralized parties might  be  forthcoming,  or  at least allowed. 
A full discussion  of  those changes  and  their likely consequences for  the 
parties awaits Chapter 7. First, though,  w e  turn  to  another focus  of  re-
sponsible party  proponents—legislative cohesion—in  order  to  complete 
the comparative assessment of environmental impacts. 
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NOTES 

1. This conceptualization of decentralization does not include the "horizon-
tal"  dimension of control over national-level organs by one or more national-
level leaders. Though the  ICPP  data do include a variable called "leadership 
concentration," which taps the horizontal dimension, that variable is not in-
cluded here because it is not directly relevant to the relationship between the 
national organs and those at lower levels of organization. 

2.  Though Payne's thesis was formulated with regard to Columbia, it ap-
pUes to the Uruguayan situation as  well. 

3. The raw data for the area of the country are from the World Handbook 
II data  set,  originally from the 1965 United Nations Demographic Handbook. 

4.  The fractionalization measure is based on data from Atlas Naradov Mira 
and are available in the World Handbook II data set. Sectionalism is indicated 
by a three-point scale from Banks and Textor  (1963),  with " 1 " for  negUgible 
sectionalism, " 2 " for moderate  sectionaHsm,  and " 3 " for extreme sectionalism. 
(Note that the scores are reversed from the original data set.) 

5. The basic data for the two dimensions of the horizontal structure  vari-
able are from Banks (1971) and Blondel  (1973).  Since the earmarks of the  "clas-
sic parliamentary system" are legislative selection of the  poHty's  effective head, 
dependency of the executive upon his party's holding the majority for his office, 
and the power of dissolution by the majority party leader, these are the indica-
tors which w e require before labeling one of the polities "parliamentary."  Simi-
larly, direct election of the effective executive by popular suffrage, lack of de-
pendence upon party majority status for his security in office, and fixed legisla-
tive terms are the identifying characteristics of a "presidential" system. See Har-
mel  (1981),  P. 93. The data for executive selection and dependence on majority 
status are from Banks  (1971),  and those for power of dissolution are from Blon-
del  (1973).  The data for legislative effectiveness are from Banks  (1971). 

6. For the "formal federalism" variable, two data sets (Banks and Textor, 
1963,  and Blondel, 1969) and two authoritative books on the subject of federal-
ism (Duchacek, 1970, and Riker, 1964) were consulted for lists of formally 
federal polities. For this study, formally federal polities were coded " 2 " and for-
mally unitary polities were coded  " 1 . "  Ou r measure of effective decentralization 
of power is adopted from Gurr's coding of polities in his data set as either 
"effectively decentralized" or "centralized." Using Gurr's data and personal 
knowledge about Rhodesia/Nyasaland, seven polities were coded with " 2 " for 
"decentralized," the other six being the United  States,  Australia, Canada, India, 
West Germany, and Uganda. (All were also coded as formally federal, 
along with Austria, Venezuela, Bu rma , and  Malaya).  The remaining  poHties 
were coded as " 1 " for "centralized." 

7.  Though the negative relationship between federalism and party decentra-
lization is countertheoretical, it is likely a spurious relationship, i.e., federalism 
is strongly related to another environmental characteristic that actually causes 
the party decentralization. 
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APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 5 

The following are the codes assigned to the American parties for the decentra-
lization variables discussed on pages 59-60 of Chapter 5. The codes and de-
scriptions relate to the parties during the period 1957-62. (Codes are described 
on page 60.) 

Control over Communications Democrats: 7 Republicans: 7 

Neither party had what would be considered important means of communication 
within the party. 

Administration of Discipline Democrats: 4 Republicans: 4 

There is virtually no exercise of discipline within either party. 

Selection of Legislative Candidates Democrats: 9 Republicans: 9 

Neither national party had any say in the naming of candidates "to run for con-
gressional  seats;  this was normally done at the district level in primary elections. 

Allocation of Funds Democrats: 4 Republicans: 3 

National party organs in both parties had a role in collecting and disbursing 
funds,  including setting quotas for thé states. Though neither party enjoyed 
complete success in collecting the quotas, the Republicans did somewhat better 
than the Democrats. 

Selection of National Party Leader Democrats: 4 Republicans: 4 

Both parties selected Presidential nominees at the national conventions, 
attended by delegates from the states. 

Formulation of Party Policy Democrats: 1 Republicans: 2 

Both parties adopted platforms at the conventions; in addition, the Democrats 
used a Democratic Advisory Council during this period. 

Nationalization of Structure Democrats: 3 Republicans: 3 

The national committees of the two parties consisted of representatives from 
state party organizations and had little authority over the state organs. During 
this period the state parties acted largely as autonomous organizations. 

* More detailed descriptions are provided in Janda (1980a); note that the coding values 
have been reversed from the original scheme, so that the higher the value here, the 
higher the decentralization. While the values provided here are based on the coding 
scheme discussed on pages  59-60,  the scores represented in Figures  5.1,  5.3,  and 5.4 
are composite standardized scores as discussed on page 44 and  in  note 4 on page 54. 
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C o h e s i o n 

O n e purpose usually claimed for political parties is  to  shape public  poli-
cy through concerted actions  of  their members  in  government positions. 
This purpose formed  the  basis  of  E d m u n d Burke's venerable definition 
of  a  party  as "a  body  of m e n  united,  for  promoting  by  their joint  en-
deavours  the  national interest, upon some particular principle  in  which 
they are all agreed"  (1975:  113).  Although contemporary scholars recog-
nize that parties vary  in  the degree  of  agreement  on  principles, they still 
recognize internal unity  as one of  the valued traits  in a  political party. 
Blondel  (1978:  138) even cites "unity"  as one of  the four requirements 
of  an  ideal party. Unity is also preached  in  practical politics; witness  the 
Preamble  to  the 1974 Charter of the Democratic Party: " W e , the D e m o -
crats  of the  United States  of  America, united  in  c o m m o n purposes, 
hereby rededicate ourselves  to  the principles which have historically  sus-
tained  our  Party." Moreover, Article  O n e  states that  the  party shall 
"Adopt  and  promote statements of policy"  and  " W o r k with Democratic 
public officials  at  all levels  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  the Democratic 
Party." (See the Democratic Party Charter reprinted in Appendix  B.) 

The most important test  of  party unity  in  democratic politics comes 
when party members vote  on  legislative issues. Party "cohesion"  (or 
"unity")  in  the legislature is regarded  as  important because party voting 
is necessary  for  parties  to  shape public policy. Ozbudun reasons,  "The 
more cohesive  a  party is,  the  greater  is its  role  as a  policy-making 
agent"  (1970:  303). 

Although it states other objectives  as  means  to the  end,  the  A P S A 
Committee  on  Political Parties  was  ultimately most concerned about  the 
level  of  cohesion within  the  American parties.  The  announced thesis  of 
the Committee Report  was  that "Historical  and  other factors have 

74 
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caused the American two-party system to operate as two loose associa-
tions  of  state  and  local organizations, with very little national machinery 
and very little national cohesion."  (1950:  v).  The  Report  saw the  need 
for  an  effective party system,  one  which requires "first, that  the  parties 
are able  to  bring forth programs  to  which they commit themselves  and, 
second, that  the  parties possess sufficient internal cohesion  to  carry  out 
these programs." (Appendix A , p.  143).  This call for commitment to  par-
ty programs  and  legislative cohesion in supporting the party program be-
came the hallmark of the "responsible party" school of reformers. 

Almost immediately,  the  A P S A Report came under attack  for re-
commending that American parties become more programmatic  and 
cohesive,  in  large part because  the  political environment  in the  United 
State simply would  not  support such  parties.̂  Moreover,  a  different 
school  of  reformers felt that  low  cohesion was not as serious as the "un-
representative" nature  of  American parties,  and  this alternative value 
came to  dominate party reforms  in the  late 1950s  and  1970s (Ranney, 
1975: 44-46). 

M o r e recently, however, scholars have resurrected the ideals  of the 
responsible party school.  The  "National Position Paper" issued  by a 
group  of  scholars organized into  the  Committee  on  Party Renewal  re-
flects these ideals. Reproduced  in  Appendix  D , the  ten-point program 
for party renewal aims  at  strengthening  the  parties  to  improve govern-
ment accountability. Gerald Pomper, cochairman  of  this committee,  has 
contended that environmental conditions have become more favourable 
to the emergence of such "responsible" parties (see Pomper,  1971).  The 
concern  of  this chapter is  to  determine whether there is validity  to the 
argument that party cohesion is primarily  a  function  of  the environment 
and thus lies beyond efforts at party reform. 

MEASURING PARTY COHESION 

The concept of cohesion centers on the extent of agreement among par-
ty members  in  voting  on  legislative issues.  The  Congressional Quarterly 
computes "party unity scores"  as one way of  measuring party cohesion. 
A party unity score expresses  the  percentage  of  time that  a  m e m b e r 
votes  in  agreement with  a  majority  of  his party  on  votes that split  the 
parties,  when  a  majority of voting Democrats opposes  a  majority of  vot-
ing Republicans. Aggregated over all party members  in the  House  and 
the Senate,  the  mean party unity score is seen  as an  overall measure  of 
cohesion within each party when party majorities take opposing stands. 
Figures  6.1 and 6.2  graph the mean party unit scores for Democrats  and 
Republicans in the House and the Senate from 1954 through 1980. 

The sawtooth appearance  of  the graphs  in  Figures  6.1 and 6.2  con-
veys  an  impression  of  haphazard volatility  in  party unity.  The  pattern  is 
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FIGURE 6.1 Party Unity in the U.S. House, 1954-1980 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS. ALL YEARS.  1954-1980 

YEAR 

smoothed considerably w h e n the m e a n party unity scores are plotted 
separately for election and nonelection years, as in Figures 6.3 and 6.4. 
These graphs quickly demonstrate that party unity tends to be somewhat 
higher in nonelection years than in election years. T h e average differ-
ences are not great (about 4 percentage points  overall),  but nonelection 
years almost always elicit higher party unity than election years. This 
m a y reflect the m e m b e r s ' desire to vote constituency interests over party 
policy w h e n running for  reelection.^  Whatever the reason for differences 
in party cohesion between odd and even years, the explanation must lie 
in the structure of the system and not in the idiosyncratic behavior of the 
separate parties in the two houses. 

In fact, the patterns of party unity in the U.S. Congress have been 
similar for both parties in both chambers and rather stable since 1954. 
There is a trace of decline in party unity since 1954, especially for R e -
publicans in the Senate, but the trend is not pronounced and even has 
shifted upward in recent years. For both  parties,  unity tends to be slight-
ly greater in the H o u s e than in the Senate and slightly greater a m o n g 
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HOUSE DEMOCRATS. ALL  YEARS.  195M-19eO 

/ -

YEAR 

Republicans than Democrats. But these differences are not great. A t the 
extremes,  the average Senate Democra t voted with a majority of his 
party and against a majority of  RepubUcans  64 percent of the time com-
pared to 69 percent party unity for the average H o u s e Republican. 

H o w should w e interpret these data on party cohesion? S o m e might 
regard figures upward of 60 percent party unity as evidence for cohesion 
rather than against  it.  O n e should remember , however, that a m e m b e r 
w h o votes merely by chance will be on his party's side 50 percent of the 
time.  Clearly, w e need s o m e standards for evaluating the extent of party 
cohesion in the U.S. Congress. 

Unfortunately, there has not been m u c h rigorous, systematic re-
search on party cohesion across  countries.  Olson concludes: 

The many variations in voting procedures, conditions, and rules make it 
very difficult to obtain comparable evidence from a variety of parliaments; 
w e are limited in the trends w e can identify and in the degree of con-
fidence w e can place in our own observations  (1980:  256-257). 
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F I G U R E 6.2 Party Unity in the U.S. Senate,  1 9 5 4 - 1 9 8 0 

SENATE REPUBLICANS. ALL  YEARS.  19Ŝ -1980 

YEAR 

Olson limits his o w n analysis to data collected for 10 parties in France, 
Britain, Wes t G e r m a n y , and the United States. H e finds that only the 
French Radicals rank as low in party cohesion as the Democrats and the 

Republicans. 
This chapter reports data from a m o r e comprehensive study of party 

cohesion. T h e measure used differs somewhat from Congressional 
Quarterly's  party unity score by an adjustment for chance distributions 

of party support. This "index of cohesion" simply equals the absolute 
difference between the percentage of party m e m b e r s voting "yes" and 
the percentage voting " n o " on a given vote. T h e measure ranges from 
0.0 in the case of a party splitting 50/50 in supporting and opposing a 
bill to 1.0 in the case of all its m e m b e r s voting on the same  side.^  T h e 
level of party cohesion is simply the m e a n index of cohesion for all votes 

in the analysis. 
For our study, the major difficulty in measuring party cohesion re-

sults from the fact that the literature on political parties rarely reports 
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SENATE DEMOCRATS. RLL  YEARS.  1954-1980 

YEAR 

precise  indices of cohesion for legislative voting. W h e r e party divisions 
on legislative votes themselves were divulged, the index was calculated 
for  the available  votes.  In the complete absence of empirical  data,  party 
cohesiveness  was estimated according to this scheme: 

Descriptive  Statement 
Completely  cohesive 
Highly  cohesive 
Somewha t cohesive 
Not  cohesive 
Divisive 
Highly  divisive 

Divisions 
100/0 

90/10 
80/20 
70/30 
60/40 
50/50 

Estimated Index 
1.00 

.80 

.60 

.40 

.20 

.00 

Even after resorting to estimating party cohesion from statements in the 
literature, w e found that some parties still could not be coded because 
of inadequate information. In fact, it was possible to score only 67 of 
the 95 parties for this  analysis.*  The average level of cohesion among 
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FIGURE 6.3 Effect of Election Years on Party Unity in the U.S. House, 
1 9 5 4 - 1 9 7 9 
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these parties  w a s  .84—fa r  higher than  the .63 a n d .65  scores reported 
respectively  for the  D e m o c r a t s  and the  Republicans during  the  1 9 5 7 - 6 2 
period  by  Tu rne r  and  Schneier.^ 

T h e s e estimates  of  party cohesion  for the  D e m o c r a t s  and the R e -
publicans differ f r om  the  party unity scores  in  that they include  all re-
corded votes,  not  just those  in  wh ich  a  majority  of o n e  party opposes  a 
majority  of the  other. T h u s  the  index  of  cohesion, despite correcting  for 
chance distributions  of  party support, yields values coincidentally similar 
to party unity scores because  of the  inclusion  of  u n a n i m o u s  and  nearly 
u n a n i m o u s roll call votes.  T h e  index  of  cohesion  w a s  chosen over  the 
party unity m e a s u r e because  the  index  of  cohesion allows  for  assessing 
cohesion  in  multiparty legislatures,  in  which party unity votes cannot  b e 
defined  as  just  o n e  party opposed  to  another. 
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ASSESSING ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
O N PARTY COHESION 

Mi ld environmental effects  o n  party cohesion can  be  seen  in  the influ-
ence  of  election years  o n  party unity a m o n g D e m o c r a t s  and  Republi-
cans.  E v e n m o r e powerful effects can  be  attributed  to  the country en-
vironment.  In  particular, America's env i ronment is c o m m o n l y cited  as 
determining the low level  of  cohesion within the t w o parties. Blank's 
evaluation is typical: 

Given the framework of the decentralized governmental system operating in 
the United States, the lack of highly disciplined and centralized parties is 
not surprising.  The  parties simply reflect  the  government  as a  whole 
(1980:  235). 

To what degree do parties in the same country display similar levels of 
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F I G U R E 6.4 Effect of Election Years on Party Unity in the U.S. 
Senate,  1954 -1979 
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cohesion, thereby reflecting env i ronmenta l influences,  a n d h o w d o  A m e r -
ican parties actually c o m p a r e  to the  cohesion  of  parties  in  other c o u n -
tries?  T h e  effect  of  country  o n  party cohesion is portrayed  in  Figure  6.5, 
w h i c h plots  the  cohesion scores  for 6 7  parties  in 21  countries r a n k e d  b y 
their m e a n party cohesion scores. 

O u r m e a s u r e  of  cohesion  w a s  modif ied  for  presentation  in  Figure 
6.5. B e c a u s e  the  parties b u n c h e d together  at the  high cohesion  e n d of 
the scale,  w e  separated t h e m s o m e w h a t  b y  squaring  the  scores.  T h u s ,  if 
o n e party  h a d a  score  of .95 a n d  another  a  score  of .90 (a  difference  of 
.05) ,  the  difference b e c a m e  .09 (.90  versus  .81)  after squaring. This 
technique  of  transforming variables  is  useful w h e n small differences  at 
o n e  e n d of a  scale h a v e greater significance than c o m p a r a b l e differences 
at  the  other  end.^  W e see  that  the  parties  d o  tend  to  cluster s o m e w h a t 
b y country, with  5 8  percent  of the  variance  in  cohesion scores explained 
b y country e n v i r o n m e n t , w h a t e v e r " e n v i r o n m e n t " m igh t entail.  T h e 
countries s h o w i n g  the  lowest party cohesion  are  U r u g u a y , G u a t e m a l a , 
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B u r m a ,  and the  Uni ted States. T h o s e wh ich s h o w  the  highest cohesion 
are the United Kingdom, Malaya, Denmark,  and  West Germany. S o m e 
countries (Austria, Burma,  and  the Netherlands) harbor parties that  dif-
fer greatly  in  legislative cohesion, while others (including  the  United 
States) have parties that show little if  any  difference. Moreover,  a  bloc 
of 12 countries at the upper right of Figure 6.5 features parties with little 
variance  and  very high cohesion. What , if anything,  do  these countries 
have in c o m m o n to produce such high party cohesion? 

EXPLAINING ENVIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS O N PARTY COHESION 

H o w m u c h of the  country-specific variance  in  party cohesion  can  b e  re-
covered with theoretical explanations  of  environmental effects  o n  legisla-
tive voting?  A s  usual,  w e  will consider various factors that have been 
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FIGURE 6.5 Degree of Party Cohesion, by Country 
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hypothesized  as  system-level causes  of  party cohesion before construct-
ing  a  multicausal explanation. 

Individual Explanatory Factors 

M a n y scholars have ventured explanations  of  party cohesion across  na-
tions,  but  few  have specialized  in  its study.  In  their analysis  of  congres-
sional voting, Turner  and  Schneier (1970) devoted s o m e attention to  the 
sources of party cohesion across nations, and O z b u d u n (1970) undertook 
a general investigation  of  party cohesion from  a  comparative perspec-
tive.  W e rely heavily  on  their wo rk  in  our discussion  of  six factors that 
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have been proposed as causes of party cohesion: presidential govern-
ment,  federalism, multiple parties, ideological polarization, single-

m e m b e r districts,  and legislative effectiveness. 
Most authors agree that the structure of the relationship between the 

executive and the legislature has an important effect on party cohesion. 
W h e r e the executive and the legislators are separately elected, as in a 
presidential form of government, the government leadership does not 
depend on party unity in the legislature. In parliamentary systems, on 
the other hand, the executive is selected by the parliament and depends 
on continued support from the parliamentary majority. This puts a  pre-
m i u m on party unity. Ozbudun believes that "parliamentary government 
is a sufficiently strong factor to produce cohesive legislative  parties,  pro-
vided that it operates in a two-party or moderate two-party system" 
(1970:  363).  The general proposition is that party cohesion is lower in 
presidential systems than in parliamentary systems. 

Another factor that has been blamed for the low cohesion of A m e r -
ican parties is the federal structure of government. (Rossiter, 1963, and 
Key,  1964).  Just as federalism promotes devolution of party power to 
state organs, it also provides legislators with sources of support and foci 
for allegiance that m a y compete with the national party. Hence, m a n y 
students would agree with Blank: " A modification in the [U.S.] federal 
system would be necessary to produce increased levels of party cohesion 
and centralization of authority"  (1980:  235).  Generalizing from the 
American situation, w e m a y expect to find lower party cohesion in the 
federal systems in our sample than in the unitary systems. 

Turner and Schneier (1970) have proposed that the number of par-
ties in a system is related to their levels of cohesion, and this rela-
tionship is suggested by Loewenberg and Patterson (1979: 224) as  well. 
The underlying argument is that multiparty (as opposed to two-party) 
politics produces smaller and more homogeneous parties, with greater 
intraparty cohesion the natural consequence. 

A s a "sociopolitical" explanation, Ozbudun (1970) proposes that 
class polarization within society correlates with party cohesion. There is 
some ambiguity, however, about what Ozbudun means by "class polar-
ization." In places he speaks about the way "the party system reflects 
class divisions in the society," but in other places he refers to the social 
homogeneity of the individual party; the latter usage makes polarization 
a party-level rather than a system-level factor  (1970:  343-344).  W e will 
interpret "class polarization" as ideological polarization, measured by 
the range of party ideologies in the parliament as a weighted function of 
the size of the  delegation.''  Thus the greater the spread in party strength 
along the ideological continuum, the greater the ideological polarization, 
and (presumably) the greater the party cohesion. 

American scholars often cite the election of United States congress-
m e n from single-member districts as a major factor in their independence 
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from party leadership (see, for example, Fenno, 1978: 31-32). Con-
gressmen run for election individually, and they are able to forge their 
o w n links with constituents to increase their chances of winning. Data 
show that m o r e than 90 percent of incumbent representatives win 
reelection along with m o r e than 80 percent of incumbent  senators.** 
Al though the n u m b e r of candidates elected is not often suggested as a 
general factor explaining party cohesion across nations, w e will include 
it in our analysis, distinguishing between countries that elect their  legis-
lators from single-member districts and those that send multi-member 
delegations to the  legislature.' 

Finally, s o m e legislative scholars have posited a correlation between 
party cohesion and the effectiveness of the legislature. M e z e y (1979: 77, 
102,  and 138), for instance, distinguishes between legislatures with 
"strong" policy-making powers and those with "modest " or no policy-
mak ing powers. H e notes that those with strong powers tend to show 
less party discipline. Mezey's observations conform to Polsby's 
(1975:  291-292) argument that legislatures that "transform" the execu-
tive's proposals to their o w n liking before enacting them into law are apt 
to feature fluid voting coalitions and decentralized parties. T h e causal 
connection between legislative effectiveness and party cohesion is not 
clear, however. Is it that effective legislatures m a k e for low party  cohe-
sion,  or that low cohesion makes for effective legislatures? Schwarz and 
S h a w (1976: 398) contend that the undisciplined nature of the Amer ican 
parties has enhanced the undeniable effectiveness of the Congress in 
modifying presidential proposals, representing public opinion, and in-
itiating legislation. Although the long-run effect of low party cohesion 
m a y strengthen legislative effectiveness, it seems that the causal connec-
tion in the short run goes f rom the legislature's role in the political  sys-
tem to party cohesion. Thus w e expect that the m o r e effective the 
legislature, the lower the party  cohesion.'" 

TABLE 6.1 Bivariate Correlations between Environmental Variables and Party Cohesion 
for  67 Parties  in  21 Countries 

Simple Explained 
Correlation Variance 

Environmental Factor r  r* 

Presidential system 
Federalism 
Number of  parties 
Ideological polarization 
Single-member districts 
Legislative effectiveness 

* Significant at the .05 level. 

-.53* 
.05 
.00 

-.04 
-.11 

.26* 

.28 

.00 

.00 
,00 
.01 
.07 
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The six environmental factors just described have all been advanced 
to explain differences in party cohesion in legislative voting across na-
tions.  A s indicated in Table 6.1, not all the simple correlations between 
these factors and party cohesion are as large as expected nor are they 
even in the expected direction. 

Despite causal claims in the literature, federalism, the number of 
parties,  ideological polarization, and single-member districts bear no 
simple relationships to party cohesion. O f all the various factors sug-
gested as causes of party cohesion across nations, only the presence of a 
presidential system and legislative effectiveness are significantly corre-
lated with the index of cohesion. T h e effect of presidential government 
is exactly as expected, strongly depressing party cohesion. T h e correla-
tion of -.53 is by far the highest in the table, which is consistent with 
the literature's judgment that the legislative-executive structure is the 
most important cause of party cohesion (see Epstein, 1975:  265-266). 
T h e effect of legislative effectiveness, on the other hand, is the direct 
opposite of what the literature predicts. T h e m o r e effective the legisla-
ture,  the higher the party cohesion. W e will examine this anomaly m o r e 
closely later. 

Explanatory Factors C o m b i n e d 

As we have seen in earlier chapters, variables may have more explana-
tory power w h e n joined together than w h e n used separately. In this 
case,  the only two variables that combine fruitfully are parliamentarism 
and legislative effectiveness. T h e regression equation built from these 
two factors is reported in Table 6.2. 

TABLE 6.2 Multiple Regression for Party Cohesion with Environmental Variables 

Standardized 
Regression 

Environmentai Factor Coefficient 

Presidential system -.66* 
Legislative effectiveness -.22 

R^ = .32  /V  = 67 

* Significant at the .05 level. 

The results of the regression analysis show that 32 percent of the 
variance in party cohesion can be explained by the legislative-executive 
structure  and the effectiveness of the legislature in the political system. 
A s found in the analysis of the individual factors, the presence  ofpres-

Jdential  government decreases party cohesion, even  miêíTÈOííírolfing f̂tír 
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legislative effectiveness. But the sign for legislative effectiveness is switch-
ed w h e n presidential government is controlled. T h e impact of legislative 
effectiveness n o w also depresses party cohesion. This effect w a s not seen 
before because of the negative relationship (r = -.52) between presiden-
tial government and legislative effectiveness (meaning that effective 
legislatures are m o r e  Hkely  to be found in parliamentary  systems).  B e -
cause parliamentarism is strongly predictive of high cohesion, the im-
pact of legislative effectiveness is apparently reversed. Bu t the regres-
sion analysis reveals that the prevailing theory is conditionally correct; 
party cohesion is lower in effective legislatures, but only w h e n legislative 
structure is held constant. 

FIGURE 6.6 Plot of Parties' Cohesion Scores by Countries Within 

Different Legislative Environments 
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In the regression analysis of Chapter 5, we found it theoretically 
useful  to  combine  the  categories  of  "legislative structure"  and  "legisla-
tive effectiveness"  in  order  to  produce four "horizontal governmental 
structures." Here  w e  have treated  the two  variables separately  in  order 
to maximize consistency with  the  existing theory concerning party cohe-
sion.  It is  again useful  to  combine  the  variables  in  order  to  provide  a 
graphic demonstration  of the  effects  of  legislative-executive structure 
and legislative effectiveness.  In  Figure  6.6, the  countries  are  ranked  by 
m e a n party cohesion within each  of the  four types  of  legislative environ-
ment.  The  plot  of  party cohesion scores shows  a  definite increase  in 
m e a n party cohesion  as one  progresses across  the  types  of  legislative  en-
vironments.  T h e  least cohesive parties  are  found  in  presidential systems 
with effective legislatures  (i.e.,  "separation  of  power" systems,  in the 
terminology  of  Chapter 5) , exemplified  by  Uruguay  and the  United 
States.  Presidential systems with ineffective legislatures  ("strong  pres-
idential" systems) have parties that  are  somewhat more cohesive.  T h e 
combination  of  parliamentary government  and  effective legislatures 
("effective  parliamentary" systems)  is the  most c o m m o n environment 
for this sample  of  parties  and  produces parties that  are  substantially 
more cohesive. Finally,  the  most cohesive parties  are  found  in  the  two 
countries, Lebanon  and  Malaya, with parliamentary systems  and  ineffec-
tive legislatures  (the  "weak  parHamentary"  systems). 

This analysis  of  environmental effects  on  party cohesion suggests that 
two  variables—legislative-executive  structure  and  legislative effective-
ness—can be  used  in  multiple regression  to  explain  32  percent  of the 
total variance  in  party cohesion. This  is  over half  of  the  58  percent  due 
to country identity  and  indicates that  the  legislative environment  in  par-
ticular  has  m u c h  to say  about  the  cohesiveness  of the  parties which 
operate within  it. 

ANALYZING THE AMERICAN PARTIES 

Critics of the responsible party model of programmatic and cohesive par-
ties have contended that  the  American political environment  is not  con-
ducive  to  such parties. They argue that cohesive parties  are the  products 
of parliamentary systems, which demand party unity  to  keep govern-
ments  in  power.  The  American presidential system,  on  the  other hand, 
allows  the  President  to  serve  a  four-year term regardless  of  defeats  in 
congressional voting.  Ou r  analysis indicates that party cohesion does 
tend  to be  very  low in  presidential systems  and  especially  in  those with 
effective legislatures. 

This evidence tends  to  support critics  of the  responsible party model 
w h o believe that  the  American political environment  is not  suited  to 
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cohesive parties. But other evidence suggests that higher levels of party 
cohesion are possible in presidential systems. In  fact,  higher cohesion was 
the case in the United States itself at an earlier time. The study of party 
cohesion in Congress from 1886 to 1966 by Brady, Cooper, and  Hurly 
(1979:  384-385, 393) found that party voting was highest in the 1890-
1910 period and lowest in the period 1940-1966. The mean cohesion for 
the Democrats for 1890 to 1910 was  .74,  compared to .65 for the period 
1940-1966.  The Republican cohesion dropped from .78 to .68 over the 
same period. Moreover, these drops in cohesion came in spite of more 
bipartisan voting, which tends to raise cohesion scores. 

Despite this message from United States history, the more recent 
cross-national data offer little comfort for supporters of the responsible 
party model. They cannot point to contemporary countries with nonpar-
liamentary systems and effective legislatures which produce high levels 
of cohesion. If reformers wish to make the American parties more cohe-
sive,  they will have to do it in spite of the country's legislative-executive 
structure. 

Avenues m a y still be available to those w h o would pursue more 
cohesive parties despite the barriers posed by our presidential system. 
There are two ways in which to proceed toward that objective. O n e is to 
pursue reforms at the party  level,  wringing as much influence as possible 
out of party-level causes of legislative cohesion. Ou r analysis suggests 
that country-specific factors account for almost 60 percent of the 
variance in party cohesion, but that still leaves some 40 percent due to 
party-level factors. France offers a good example of party factors at 
work. A s depicted in Figure 6.6, the five French parties display different 
levels of cohesion for the period under study. The Communist party is 
the most cohesive, with a score of 1.0. Ranking  shghtly  lower is the 
Socialist party, followed by the GauUists, then the Popular Republican 
M o v e m e n t  ( M R P ) ,  and then the Radical Socialists. Interestingly, this 
ranking is almost identical to the parties' combined scores for organiza-
tional complexity and decentralization of power, the two aspects of par-
ty organization considered in preceding chapters. 

W e know from previous research that these two party-level variables 
are mutually independent causes of party cohesion. Janda's (1979b) 
study of the effects of party organization on party performance found 
that party complexity is positively related to cohesion while decentraliza-
tion is negatively related. A s shown in Chapter 4, the American parties 
were already about average among all parties in complexity during the 
1957-62 period so there would seem to be little room for increasing par-
ty cohesion by increasing complexity. But as shown in Chapter 5, the 
American parties were also extremely decentralized. 

If power within the parties were more concentrated at the national 
level and if the Democratic and the Republican leaders in Congress 
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shared in the greater power (as proposed in the APS A Report, Appen-
dix  A ,  p.  148),  one  hkely  consequence would  be a  higher degree of par-
ty cohesion in congressional voting. Indeed, Brady, Cooper,  and  Hurley 
account for the higher cohesion in the period 1890-1910 in terms of the 
centralized leadership  of  the Speaker  of  the House  and the  importance 
of the party  caucus.  Moreover, they point out that the 1940-1966 period 
of low cohesion featured neither centralized leadership nor  a  strong par-
ty caucus (1979:  392)." 

Thus,  if the American parties were better organized  and  more cen-
tralized,  the  argument  goes,  they would display more unity  in  congres-
sional voting. This approach  to  increasing party cohesion focuses  on 
changing party-level factors rather than changing  the  environment.  O f 
course,  the  environment also determines  a  considerable amount  of the 
variance in complexity  and  power, but again not all of  it.  If party organ-
ization  and  centralization were increased within  the  hmits  of  environ-
mental constraints, then some increase  in  party cohesion should follow. 
This  is the  crux  of  the argument  for  increasing party cohesion through 
party reform.  W e will consider further the environmental constraints  on 
such reform and the possible changes in these constraints in Chapter  7. 

The other avenue for increasing party cohesion would lead to chang-
ing the environment.  A s  demonstrated  by  the cross-national analyses  in 
the preceding chapters,  the  environment within which parties operate 
accounts for considerable portions of the variance in some party charac-
teristics.  It explains  57  percent  of  organizational complexity,  68  percent 
of party decentralization, and 58 percent of legislative cohesion. Because 
of the demonstrated influence of the environment, it  m a y  not  be  enough 
for those  w h o  would m a k e  the  American parties more responsible  to 
work only  at the  party level.  T o the  extent possible, efforts should  be 
directed toward changing,  or  at least "tuning up," the very environment 
that is so potent in shaping the parties. 

REFORMING PARTIES BY 
REFORMING THE ENVIRONMENT 

While the United States' constitutional structure seems immune to the 
actions  of  party reformers,  the  political environment  as a  whole is not. 
The portion that is dependent  on  state and federal statutes can  be  more 
easily changed.  The  history  of  party primaries provides  an  example  of 
such environmental change. Crotty's account  of  party primaries notes 
that the Kentucky  and  the Mississippi Legislatures provided for optional 
primaries as eariy as 1892.  B y  1900,  two-thirds of the states  had  adopted 
some form  of  primary  laws,  and  only four states lacked primaries  for 
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State or local races by 1917 (1977: 203-207). It took until 1955, how-
ever,  for primaries to spread to the last state, Connecticut (Sorauf, 

1980: 204).  Despite the appearance of a complete conversion to the 
election of party candidates in primary elections, states often tinkered 
with the coverage of offices included under primary legislation. This was 
especially true for presidential primaries to select delegates for the par-
ties'  national conventions. Peaking at 27 in 1916, the number of states 
with presidential primaries declined rapidly and fluctuated between 15 
and 18 from 1924 to 1968, after which the number soared to a new peak 
of 35 in 1980 (Rubin, 1980:  129).  Thus primaries have come and gone 
according to the winds of party reform. 

The great effect of the primary system on the structure of American 
parties and presidential politics has been noted by many  writers.'̂  
Working to change the system in order to change its parties is an estab-
lished technique of party reformers. S o m e authors seeking to  "democia-
tize"  the internal workings of the parties have labored for more  pri-
maries as a means to that end. The set of recommendations for strength-
ening the parties proposed by the Committee for Party Renewal also 
recognizes the importance of changing the environment as a means of 
party change. Four of their ten recommendations (see Appendix D, 
p.  170) involve changing the environment through the enactment of sta-
tutes: 

2.  Providing public funding to parties rather than candidates 
3. Giving parties more freedom in  financing  their operations 
4.  Altering state laws to provide for party caucuses and conven-

tions (rather than primaries alone) 
9. Amending federal law to provide regular access to television 

for the major parties 

These recommendations carry enormous consequences for both major 
parties.  Items 2 and 9 have potential for increasing the importance of 
the national party organization. Items 4 and to a lesser extent 3 are 
directed toward strengthening the party organizations at the state and 
local levels. The net effect of these statutory changes, if enacted, prom-
ises to increase significantly the parties' organizational complexity and 
especially to lessen their present condition of extreme  decentrahzation. 

The question arises whether these statutory changes in the narrow po-
litical environment would be consonant with the broader environment 
of American society and politics. In democracies, parties cannot make 
statutory changes alone, or in a vacuum. Such changes must "fit" the 
larger environment and must appeal to a broader audience than the par-
ties themselves. The statutory changes that would lead to strengthening 
the American parties m a y be no more welcome in this environment than 
strong parties themselves. The growth in the use of primaries shows that 
the environment has been receptive to even weaker (rather than strong-
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er) parties. Yet, other signs point to broader changes in the environ-
m e n t that the parties could presumably help to further and then use to 
their advantage. Those changes and their potential impact on the parties 

are the stuff of Chapter 7. 

NOTES 

1. See Julius Turner, "Responsible Parties: A Dissent from the Floor," 
American Political Science Review, Vol. 45 (March  1951),  pp.143-152;  Austin 
Ranney, "Toward a More Responsible T w o Party System: A Commentary," 
American Political Science Review,  vol.  45 (June  1951),  pp. 488-499; Murray S. 
Stedman and Herbert Sonthoff, "Party Responsibility: A Critical Inquiry," 
Western Political Quarterly,  vol.  4 (September  1951),  pp. 454-468; and T.  Wil-
liam G o o d m a n , " H o w M u c h Political Party Centralization D o W e Want? " Jour-
nal of  Politics,  vol. 13 (November  1951),  pp. 536-561. Ranney's critique about 
the unsuitability of the American environment for responsible parties is particu-
larly sharp. 

2.  It also m a y reflect the tendency of freshmen legislators to take cues from 
the party leadership immediately after their election the preceding  year.  The dif-
ference between party unity in election and nonelection years poses some tanta-
lizing research questions for the future. 

3. S o m e readers may recognize this as the index of cohesion originated by 
Stuart A . Rice. See Lee Anderson, Meredith Watts, and Allan Wilcox, Legisla-
tive Roll Call Analysis (Evanston,  111.:  Northwestern University  Press,  1966). 

4.  W e actually scored 70 of the 95 parties, but we limited the analysis to 
countries with more than one party to permit the expression of variance within 
countries. 

5. Julius Turner and Edward V. Schneier  (1970),  p.  21.  Turner and 
Schneier report average cohesion scores for selected sessions of the U.S. House 
of Representatives. These scores are for the 1959 session, which is the only one 
they studied between 1957 and 1962. 

6. The effect of the transformation is to pull apart parties clustered at the 
high end while pushing them together at the low end. In the process, it alters 
the statistics of the distribution. The mean for the original cohesion scores was 
.84,  and the standard deviation was  .20.  After squaring, the mean was  .75,  and 
the standard deviation was .27. 

7.  The formula for computing the amount of ideological polarization first 
computes the difference between a party's ideological position and the mean 
ideology score for  all  the parties in the system. This difference is then multiplied 
by the proportion of seats the party holds in the legislature. The products are 
summed over all parties in a system to yield the ideological polarization score. 
This formula is similar to that used by Sigelman and Yough, but they weight the 
ideological differences by the proportion of votes w o n rather than seats won. 
See Lee Sigelman and Syng N a m Yough  (1978). 

8. Congressional Quarterly  (1978),  p. 9. The proportion of incumbent sena-
tors w h o lost in reelection attempts has  fluctuated  over the years and dropped 
under 50 percent in 1980. 
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9. Using the Blondel scale of electoral systems described in Chapter 4, note 
18,  w e scored the eleven countries coded " 3 " and  " 4 "  as having single-member 
districts. 

10.  W e use the Banks and Textor measure of the status of the legislature to 
indicate legislative effectiveness. They define as "fully effective" a legislature 
that "performs normal legislative function as reasonably 'co-equal' branch of 
national government." A "partially effective" legislature showed tendency toward 
domination by executive, or otherwise partially limited in effective exercise of 
legislative function. They also have two other categories, "largely ineffective" 
and "wholly ineffective," but none of our countries fell into those categories. In 
our analysis, an "effective legislature" is one they rate as "fully effective." See 
Banks and Textor  (1963),  p. 110. Most of our data came from Banks and Tex-
tor,  but missing data were coded from Arthur F. Banks  (1971). 

11.  Although the caucus was revived in the Democratic party in the House in 
1971 and exercised considerable power by deposing three committee chairmen in 
1975,  the authors argue that the "new" caucus has not functioned as an instru-
ment of party leadership like the "old" caucus and thus has not contributed to 
the cohesion of the Democratic party in congressional voting. Moreover, the in-
crease in the Speaker's powers in the 1970s has been countered by a weakening 
in the power of committee chairmen and a decentralization of power to subcom-
mittees. 

12.  Sorauf notes six threats that primaries pose to the well-being of party 
organization  (1980:  212-213).  For a more positive evaluation of the contribu-
tions of primaries to party politics, see H u g h A . Bone, American Politics and 
the Party System 4th Ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill,  1971),  pp.  279-282. 



T h e A m e r i c a n P a r t i e s i n a 

C h a n g i n g E n v i r o n m e n t 

ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITS TO STRONG, 
PROGRAMMATIC PARTIES:  INFERENCES FROM 
CROSS-NATIONAL ANALYSES 

In Chapters 3 through 6, we investigated the relationship of environ-
mental factors  to  four major features  of  "responsible" political parties: 
(1) ideological clarity, (2)  organization  (or  "complexity"),  (3) central-
ization  of  power,  and  (4) cohesion  in  legislative voting.  In our  cross-
national analyses, all  of  these features were found  to be  influenced  to 
a substantial degree  by the  party's environment. That fact,  as  well  as 
several  of the  specific findings, have clear relevance  to the  American 
parties  and  especially  to  the central question  of  this book: whether  the 
American parties could become stronger  and  more programmatic, even 
if  they wanted to. 

In Chapter 3, two-partyism and plurality elections were found  to be 
closely related  to a  limited ideological choice  in  the party system (with 
the number  of  parties  and  the type  of  electoral system together able  to 
explain nearly one-half  of the  variance  in  ideological  distance). 
Although that would seem  to  bode ill  for the  ability  of  the American 
parties  to  offer greater ideological clarity  in  their present context,  a 
comparison with  the  British system alone revealed that  the  American 
parties already provide  as  much "distance"  as  their English counter-
parts.  W e concluded that, with the parties' "moving apart" neither  like-
ly  nor  apparently necessary,  the  American parties might clarify  the 
choices they already provide  by  enforcing greater legislative cohesion, 
with stronger national parties  a  precondition. 

In Chapter  4, w e  found that  57  percent  of the  variance  in  party 
organization could  be  attributed to the environment within which parties 
operate.  O f  six characteristics found to  be  conducive to greater complex-
ity, the American environment possessed four  of  them:  a  large popula-
tion,  broad suffrage,  a  modern economy,  and  close party competition. 

95 
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The American parties were found to be somewhat below the level of 
organizational complexity "predicted"  by  their environmental character-
istics,  suggesting that there  was  still some room  for the  parties  to de-
velop their organizational structures, within  the  limits  of  environmental 
constraints.  But  the data also indicated that the Democrats  and  the  Re-
publicans  in the  early 1960s were  not  seriously deficient  in  their organi-
zational structures compared  to  parties  in  other countries with similar 
environments. Increasing the parties' organizational complexity (at least 
as  w e  have measured  it)  alone would appear to  be a  misplaced focus for 
reformers seeking stronger national parties. 

In  contrast.  Chapters  5 and 6  revealed that  the  American parties 
ranked very  low on  both centralization  and  cohesion, making them 
prime targets  for  reformers' attention.  The  analyses  of  environmental 
constraints, however, suggested that meaningful change  on  those dimen-
sions could  be  quite difficult,  if not  impossible. Separation  of  powers 
alone appears  to  place  a  severe limit  on  legislative cohesion;  and  it joins 
with polity decentralization and, especially, large country size  in en-
couraging party decentralization. Nevertheless,  w e did  find room  for 
more cohesion than  the  American parties  n o w  possess, even within  the 
separation  of  powers framework, if the parties  can  find  the  means  for 
strengthening their national organs. Short  of  moving  to a  different  en-
vironment, however, the latter itself might seem  an  impossible mission. 

It is our purpose  in  this chapter  to  establish the extent to which  the 
parties already are  in a  "different environment" than was the case even 
a few  decades ago,  and  then  to  consider the effect  of  that  new  environ-
ment  on  the parties and their prospects for the future. 

THE CALL AND THE EARLY RESPONSE 

When the APSA Committee on Political Parties made its report on the 
state  of the  American party system  in  1950, it called  for a  number  of 
reforms intended  to  "democratize"  the  internal workings  of  those par-
ties while strengthening their national organizations  as  well.  Whether  in 
direct response  to the  Report or,  as  is more likely,  to  other demands, 
both parties  did  "open up " their nominating processes through greater 
use  of the  direct primary;  the  Democrats gave convention delegates  a 
larger role  in the  selection  of  national committee members;  and  both 
parties have recently encouraged  the use of  "affirmative action"  in the 
selection  of  delegates  and  officers. Until very recently, however,  the 
other major  goal,  strengthening  the  national parties, went largely  un-

attended. 
That  in  itself need not surprise us, given what  w e  have already said 

about  the  American  environment—hardly  suited  to  more centralized 
parties.  If countries  do  get  the-kind  of parties they need  and  want, then 
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weak, decentralized parties might have been expected to prosper in a 
large  and  decentralized United States.  A n d  prospering  is  what they 

seemed to  be  doing—until  recently, that is. 
By 1970, signs  had  begun  to  appear that the parties might  be in  se-

rious trouble with the electorate. Americans have never been known  for 
their great love  of  parties  (see  Gelb  and  Palley, 1975,  and  Ranney, 
1975),  but  until the 1960s they  had  at least seen them  as  necessary,  had 
used them,  and had  identified with them.  In his  1970 book,  Burnham 
noted  a  recent, marked increase in split-ticket voting, more massive than 
would even accompany  a  normal period  of  realignment.  By  1975, Ladd 
and Hadley were noting that "the proportion of voters describing them-
selves  as  independents, rather than  as  Republicans  or  Democrats,  has 
increased notably since the  1950's"  and, even more alarming for the fu-
ture  of  the parties, "among  the  young  and the  college educated today, 
independents  are the  largest  'party,'  their numbers exceeding those  of 
self-identified Democrats  and  Republicans"  (1975:  15).  By  the late 1970s 
it  had  become commonplace  to see  references, both  in  the popular  and 
the professional media,  to the  "dechne,"  "decay,"  or  even impending 
"demise"  of the American parties. 

But why? W h a t  had  changed  to  cause this depressing state  of  party 
affairs?  The  first  response must be:  not  the parties! While both parties 
had experienced some reform  by  the time the decline was  first  becoming 
apparent, they maintained hardly less "decentralization"  or  "openness" 
than  had  been the case in the  '30s, '40s,  and  '50s.  It seems to us that the 
answer lies instead with change  in  the parties' environment.  The  parties 
remained substantially the  same,  but the environment was changing  pro-
foundly. Further, it seems  to us  that  the  environment  was  changing  on 
some of  the dimensions most critical for shaping party structure. If  w e 
are right, then the American environment of the '60s  and  '70s  m a y  have 
been more receptive  to  stronger national parties than  had  ever been  the 
case before, including the very period when  the  A P S A Committee  was 
writing its  call.  In a  sense,  the American parties  had  been "moved"  to a 
different environment. 

T H E C H A N G E D ENVIRONMENT: DIMENSIONS 
AFFECTING PARTY DECENTRALIZATION 

What Has Not Changed 

Before detailing what  w e  see  as  important changes  in  the American  en-
vironment,  w e  must note some important features that have  not 
changed,  or at  least not  in  the direction that would promote party  cen-
tralization.  O n e  such feature  is the  system  of  separation  of  powers, 
which  w e  found  to be  associated with both decentralization  and  lack  of 
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legislative cohesion. There can be little doubt that the separation of the 
legislative party from the executive has severely limited attempts to en-
force discipline, both upon the legislator and the more localized party 
organs to which he is more directly responsible. A n d rather than being 
weakened, the effectiveness of the separation m a y actually have been 
widened by recent events. A s Everson argues: 

If  the Congress  is  to be seen as an effective and independent branch of gov-
ernment,  the odds are that  it  must do so in opposition to the president 
In the wake of recent events which called into question uncritical accept-
ance of presidential government, it is unlikely that Congress will accept a 
passive role  (1980:  277). 

If a system of more unified power and shared fate is necessary for truly 
centralized  parties,  then short of the constitutional revision that is so un-
likely, centralized parties will remain just as unlikely here. Nonetheless, 
it m a y be possible for the American parties to be less decentralized (and 
perhaps m u c h less so) than has been the case in the past, even within 
the separation of powers system. 

Another challenge to the formation of strong parties comes from a 
long history of "antiparty  feelings"^  in this country. In his Farewell 
Address,  George Washington warned his countrymen of the "baneful, 
divisive effects of faction"; his words seem to have echoed through the 
past two centuries of Americans "putting up with" parties as a necessary 
evil.  Dennis's (1966 and 1975) studies of Wisconsin voters have shown a 
repeatedly negative attitude toward parties, and a survey asking a 
national sample to rank a list of institutions according to their "likes" 
found the parties at the bottom of the  list.̂  

If parties are merely "put up with," what prospects might there be 
for finding support for stronger parties? Almost four decades ago, 
Schattschneider  (1942:  209-10) found it "not unreasonable" to think 
that the public could be educated on the good points of stronger parties. 
While the public has not yet been convinced (as evidenced in the Dennis 
surveys),  it would be difficult to argue that anyone has seriously tried to 
persuade them. If w e are right in the analysis which  follows,  then events 
m a y have already begun to teach the obsolesence of weak parties. 
Whether this can be converted into positive feelings for stronger parties 
m a y depend in part on our experiences with the other institutions that 
are vying for rights to perform what have traditionally been the parties' 
roles.  (More on them later.) 

What Has Changed 

Technological society. W e have already found evidence for the claims 
that America's large size and polity decentralization m a y have contri-
buted to the development of such decentralized parties. Though not 
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finding supporting evidence here, we have also noted that students of 
American parties have often pointed to the decentralizing influence of 
the country's heterogeneous population and especially its sectionalized 
pohtics.  It has been claimed that taken together, these environmental 
features have provided a configuration "second to none" (or at least 
second only to Uruguay's) in promoting party decentralization. But even 
if that was the case in the past, advances in transportation and com-
munication technologies m a y have significantly lessened the effects of 
size and heterogeneity, while paving the way for more nationalized poli-
tics and more centralized government. 

While America's large and heterogeneous population m a y have  pre-
served, or even guaranteed, the effective decentralization of both polity 
and parties in the  past,  space age technology has m a d e distances "short-
er"  and differences "smaller." Buckholts has nicely summarized the 
effects of moving to the advanced stages of industrialization: 

The rapid development of the airplane, along with telecommunications, in 
this century has been the chief reason that we tend to view the globe as 
diminished in size and that events and people are much closer and of great-
er concern to us  (1966:  314). 

And what is true globally is exaggerated in the American context, where 
"Southern" problems are n o w Northern problems, too, and where Los 
Angeles's smog and N e w York's crime are shared with television view-

ers in Iowa. 
A n d not only has advanced industrialization m a d e short-term travel 

and communications easier; it has actually encouraged more long-term 
contact with more than one area of the country. T h e industrial age has 
brought with it a particularly mobile class of professionals, technicians, 
and administrators (see Smith and Zopf, 1976:  546),  w h o tend to m o v e 
from place to place for job-related reasons. A n d the tremendous in-
crease in the proportion of high school graduates w h o have attended 
college,  often in other  states,  has provided many young adults with long-
term "outside" experiences that were unusual in earlier generations. In 
all,  it has been estimated that roughly one-sixth of the population n o w 
changes state residence in the span of a decade (Heller,  1966),  which 
could not help affecting the balance between the parochial interests 
which have so colored our politics in the past and the more cosmopoli-
tan,  "national" interests and affections which could help to shape our 
future.  Cumulatively, these changes have brought about a reduction in 
the potency of the "centrifugal forces" which m a y have contributed to 
the need for decentralized  pohtical  institutions, including parties, in the 
earlier periods of our history. 

Nationalization of politics. Whether true cross-nationally or not (as sug-
gested by our o w n  analyses),  sectionalism has often been cited as a 
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prime contributor to the decentralization of America's parties (e.g., see 
Keefe,  1972; Schattschneider, 1942; and Sorauf,  1980).  Sectionalism, it 
is argued, requires that the more localized organs of the party, as well 
as the representatives of the party in Congress, be allowed to respond to 
sectional demands even w h e n they conflict with national party positions. 
A n d w h e n sectional one-party dominance is a fact of politics, as it has 
been in the Southern and Northeastern sections of this country, national 
organization is rendered extremely difficult, if not impossible. " A 
national alignment creates a d e m a n d for political organization through-
out the country," Schattschneider has argued (1965:  435);  "whereas  sec-
tionalism depresses national organizations." 

But over recent decades, politics has become more "nationalized" 
and less regionalized behaviorally, as evidenced in both electoral and 
congressional behavior. A s Ladd summarizes the voting trends: 

In contrast to the extreme sectionalism of the four decades after 1890, the 
four since 1930 have seen a nationalization of  politics,  or, as E. E. Schatt-
schneider puts  it,  the substitution of 'a national political alignment every-
where.  . ..'  Schattschneider added a qualification to everywhere: except in 
the South.' W e can now drop this qualification, for while the South remains 
a deviating region in which the dimensions of partisan competition depart 
significantly from other regions, it has felt a powerful current sweeping 
away from one-party dominance  (1970:  234). 

A s indicated in Figure 7.1, the presidential elections since the N e w 
Deal have indeed seen a narrowing of the gaps a m o n g the regions, with 
the Northeast no longer solidly Republican and the South less lopsidedly 
Democratic. A n d though not staggering in magnitude,  RepubHcan  gains 

FIGURE 7.1 Democratic Percentage of the Two-Party Presidential 

Vote,  by Region. 

N.E.  . 
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source: Ladd, 1970, p. 235, Fig. 5.7. Updates for 1972 and 1976 computed from data in 
Statistical Abstracts  of  the United States: 1976 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau  of the 
Census,  1976),  and for  1980  from Congressional Quarterly (Weekly  Report,  1981  ;  138). 
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in the South in the 1978 and the 1980 statewide and congressional races 
join with the presidential votes to imply further nationalization of two-

party  politics.'' 
That the melding of the regions m a y also be underway in Congress 

is less certain. Analysis of "North-South splits" reveals neither a pattern 
of rise nor decline in regional conflict in Congress over the past few de-
cades;  that measure, however, is computed across all Southern D e m o -
crats and m a y not be sensitive enough to the introduction of "new 
blood.'"*  The power of incumbency in gaining reelection is well 
documented, and m a n y of the congressmen w h o constitute today's 
Southern delegation were  first  elected to their positions before the South 
began its "transformation" from rural to industrialized and urban, a 
transformation which has seen the influx of many Northerners into 
Southern  states.  It is only as the more senior Southern congressmen are 
replaced that w e will be able adequately to assess the change that m a y 
be taking place in Southern congressional politics. 

Suggestive of the changes which could occur however, is a Congres-
sional Quarterly study of the voting habits of the large group of fresh-
m e n representatives in the 94th Congress, of w h o m 18 were from South-
ern states. In both 1975 and 1976, the Southern Democratic freshmen 
gave their party somewhat more support than was the case for the non-
freshmen  Southerners.^  Even more interesting than this  finding,  though, 
was one possible explanation for it. The freshman Democratic whip, 
himself from South Carolina, felt that the behavior witnessed in the 94th 
Congress would be more long-term than transitory; he told Congression-
al Quarterly {Almanac, 1975: 993, and Weekly Report, 1976: 212) that 
his Southern freshmen colleagues voted as they did because they "consid-
er[ed] themselves more national in conscience and persuasion." If he 
was correct, such feelings could eventually result in a more cohesive 
congressional Democratic party. The fact that it is still too early to 
judge,  in spite of the continuation of the '74 freshmen's behavior into 
1977 and 1978, is evidenced in the behavior of the later "classes" of 
Southern freshmen w h o have not shown the added propensity to support 
the  party.̂  

But if some Southern voters and congressmen have indeed consid-
ered themselves to be "more national in conscience and persuasion" 
recently, that is not the only region to be affected by such feelings. The 
focus of politics everywhere has seemingly shifted to national problems 
and to the need for national solutions to those problems. Since the new 
Deal,  demands for equality of rights and services gradually replaced the 
cries for  states' rights,  which had played such a prominent role in earlier 
American politics. A s civil rights and welfare state pohtics came to the 
fore,  concurrent with technological "homogenization," attention shifted 
dramatically from local and regional to national interests. Michael 
Reagan has argued the point well: 
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My expectation in the broadest terms is that the fundamental trend in the 
development of our intergovernmental system will be a continued further 
development of the notion of a national community, and further continued 
ideological acceptance of the corollary proposition that it is proper for the 
goals and standards of public services to be set by the national government 
as a basis for uniform rights of citizens no matter where they live.... 
Equality before the law, as guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment , is 
confined in terms of that Amendment to certain specific kinds of discri-
mination; but by analogy, it is being extended broadly to equahty of social 
services regardless of geographic location within the country. Combined with 
the general cultural homogenization occurring through the media of com-
munications and the ease of transportation, this trend means the end of 
much of the social diversity that is the only logical basis for continuation of 
old style federalism in the sense of acceding to the different value norms of 
different geographic areas  (1972:  155-156). 

And so by this argument, not only have we witnessed a nationalization 
of  politics,  which by itself might contribute to party centralization, but 
also a nationalization of polity power, which could provide additional in-
centive for the parties to nationalize as  well.' 

Centralization of government. In our analyses, we have found support 
for the argument that decentralized polities tend to develop decentral-
ized parties but that the federal form alone m a y not have the same 
effect. Given these findings, it would indeed be relevant to the A m e r -
ican parties if their polity has b e c o m e appreciably m o r e centralized, 
even  if  the federal Constitution remains intact. 

In Federalist # 4 5 w e are given the following image of state  domi-
nance over the national level of government: 

The State Government will have the advantage of the federal government, 
whether we compare them in respect to the immediate dependence of the 
one or the other; to the weight of personal influence which each side will 
possess;  to the powers respectively vested in them; to the predilection and 
probable support of the people; to the disposition and faculty of resisting 
and frustrating the measures of each other (Washington Square Press  edi-
tion,  1964:  99-100). 

And while that might indeed have been an accurate picture of the rela-
tionship of the levels of government at the time of the nation's founding 
and even during its  first  century or so, it seems to be taken for granted 
today that the balance has shifted in favor of Washington. W h e n asked 
in 1973 the degree to which the three levels of government affect  peo-
ple's lives, 63 percent of the respondents to a nationwide Harris survey 
indicated that the federal government affected their lives "a great  deal," 
as opposed to only 39 percent for the state level and 38 percent for the 
local  level.* 

A n d the people's impressions are supported by Riker's analysis 
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(1964), in which he attempted to quantify his own impressions of the 
degree to which centralization (or  decentrahzation)  has occurred for 17 
governmental functions. His conclusion: "the federal government has ac-
quired more duties, in relation to the  states,  over the years; [b]oth kinds 
of governments have grown with the nation, but the federal government 
seems to have become somewhat more conspicuous than that of the 

states"  (1964: 81). 
N o n e of this is meant to suggest that the  states,  as units of adminis-

tration, have become obsolete or even unimportant. In fact, the state 
and local share of governmental expenditures has increased over time, 
not decreased (see Elazar, 1972:  57-59), '  and likewise for the state and 
local share of total governmental  employment.^"  But these are indicators 
of a continuing and growing administrative role for the lower levels of 
government, and they say very little about the extent to which these 
levels maintain ultimate control over the making of program decisions. 
So while the states m a y have an increasing role in administering policies, 
their share of governmental power (relative to the national level) m a y 
actually be  decUning. 

While expenditures m a y be a good measure of governmental activity 
at a particular level and hence of its role in the administration of poli-
cies,  a level's dependence on intergovernmental grants might be a better 
indicator of its ability to determine ultimately h o w the m o n e y is spent. 

TABLE 7.1 The Growth of Federal Grants-in-Aid to State and Local Governments, 
1950-1979 

Federal grants as a percent of 

Amount Total federal State-local 
Fiscal year (millions) outlays expenditures 

1950 $ 2,253 5.3 10.4 
1960  7,020  7.6 14.7 
1965 10,904 9.2 15.3 
1970 24,018 12.2 19.4 
1975 49,723 15.2 23.2 
1979  (estimated) 85,020  17.0 26.2 

source: Randall B. Ripley and Grace A. Franklin, Congress, the Bureaucracy, and Public 
Policy.  (Homewood,  IL:  The Dorsey  Press,  1980), p.  12. 
ORIGINAL source:  Special  Analyses,  Budget of  the  United States  Government,  Fiscal Year 
1979.  (Washington,  D.C.:  Government Printing  Office,  1978), p.  184. 

A s evidenced in Table 7.1, the dependency of the lower levels upon 
national resources for their "expense accounts" has increased appreci-
ably in recent years. Even though Congress has often yielded varying 
amounts of latitude in spending the grants, the facts remain that it was 
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Congress who originally established the grant, it was Congress who de-
cided what strings should accompany it, it is Congress w h o decides 
whether to renew the grant, and it is Congress w h o will then decide 
whether m o r e strings should be attached. A n d these conditions apply 
even to general revenue sharing, making the scheme more restrictive 
than is usually  claimed.'^  A n d so, while the states and localities have 
c o m e to depend upon the  funds,  ultimate control over their use has re-
mained in Washington. 

T h e implication of all of this for the parties is quite clear. Even 
though the constitutional structure of federalism has remained un-
changed, the weakening of the effective decentralization of power would 
appear to have rendered another serious tear in  the  fabric of the parties' 
"decentralizing" environment. 

Some centralizing "events". Whether resulting from the above trends 
or merely concurrent with them, some "events" of recent vintage have 
m a d e the political environment even more receptive to the nationaliza-
tion of party power. Both the Supreme Court and the Congress have 
recently helped to pave the w a y for the national parties to assume a 
heavier hand in their  deahngs  with lower party organs. 

T h e courts have for some time been involved in disputes arising 
from conflicts between party rules and state  laws,  and one case involving 
the Illinois delegation to the 1972 Democratic National Convention 
brought the matter to a head. T h e case involved a decision by the  Con-
vention to unseat a delegation selected under the laws of the state of  Illi-
nois,  but by procedures ignoring the antidiscrimination guidelines of the 
party, and to replace it with another delegation selected separately 
under those guidelines. The issue, said the Supreme Court, was quite 
clear: W h o wins in such disputes, the party or the state? Their conclu-
sion: 

The convention serves the pervasive national interest in selection of candi-
dates for national office, and this national interest is greater than any in-
terest of an individual  State...  .  Thus,  Illinois'  interest in protecting the in-
tegrity of its electoral process cannot be deemed compelling in the context 
of the selection of delegates to the National Party Convention [Cousins v. 
Wigoda,  95 S. Ct. 541  (1975)]. 

And in reaching that conclusion, the Court argued that: 

The vital business of the Convention is the nomination of the Party's candi-
dates for the offices of President and Vice President of the United States. 
T o that end, the state political parties are "affiliated with a national party 
through acceptance of the national call to send delegates to the national 
convention" [Ray  v.  Blair, 343 U.S.  214,  225  (1952)]. 

The decision undoubtedly went unnoticed by most of the public, but to 
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Students of political parties and to the parties themselves, the case was a 
milestone. The parties, denied even a mention in the Constitution, were 
n o w recognized as having precedence over even state law, at least in 
matters pertaining to the selection of delegates to the parties' 
conventions.'^  This recognition by the Court was reaffirmed in 1981 in 
its decision in Democratic Party of the United States of America et  al.  v. 
LaFollette et a l , which states the right of the national party to refuse 
convention seats to delegates selected in "open" primaries. 

Though some would argue otherwise, the Congress m a y have  pro-
vided a further boost to the national parties with the election reform 
legislation of the '70s. The Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended 
in 1974 and 1976, provides a significant role for the national parties by 
fully supporting both national conventions with public funds (to the tune 
of $2 million each) and allowing the parties themselves to provide a  siz-
able chunk of campaign monies. The spending rules are rather complex 
and vary by the office and the committee involved. The national com-
mittees m a y contribute up to 2 cents per voter to the presidential gener-
al election campaign, which amounted to a m a x i m u m of $4.6 million in 
1980.  The national and congressional party committees m a y each give a 
m a x i m u m of $5,000 to a candidate in the primary and in the general 
elections. The national and senatorial party committees m a y contribute 
together a total of $17,500 to a Senate candidate. In addition to these 
direct expenditures, the national committees m a y m a k e "coordinated" 
expenditures with the candidate's campaign. These spending ceilings are 
far higher: $14,720 for a House candidate and from $29,440 to $485,024 
for a Senate candidate, depending on the state's population (Congres-
sional Quarterly, Weekly Report, 1980:  3236). 

It is true that the legislation could have strengthened the parties 
even more by making them (rather than campaign organizations) the re-
cipients of  pubüc  funds for campaigns. Nevertheless, the legislation 
directly altered the parties' political environment and allowed them to 
play an enlarged role in the election campaign. Citizens w h o wished to 
contribute more to a presidential candidate than the $1,000 allowed by 
the law could contribute $20,000 to the candidate's national party. The 
party could then distribute funds to state and local parties, which were 
allowed by a 1979 amendment to the Federal Election Campaign Act to 
purchase unlimited amounts of campaign materials to promote federal 
candidates and otherwise to promote the presidential candidate without 
counting it as a contribution against the spending limit. These features 
of the legal environment have helped to "institutionalize" the parties' 
campaign role (Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report, 1980: 2011, and 
Congressional Quarterly, Almanac, 1979:  559-560).  A s Congressional 
Quarterly has interpreted the finance  rules,  "party organization enjoys a 
privileged  spot" {Weekly Report, 1980:  3234). 
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A More "Receptive" Environment 

The trends toward nationalization of issues, politics, and government, 
along with the events just mentioned, have combined  to  yield  a new  en-
vironmental configuration  in the  United  States—one  that is less condu-
cive to extreme decentralization of party power. T h e spread of technolog-
ical advances  in  transportation  and  communications have m a d e this  a 
smaller nation, "nationalizing"  our  thoughts about issues  and  problems 
and "centralizing"  our  approach  to  resolving those issues  and  problems. 
Even legislative cohesion  m a y be  more feasible now,  the  result  of a 
natural "homogenization"  of our  society. Just  as  party discipline  m a y 
n o w be  necessary  in  order  to  take full advantage  of the  changed  en-
vironment,  a  natural trend toward more cohesive voting (if such  a  trend 
should develop) could m a k e  the  imposition  of  party discipline more 
acceptable. 

While  the  transformation  of  the environment is  an  ongoing process 
and  has  hardly been completed,  the  wheels  of  these particular changes 
have already been turning  for a  long enough period  to  justify asking: 
H a v e the parties shown any inclination to take advantage of the changed 
environment? Have they m a d e  any  moves in the direction of strengthen-
ing their national parties? There is evidence that at least the Democratic 
party has m a d e some moves  in  the direction of placing more procedural 
control in the hands of the national organs.  A n d  though the Republicans 
have  not  rested greater procedural control  at  the national level  of  their 
party, the national organs have developed  an  impressive set of tools  and 
functions that could potentially affect the relationships with their candi-
dates  and  more local party organizations. 

PARTY CHANGE IN THE '70s 

In spite of the technologically induced homogenization, the nationaliza-
tion  of  politics,  and the  centralization  of  pohty  power,  the  American 
parties were dramatic  in  their slowness  to  respond  to the  changed  en-
vironment.  In  1960, Rossiter put in this way: 

Although the direction of this country's course seems to  be  pointed steadily 
toward  a  great magnet located somewhere  in  Washington—with  the result 
that  we are  moving fitfully  but  inexorably toward more centralized, 
nationalized, uniform ways of doing the public  business—the  organizational 
pattern of the two major parties has thus far resisted the lure of  this  magnet 
obstinately  (1960:  12). 

A n d as  late  as  1974, after noting the technological advances  and  associ-
ated trends that  w e  have discussed  here.  Madron  and  Chelf  were still 

able to conclude: 
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At the same time that these tendencies are growing, our parties remain 
highly decentralized and locally oriented, and hence poorly equipped to 
cope with problems that are national in scope  (1974:  332). 

But recently, there have been some signs of new life in the national 

organs of both parties. 

Change in the Democratic Party 

Ranney argued in 1975 that recent attempts by the Democratic National 
Committee to sit in judgment on the qualifications of its members , by 
the party's national conventions to set standards by which selection of 
delegates is to be carried out, and by the party as a whole to provide 
itself with a written constitution all point to a "modest but distinct reviv-
al of national party control" (1975:  180-187).  Five years later, Longley 
ventured that "a more authoritative national Democratic Party organiza-
tion"  had emerged from some of the recent reforms (1980a:  374).̂ -' 
Probably the most important single change, in that regard, was the crea-
tion of the party's  first  national charter less than a decade ago. 

The Charter of the Democratic Party. In 1974, the Democrats held a 
midterm convention in Kansas City to do what no major American par-
ty in history had  d o n e — t o  write for itself a constitution. T h e meeting 
and its charge were of no small import for the party, as has been de-
scribed by Crotty: 

Its intent was to revitalize and modernize structures that had evolved with 
little change since the late 1840's. The party,  it  was hoped, could be made 
relevant to the closing decades of the twentieth century. In the process, a 
subtle shift of power would occur: more authority would gravitate to the 
national party while at the same time the procedures of both the state and, 
more  specifically,  the federal party would be democratized  (1977:  252). 

Although the original expectations of some would-be reformers were not 
to be realized at the miniconvention, the resultant Charter of the D e m o -
cratic Party did take some steps toward strengthening the national party. 

A s summarized by Crotty (and paraphrased by  us;  see Crotty, 1977: 
253-5) ,  the Charter did the following among other things: 

1 Importuned the national party to take responsible positions on 
matters of policy that reflected the concerns of its supporters, a 
role it had attempted to fulfill through such agencies as the 
Democratic Advisory Council (1955-60) and the more recent 
Democratic Policy Council (1970) but one which some congres-
sional and other party leaders felt  it  had no business playing. 

2 Allowed for midterm party conferences to be held, with the 
time,  place, agenda, and final decision of their being convened 
left in the hands of the National Committee. 
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3 Enforced the principles underlying the McGovern-Fraser and 
Mikulski  Commissions' guidelines for delegate  selection— 
indisputable evidence that these were permanent changes. 

4 Established a Judicial Council to be appointed by the National 
Committee whose function "shall be to review and approve 
state plans for the selection of delegates to the National Con-
ventions and to decide challenges to such state plans, provided, 
however, that the right of the Democratic National Convention 
and [the] Democratic National Committee to settle credentials 
disputes concerning their respective bodies shall not be 
abridged"—an  innovative but somewhat more modest proposal 
than originally anticipated. 

5 Created a National Finance Council to fund party affairs, the 
institutionalization of a vehicle that had been used in a more ad 
hoc fashion for several years (an approach the Republican party 
had employed with notable  success). 

6 Established a National Education and Training council to im-
plement "education and training programs for the Democratic 
Party in furtherance of its objectives," a broad and unclear 
grant of authority to a new agency (responsible to the Execu-
tive Committee) roughly analogous to programs sponsored by 
the more centralized European democratic parties and one of 
the proposals for which the entire charter had been attacked for 
attempting to "Europeanize" the party. 

7 Continued to recognize the National Convention as the su-
preme governing body of the party and required state parties to 
adapt their practices and rules to the national party standards 
and "to take provable positive steps" to change their state laws 
to conform to the charter and the National Convention direc-
tives should they conflict, an explicit and novel recognition of 
the national party's dominance. 

8 M a d e all state parties adopt and  file  with the National Commit-
tee within 30 days of their ratification written rules for the con-
duct of all party business. This was a small  point,  but malleable 
and unspecified rules had long proven a source of great power 
to state party leaders. 

9 Authorized the National Committee to "adopt and  pubhsh  a 
code of fair campaign practices ... recommended for observance 
by all candidates campaigning as Democrats" (emphasis 
added).  (See Appendix B.) 

Covering the areas of policy formulation, national leadership selection, 
fund raising and allocation, national influence on state and local organs, 
and communications, loosely defined, the Charter would affect many of 
the areas of decision making which are normally associated with national 
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parties.''' We emphasize would because, while some of the Charter's 
provisions have been implemented, it is still too early to tell whether the 
Charter's full potential will be  realized.'̂  

Nevertheless, w e agree with Crotty that even the act of formulating 
the Charter was a m o n u m e n t to a new self-awareness of the national 

Democratic party: 

For the organizationally chaotic, decentralized, and unstructured American 
political parties, conditions especially true for the less organizationally 
astute Democratic  party,  the newly instituted party constitution signaled the 

I  beginning of a concerted drive to revivify the party. The intent was to make 
I the  party relevant to the demands of a technologically advanced society and 
|an  increasingly more sophisticated  electorate.  All of this was taking place at 
a time when political parties stood in disrepute and their future contribu-
tions to democratic society were suspect  (1977:  255). 

Though far less pervasive than the Charter, there are other indica-
tions of greater nationalization within the Democratic party. 

Delegate selection. We have already noted the role which the national 
convention has c o m e to play in establishing rules by which the next  con-
vention's delegates are to be selected. T h e mere fact of making such 
rules is not novel, but since 1972 it has become clear that the rules are 
actually enforceable. With the support of the Supreme Court's 1974 de-
cision {Cousins V.  Wigoda),  it is clear that the national party has effec-
tively appropriated what was for a long time considered to be a legitimate 
and nearly inviolable function of the state parties, the selection of their 
delegates to the national conventions. While it is true that the 
substance of the delegate selection rules of the early '70s were more 
"democratizing" than "strengthening," the party n o w appears to be 
somewhat more concerned with the latter. All delegate selection plans 
proposed by the state parties n o w require approval from the Democratic 
National Committee's  C o m p U a n c e  Review Commission. A n d the most 
recent rules review commission (the "Winograd Commission," n a m e d 
for its chairman) recommended two rules intended to "curb the future 
growth of primaries and increase the influence of the party hierarchy," 
according to Congressional Quarterly (Elections '80:  68).  T h e  rules, 
which were first adopted by the Democratic National Committee in 
1978,  would (1) effectively shorten the primary season (beginning in 
1984),  thereby lessening the importance of early primaries, and (2) ex-
pand the size of the delegations and guarantee that the n e w seats would 
go to the state's party leaders and office holders. Following the 1980 
elections, a number of Democratic notables proposed rule changes that 
would even further reduce the importance of  primaries.  ̂̂  

Party finances. As we have already noted, the 1974 Charter established 
a national-level  financial  organ, but the long-range effect of that decision 
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is yet to be seen. What has already been seen, however, is the impact of 
nationwide telethons, which raised millions of dollars between 1972 and 
1975.  Though the fund raisers were actually joint efforts of the national 
and state levels, a legal contract stated that "if there be any question or 
conflict in its interpretation, the sole decision as to whether or not a re-
spective state qualifies for any proceeds shall rest with the D N C Chair-
m a n " (as cited in Longley, 1976:  17).  A s Longley has argued: 

Clearly, then, the supremacy of the federal level organization is manifested 
in a contractual document. And while the telethon was equally clearly a 
cooperative venture there can be  little  doubt that the preeminent role of the 
national organization was further enhanced and entrenched  (1976:  17). 

It can hardly be argued that the national level is now (or was during the 
1972-75 period of the telethons) the primary collector and allocator of 
party  funds,  and it even appears that the telethon itself is n o w a thing of 
the past. Nevertheless, the telethon and the national level's role in it did 
establish a precedent for an improved position for the national organiza-
tion vis-à-vis its  affiliates.  Whether the party can find the means to build 
on the precedent remains to be seen. 

Legislative leadership and party  discipline.  The Democratic party in the 
Congress,  especially in the House, has recently indicated a new willing-
ness to give its leadership more power with which to lead and its caucus 
more tools with which to enforce its collective  will.  In the early and 
middle '70s, the House brought a number of reforms in its rules and 
procedures, including: (1) designating the Speaker as chair of a new 
Steering and Policy Committee designed to "help direct party strategy" 
(according to D o d d and Oppenheimer, 1981:  52),  (2) transferring com-
mittee assignments to the Steering and  PoUcy  Committee, (3) giving the 
Speaker authority to nominate the Democratic members and chair of 
the Rules Committee, (4) providing for more regular meetings of the 
caucus,  and (5) giving the caucus an effective role in choosing commit-
tee chairmen (possibly on grounds other than  seniority).''  According to 
D o d d and Oppenheimer  (1981:  50),  "to a degree [the reforms] reinvigor-
ated the parties and presented them with new, expanded roles in the 
operation of the House." Though they add that the changes have "not 
thus far produced an institutionalized form of party government," there 
is no denying the importance of the recent changes in the House. 
Perhaps the most obvious effect already has been in the area of party 
discipline. 

In 1975, the Democratic Caucus used its final approval of chair-
manships to threaten removal of several powerful committee chairmen, 
and actually removed three. A t the  time,  Hitlin and Jackson were quite 
correct in warning against overgeneralization: 

These removals in 1975 were based at least as much on grounds of age or 
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arbitrary and autocratic behavior as on policy grounds. It remains to be 
seen whether this power will develop into an instrument of accountability to 
enforce issue  discipline,  although  that  potential at least exists now  (1975:  39; 
emphasis  added). 

That "potential" alone, though, could have an impact on the behavior 
of some legislators. "In the future" Hitlin and Jackson noted, "a chair-
m a n w h o is autocratic or unresponsive to the wishes of the Democratic 
Caucus will k n o w that the caucus has exercised this removal power in 

the recent past (1975: 39)." 
T h e potential became reality again in 1979, and although caution is 

still wise in interpreting the results, they m a y at least be additional  evi-
dence of a new attitude toward party discipline. Again, seniority was 
not strong enough to overcome the perceived "faults" of several candi-
dates for subcommittee chairmanships, and three of them were passed 
over for more junior  candidates.  ̂̂  The important difference between 
these cases and those in 1975, however, was the motive. "Instead of just 
challenging a senior m e m b e r for autocratic behavior," Congressional 
Quarterly reported members as saying, "members were voting on 
whether one candidate's views are closer to theirs than the other's" 
{Weekly Report, 1979:  183).  Since sanctions for ideological differences 

are the stuff of discipline, these recent events are especcially 
noteworthy.*^ 

Also noteworthy is an action of the Democratic House Caucus in 
January 1981. W h e n three Democratic members voted against the lead-
ership's position on an organizational vote, the members were subse-
quently warned by the caucus to "toe the line" or face expulsion from 
the group, which would result in a loss of  seniority.̂ "  This unusual for-
cefulness was taken as a sign that with its numbers depleted by the 1980 
elections,  the leadership and the caucus might be less reluctant to use 
discipline to maximize the effects of the fragile majority on parliamen-
tary votes. 

Some offsetting forces. Even with the Democratic party's important, re-
cent attempts to develop some newly found muscles, it is still far from 
being "strong" at the national level today. Attempts have continued to 
further "democratize" the party, even at the expense of weakening it 
still more. A s Ranney noted in 1975: 

Since the late 1960s both major parties have tried to democratize their 
national conventions by increasing the influence of issue and candidate par-
tisans over party regulars and officeholders  (1975:  194). 

The result has been to offset some of the moves toward strengthening 
the party. 

Chief a m o n g the offsetting forces has been the dramatic increase in 
the use and importance of primary elections, which effectively remove 
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the party's control over its most important and distinguishing function: 
the selection of its candidates. The number of primaries has grown from 
17 in 1968, to 23 in 1972, to 30 in 1976, and to a record 37 in 1980 
(according to Congressional Quarterly, Elections  '80: 68).  N o w , finally, 
there seems to be a growing awareness of the price that the parties are 
paying for yielding the nominating decisions to primary voters (who in 
some cases do not even have to be party identifiers). Congressional 
Quarterly has noted the new attitude: 

Many party leaders are beginning to feel the growth in primaries has gone 
too  far,  creating a nominating system that emphasizes candidates' personal 
campaign organizations and media advertising while relegating the national, 
state and local party leadership to a back seat {Elections  '80:  68). 

Although adoption of the Winograd Commission's recommendations 
m a y help to turn the tide, it will not be an easy process to change the 
"open party" habits that seemed to develop their o w n m o m e n t u m . If 
the increasing role for primaries is to be stopped, it will most likely 
occur in the next quadrennium as a "practical" response to what some 
Democrats n o w see as a factor in the party's dismal record in the 1980 
elections.̂ ^ 

Before making a final assessment of what could be a "nationalizing 
trend" within the Democratic party, w e  first  turn to the recent changes 
that have taken place in the Republican party. 

Change in the Republican Party 

Recent changes in the Republican party have been much less controver-
sial (and thus less visible) than those of the Democrats, but they have 
also been significant, though quite different in character. Bibby argues 
that,  while the Democrats were engaging in procedural reform, the Re-
publicans were conducting organizational reform. The difference corres-
ponds closely to that between the concepts of decentralization and organ-
izational complexity. Reforms in the Democratic party were aimed at 
"vesting legal authority over presidential nominating processes with the 
national committee," whereas in the Republican party they involved 
"performing or supplementing the organizational and campaign func-
tions previously considered to be the domain of state and local party 
and candidate committees" (1980:  113-114).  In short, the Democrats 
sought to centralize authority within the national committee; the Repub-
hcans  sought to develop the capacity of the national committee to help 
state and local parties and candidates win elections. 

Republicans have traditionally placed a greater value on organiza-
tional details than Democrats. The rules governing the Republican 
National Committee and the Republican National Convention (see 
Appendix C ) were more carefully codified than the " c o m m o n law" that 
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governed the Democratic party before the adoption of its charter in 
1974 (Bibby,  1980:  103).  This regard  for  formaUzation,  however,  did not 
extend  to  centrahzation.  Responding  to the  Democrats' efforts  at  self-
evaluation following  the 1968 and 1972  conventions,  the  Republicans 
created  two  reform committees.  T h e 1969  Committee  on  Delegates  and 
Organization (known  as the " D O  Committee") recommended electing 
more minority delegates  to the  party convention  but  stopped  far  short  of 
setting mandatory quotas  for  state parties.  T h e  Rule  29  Committee, 
appointed  in  1973,  did  recommend that state parties  file  reports  on  their 
minority action programs with  the  national committee  but did not  grant 
the committee  any  powers  of  enforcement. Even this weak proposal  for 
centralization  was  defeated  by the  national committee itself  and re-
nounced  by the  Republican National Convention  in 1976  (Bibby, 
1980: 105).  T h e  Convention proceeded  to  adopt rules that recognized 
state party rights  in  delegate selection. These rules were reaffirmed  by 
the  1980  Convention.  A s  noted  by  Congressional Quarterly: 

Unlike the Democrats, Republicans have neither a compliance review com-
mission  nor  detailed requirements  to  which states must  adhere....  Except 
for basic  guidelines,  nearly  all  important decisions  are  left  to the  state par-
ties  or to  state  law  (̂Elections  '80: 70-71). 

Lost in the controversy over the Rule 29 Committee's "positive action" 
program  for  increasing minority representation  in  delegate selection 
were  its  other recommendations  for  reforming  the  party structure, which 
were accepted  by the 1976  Convention  (and  were reaffirmed  in  1980). 
A s summarized  by  Bibby, they provided that: 

(1) the chairman and cochairman shall be full-time paid employees of the 
Republican National Committee; 

(2) there shall  be  eight vice chairmen, consisting  of one man and  woman 
elected from each of four regions; 

(3)  the  term  of  office  of the  Republican National Committee officers shall 
be two  years (thereby giving  the  Republican National Committee for-
mal power  to  pass judgment  on its  chairman  and  officers every  two 
years); 

(4)  the  composition  of the  Executive Committee shall  be  specified (thereby 
limiting  the  appointing discretion  of  the  chairman); 

(5)  the  Republican National Committee shall confirm  the  chairman's 
appointment  of  the General Counsel; 

(6)  the  powers  of the  Executive Committee shall  be  specified,  and the 
chairman shall  be  required  to  call  at  least four meetings  of the  commit-
tee annually; 

(7)  Repubhcan  National Committee approval  of the  budget shall  be re-
quired;  and 

(8)  the  chairman shall  be  required  to  send  out in  advance  of  Republican 
National Committee meetings [an] agenda, minutes,  and the  proposed 
budget  (1980:  105).  (See  Appendix  C:  Rules  25, 26, 27,  and 28.) 
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These recommendations were aimed at restructuring the Republican 
National Committee ( R N C ) in keeping with the idea of organizational re-

form, i.e., improving the committee's services to its sovereign state par-
ties.  B e n Gotten, former director of the RNC's Division of Political 
Affairs,  believes that the 1976 rule establishing the chairman and 
cochairman as full-time paid positions was one of the most significant 
changes in the party but one that was often overlooked by party scholars 
(Gotten,  1981).  H e also argues that the organizational realignment of the 

national committee was largely successful because of the efforts of the 
R N G ' s first  full-time chairman, Bill Brock. Brock's role in rebuilding the 
party has been widely recognized {National  Journal,  1980:  1617). 

T h e Republican party had always been more organizationally de-
veloped than the Democratic party, and its research division had long 
been more active than the  Democrats'.^^  Under Brock's chairmanship, 
the R N G increased its research and service capacity. It acquired its o w n 
computer in 1977 and upgraded to a newer one in 1979. The party in-
creased its existing publication program, publishing a variety of maga-
zines,  reports, and newsletters. Commonsense, a journal of thought and 
opinion, and Public Opinion Report, a weekly summary of poll data on 
political  topics,  are noteworthy recent additions. For the 1980 campaign, 
the R N C had 390 employees housed in its o w n four-story building off 
Capitol  Hil l—compared  to the 80 employees of the Democratic National 
Committee ( D N C ) occupying a floor of the Airline Pilot's Association 
building in downtown Washington (Gotten, 1981, and National Journal, 

1980: 1618). 
M o r e importantly, the R N C under Brock applied its organizational 

capacity to develop and implement several new programs for assisting 
Republican candidates that overshadowed any comparable efforts by the 
Democratic National Committee. The R N G created a  Lxjcal  Elections 
Campaign Division ( L E C D ) in 1978 to direct a national effort at win-
ning seats in state legislatures. Bibby reports: 

In conjunction with state party organizations, the L E C D collected data on 
thousands of  districts,  developed district  profiles,  and helped state organiza-
tions identify target  districts  From January to September 1978, the 
L E C D sponsored 75 candidate  seminars.  In the eastern region  alone,  out of 
4,100 legislative  districts,  the campaigns of approximately  2,700  candidates 
were represented at one of the L E C D seminars  (1980:  110). 

This unprecedented activity by an American national party appeared to 
pay off in the 1978 elections; the national party liked the result, and the 
program was expanded in  1980.^^  Ninety-six seminars trained more than 
5000 candidates and their staffs (Gotten,  1981).̂ '* 

The R N C also began a program of  financial  support and staff direc-
tion to the Republican Governors' Association in 1978, establishing a 
task force for state campaigns that visited 12 states to provide  évalua-
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tions and advice concerning campaign plans and headquarters 
operations"  (Bibby, 1980:  111-112).  T h e R N C was equally active in 

campaigns for the United States Congress. It gave $1.1 million to 138 
Republican candidates for the H o u s e and showed a gain of 33 seats. It 
spent nearly $.4 million for Senate contests and picked up 12 seats and 
control of the Senate for the  first  time since 1954  (Repubhcan  National 

Commi t tee,  1981). 
T h e magnitude of the Repubhcan national organization's campaign 

activities can be compared with that of the Democrats by reference to 
the astounding difference in expenditures reported in Table 7.2. Accord-
ing to data furnished by the Federal Election Commission, the national, 
congressional, and senatorial committees of the Repubhcan party out-
spent the counterpart committees of the Democrats by m o r e than $100 
mil l ion—a  ratio of over 6 to 1! 

TABLE 7.2 Expenditures by Democratic and Republican National Party Organizations in 
the  1980  Elections* 

Democratic Republican 

National Committees $14,909,724 $71,013,779 
Congressional Committees 2,038,401 25,690,935 
Senatorial Committees  1,618,162  21,920,337 

Totals $18,566,287  $118,625,051 

* source: Federal Election Commission, index C, dated February 24, 1981. Tiiese data 
are the  total  expenditures disclosed from January  1,  1979,  through December  30,  1980. 

So far, these organizational and financial efforts by the RepubUcans 
have occurred without insistence on national direction and control. 
While the Democrats have attempted to achieve m o r e procedural con-
trol through their national organs, the Republicans have been content to 
mold something akin to a national service bureau. It appears that the 
party has extended its philosophy of governmental decentralization to 
party decentralization. Crotty explains: 

The Republicans, during the  post-World  W a r II period, and as the D e m o -
crats were forced into a more activist role nationally in supervising local and 
state parties particularly in relation to racial  excesses,  had become perhaps 
more politically committed to the ideological implications of a highly decen-
tralized party system. Authority over state matters such as delegate selec-
tion standards resided at the lower  levels.  This emphasis did not prohibit a 
strong national headquarters staff from emerging, but  it  did require that the 
national party assure a basically supportive and supplemental posture to 
state party actions. Noninterference was emphasized. Power, if not always 
political resources, remained at the state  level.  Within this framework, any 
reform recommendations that impinged on what were considered state pro-
cesses,  even if adopted by the national convention, were accepted only as 
suggestions  (1977:  256). 
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Although the RepubUcans continue to heed their aversion to national 
control of state and local party activities, the national organization has 
become such an important source of funds and intelligence for candi-
dates at all levels that one wonders h o w long organizational reform  (i.e., 
greater complexity) can exist without procedural reform  (i.e.,  centraliza-
tion).  For  example.  Gotten notes that in the past, the R N C financed 
part of its activities by assessing the state parties a certain quota for 
national operations. A s a result of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
and new programs for fund raising in the R N C , the national organiza-
tion became "a distributor of funds not only to candidates but to state 
parties rather than merely a collector of funds"  (1981).  If the R N C pays 
the  piper,  the R N C m a y decide to call the tune. 

Although the potential for power exists in the Republican National 
Committee,  there are two factors which may halt its  exercise.  O n e is the 
Republican aversion to national control. The other, ironically, is the 
party's success in winning the Presidency in 1980. A s Bibby writes: 

The ultimate test of the durability of Republican National Committee  pro-
grams is likely to come when the G O P next regains the presidency and the 
Republican National Committee ceases to be the most important and inclu-
sive Republican organization in the country  (1980:  114). 

American Presidents have not looked with favor on strong national 
party organizations, especially in their o w n parties. If President Reagan 
bucks the pattern and encourages the national Republican organization, 
the party could write a new chapter in American electoral and legislative 
politics.  But if he does not and follows the path of President Kennedy, 
w h o relegated an invigorated D N C to a minor role after he w o n office 
following eight years of Republican government, the R N C could lose its 
m o m e n t u m . 

The Net Result: A Stronger Party System? 

The picture of recent party reform toward stronger national parties is 
one of slow procedural change in the Democratic party and reluctance 
on the part of the national Republican party to use its increased organi-
zational prowess to its full potential as a lever of internal party control. 
That these changes have not yet dramatically increased the "power" of 
the national parties should probably not surprise us. It m a y be true that 
signs of change in the environment have been apparent for at least two 
decades,  but habits of decentralization and "democratization" that have 
been learned over half a century could not be immediately forgotten or 

replaced. 
Advocates of stronger parties should be encouraged by signs that at 

least the Democratic party has  finally  begun the process of procedural 
change that m a y lead to strengthening the  national  party. A n d although 
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the Republican party may not have engaged in that process yet, addi-
tional encouragement might be found in the fact that the Republican 
party has n o w acquired some of the organizational resources which 
could be converted into a stronger role vis-a-vis the other party organs, 

should the party choose to m o v e in that direction. 
Indeed, if w e could stop here, w e might sign off with a rather posi-

tive statement on the future of the American parties, a statement that 
would be pleasing to at least the proponents of stronger and m o r e pro-
grammatic parties for this country. W e have suggested that even stronger 
national institutions m a y be welcome in the changed American environ-
ment ;  in fact, the traditionally weak national parties m a y be ill-suited to 
the more "nationalized" government and politics. In that light, it might 
appear that the prospects for the American parties are quite  bright— 
that they are likely to continue in a place of prominence on the chang-  ̂  
ing American political landscape, if only they continue to strengthen 
themselves. 

But w e must view the parties in yet another light. T o stop here 
would be to ignore other environmental  changes—changes  that could 
threaten the very existence of the American  parties.  Though nationaliza-
tion of the parties m a y be a necessary component of a successful party 
scenario for the future, it m a y not be a sufficient condition. Mass parties 
of any kind m a y be put to the test in this n e w political environment. 
T h e party changes which have just been documented could yet prove to 
be "too little and too late." 

NOTES 

1. See Gelb and Palley (1975) for a discussion of America's antiparty tradi-
tion. 

2.  As reported in Ranney  (1975:  53-54),  a 1969 Newsweek poll (29 Decem-
ber  1969,  p. 43) found parties to rank below  universities,  business,  organized re-
ligion,  and police. 

3. In 1978 the Republicans had a net gain of four House seats and one gov-
ernorship Congressional Quarterly {Weekly Report,  1978:  3291) interpreted the 
results as "a few signs that the Republican Party might be able to grow in the 
South  if it  tries again." The largest moral victories came in Texas (first Republi-
can governor in over 100 years) and Mississippi (first popularly elected Republi-
can  senator).  In 1980, the Republican party had net gains of nine House seats, 
four Senate seats, and one governorship in Southern states (Congressional 
Quarterly, Weekly Report,  1980:  3302,  3319, and  3327).  Louisiana's gov-
ernorship went to the G O P in 1979. 

4.  Congressional Quarterly defines a North-South split as a recorded vote 
where a majority of Southern Democrats oppose a majority of Northern Demo-
crats.  The history of North-South splits from 1960 to 1976 is reported in the 



t ti Parties  and  Their  Environments 

1976 Almanac, p. 1014. Later data are provided in the 1977 Almanac, p. 39-B, 
and in the Weekly Report,  1978,  p.  3480. 

5. According to Congressional Quarterly {Almanac, 1975:  994),  the average 
"party unity" score for Southern Democratic freshmen in 1975 was 5 5 % , as 
compared to 4 7 % for their nonfreshmen  counterparts.  The respective  figures  for 
1976 (as reported in the Almanac, 1976: 1018) were 5 1 % and 4 4 % . 

6. All 18 Southern members of the House's "class of  '74"  were reelected in 
1976.  Their average level of support in 1977 was 5 5 % , as compared to 5 0 % for 
more senior Southern members. In 1978, the proportions were 5 0 % and 4 5 % , 
respectively. However, later freshmen classes of Southern Democrats actually 
provided slightly less support to their party than the more senior group. The 14 
Southern freshmen in the "class of  '76"  produced average support scores of 5 0 % 
in 1977 and 4 1 % in 1978, as compared to 5 1 % and 4 7 % respectively for their 
nonfreshman counterparts (computed from data in Congressional Quarterly, 
Almanac,  1977: 36B-37B, and Almanac. 1978:  32C-33C).  The 17 Southern 
Democratic freshmen in the "class of '78" produced average party unity scores 
of 5 2 % in 1979 and 5 4 % in  1980,  as compared to 5 6 % and 5 8 % respectively for 
Southern Democratic nonfreshmen (computed from data in Congressional 
Quarterly, Almanac,  1979:  32C-33C, and Weekly Report,  1981:  82-83). 

7.  It is testimony to the prevalence with which this view was held in early 
1981 that it was considered by all major networks and wire services to be  news-
worthy when newly appointed Budget Director David Stockman stated on 
ABC's "Issues and Answers" that "I just don't accept the assumption that the 
federal goverment has a  responsibiUty  to supplement the income of the working 
poor through a whole series of transfer payments" (as reported in Congressional 
Quarterly, Weekly Report, 1981: 668) and that the administration even found it 
necessary to state and defend this challenge to the idea of nationally guaranteed 
"social rights." 

8. Louis Harris and Associates conducted the survey of 1596 respondents in 
September 1973 under commission from the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on In-
tergovernmental Relations. The results were published in Confidence and Con-
cern:  Citizens View American Government (Regal Books/Kings Court Com-
munications,  1974). 

9. See also  Dahl  (1981),  pp. 167-168, and especially Table 12.1, which 
shows that state and local expenditures have increased at approximately the 
same rate as federal expenditures on "civil functions" over time. 

10.  See, for instance, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations'  American Federalism: Into the Third Century (Washington, D.C.:  1974), 
p.  4. 

11.  Though revenue sharing may have been envisioned as a no-strings-
attached means of returning revenues to the more local  levels,  it must be noted 
that:  (1) the program is not permanent, and in fact  is  renewed at the pleasure of 
Congress;  (2)  the no-strings-attached concept does not apply to an antidiscri-
mination clause which has  effectively  held up the dispersal of some funds; and 
(3) the funds are not being "returned" to the states and localities according to 
their  contributions,  but according to their needs. 

In other  words,  another way of viewing this "decentralization" program  is  as 
a national program of redistributing the wealth. That the program is not perma-
nent and that the states have become dependent on the funds were both demon-
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strated when the 96th Congress cut the states out of the program for fiscal 1981. 
Even though  the 1980 law  does allow  for  states  to  reenter  the  program  in  fiscal 
1982-3,  such reentry would  be  conditional  on the  states' giving  up an  equal 
amount  of  categorical grants.  (See  Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report, 
1980:  3628.) 

12.  For an  excellent accounting  of  this incident  at the 1972  convention  and 
its ramifications  for the  party,  see  Crotty  (1976).  The  party continues  to  dictate 
delegate selection procedures  to the  state  level;  for 1980  it  required state delega-
tions  to be  equally divided between  m e n and  w o m e n and did not  allow winner-
take-all primaries  of the  single-member-district variety. Other winner-take-all 
primaries were outlawed earlier. 

13.  Indeed, some scholars attribute  so  much importance  to the  recent 
changes that  the n o w  famiUar  descriptions  of  "wrecking," "dismantling,"  and 
"decline"  of  American parties (Ladd, 1977; Kirkpatrick,  1978; and  Crotty  and 
Jacobson, 1980) have recently been joined  by  talk  of  "party renewal" (Pomper, 
1980).  Longley,  w h o has  gone  so far as to  herald  a  "transformation"  of the 
national party organizations (1980b:  84),  is  correct  in  warning, though, that  "to 
overstate  the  case would  be  just  as  much  an  error  as to  ignore  the  changes that 
have occurred" (1980a: 375). 

14.  The  five areas  of  decision making referred  to  here  are  five  of the  seven 
included  in an  earlier cross-national study (Harmel,  1977 and  1978).  The re-
maining  two,  discipline  in the  legislature  and  nomination  of  legislative candi-
dates,  are not  directly affected  by the  Charter's provisions. 

15.  Even  the  future  of  miniconventions  is still  in  doubt. It  was  generally felt 
that  the  likelihood  of a  convention  in 1982  would have been lessened  by the 
election  of a  Democratic President  in 1980. The 1978  convention indicated  to 
some that  a  midterm convention during  a  Democratic Presidency serves  an un-
certain purpose  and  that  the  institution cannot survive if  its  major purpose  is to 
rubber-stamp  the  program  of an  incumbent President. Nevertheless,  the 1980 
National Convention  did  call  for a  mid-term conference,  and in 1981 the  D e m o -
cratic National Committee "took  a  major step away from  the  participatory  poli-
tics  of the  1970s when  it  voted  to  shrink  the  size  of the 1982  mid-term party 
convention almost  by  half  and  allocate most  of the  delegate seats  to  elected  and 
party officials" (David Broder,  " D N C  Tightens  its  Grip  on  Setting Party  Poli-
cies,"  Houston Chronicle,  6  June  1981,  Sec. 1, p. 12). 

16.  For  instance, Senator Alan Cranston  of  CaUfornia  proposed  a  plan 
whereby  no  more than  a  third  of the  delegates  to the  national convention would 
be chosen  in  binding primaries.  (See  " D e m s  M a y  Lessen Importance  of  Primar-
ies,"  Houston Chronicle,  4  February 1981, editorial page.) Former Secretary  of 
State Cyrus Vance, writing  in The N e w  York Times Magazine  ("Reforming the 
Electoral Reforms,"  22  February  1981, pp. 16,  62-69),  indicated finding  con-
siderable merit  in the  idea  of  "attempt[ing]  to  restore  a  balance between direct 
selection  of a  candidate  by  voters  in  primaries  and  selection  by  party  and  Con-
gressional leaders." 

17.  For a  more complete discussion  of the  changes,  see  D o d d  and 
Oppenheimer  (1981),  pp.  51-55. 

18.  Specifically,  the  more junior subcommittee chairmen  in the  96th  Con-
gress were Henry W a x m a n ,  w h o was  elected chairman  of the  Commerce Health 
Subcommittee over Richard Preyer;  Bob  Ecklund,  w h o  defeated John Murphy 
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for the Oversight and Investigation Subcommittee; and Toby Moffett, who won 
the Environment, Energy, and Natural Resources chairmanship over three more 
senior candidates (Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 1979:  183).  In 1981 
no committee chairmanships went to anyone other than the ranking Democrat, 
though there was a challenge to Rep.  Eligió  de la Garza as chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee. D e la Garza won by a slim margin, 110 to 92. (Cragg 
Hines,  "Texan Barely Wins House Agriculture Position," Houston Chronicle, 12 
December 1980, sec. 1, p.  20).  Another serious challenge was made to Rep. 
Henry Gonzalez as chairman of the Banking Committee's Housing and C o m -
munity Development Subcommittee (Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report, 
1981: 283).  Both challenges were made on the basis of perceived qualifications 
of the more senior candidates. 

19.  In recent years there have been a large number of reforms in the party 
apparati in Congress which have suggested to some Congress watchers that w e 
could see a renewal of party leadership within the national  legislature.  For a  dis-
cussion of several rules changes and their potential impact on the parties (and 
especially the Democratic party) in Congress, see D o d d and Oppenheimer's 
"The House in Transition: Change and Consolidation" in their Congress Recon-
sidered  (1981).  See especially the section entitled "Strengthening Party Lead-
ership"  on pages 50-59. 

20.  Cragg Hines, " D e m s Vote Party Line on Assignments," Houston 
Chronicle, 29 January  1981, sec. 1,  p. 11. 

21.  See note 16. 
22.  A study of the sizes of the paid staff of both national committees from 

1952 to 1977 shows that the Republican National Committee averaged 204 em-
ployees to the Democratic National Committee's 132 (Cotter and Bibby,  1980). 
The Republican party has published detailed analyses of election results since at 
least 1960 (Republican National Committee,  1961).  Since 1964 it has also oper-
ated a unique microfilm information retrieval system for newspaper clippings. 
The system uses Eastman Kodak's M I R A C O D E equipment and is used mainly 
for "opposition" research,  i.e.,  to search previously indexed newspaper clippings 
for statements by Democratic candidates and officials on  pubhc  policy and  poHt-
ical  affairs. 

23.  Though it would be folly to point to the Republican organizational 
changes as the explanation for the victories, the increased activity undoubtedly 
contributed to those successes. The party had lost 692 seats in state houses 
across the nation in 1974, following President Nixon's resignation over the 
Watergate  affair.  In 1976, without the L E C D activity, the party netted a gain of 
only 12  seats.  In 1978, following the L E C D activity, the party gained 307 seats 
(First Monday, December-January, 1981:  14-15). 

24.  This increased activity was accompanied by another gain of 271 state 
legislators (First Monday,  December-January,  1981:  15).  Lest one think that 
the gain was due to more than Reagan's victory with 5 1 % of the presidential 
vote,  one should note that the party w o n only 101 state seats nationwide in 
1972,  when President Nixon was reelected with 6 1 % . 

25.  It should be noted that this effort was expended on a year when the 
party gained 7 governorships for a total of 19. In 1980 the R N C expanded its 
support to the  Repubhcan  Governors' Association, giving $500,000 for races in 
13 states.  The party picked up 4 more governorships for a total of 23. 
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T h e S t i l l - C h a n g i n g 

E n v i r o n m e n t : D i m e n s i o n s 

A f f e c t i n g t h e R o l e o f P a r t i e s 

Along with the American environment's "centralizing" changes discuss-
ed earlier,  the  advanced stages  of  industrialization  (or  "postindustrial-
ism") have also brought environmental changes that  m a y be  threatening 
to  the  very existence  of  political parties. Roles that have traditionally 
been performed  by  parties  are now  shared with mass media  and 
thousands  of  interest groups. Even  the  issues over which  the  parties 
have done battle  for  decades were muted  in a  period  of  general afflu-
ence—and m a y be  replaced  by  issues less easily managed  by  mass poli-
tical parties. 

POTENTIAL THREATS T O PARTIES 

New Issues 

An impressive literature exists to document the fact that major partisan 
"realignments" have occurred  in  this country about every  36  years  and 
that these realignments have accompanied significant changes  in  what 
are perceived  as the  major political issues  (or  problems) affecting  the 
country.*  It is  generally accepted that  one  such transformation  of the 
party system occurred when the Great Depression caused economic reg-
ulation  to be  supplanted  by  welfare state issues  as the  major focus  of 
public attention and Roosevelt responded  by  forging his  N e w Deal coali-
tion.  Ever since the 1930s, FDR's party has been doing battle with  the 
Republican party primarily over welfare-related issues. There have,  of 
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course, been other issues, too (e.g., anticommunism and civil rights), 
but none have been seen as defining the differences between the two 
parties as clearly as welfare policies. 

If the pattern of 36-year renewals were to continue, a realignment 
should have occurred in or around 1968. A n d while the preponderance 
of evidence suggests that the anticipated realignment of voters has not 
occurred, it could be argued that the change in issues, or at least the 
addition of new  issues,  arrived right on schedule. Although w e can hard-
ly target 1968 as the turning point, it does appear that Americans'  col-
lective attentions have again turned in new directions. 

With postindustrialism came a period of affluence that has had a 
profound influence on the lives of the bulk of Americans. Even though 
it could hardly be claimed that poverty has been eliminated, the fact is 
that much of the working class has moved  from-  lower-class to middle-
class status and that the problems of the poor are n o w personally felt by 
the few rather than the  many.^  A n d as the many have become more 

comfortable, they have found it somewhat less noxious to share through 
pubUc programs. B y the '70s, Americans seemed to have settled on a 
solution to the problems of the '30s and  '40s—a  modified free enterprise 
system with a moderate dosage of social welfare Even in the 1980  pres-
idential campaign, which did focus attention on critical economic prob-
lems and budget and tax cuts as a possible solution to those problems, 
continuation of most of the basic social welfare programs was never 
seriously in  doubt.^ 

With postindustrialism and affluence, however, came other prob-
lems (or at least the awareness of other problems) and issues. They in-
clude "quality of  life"  issues such as the  environment*  and more focused 
attention on such issues as equal rights for w o m e n , gun control, and 
abortion. But while such issues had come to dominate political discussion 
by the 1970s (along with current economic problems, of  course),  they 
did not replace welfare issues as the central focus of  interparty  debate. 

If  "reahgnment"  was replaced by "dealignment" in the '70s,  ond 
reason m a y have been the apparent inability of the parties to provida 
meaningful choices of these "new" issues. W e have already  suggested! 
that part of the problem m a y lie with the parties themselves: their  weak! 
and incohesive natures m a k e them generally inefficient in dealing with 
problems defined as national in scope. But another reason m a y lie  out-
side the parties' control; the issues themselves m a y not be well suited to 
mass party politics as w e have known  it.  If a realignment is to occur to 
"reinvigorate" the party system, then attention must be shifted to new 
issues which the parties can manage and on which they can provide 

meaningful choices. 

Issues that are too narrow. In considering which of the "new" issues 
might serve as the basis of a  mass,  long-term reahgnment, several must 
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be dismissed as lacking sufficient salience for the broad range of Amer-
ican voters. With the public generally assuming that the "biggest" social 
problems were either being taken care of or had already been largely 
resolved, attention in recent years could be turned to "narrower" issues. 
With the knowledge (or at least belief) that the social welfare was  pro-
vided  for,  the " R e d menace" in check, and the major civil rights battles 
behind them, Americans could tend to (and could demand media atten-
tion for) other issues. Abortion, gun control, the Equal Rights A m e n d -
ment,  and legalization of marijuana are just a few examples. While each 
of these m a y be the most important concern for a small segment of 
Americans,  none of these issues would generate (or at least none has 
generated) the kind of mass salience necessary to serve as the basis of a 
prolonged, mass partisan alignment. In short, they are not the basic 
"stuff"  of mass party politics. 

Such issues have become the turf of "single-issue" campaigns and 
"single-issue" interest groups. Groups such as the Right to Life C o m -
mittee and Stop E R A do not require support from a plurality of the 
electorate; they are better suited than parties to articulating the views of 
their relatively small but extremely intense clienteles. For  years,  neither 
party saw fit to take a strong position on the abortion issue; it was per-
ceived as the type of moral position that would cost a party far more 
support than it could gain. It was not until 1980, after right-to-life 
groups had demonstrated that the issue could actually be used to the 
political benefit of conservative candidates, that the Republican party 
saw fit  to take a clear anti-abortion position in its  platform.^  A n d it was 
also not until 1980, with p ro -ERA forces perceived to have lost their 
initial m o m e n t u m , that the Republican convention broke with both par-
ties'  pattern of endorsing the E R A . Even then, the Republican  pres-
idential candidate stressed that he opposed not the goal of the amend-
ment,  but only the amendment per se. 

Although the Republicans sought to "partyize" these issues in 1980 
and undoubtedly gained some votes (and probably lost others) because 
of them, they were neither the major issues of the campaign (the econ-
o m y and "management" were certainly among the more important) 
nor the deciding factors for most voters. Nor are these issues or the 
others like them likely to generate the type of mass interest necessary to 
cause a realignment in the future. They are likely to remain only secon-
dary issues in political party politics and to continue as the primary 
causes for the organization of single-minded interest groups. 

Issues that require priorities. Some of the broader issues that are high 
on today's public agenda are ill-suited to mass party politics for another 
reason:  they require the setting of priorities, and that kind of politics 
m a y be too "messy," or at least unpleasant, for most voters. Politics 
organized around  states'  rights,  regulation of the economy, and even so-
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cial welfare programs may seem straightforward in comparison: voters 
might "want" or "not want" such things. But many political choices are 
not at all simple today. W e all want a clean environment, for instance, 
but w e all want to solve the energy problem as  well.  W e all want full 
employment, but all want to beat inflation as  well...  .̂  

A realignment based on  priorities—with  one party giving a higher 
priority to the environment and the other to energy, with one deter-
mined to solve inflation  first  and the other  unemployment—would  be 
difficult to achieve for at least two reasons. First, Americans themselves 
are not inclined toward  prioritizing—such  choices are more difficult than 
most voters would care to contend with. "Wanting" or "not wanting" is 
just far simpler than being forced to "choose" between two valued 
goods or  services.  Those w h o today are warning that growth cannot  con-
tinue unchecked, and hence that difficult choices must be  made ,  are well 
aware that one consequence of decades of affluence is a lack of educa-
tion in the act of choosing. Second, it is much too easy for the party "in 
power" to usurp the other party's position; witness the 1976 Carter cam-
paign's intention to solve unemployment  first  but the administration's la-
ter decision that solving inflation should be given the higher priority. It 
is difficult to imagine a long-term partisan alignment based on issues 
where parties can so easily slide up and down the "priority scale." 

Issues that require technical solutions. A third category of issues 
(actually encompassing some of those already mentioned) requires tech-
nical expertise in order to m a k e an informed choice. A new alignment 
might split those favoring a  "coal"  solution to the energy shortage from 
those favoring an "oil" or "nuclear" solution. But the American  pubhc 
is ill-equipped to deal with such  issues,  and so are mass parties. 

Interest groups already exist to represent the positions of those w h o 
have (or at least claim to have) the technical expertise required to m a k e 
informed decisions on such issues. Interest groups do not require a mass 
clientele and hence need not be concerned that the bulk of American 
citizens neither have the requisite knowledge nor particularly want it. 

Old  and new issues: a summary. S o m e might suggest that the 1980 
elections are evidence that the joint plagues of inflation and recession 
have breathed new life into the old  issues—that  the victory of Ronald 
Reagan signified a willingness on the part of a large segment of the  vot-
ing public to "withdraw" from the modified welfare state that had 
seemingly become a nonissue. If such were the  case,  then perhaps the 
party system would be rejuvenated by the new vitality of the "old" 
issues.  W e feel that such a conclusion would be premature at  best.  First, 
the discussion of welfare issues during the 1980 presidential campaign 
concentrated on the "margins" of the welfare structure; both candidates 

pledged that many of the basic social programs would not be 
dismantled.^  Second, there is evidence that popular support for welfare 
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programs remains relatively intact, in spite of a willingness to see the 
budget  pared.^  A n d third, the Reagan victory itself would seem to be 
more a sign of disaffection with the management skills of the Carter 
Administration than of genuine disaffection with  "Hberal"  programs.' 

If this assessment is correct, it would seem to suggest something 
quite different from a reinvigoration of the "old" issues. It could even 
portend more elections where management skills of candidates, rather 
than issues of  parties,  would dominate national elections. 

" N e w "  issues would  seem  to offer little more hope for revitalizing 
the party system. The kinds of issues discussed above, and particularly 
those of the latter two categories, are the types of issues that might be 
expected to arise in an age of postindustrialism. They are issues that re-
quire especially difficult choices and a large amount of technical know-
ledge in order to m a k e informed decisions. 

The new issues would appear to be ill-suited to politics organized by 
political parties, and some of them appear ill-suited to politics by the 
masses.  W e are not the  first  to suggest that postindustrialism could bring 
a politics of  technocrats.^"  W e are also not the  first  to point out that 
interest groups are waiting in the wings to organize the "new" politics. 

Interest Groups 

President Carter's aide for liaison with interest groups, Ann Wexler, 
estimated in 1978 that there were already 6000 of them operating in 
Washington.^^  While some of these groups have long histories of articu-
lating their  clienteles'  special desires and concerns to the government and 
of "educating" the public in hopes of generating more general support 
for their  positions,  m a n y more have arisen in just the past few decades. 
The National Right to Life Committee (favoring a "human life" amend-
ment) and the Religious Coalition for Abortion Rights (opposing such 
an amendment) ,  the National Organization for W o m e n (favoring the 
E R A ) and Stop E R A (opposing it), the American Nuclear Energy 
Council (promoting nuclear energy) and the Environmental Coalition on 
Nuclear Power (opposing  it)  exemplify the new forces evident in interest 
group politics. A s w e have already noted, many issues on today's 
national agenda seem somewhat better suited to articulation by interest 
groups than by parties. For that reason and because modern technology 
makes the groups' "educational" function more effective and efficient, 
there has been a proliferation of interest groups and a concomitant rise 
in their collective importance. 

Despite limitations placed on P A C (political action committee) cam-
paign contributions by the Federal Election Campaign Act, political ac-
tion committees contributed in excess of $55 million to congressional 
campaigns in 1980 (compared to about $12 million by the  parties),  with 
"conservative" interest groups alone contributing more than $13 
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million.*^ As Crotty and Jacobson argue, the significant role given to 
political action committees in funding campaigns and "the modern cam-
paign technology have encouraged the emergence of new single-interest 
groups (on abortion, the gun lobby, Proposition 13) and ideological in-
terest groups that have an increasing impact on the parties, the conduct 
of campaigns, and the nature and policy commitments of elected public 
officials"  (1980:  65).  Whether interest groups alone could ever be a 
satisfactory replacement for parties or not (and w e will say more on 
that  later),  the fact remains that for some kinds of issues, they are the 
most effective participants (or the only participants) in the battles today. 
Bolstered by the impression of growing influence in Washington, claims 
of enviable election success records by such groups as the Right to Life 
Committee and N C P A C (National Conservative Political Action 
Committee),*^  and a consequent rise in media attention, interest group 
politics has become a formidable rival to party politics today. 

Mass Media 

Just as articulation is one traditional party function that is n o w being 
performed by interest groups, two other "party functions," setting the 
national agenda and educating voters on issues and candidates, are n o w 
performed by the mass media. Postindustrialism is an age of rapid and, 
for the consumer, relatively inexpensive communications. The political 
effects of "a television in every living room" have been felt in m a n y 
ways,  and campaigning is no exception. According to Crotty and Jacob-

son: 

Television is the new political god. It has supplanted the political party as 
the main conduit between candidate and voter  (1980:  67). 

Television is simply a m u c h "cheaper" means of obtaining political in-
formation than reading campaign  fliers  or attending political rallies. 

T h e effects on agenda setting are no less pronounced. Where parties 
were once perceived as the major source (or at least a major source) of 
the nation's "program" and priorities, the media, both directly and 
through its  polls,  have largely usurped that  role.  A s Ladd and Hadley 
have noted concerning the modern mass media: 

Its decisive resource is control of the political agenda, influence over how 
problems are conceptualized, which are deemed to have the highest prior-
ity,  what responses are worthy of  credence,  and which merit only rejection 
(1978:  190-191). 

A n d if these direct effects of the media on the parties' roles were 
not enough, there are also important indirect  effects.  Again as Ladd and 
Hadley  (1978:  380) have noted, "The national media are candidate- and 
issue-emphasizing vehicles, not party emphasizing." While parties have 
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undoubtedly been able to take some advantage of the new media, it 
would appear that those same media have also made parties somewhat 
more dispensable.  The  1980 presidential campaign of independent candi-
date John Anderson (without  so  much  as a  third-party label)  is  testi-
m o n y to  both the importance  of  media exposure  and  the declining  im-

portance of the party label. 

Summary: A Non-Party Environment? 

The age of postindustrialism has affected American politics in many im-
portant  ways.  Mass communications  and  rapid transportation have con-
tributed to  an  homogenization of our thinking about  politics,  resulting in 
a more "national" political focus.  The new  technologies,  as  well  as the 
new issues that have come with them, have also resulted  in  (1)  a  more 
efficient means of conveying  and  receiving political information that  has 
m a d e parties largely irrelevant  to the  task  and  (2)  a  politics that  m a y 
be more suited to interest groups than to today's parties. 

It is possible,  and  certainly ironic, that the same period  of  environ-
mental change that  has  m a d e strengthening  of the  American parties 
more feasible  m a y  also have m a d e those parties unnecessary  and 
perhaps even obsolete. If it  has  ever been important for the parties  to 
consider major reform, it would seem that it is even more important to-
day.  Though  the  parties have already effected several changes  in the 
direction  of  stronger  or  more active national organizations, they still 
appear ill-equipped  to  deal with the challenges that lie ahead.  The  par-
ties face  an  uncertain future,  and  with them  so  does American politics, 
not so unlike the uncertainty of American politics at our founding. 

S O M E FINAL T H O U G H T S 

American Parties: The First on the Landscape 

It is perhaps too easy to forget that there have not always been parties, 
and hence just  to  assume that there will always  be  parties.  But  even  in 
democracies,  there have  not  always been parties; democracy, after all, 
preceded America,  and our  Constitution preceded  the  development  of 
the  first  "modern" political parties.  So  before considering what politics 
might  be  like  in an  America without parties  and  what might  be de-
veloped  to  replace them, it  may be  enlightening  to  review the situation 
in which parties have generated in the  first  place. 

Not only  had the  founding fathers been inexperienced with  mass, 
"modern"  parties, for there  had as  yet been  no  such development,  but 
many of them had experienced "factions" in England, and from that ex-
perience they  had  come  to  fear  any  associations organized  to put the 
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interests of one group against those of another. Richard Hofstadter has 
reminded us that: 

American thought on this subject drew on English experience, and that 
most Englishmen looked back with relief upon the passing of that long, 
convulsive epoch of English history that occupied the seventeenth century 
and the  first  two decades of the eighteenth, in which they saw clear [fac-
tions] at work, with consequences they disliked to contemplate (1972: 11-
12). 

By the time of America's founding: 

Party had come to be conventionally condemned by pohtical writers on 
three separate but not inconsistent  grounds.  First,  they often postulated that 
society should be pervaded by concord and governed by a consensus that 
approached, if it did not attain, unanimity. Party, and the malicious and 
mendacious spirit it encouraged were believed only to create social conflicts 
that would not otherwise occur, or to aggravate dangerously those that nor-
mally would occur..  ..  Second, a party or faction was very likely to become 
the instrument with which some small and narrow special interest could im-
pose its will upon the whole of  society,  and hence to become the agent of 
tyranny...  .  Finally,  the party, with its capacity to arouse malice and hostil-
ity and to command loyalty to a political entity much narrower and less 
legitimate than the 'public good' as a whole, was considered to be a force 
directly counterposed to civic virtue (Hofstadter, 1972:  12-13). 

It was this type of thinking that led to George Washington's famous 
warning of "the baneful effects of the spirit of party generally." 

A n d yet, if the early Amer ican environment was hostile to the idea 
of partisan organization, it was also in some ways uniquely suited to be 
the birthplace of mode rn political parties. A s Chambers has argued, the 
forces favorable to the formation of parties included (1) the broad suf-
frage resulting in a large mass of voters for political leaders to deal with 
(preceding the extension of the suffrage in England by several decades) 
and (2) a n e w nation that already had enough national identity and  uni-
ty to allow "a basic consensus on political means," including a basic 
liberal view that "did m u c h to reduce the fear of parties and even of 
opposition parties" (1963:  1-16). 

Still,  parties were not a natural, inevitable consequence of these 
forces,  but were instead "ingeniously shaped 'artifacts,' in the sense of 
structures built up over years by the industrious, if often groping, activi-
ties of m e n " (Chambers, 1963: 10). In fact, argues Chambers , "no m a n 
could have said in advance just what the outcome would be." 

America Today: An Alternative on the Horizon? 

But that outcome, however unnatural, has become an American institu-
tion.  T h o u g h a degree of antiparty feelings remains a part of Amer ican 



The Still  Changing Environment I 129 

political culture, it is doubtful that most Americans could conceive of a 
politics without parties. But as public support for the parties declines 
and as postindustrialism seemingly alters the field on which the parties 
have traditionally done battle, w e must wonder whether Americans are 
(or will be) again "groping" for machinery better suited to organizing 
democratic politics in the new environment: to carry on the functions of 
aggregating and articulating interests, educating voters about candidates 
and issues, and organizing the recruitment and selection of governmen-
tal leaders. 

Just as it would have been impossible to predict the development of 
parties two centuries ago, it m a y be impossible n o w to focus clearly on 
the machinery that would replace them. However, w e have already con-
sidered some of the possible components. Interest groups have already 
shown themselves capable of articulating at least some of the m a n y in-
terests seeking the attention of the government. A n d  pubHc  opinion 
polls inform politicians of mass opinion on selected issues. The mass 
media have proved themselves an efficient and relatively effective means 
of "educating" voters on both candidates and issues. A n d parties have 
already become largely irrelevant to the apparatus of the primary elec-
tion,  which has become the means today of "keeping the gate" for 
would-be governmental leaders. 

But could such tools adequately replace  poUtical  parties? Will their 
further development necessarily result in the  parties'  obsolescence? 

Parties and Alternatives in America's Future: An Evaluation 

Just as many found fault with parties before their development, so there 
are m a n y today w h o do not welcome the thought of politics by interest 
groups and the media to the exclusion of political parties. N o shortage 
of faults have been found in the growing role of interest groups, for in-
stance.  The specter of having interest groups, rather than parties, or-
ganize our politics raises these questions among others: 

1. Whereas parties have aided voters by shortening the list of 
issues on the political agenda and limiting the range of alterna-
tives,  would not the 6000+ interest groups vying for space in 
the arena lead to massive confusion rather than clarity? 

2.  C a n a long list of interest group endorsements ever replace the 
party label in simplifying choices among candidates for a popu-
lus  that is basically undereducated and disinterested  poUtically? 

3. Though the party label today m a y be an inadequate cue for 
holding legislators accountable, would interest group politics 
provide a better ahernative? 

4.  The two American parties, despite the fears of the founding 
fathers,  have unified more than they have divided the popula-
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tion; might not interest groups be more likely to accomplish 
the "baneful division" that Washington feared? (Put another 
way,  interest group politics has emphasized articulation almost 
to the exclusion of aggregation.) 

5. W h e r e altruism has been at least one consideration in m u c h of 
the history of party  politics,  the  basic,  defining characteristic of 
interest groups is  self-interest}'̂  Whe re would that leave those 
segments of the population without the resources to support 
strong interest groups? 

And although party responsibility in the national government (including 
the link of the presidential and congressional parties) has been weak in-
deed,  it is  difficult to see h o w interest groups could serve to better organ-
ize the actions of government. 

A s for the mass media's performing the educational and agenda-
setting functions, Polsby  (1980:  64-65) has argued that the growing im-
portance of the media (especially in the nominating process) has re-
sulted in a "mass persuasion system," some negative characteristics of 
which are: 

1. "The intensity of short-term trends of opinion are amplified. 
Political leaders m a y come to believe that certain behavior is 
strongly demanded of them when it in fact has only weak and 

transitory support in the populace." 
2.  Fads tend to result from "the geographic spread of sentiments 

(both real and imputed) from areas where they exist to areas 

where they do not." 
3. T h e media tends to "interpret equivocal or incoherent events 

— a s most  are—authoritatively  Are looters expressing  legi-

timate social grievances, or should they be  shot?" 
4.  "EHtes  do not disappear under [this] system. They are, how-

ever,  less accountable to one another and more subject to the 
constraints of popular fashion." 

5. "Such a system runs on n a m e recognition, on celebrity, and on 

typecasting." 

Because we join in these doubts, and others, about a politics by in-
terest groups and mass media, w e certainly do not wish to suggest that 
parties should be replaced. W e have noted some changes in the environ-
ment that m a y m a k e it difficult for the parties  as  we have known them to 
regain their place of prominence in American politics. A n d while w e 
cannot claim that w e hold the formula for party change that would 
necessarily be sufficient for their revitalization, w e can suggest some 
changes that w e think are necessary to reach that end. 

The parties themselves, as well as those w h o believe that this coun-
try's democratic system would suffer without viable parties, should take 
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note of the changes that have already taken place within the American 
environment. In the light of those changes, they should reconsider the 
arguments of those w h o have longed for more "responsible" parties, 
which w e have argued m a y be more suited to the changed environs than 
the traditionally weak and incohesive parties of the past. Though both 
the Democrats and Republicans have recently undergone some changes 
(but of different  dimensions),  neither party can claim as yet to have a 
"strong" national organization, relative either to the parties of most 
other nations or to what the changed American environment would 
seem to allow. 

In addition to strengthening themselves internally, the parties 
should, to the extent possible, "tune up " the statutory layer of the en-
vironment that w e have suggested m a y be more malleable than other 
environmental characteristics; specific recommendations must include 
de-emphasizing the role of the primary election and providing a role for 
the party as a conduit for federal campaign funds. Finally, the parties 
should take full advantage of the new tools of campaigning, rather than 
allowing themselves to be replaced by them. The parties will regain im-
portance to the extent that they, rather than independent  forces,  become 
the central providers of public opinion polls, computer services, and 
media expertise for the candidates. The Republican party has already 
m a d e strides in this direction, as noted in Chapter 7; the Democrats 
might well follow  suit.̂ ^  The parties should use the media to promote 
themselves as well as their candidates. The Democrats brushed with this 
idea in the telethons that have n o w been placed in moth  balls,  and the 
Republicans made effective use of a national advertising campaign in 
1980 that could serve as a model for such efforts in the  future.*̂  A n d 
even if the new politics does provide an important role for interest 
groups,  that need not imply an insignificant role for the parties, which 
could still function to winnow the choices and provide moderate, consis-
tent alternative programs. In the new  politics,  parties could well serve as 
channels for the inputs of interest groups, as well as the masses, to the 
government. While the parties "as w e have known them" m a y be in-
effective in the new American politics, that need not suggest that the 
parties are incapable of conforming to the changed circumstances. 

A s Crotty has argued, "The burden [for revitalizing the parties] 
would appear to be on the parties themselves to prove their relevance to 
a changing society and to execute with some degree of effectiveness the 
responsibilities to which they have fallen heir" (1977:  261).  Those w h o 
have a personal stake in the continuation of party organization, or w h o 
feel strongly that the country  does,  might well encourage the parties to 
continue to "change themselves" with more direct focus on the goal of 
becoming truly strong national parties. 

It is indeed ironic that the  Repubhcan  party, the party of decentra-
lization, which continues to espouse that principle for its o w n internal 
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organization, should have developed the tools by which control could 
otherwise be wielded over its office holders and the m o r e local party 
organs.  A t the same  time,  the Democrats, whose tools are far m o r e 
meager, have displayed a tendency toward more nationalization in s o m e 
of their recent, controversial, and highly publicized reforms. It is  dif-
ficult to assess which party would have more difficulty in completing the 
"transformation"—the  Republicans, whose primary constraints are 
ideological and hence political, or the Democrats, whose primary  con-
straint would seem to be financial, with party infighting a major factor 
in its m o n e y  woes. 

Although there is no simple m a p for the parties to follow on their 
w a y to reinvigoration, the basic direction seems clear. T h e modest but 
potentially significant steps that both parties have already taken toward 
building m o r e effective national parties could still prove to be just the 
first steps on a path leading to a n e w  vitahty  for the American party 
system. 

NOTES 

1. See Angus Campbell, "A Classification of the Presidential Election," in 
Campbell et  al.  (1966),  pp.  63-77.  See also Flanigan and Zingale  (1979),  pp. 35-
42;  V. O. Key, " A Theory of Critical Elections," Journal of  Politics,  Vol. 17 
(1955),  pp. 3-18; Walter Dean Burnham (1970) pp.  32-33;  and Feigert and 
Conway (1976),  pp.  27-32. 

2.  See Ladd and Hadley  (1978),  pp.  195-6. 
3. See note 7. 
4.  See Ronald Inglehart, The Silent Revolution (Princeton: Princeton  Uni-

versity  Press,  1977).  See also Ladd and Hadley  (1978),  Chaps.  4 and 5, and 
Feigert and Conway  (1976),  p. 29. 

5. In 1978  right-to-life  groups claimed an impact in several congressional 
races but seemed most proud of the victory of anti-abortion candidate Roger 
Jepsen over incumbent Iowa Senator Dick Clark. In 1979 anti-abortion groups 
also played a part in the successful campaign of Thomas Petri to  fill  the vacancy 
created by the death of Representative William Steiger of Wisconsin. 

6. See Thurow (1980) for a discussion of issues involved in "zero-sum  poli-
tics." 

7.  According to McWilliams (in Pomper, 1981: 182-  183),  "Reagan prefer-
red to run as a N e w Dealer grown conservative, and that stance persuaded  mil-
lions of voters that he was safe enough to afford them the luxury of dumping 
Carter." W h e n Democrats attempted to paint Reagan as what Pomper recalls as 
"a threat to the social welfare benefits of the aged, poor, and minorities," 
Reagan responded effectively by depicting Carter as a "great deceiver" and by 
playing down the conservatism that had won him the nomination (see Pomper, 
1981: 78-81).  A n d even after claiming a "conservative" mandate in the 1980 
election, Reagan was quick to announce that seven "safety net" programs (Med-
icare,  Head Start, Social Security retirement benefits, veterans' disability pro-
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grams, supplemental benefits for the blind, school lunch and breakfast programs, 
summer youth jobs program) would  not  receive major cuts  in the new  adminis-
tration's  first  budget  (see  Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report, 1981: 312). 

8.  A few  months after  the  election,  a  Harris survey  (as  reported  in the 
Houston Post  of  January 27,  1981)  found that  "by a 3-to-2  margin, Americans 
oppose  an  outright abolition  of  welfare"  and "by a 5-to-4  margin,  a  majority  of 
Americans opposes cuts  in the  federal individual income tax."  In her  analysis  of 
C B S I N e w York Times  polls,  Kathleen Frankovic  (in  Pomper, 1981: 113-115) 
also found substance  to the  claim that  1980 did not  signal  a  dramatic shift  to the 
right: "In  1980,  voters were  no  more likely  to  call themselves conservatives than 
they were  in  1976.  .  ..  Furthermore, there  is no  indication that  the  electorate  in 
1980  was  significantly more conservative  on  specific issues than  it had  been four 
years  before....  Fewer voters  n o w  favored  an  increase  in  domestic spending, 
but more felt that domestic spending should  be  maintained  at the  same level." 
According  to  Warren Miller  (as  reported  in  ISR  Newsletter, Spring 1981: 6), 
additional evidence that  the 1980  elections  did not  signal  a  dramatic surge  in 
conservatism  is the  fact many liberal Democrats  w h o  lost their Senate seats  in 
1980  had w o n  them only narrowly  in the  "anti-Watergate" elections  of 1974 and 
that conservative Senate Democrats fared  as  badly  as  liberals  in the 1980  elec-
tions.  Also inconsistent with  the  "conservative surge" theory, according  to  Mil-
ler,  is the  fact that  "tax  revolt" referenda were  not  strongly supported  by the 
voters  in  several states. 

9.  Pomper  (1981:  86)  argues that  "the  weight  of the  evidence  is  that  the 
1980 election  was a  negative landslide based  on  dissatisfaction with Carter  and 
his record rather than  a  direct endorsement  of  conservative philosophy." 

10.  See,  for  instance,  Daniel  Bell,  The  Coming  of  the Post-Industrial Socie-
ty,  (New  York: Basic  Books,  1973). 

11.  A s  reported  in the  Houston Chronicle,  22  October  1978,  sec.  4, p.  5. 
12.  The  last figure  is  from  a  study  by  Public Citizen's Congress Watch,  as 

reported  in  "Conservative Groups Spent  $13  Million  on '80  Campaign,"  Hous-
ton Chronicle  22  April 1981, sec.  1, p. 7. The  estimates  of  total  P A C and  party 
contributions were provided  by the  press office  of the  Federal Election Commis-
sion  by  telephone  on  June 30, 1981,  and  from  an F E C  press release dated  A u -
gust  4,  1981. 

13.  For an  account  of  such claims  by  N C P A C and  other conservative 
groups  in the 1980  elections,  see  Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report  (1980: 
3372-3373). 

14.  In his  farewell address, President J immy Carter alluded  to the  problem 
of interest groups de-emphasizing  the  " c o m m o n good": "Today,  as  people have 
become more doubtful  of the  ability  of  government  to  deal with  our  problems, 
w e are  increasingly drawn  to  single-issue groups  and  special-interest organiza-
tions  to  ensure that whatever else happens  our own  personal views  and our o w n 
private interests  are  protected. This  is a  disturbing factor  in  American political 
life.  It  tends  to  distort  our  purposes because  the  national interest  is not  always 
the  sum of  all  our  single  or  special  interests.  W e are  all Americans  together,  and 
w e must  not  forget that  the  c o m m o n good is  our  c o m m o n interest  and our  indi-
vidual responsibility." 

15.  Following  the 1980  elections,  a  number  of key  Democrats endorsed  the 
idea  of  copying  the  Republicans'  new  election machinery  (see  Congressional 
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Quarterly, Weekly Report, 1981: 137-140). Upon being elected Democratic 
national chairman in February 1981, Charles Manatt assessed his party as "out-
conceptualized, out-financed and out-worked" in 1980 and pledged to renew the 
party "from top to bottom" (as reported in Jerome R. Watson, " N e w D e m 
Chief Pledges 'Top to Bottom' Renewal," Houston Chronicle, 1 March 1981, 
sec.  1,  p.  4). 

16.  A s noted by the RNC's Director of Political Affairs in  1980,  the nation-
al party "undertook for the  first  time in political history in the United States, 
institutional advertising of a political nature. Between  five...  and nine ... 
million dollars was expended on an advertising campaign to make the general 
public aware that the Democrats had been in control of Congress for some 
twenty-five.  ..  years"  (Cotten,  1981).  Part of the advertising campaign stressed 
the theme: "Vote Republican. For a Change." 
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A P P E N D I X A 

T o w a r d a M o r e R e s p o n s i b l e 

I w o - P a r t y  S y s t e m : S u m m a r y 

a n d C o n c l u s i o n s * 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSALS 

Part L The Need for Greater Party Responsibility 

L The Role of the Political Parties 

I. The Parties and Public Policy. Popular goverment in a nation of more 
than 150 million people requires political parties which provide the electorate 
with  a  proper range of choice between alternatives of action. In order to keep 
the parties apart, one must consider the relations between each and public poli-
cy.  The reasons for the growing emphasis  on  public policy in party politics are 
to be found, above  all;  in the very operations of modern government. 

2.  The N e w Importance of Program. The crux of public affairs lies in the 
necessity for more effective formulation of general policies and programs and 
for better integration of all of the far-flung activities of modern government.  It 
is in terms of party programs that political leaders can attempt to consolidate 
public attitudes toward the work plans of government. 

3. The Potentialities of the Party System. The potentialities of the two-party 
system are suggested, on the one hand, by the fact that for all practical purposes 
the major parties monopolize elections; and, on the other, by the fact that both 
parties have in the past managed to adapt themselves to the demands m a d e up-
on them  by  external necessities. It is good practical politics to reconsider party 
organization in the light of the changing conditions of  politics.  Happily such  an 
effort entails  an  application of ideas about the party system that are  no  longer 
unfamiliar. 

2. What Kind of Party System Is Needed? 

The party system that is needed must be democratic, responsible and effec-
tive. 

* From the American Political Science Review, 44, II (September 1950), pp. 1-14. 
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I. A Stronger Two-Party System 

1. The Need for an Effective Party System. An effective party system re-
quires,  first,  that the parties are able to bring forth programs to which they com-
mit themselves and, second, that the parties possess sufficient internal cohesion 
to carry out these programs. Such a degree of unity within the parties cannot be 
brought about without party procedures that give a large body of people an 
opportunity to share in the development of the party program. 

2.  The Need for an Effective Opposition Party. The fundamental require-
ment of accountability is a two-party system in which the opposition party acts 
as the critic of the party in power, developing, defining and presenting the poli-
cy alternatives which are necessary for a true choice in reaching public decisions. 
The opposition most conducive to responsible government is an organized party 
opposition. 

II. Better Integrated Parties 

1. The Need for a Party System with Greater Resistance to Pressure. There 
is little to suggest that the phenomenal  gtowth  of interest organizations in recent 
decades has come to its end. The whole development makes necessary a rein-
forced party system that can cope with the multiplied organized  pressures.  C o m -
promise a m o n g interests is compatible with the aims of a free society only w h e n 
the terms of reference reflect an openly acknowledged concept of the public in-
terest. 

2.  The Need for a Party System with Sufficient Party Loyalty. Needed clar-
ification of party policy will not cause the parties to differ more fundamentally 
or more sharply than they have in the past. N o r is it to be assumed that in-
creasing concern with their programs will cause the parties to erect between 
themselves an ideological  wall.  Parties have the right and the duty to announce 
the terms to govern participation in the c o m m o n enterprise. T h e emphasis in all 
consideration of party discipline must be on positive measures to create a strong 
and general agreement on policies. A basis for party cohesion in Congress will 
be established as soon as the parties interest themselves sufficiently in their con-
gressional candidates to set up strong and active campaign organizations in the 
constituencies. 

III. More Responsible Parties 

1. The Need for Parties Responsible to the Public. Party responsibility 
means the responsibility of both parties to the general public, as enforced in 
elections.  Party responsibility to the public, enforced in elections, implies that 
there be more than one party, for the public can hold a party responsible only if 
it has a choice. A s a means of achieving responsibility, the clarification of party 
policy also tends to keep public debate on a more realistic  level,  restraining the 
inclination of party spokesmen to m a k e unsubtantiated statements and charges. 

2.  The Need for Parties Responsible to Their Members. Party responsibility 
includes also the responsibility of party leaders to the party membership, as en-
forced in primaries, caucuses and conventions. T h e external and the internal 
kinds of party responsibility need not conflict. Intraparty conflict will be mini-
mized if it is generally recognized that national, state and local party leaders 



144 /  Parties  and Their Environments 

have a common responsibility to the party membership. National party leaders 
have a legitimate interest in the nomination of congressional candidates. 

3. The Inadequacy of the Existing Party System 

I. Beginning Transition 

1. Change and Self-Examination. Marked changes in the structure and pro-
cesses of American society have necessarily affected the party system. The  pre-
vailing climate of self-examination as well as the current tendencies toward 
change in the party system give point to inquiries like that represented by our 
report. 

2.  Burden of the Past. Formal party organization in its main features is still 
substantially what it was before the Civil War . Under these circumstances the 
main trends of American politics have tended to outflank the party system. 

II. Some Basic Problems 

1. The Federal Basis. The two parties are organized on a federal basis. The 
national and state party organizations are largely independent of one another, 
without appreciable c o m m o n approach to problems of party policy and strategy. 
The real issue is not over the federal form of organization but over the right 
balance of forces within this type of organization. A corollary of the kind of 
federalism n o w expressed in the party system is an excessive measure of internal 
separatism. 

2.  The Location of Leadership. Party organization does not vest leadership 
of the party as a whole in either a single person or a committee. There is at 
present no central figure or organ which could claim authority to take up party 
problems,  policies and strategy. 

3. The Ambiguity of Membership. N o understandings or rules or criteria 
exist with respect to membership in a party. Those w h o suggest that elections 
should deal with personalities but not with programs suggest at the same time 
that party membership should mean nothing at all. 

III. Specific Deficiencies 

1. National Party Organs. The National Convention, as at present consti-
tuted and operated, is an unwiedly, unrepresentative and less than responsible 
body.  The National Committee is seldom a generally influential body and much 
less a working body. House and Senate campaign committees do not always 
have a good working relationship with the National Committee. Although in-
terest in questions of party policy has grown, the national party organs are not 
so constituted nor so coordinated as to m a k e it simple for them to pay enough 
attention to these questions. 

2.  Party Platforms. Alternatives between the parties are defined so badly 
that it is often difficult to determine what the election has decided even in 
broadest terms. T h e prevailing procedure for the writing and adoption of nation-
al party platforms is too hurried and too remote from the process by which 
actual decisions are made to c o m m a n d the respect of the whole party and the 
electorate.  The platform should be the end product of a long search for a work-
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ing agreement within the party. 
3.  Intraparty  Democracy. T o o  little  consideration has been given to ways and 

means of bringing about a constructive relationship between the party and its 
members.  In making the most of popular participation, the performance of 
American parties is very unsatisfactory. 

4.  Party Research. A party stands as much in need of research as does  busi-
ness enterprise or the government itself. 

4. New Demands upon Party Leadership 

I. The Nature of Modern Public Policy 

1. Broad Range of Policy. The expanding responsibihties of modern gov-
ernment have brought about so extensive an interlacing of governmental action 
with the country's economic and social life that the need for coordinated and 
coherent programs, legislative as well as administrative, has become paramount. 
In a democracy no general program can be adopted and carried out without 
wide public support. 

2.  Impact on the Public. In a predominantly industrial society, public policy 
tends to be widely inclusive, involving in its objectives and effects very large 
segments of the public or even the whole country. 

3. Governmental Program Machinery. O n the side of government, in the 
administrative and the legislative spheres, the twin needs for program formula-
tion and for program machinery have long been recognized. The governmental 
advance toward program formulation needs n o w to be paralleled in the political 
sphere  proper—above  all,  in the party system. 

II. Rise of Nation-wide Policy Issues 

1. An Historic Trend. The changes in the nature and scope of public policy 
are the result of changes in the social structure and in the economy of the 
United States. 

2.  Past and Present  Factors.  There has been in recent decades a continuing 
decline of sectionalism. Party organization designed to deal with the increasing 
volume of national issues must give wide range to the national party leadership. 

3. N e w Interest Groups in Politics. The economic and social factors that 
have reduced the weight of sectionalism have also resulted in the development 
of a new type of interest  groups,  built upon large membership. T o a much greater 
extent than in the past, they operate as if they were auxiliary organizations of 
one or the other party. 

5. The Question of Constitutional Amendment 

1. A Cabinet System? A responsible cabinet system makes the leaders of 
the majority collectively accountable for the conduct of the government. 

2.  Strong Parties as a Condition. T o amend the Constitution in order to  cre-
ate a responsible cabinet system is not a practicable way of getting more effec-
tive parties. 

3. Adaptation within the Constitution. The parties can do much to adapt the 
usages under the Constitution to their purposes. 
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Part II. Proposals for Party Responsibility 

6. National Party Organization 

I. Principal Party Bodies 

1. The National Convention. We assume its continuation as the principal 
representative and deliberative organ of the party. The convention should meet 
at least biennially, with easy provision for special meetings. It should also cease 
to be a delegate convention of unwieldy size. 

2.  The National Committee. It is highly desirable for the National Conven-
tion to reassert its authority over the National Committee through a more active 
participation in the  final  selection of the committee membership. It is also desir-
able that the members of the National Committee reflect the actual strength of 
the party within the areas they represent. 

3. The Party Council. W e propose a Party Council of 50 members. Such a 
Party Council should consider and settle the larger problems of party manage-
ment,  within limits prescribed by the National Convention; propose a prelimi-
nary draft of the party platform to the National Convention; interpret the plat-
form in relation to current problems; choose for the National Convention the 
group of party leaders outside the party organizations; consider and m a k e re-
commendations to appropriate party organs in respect to congressional candi-
dates;  and m a k e recommendations to the National Convention, the National 
Committee or other appropriate party organs with respect to conspicuous depar-
tures from general party decisions by state or local party organizations. In  pres-
idential years, the council would naturally become a place for the discussion of 
presidential candidacies, and might well perform the useful function of screening 
these candidacies in a preliminary way. Within this Party Council there might 
well be a smaller group of party advisers to serve as a party cabinet. 

II. Intraparty Relationships 

1. State and Local Party Organizations. Organizational patterns of the par-
ties are predicated on the assumption that a party committee is necessary for 
each electoral area. There is a growing dissatisfaction with the results of this  sys-
tem on the local  level,  especially the multiplicity of  organizations.  A n increasing 
number of state legislators are noting the breakdown or lack of party responsi-
bility and discipline and the growth of internal separatism in state government. 
It is necessary for both parties to reexamine their purposes and functions in the 
light of the present-day environment, state and  local,  in which they operate. 

2.  Relations between National, State and Local Organizations. Establish-
ment of a Party Council would do m u c h to coordinate the different party organ-
izations,  and should be pressed with that objective in mind. Regional confer-
ences held by both parties have clearly been fruitful. Regional party organiza-
tions should be encouraged. Local party organizations should be imbued with a 
stronger sense of loyalty to the entire party organization and feel their responsi-
bility for promoting the broader policies of the party. This can be done by 
fostering local party meetings, regularly and frequently held, perhaps monthly. 
T h e national organization m a y deal with conspicuous or continued disloyalty on 
the part of any state organization. Consideration should be given to the develop-
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ment of additional means of dealing with rebellious and disloyal state organiza-
tions. 

3. Headquarters and  Staff.  Both parties are now aware of the need to main-
tain permanent headquarters, with staff equipped for research and publicity. A 
beginning has been  m a d e ,  but much still remains to be  done.  Staff development 
at party headquarters provides the essential mechanism to enable each party to 
concern itself appropriately with its continuing responsibilities. 

7. Party Platforms 

I. Nature of the Platform 

1. Alternative Purposes. Should the party platform be a statement of gener-
al principles representing the permanent or long-range philosophy of the party? 
O r should it state the party's position on immediate issues? Actually, the plat-
form is usually m a d e up of both the more permanent and the more fleeting  ele-
ments. 

2.  Interpretation of the Platform. A s a body representing the various parts 
of the party structure, the Party Council should be able to give authoritative and 
reasonably acceptable interpretations of the platform. 

3. National-State Platform Conflicts. W h a t is needed is better coordination 
in the declaration of party principles. The Party Council would be the appropri-
ate party agency to interpret the respective platforms and determine the right 
position in case of conflict. There is very little likelihood indeed for the Party 
Council to be inconsiderate of arguable claims of state autonomy. 

4.  Binding Character. In spite of clear implications and express pledges, 
there has been much difference of opinion as to the exact binding quality of a 
platform. All of this suggests the need for appropriate machinery, such as a Par-
ty Council, to interpret and apply the national program in respect to doubts or 
details.  W h e n that is done by way of authoritative and continuing statement, the 
party program should be considered generally binding. 

II. Problems of Platform-Making 

1. Method of Formulating Party Platforms. Occasionally the state platforms 
are deliberately delayed  until  after the national platform has been  adopted,  in  order 
to have a basis for conformity. Such practice is to be encouraged, and state leg-
islation that prevents it ought to be changed. A method of platform-making that 
is closely related to the congressional as well as to the presidential campaign 
must be developed, and with more direct participation by the party members of 
Congress. 

2.  Improvement of Platforms and Platform-Making. In both parties, the 
Platform Committee or a working part of it is n o w appointed some weeks in 
advance of the National Convention. T h e practice of holding public hearings on 
the policies to be incorporated into the platform has been fairly well established. 
This consultation is of importance, for it makes the parties aware of the interest 
in particular policies. 

3. Proposals. Party platforms should be formulated at least every two 
years.  National platforms should emphasize general party principles and national 
issues.  State and local platforms should be expected to conform to the  national 
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platform on matters of general party principle or on national policies. To 
achieve better machinery for platform-making, the Party Council, when set up, 
should prepare a tentative draft well in advance of the National Convention for 
the consideration of the appropriate convention committee and the convention 
itself.  Local party meetings should be held for the discussion and consideration 
of platform proposals. 

8. Party Organization in Congress 

I. Introduction 

1. External Factors. A higher degree of party responsibility in Congress 
cannot be provided merely by actions taken within Congress. Nevertheless, ac-
tion within Congress can be of decisive significance. 

2.  Continuous Evolution. The materials for responsible party operations in 
Congress are already on hand. The key to progress lies in making a full-scale 
effort to use them. 

II. Tightening Up the Congressional Party Organization 

1. The Leaders. For more than ten years now the press has carried news 
about regular meetings between the President and the Big Four of  Congress— 
the Speaker of the House, the Majority Leader of the House, the Vice-President 
and the Majority Leader of the Senate, when the four are of the President's 
party. It would be an error to attempt to supplant the relationship between the 
Big Four and the President by some new body. Whenever it becomes necessary 
for the President to meet with the leaders of both parties in Congress, it is a 
simple matter for the Big Four to be expanded to six or  eight.  In the public eye 
a party leader like these is a spokesman for his party as a whole. It is necessary 
that there be broad consultation throughout the national leadership of a party 
before a party leader is elected in either house. 

2.  The Leadership Committees. W e submit these proposals: In both the 
Senate and the House, the various leadership groups should be  consohdated  into 
one truly effective and responsible leadership committee for each party. Each of 
these four committees should be responsible not only for submitting policy pro-
posals to the party membership, but also for discharging certain functions with 
respect to the committee structure and the legislative schedule. Each of the four 
committees should be selected or come up for a vote of confidence no less often 
than every two years. Occasion must be found reasonably often for the lead-
ership committees of each party in the two houses to meet together. Further-
more,  the rival leadership committees in each house should meet together on 
a more regular  basis.  A case can also be made for the four leadership groups to 
meet on specific occasions. 

3. Caucuses or Conferences. Mo re frequent meetings of the party m e m -
bership in each house should be held. A binding caucus decision on legislative 
policy should be used primarily to carry out the party's principles and program. 
W h e n members of Congress disregard a caucus decision taken in furtherance of 
national party policy, they should expect disapproval. The party leadership com-
mittees should be responsible for calling more frequent caucuses or conferences 
and developing the agenda of points for discussion. 
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III. Party Responsibility for Committee Structure 

1. Selection of Committee Chairmen. It is not playing the game fairly for 
party members w h o oppose the commitments in their party's platform to rely on 
seniority to carry them into committee chairmanships. Party leaders have com-
pelling reason to prevent such a m e m b e r from becoming  chairman—and  they 
are entirely free so to exert their  influence.  The task of party  leaders,  when con-
fronted with revolt on the part of committee chairmen, is not easy. Obviously 
problems of this sort must be handled in the electoral process itself as well as in 
the congressional arena. 

2.  Assignment of Members Committees. The slates of committee assign-
ments should be drawn up by the party leadership committees and presented to 
the appropriate party caucuses for approval or modification. There is nothing 
sound in having the party ratio on the committees always correspond closely to 
the party ratio in the House  itself.  Committee assignments should be subjected 
to regular reexamination by the party caucus or conference with reasonable  fre-
quency. 

3. Committee Staff. Staff assistance should be available to minority as well 
as majority members of a committee whenever they want  it.  Where all commit-
tee staff  is  controlled by the majority, a change in power threatens continuity of 
service. 

IV. Party Responsibility for the Legislative Schedule 

1. The Need for Scheduling. Schedules should be openly explained on the 
floor in advance. N o committee should be in charge of legislative scheduling ex-
cept the party leadership committee. 

2.  House Guidance of Legislative Traffic. A democratic approach would 
be to substitute open party control for control by the Rules Committee or  indi-
vidual chairmen. 

3. The Right to Vote in the Senate. The present cloture rule should be 
amended. The best rule is one that provides for majority cloture on all matters 
before the Senate. 

9. Political Participation 

Widespread political participation fosters responsibiUty as well as democra-
tic control in the conduct of party affairs and the pursuit of party policies. A 
more responsible party system is intimately linked with the general level as well 
as the forms of political participation. 

I. Intraparty Democracy 

1. Party Membership. As stress is placed by the parties upon policy and the 
interrelationship of problems at various levels of government, association with a 
party should become more interesting and attractive to many w h o hold aloof to-
day. 

2.  Machinery of Intraparty Democracy. If the National Convention is to 
serve as the grand assembly of the party, in which diverse viewpoints are com-
pounded into a course of  action,  it must be nourished from below. T o this end 
local party groups are needed that meet frequently to discuss and initiate policy. 
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3. Toward a New Concept of Party Membership. The existence of a nation-
al program, drafted at frequent intervals by a party convention both broadly 
representative and enjoying prestige, should make a great difference. It would 
prompt those w h o identify themselves as Republicans or Democrats to think in 
terms of support of that program, rather than in terms of personalities, patron-
age and local matters. Once machinery is established which gives the party 
m e m b e r and his representative a share in framing the party's objectives, once 
there are safeguards against internal dictation by a few in positions of influence, 
members and representatives will feel readier to assume an obligation to support 
the program. Membership defined in these terms does not ask for mindless disci-
pline enforced from above. It generates self-discipline which stems from free 
identification with aims one helps to define. 

II. Nominating Procedure. 

1. United States Senator and Representative. Nominations for United States 
Senator and Representative are governed largely by state laws that vary radical-
ly in their provisions. National regulation would overcome the disadvantages of 
so m u c h variety. But one must face the practical objections to national regula-
tion.  The direct primary probably can be adapted to the needs of parties unified 
in terms of national policy. The closed primary deserves preference because it is 
more readily compatible with the development of a responsible party system. 
The open primary tends to destroy the concept of membership as the basis of 
party organization. Cross  filing  is bound to obscure program differences between 
the parties, and to eliminate any sense of real membership on the part of the 
rank and  file.  The Washington blanket primary corrupts the meaning of party 
even further by permitting voters at the same primary to roam at will among the 
parties.  The formal or informal proposal of candidates by preprimary meetings 
of responsible party committees or party councils is a healthy development. 
Quite appropriately the Party Council might become a testing ground for candi-
dates for United States Senator or Representative. 

2.  Presidential Nomination. In the National Convention, delegates repre-
sentative of the party membership should be chosen by direct vote of the rank 
and  file.  The Party Council naturally would concern itself with platform plans 
and the relative claims of those w h o might be considered for presidential and 
vice presidental nominations. In time it m a y be feasible and desirable to substi-
tute a  direct,  national presidential primary for the indirect procedure of the  con-
vention. 

III. Elections 

1. Election of the President. The present method of electing the President 
and Vice President fosters the blight of one-party monopoly and results in  con-
centration of campaign artillery in pivotal industrial states where minority 
groups hold the balance of power. In the persistent agitation for change in the 
Electoral College system, stress should be placed both upon giving all sections 
of the country a real voice in electing the President and the Vice President and 
upon developing a two-party system in present one-party  areas. 

2.  Term of Representative. It appears desirable to lengthen the term of 
Representatives to four  years. 
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3. Campaign Funds. Existing statutory limitations work toward a scattering 
of responsibility for the collecting of funds among a large number of indepen-
dent party and nonparty committees. Repeal of these restrictions would m a k e it 
possible for a national body to assume more responsibility in the field of party 
finance. T h e situation might be improved in still another way by giving a spe-
cified measure of government assistance to the parties. Everything that makes 
the party system more meaningful to all voters leads incidentally to a broaden-
ing of the base of  financial  support of the parties. 

4.  Apportionment and Redistricting. It is time to insist upon congressional 
districts approximately equal in population. 

IV. Barriers to Voting 

1. Registration. The system of permanent registration should be extended. 
Properly qualified newcomers to an area should be permitted to register and 
vote without undue delay. 

2.  Access to the  Polls.  Legislation establishing National Election D a y would 
in all probability bring to the polls large numbers of people w h o would other-
wise never come. Holding elections on Saturdays or Sundays would probably 
also help to increase the size of the  vote.  Adequate voting time should be provided 
by opening the booths in the earlier morning hours and keeping them open into 
the late evening hours. There is room for m u c h elaboration in laws governing 
absentee balloting. 

3. Undemocratic Limitations. Intentionally limiting devices should be over-
c o m e by a combination of legal change and educational efforts. Action is indi-
cated to extend the suffrage to the inhabitants of the District of Columbia. 

4.  The Short Ballot. Adoption of the short ballot would concentrate choice 
on contests with program implications and thus shift attention toward issues 
rather than personalities. 

10. Research on Political Parties 

I. Basic Facts and Figures 

1. Election Statistics. We propose the publication of an election yearbook 
by the Bureau of the Census. T h e arrangement of the yearbook should probably 
be by states. In addition, a summary booklet for presidential and congressional 
elections should be issued. 

2.  Party Activities. Compilation and regular publication of information on 
party activities are no less urgently needed. 

3. Compilation of Party Regulations. A third task  is  the collection of  all  m a -
jor regulations relating to national parties and elections. 

II. More Research by the Parties 

1. Party Research Staffs. What is needed is a stronger full-time research 
organization adequately financed and working on a  year-in,  year-out basis. 

2.  Areas of Work. There are two  fields  of research that should always be of 
immediate interest to the national organization of every party. The  first  is the 
analysis of voting trends and voting behavior. A second research  field  is analysis 
of proposals dealing with changes in election methods. 
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III. More Studies of the Parties 

1. Types of Research Needed. In a field in which m u c h still remains to be 
done,  specific priorities have little meaning. The basic need is for a combination 
of creative hypotheses and realistic investigations. 

2.  Professors and Politics. The character of political research cannot be  dis-
sociated from the general approach of academic institutions to politics as a 
whole.  Increased faculty participation in political affairs would m e a n more prac-
tical,  reahstic and useful teaching as well as research in the  field  of political par-
ties. 

3. Role of Research Foundations. T h e private foundations should actively 
solicit n e w ideas and proposals for research on political parties. 

4.  Role of American Political Science Association. The presentation of this 
report is but one instance of the interest shown in the subject of political parties 
by the American Political Science Association. In making specific suggestions in 
this  field,  the Association could exert a further welcome influence. 

Part  III.  The Prospect for Action 

11. Sources of Support and Leadership 

Readjustments in the structure and operation of the political parties call for 
a widespread appreciation, by influential parts of the public as well as by  poUti-
cal  leaders and party  officials,  of the kinds of change that are needed in order to 
bring about a more responsible operation of of the two-party system. 

1. The Economic Pressure Groups. Highly organized special interests with 
small or no direct voting power are best satisfied if the individual legislator and 
administrative official are kept defenseless in the face of their special pressure. 
Organizations with large membership are not in the same category. It is reason-
able to expect that those large-membership organizations with wise leadership 
will generally support the turn toward more responsible parties. 

2.  The Party Leaders. Leaders w h o represent divergent sectional or other 
special interests within each party will look with disfavor upon any reforms that 
hit specifically at their personal vested interests. Most of the forward-looking 
leaders in each party are convinced that changes should be made. 

3. The Government Officialdom. Greater program responsibility at the level 
of the political parties is likely to appeal to administrators and the career 
officialdom. 

4.  Congress. It cannot be expected that all congressional leaders will be 
sympathetic to the concept of party responsibility. A s leaders of national opin-
ion,  influential members of each party in Congress can give strong support to 
the idea of party responsibility. 

5. The President. T h e President can probably be more influential than any 
other single individual in attaining a better organized majority party, and thus 
also prompting the minority party to follow suit. With greater party responsibil-
ity, the President's position as party leader would correspond in strength to the 
greater strength of his party. 
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6. The Electorate. The electorate consists of three main groups: (1) those 
w h o seldom or never vote; (2) those w h o vote regularly for the party of their 
traditional affiliation; and (3) those w h o base their electoral choice upon the 
political performance of the two parties, as indicated by the programs they sup-
port and the candidates they succeed in putting forward. The rank and file in 
each party want their party so organized that the views of the party majority will 
be respected and carried out. It m a y well be the members of the third group 
w h o ,  in making their choices at election time, will decide the question of our 
country's progress in the direction of a more responsible party system. It is this 
group that occupies a place of critical importance in supporting a party system 
able to shoulder national responsibility. 

12. The Dangers of Inaction 

Four dangers warrant special emphasis. The first danger is that the inade-
quacy of the party system in sustaining well-considered programs and providing 
broad public support for them m a y lead to grave consequences in an explosive 
era.  The second danger is that the American people m a y go too far for the safe-
ty of constitutional government in compensating for this inadequacy by shifting 
excessive responsibility to the President. The third danger is that with growing 
public cynicism and continuing proof of the ineffectiveness of the party system 
the nation m a y eventually witness the disintegration of the two major parties. 
T h e fourth danger is that the incapacity of the two parties for consistent action 
based on meaningful programs m a y rally support for extremist parties poles 
apart,  each fanatically bent on imposing on the country its particular panacea. 

1. The Danger of an Explosive Era. The  pohtical  foundation of appropriate 
governmental programs is very unstable when it is not supplied by responsible 
party action. 

2.  The Danger of Overextending the Presidency. Dependable pohtical sup-
port has to be built up for the governmental program. W h e n there is no other 
place to get that done, when the political parties fail to do  it,  it is tempting to 
turn to the President. W h e n the President's program actually is the sole  pro-
gram, either his party becomes a flock of sheep or the party falls  apart.  This con-
cept of the presidency disposes of the party system by making the President 
reach directly for the support of a majority of the voters. 

3. The Danger of Disintegration of the T w o Parties. A chance that the 
electorate will turn its back upon the two parties is by no means academic. A s a 
matter of  fact,  this development has already occurred in considerable part, and 
it is still going on. American political institutions are too firmly grounded upon 
the two-party system to m a k e its collapse a small matter. 

4.  The Danger of an Unbridgeable Political Cleavage. If the two parties do 
not develop alternative programs that can be executed, the voter's frustration 
and the mounting ambiguities of national policy might set in motion more ex-
treme tendencies to the political left and the pohtical right. Once a deep pohti-
cal cleavage develops between opposing groups, each group naturally works to 
keep it deep. Orientation of the American two-party system along the lines of 
meaningful national programs is a significant step toward avoiding the develop-
ment of such a cleavage. 



A P P E N D I X B 

C h a r t e r o f t h e D e m o c r a t i c 

P a r t y o f t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s 

PREAMBLE 

We, the Democrats of the United States of America, united in common 
purpose,  hereby rededicate ourselves  to  the principles which have historically 
sustained our Party. Recognizing that the vitality of the Nation's political institu-
tions has been the foundation of its enduring strength,  we  acknowledge that  a 
political party which wishes to lead must listen to those it would lead,  a  party 
which asks for the people's trust must prove that  it  trusts the people and  a  party 
which hopes to call forth the best the Nation can achieve must embody the best 
of the Nation's heritage and traditions. 

W h a t w e  seek for our Nation,  w e  hope for all people: individual freedom in 
the framework of  a  just society, political freedom in the framework of meaning-
ful participation  by  all citizens. Bound by the United States Constitution, aware 
that  a  party must  be  responsive  to be  worthy  of  responsibility,  w e  pledge 
ourselves  to  open, honest endeavor  and to  the conduct  of  public affairs  in a 
manner worthy of a society of free people. 

Under God , and for these ends and upon these principles,  we do  establish 
and adopt this Charter of thhe Democratic Party of the United States of Amer -
ica. 

A R T I C L E O N E 

The Democratic Party of the United States of America 

The Democratic Party of the United States of America shall: 
L Nominate  and  assist  in  the election  of  Democratic candidates for  the 

offices of President and Vice President of the United States; 
2.  Adopt and promote statements of policy; 
3. Assist state and local Democratic Party organizations in the election  of 

their candidates and the education of their voters; 
4.  Establish standards and rules of procedure to afford all members of the 

Democratic Party  full,  timely and equal opportunities to participate in decisions 
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concerning the selection of candidates, the formulation of policy, and the con-
duct of other Party  affairs,  without prejudice on the basis of  sex,  race,  age  (if  of 
voting  age),  religion, economic status or ethnic  origin,  and, further, to promote 
fair campaign practices and the fair adjudication of disputes; 

5. Raise and disburse monies needed for the successful operation of the 
Democratic Party; 

6. Work with Democratic public officials at all levels to achieve the objec-
tives of the Democratic  Party;  and 

7.  Encourage and support codes of political ethics that embody substantive 
rules of ethical guidance for public officials and employees in  federal,  state and 
local governments, to assure that public officials shall at all times conduct them-
selves in a manner that reflects creditably upon the office they serve, shall not 
use their office to gain special privileges and benefits and shall refrain from 
acting in their official capacities when their independence of judgment would be 
adversely affected by personal interests or duties. 

ARTICLE TWO 

National Convention 

Section 1. The Democratic Party shall assemble in National Convention in 
each year in which an election for office of President of the United States is 
held. 

Section 2. The National Convention shall be the highest authority of the 
Democratic Party, subject to the provisions of this Charter. The National  Con-
vention shall recognize the state and other Parties entitled to participate in the 
conduct of the national affairs of the Democratic Party, including its conven-
tions,  conferences and committees. State Party rules or state laws relating to  the 
election of delegates to the National Convention shall be observed unless in  con-
flict with this Charter and other provisions adopted pursuant to authority of the 
Charter, including the resolutions or other actions of the National Convention. 
In the event of such conflict with state  laws,  state Parties shall be required to 
take provable positive steps to bring such laws into conformity and to carry out 
such other measures as may be required by the National Convention or the 
Democratic National Committee. 

Section 3. The National Convention shall nominate a candidate for the 
office of President of the United  States,  nominate a candidate for the office of 
Vice President of the United States, adopt a platform and act upon such other 
matters as  it  deems appropriate. 

Section 4. The National Convention shall be composed of delegates who 
are chosen through processes which  (i)  assure all Democratic voters  full,  timely 
and equal opportunity to participate and include affirmative action programs to-
ward that end,  (ii)  assure that delegations fairly reflect the division of prefer-
ences expressed by those who participate in the Presidential nominating process, 
(iii)  exclude the use of the unit rule at any  level,  (iv)  do not deny participation 
for failure to pay a  cost,  fee or poll  tax,  (v) restrict participation to Democrats 
only, and (vi) begin within the calendar year of the Convention provided, 
however, that fairly apportioned and openly selected state Party Committees, 
elected no earlier than January 1st of the preceding mid-term Congressional 
election year, from states not having state conventions authorized to elect  dele-
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gates shall not be precluded from selecting not more than 25% of their respec-
tive state delegations according to the standards provided in this Charter and the 
By-Laws. 

Section 5. The delegate vote allocable to each state shall be determined as 
provided in the By-laws, consistent with a formula giving equal weight to 
population, which may be measured by electoral vote, and to the Democratic 
vote in elections for the office of  President.  The apportionment of delegates who 
are to be elected from units no larger than a Congressional district shall be de-
termined by the state Democratic Party in accordance with the Call to the 
National Convention. 

ARTICLE THREE 

Democratic National Committee 

Section I. The Democratic National Committee shall have general responsi-
bility for the affairs of the Democratic Party between National Conventions, 
subject to the provisions of this Charter and to the resolutions or other actions 
of the National Convention. This  responsibiUty  shall include:  (i)  issuing the call 
to the National Convention; (ii) conducting the Party's Presidential campaign; 
(iii)  filling  vacancies in the nominations for the office of President and Vice  Pres-
ident;  (iv)  formulating and disseminating statements of Party policy; (v) provid-
ing for the election or appointment of a Chairperson, an Executive Vice Chair-
person of the opposite sex, a Second Executive Vice Chairperson, a Third Ex-
ecutive Vice Chairperson of the opposite  sex,  a  Treasurer,  a Secretary and other 
appropriate officers of the National Committee and for the  filling  of vacancies; 
and  (vi)  all other actions necessary or appropriate in order to carry out the pro-
visions of  this  Charter and the objectives of the Democratic Party. 

Section 2. The Democratic National Committee shall be composed of: (i) 
The Chairperson and the highest ranking officer of the opposite sex of each rec-
ognized state Democratic Party; (ii) two hundred additional members appor-
tioned to the states on the same basis as delegates to the National Convention 
are apportioned; provided that each state shall have at least two such additional 
members;  (iii) the Chairperson of the Democratic Governors' Conference and 
two additional governors selected by the Conference  (iv)  the Democratic Leader 
in the United States Senate and the Democratic Leader in the United States 
House of Representatives and one additional member of each body appointed 
by the respective leaders; (v) the Chairperson, three Executive Vice Chairper-
sons,  the Chairperson of the National Finance Council, the Treasurer and the 
Secretary of the Democratic National Committee; (vi) the Chairperson of the 
Conference of Democratic Mayors and two additional mayors selected by the 
Conference; (vii) the President of the Young Democrats of America and two 
additional members selected by the organization biennially in convention assem-
bled;  (viii)  the Chairperson of the Democratic County Officials Conference and 
two additional county officials selected by the Conference; (ix) the Chairperson 
of the State Legislative Leaders Caucus and two additional state legislators 
selected by the Association; (x) the President of the National Federation of 
Democratic W o m e n ; and  (xi)  additional members as provided in Article Eleven 
of this Charter. N o more than twenty-five additional members of the Democra-
tic National Committee may be added by the foregoing members. 
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Section 3. Members of the Democratic National Committee apportioned to 
the states and those provided for in Article II who are not otherwise members 
by virtue of Party office, shall be selected by each state Democratic Party in 
accordance with standards as to participation established in the By-Laws of the 
Democratic Party for terms commencing on the day the National Convention ad-
journs and terminating on the day the next Convention adjourns. Such members 
shall be selected during the calendar year in which a National Convention is 
held, through processes which assure  full,  timely and equal opportunity to par-
ticipate. Vacancies shall be  filled  by the state party as provided in the By-Laws. 
The members of the National Committee from each state shall be divided as 
equally as practicable between committeemen and committeewomen. Members 
of the Democratic National Committee w h o serve by virtue of holding public 
or party office shall serve on the Committee only during their terms in such 
office.  Members of the Democratic National Committee added by the other 
members shall serve for the period designated at the time of their selection, but 
in no event beyond the day the next Convention adjourns. Members of the 
Democratic National Committee who serve by virtue of holding state Party 
office shall be selected by such parties in accordance with standards as to parti-
cipation established in the By-Laws. 

Section 4. The By-Laws may provide for removal of members of the 
Democratic National Committee for cause by a two-thirds vote of the National 
Committee and may also require continued residence in the jurisdiction repre-
sented by the member and affirmative support for the Democratic Presidential 
and Vice Presidential nominees as a condition of continued membership there-
on. 

Section 5. The Democratic National Committee shall meet at least once 
each year. Meetings shall be called by the Chairperson, by the Executive Com-
mittee of the Democratic National Committee, or by written request of no fewer 
than one-fourth of the members of the Democratic National Committee. 

Section 6. The Democratic National Committee shall submit to each 
National Convention, prior to the commencement thereof, a written report of 
the activities and affairs of the Democratic Party since the preceding National 
Convention. 

ARTICLE FOUR 

Executive Committee 

Section L There shall be an Executive Committee of the Democratic 
National Committee, which shall be responsible for the conduct of the affairs of 
the Democratic Party subject to this Charter, the National Convention and the 
Democratic National Committee. 

Section 2. The Executive Committee shall be elected by and serve at the 
pleasure of the members of the Democratic National Committee. The  size,  com-
position and term of office shall be determined by the Democratic National 
Committee, provided that, as nearly as practicable, no fewer than one-half of 
the members shall be elected from regional caucuses of members of the D e m o -
cratic National Committee. 

Section 3. The Executive Committee shall meet at least four times each 
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year. Meetings shall be called by the Chairperson or by written request of no 
fewer than one-fourth of its members. The Executive Committee shall keep a 
record of  its  proceedings which shall be available to the public. 

ARTICLE FIVH 

National Chairperson 

Section 1. The National Chairperson of the Democratic Party shall carry 
out the programs and policies of the National Convention and the Democratic 
National Committee. 

Section 2. The National Chairperson shall be elected  (i)  at the  first  meeting 
of the Democratic National Committee held after the National Convention, and 
(ii) at a meeting of the Democratic National Committee held after the succeed-
ing presidential election and prior to March 1 next, and  (iii)  whenever a vacancy 
occurs.  The National Chairperson shall be elected and may be removed by a 
majority vote of the Democratic National Committee, and each term shall ex-
pire upon the election for the following term. 

Section 3. The National Chairperson shall preside over meetings of the 
Democratic National Committee and of the Executive Committee. In the ab-
sence of the National Chairperson, the next highest ranking officer of the 
National Committee present at the meeting shall preside. 

Section 4. The National Chairperson shall serve full time and shall receive 
such compensation as may be determined by agreement between the Chairper-
son and the Democratic National Committee. 

A R T I C L E SIX 

Party Conference 

The Democratic Party may hold a National Party Conference between 
National Conventions. The nature, agenda, composition, time and place of the 
Party Conference shall be determined by the Democratic National Committee. 
At a meeting held during the  first  calendar year after each Presidential election, 
the Democratic National Committee shall vote upon the question of whether 
such Party Conference shall be held. 

ARTICLE SEVEN 

Judicial Council 

Section 1. There shall be a Judicial Council of the Democratic Party 
appointed by the Democratic National Committee, the function of which shall 
be to adjudicate disputes arising out of the interpretation or application of 
national Party law, provided however, that the right of the Democratic National 
Convention and Democratic National Committee to settle credential disputes 
concerning their respective bodies shall not be abridged. 

Section 2. The Democratic National Committee shall determine and  pro-
vide necessary support for the Judicial Council. 
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ARTICLE EIGHT 

National Finance Council 

Section 1. The Democratic National Committee shall establish a National 
Finance Council, which shall have general responsibility for the finances of the 
Democratic Party. The National Finance Council shall raise funds to support the 
Democratic Party and shall advise and assist state Democratic Parties and candi-
dates in securing funds for their purposes. 

Section 2. Members of the Finance Council shall be selected and approved 
as provided in the By-Laws, and the Chairman of the Finance Council shall be 
elected or approved by the Democratic National Committee. 

ARTICLE NINE 

National Education and Training Council 

Section 1. There shall be a National Education and Training Council of the 
Democratic Party, which shall be responsible for the creation and implementa-
tion of education and training programs for the Democratic Party in furtherance 
of  its  objectives. The allocation of funds to the National Education and Training 
Council shall be provided by the Democratic National Committee and shall be 
budgeted at least one year in advance of anticipated expenditures. In order to 
encourage a lifetime of meaningful political participation for every Democrat, 
the National Education and Training Council shall attempt to reach every young 
citizen as they enter the electorate at eighteen years of age. 

Section 2. The National Education and Training Council shall be composed 
of  (i)  eight members elected by the Executive Committee and  (ii)  the National 
Chairperson. 

Section 3. The National Education and Training Council shall operate 
under the guidance of the Executive Committee. 

ARTICLE TEN 

Full Participation 

Section 1. The Democratic Party of the United States shall be open to all 
w h o desire to support the Party and w h o wish to be known as Democrats. 

Section 2. Discrimination in the conduct of Democratic Party affairs on the 
basis of  sex,  race, age (if of voting  age),  religion, economic status or ethnic  ori-
gin is prohibited, to the end that the Democratic Party at all levels be an open 
party. 

Section 3. In order to encourage full participation by all Democrats, with 
particular concern for minority groups, native Americans, w o m e n and youth, in 
the delegate selection process and in all Party  affairs,  as defined in the By-Laws, 
the national and state Democratic Parties shall adopt and implement affirmative 
action programs with specific goals and time tables for achieving results. 

Section 4. The goal of such affirmative action shall be to encourage repre-
sentation in delegate selection processes and in Party organizations at all levels, 
as defined in the By-Laws, of the aforementioned groups as indicated by their 
presence in the Democratic electorate. 
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Section 5. This goal shall not be accomplished either directly or indirectly 
by the national or state Democratic Parties' imposition of mandatory quotas at 
any level of the delegate selection process or in any other Party affairs, as de-
fined in the By-Laws. 

Section 6. Performance under an approved affirmative action program and 
composition of the Convention delegation shall be considered relevant evidence 
in the challenge of any state delegation. If a state Party has adopted and im-
plemented an approved and monitored affirmative action program, the Party 
shall not be subject to challenge based solely on delegate composition or solely 
on primary results. 

Section 7. Notwithstanding Section 5 above, equal division at any level of 
delegate or committee positions between delegate m e n and delegate w o m e n or 
committeemen and committeewomen shall not constitute a violation of any  pro-
vision thereof. 

ARTICLE ELEVEN 

General Provisions 

Section 1. Democratic Party means the Democratic Party of the United 
States of America. 

Section 2. The By-Laws shall provide for states in which the Democratic 
nominee for President or electors committed to the nominee did not appear on 
the ballot in elections used for apportionment formulae. 

Section 3. For the purposes of this Charter, the District of Columbia shall 
be treated as a state containing the appropriate number of Congressional  Dis-
tricts. 

Section 4. For the purposes of this Charter, Puerto Rico shall be treated 
as a state containing the appropriate number of Congressional Districts. 

Section 5. Recognized Democratic Party organizations in areas not entitled 
to vote in Presidential elections may elect such voting delegates to National 
Conventions as the Democratic National Committee provides in the Call to the 
Convention. 

Section 6. Latin American G u a m , the Virgin Islands and Democrats 
Abroad shall each have one vote on the Democratic National Committee, which 
vote shall be shared by the Chairperson, highest ranking officer of the opposite 
sex,  the National Committeeman and the National Committeewoman, except as 
m a y otherwise be provided by the By-Laws. 

Section 7. The By-Laws shall provide for regional organizations of the Par-

ty-
Section 8. T o assure that the Democratic nominee for the office of Presi-

dent of the United States is selected by a fair and equitable process, the D e m o -
cratic National Committee may adopt such statements of policy as it deems 
appropriate with respect to the timing of Presidential primaries and shall work 
with state Parties to accomplish the objectives of such statements, provided, 
however,  that such statements of policy shall not be deemed to be binding upon 
any states in which the state laws are in conflict with such statements. 

Section 9. The Democratic National Committee shall adopt and publish a 
code of fair campaign  practices,  which shall be recommended for observance by 
all candidates campaigning as Democrats. 
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Section 10. The Democratic Party shall not require a delegate to a Party 
convention or caucus to cast a vote contrary to his or her expressed preference. 

Section 11. Voting by proxy shall not be permitted at the National Conven-
tion.  Voting by proxy shall otherwise be permitted in Democratic Party affairs 
only as provided in the By-Laws of the Democratic Party. 

Section 12. All meetings of the Democratic National Committee, the Ex-
ecutive Committee, and all other official Party committees, commissions and 
bodies shall be open to the  public,  and votes shall not be taken by secret ballot. 

Section 13. The Democratic National Committee shall prepare and make 
available to the public an annual report concerning the  financial  affairs of the 
Democratic Party. 

Section  14.  In the absence of other  provisions,  Robert's Rules of Order (as 
most recently revised) shall govern the conduct of all Democratic Party meet-
ings. 

Section 15. There shall be authentic texts of this Charter published in all of 
the official languages of these United  States,  which include French and Spanish, 
as well as English. Authentic French and Spanish texts shall be approved by the 
Democratic National Committee during  calendar  year 1975. 

ARTICLE TWELVE 

Amendments, By-Laws, and Rules 

Section 1. This Charter may be amended by a vote of a majority of all of 
the delegates to the National Convention. This Charter may also be amended by 
a vote of two-thirds of the entire membership of the Democratic National C o m -
mittee provided that at least thirty days written notice of the meeting and any 
proposed amendment has been given to all members of the National Commit-
tee and has been released to the national news media. This Charter may also be 
amended by a vote of two-thirds of the entire membership of any Democratic 
Party Conference called under the authority of  this  Charter for such purpose. 

Section  2.  By-Laws of the Democratic Party shall be adopted to provide for 
the governance of the affairs of the Democratic Party in matters not provided 
for in this Charter. By-Laws may be adopted or amended by a majority vote of 
(i) the National Convention or (ii) the Democratic National Committee pro-
vided that thirty days written notice of any proposed By-Law or amendment 
has been given to all members of the National Committee. Unless adopted in 
the form of an amendment to this Charter or otherwise designated, any resolu-
tion adopted by the National Convention relating to the governance of the Party 
shall be considered a By-Law. 

Section 3. Each official body of the Democratic Party created under the au-
thority of this Charter shall adopt and conduct its affairs in accordance with 
written  rules,  which rules shall be consistent with this Charter, the By-Laws and 
other provisions adopted pursuant to authority of the Charter, including resolu-
tions or other actions of the National Convention. The Democratic National 
Committee shall maintain copies of all such rules and shall make them available 
upon request. 

Section 4. Each recognized state Democratic Party shall adopt and conduct 
its affairs in accordance with written rules. Copies of such rules and of any 
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changes or amendments thereto shall be filed with the Democratic National 
Committee within thirty days following adoption. 

RESOLUTION OF ADOPTION 

Section 1. The Democratic Party of the United States of America, assem-
bled in a Conference on Democratic Party Organization and Policy pursuant to 
resolution adopted by the 1972 Democratic National Convention and the Call to 
the Conference hereby adopts for the governance of the Party the Charter 
attached hereto. 

Amended as of February 27, 1981 



A P P E N D I X C 

R u l e s o f t h e R e p u b l i c a n 

N a t i o n a l P a r t y ( E d i t e d V e r s i o n ) 

Rules Action Taken 
Committee on Rules and Order of Business 

R E P U B L I C A N N A T I O N A L C O N V E N T I O N 
July  12-14,  1980 

BE IT RESOLVED, That the Republican Party is the party of the open 
door.  Ours is the party  of  equality  of  opportunity for all  and  favoritism  for 
none. 

It is the intent and purpose of these rules to encourage the broadest possi-
ble participation of all voters in the Republican Party activities at all levels and 
to assure that the Republican Party is open, accessible  to  all and answerable 
ultimately to the people in the true American tradition. 

It is the further purpose of these rules to make certain that the Republican 
Party stands for the principle that while  w e  are the party open to  all,  w e  are 
also the party of opportunity for all; opportunity for everyone of every race, 
religion,  color,  national  origin,  age or sex. 

These rules provides for full participation with equal opportunity for  m e n 
and w o m e n , for minorities and heritage  groups,  and for  all  Americans regardless 
or age of social or economic status. 

These rules mandate that the Republican Party shall be  a  nationwide party, 
purposeful  and  strong  in  all sections  of  the country, North, South, East  and 
West;  and 

B E IT  F U R T H E R R E S O L V E D , That the following  be  adopted  as the 
rules of business of this  convention,  the rules for the election and government of 
the Republican National Committee, the rules under which delegates and alter-
nate delegates shall  be  allotted to the respective states in the next convention, 
and how their election shall be conducted and contests shall be considered. 

Proceedings pf the Convention 

R U L E S No . 1 through  18 

lé3 
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Republican National Committee 

RULE No. 19 
(a) The Republican National Committee shall have the general manage-

ment of the Republican party in the United States, the District of Columbia, 
G u a m , Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, subject to direction from the 
national convention. The members of the national committee shall be elected by 
the various states and shall consist of one man and one woman from each state. 

(b) The duly elected and acting chairman of each state shall be a member 
of the national committee during his or her tenure in office. 

(c) Auxiliaries of the Republican National Committee may be recognized 
only by the Republican National Convention. 

RULE No. 20 
At each Republican National Convention called for the purpose of nominat-

ing candidates for President and Vice President, the roll shall be called and the 
delegation from each state shall report through its chairman the names of the 
elected national committee members whose election shall be ratified by the con-
vention. 

RULE No. 21 
State laws providing a method of election for national committeemen and 

committeewomen shall be binding on the Republican National Convention. 

RULE No. 22 
Where state laws do not provide a method for the election of national com-

mitteemen and committeewomen, a national convention delegation shall be 
bound by the state party  rules.  The national convention may enforce these rules 
if they are not obeyed by the state's national convention delegation. This rule 
shall not apply to Republican state chairmen. 

RULE No. 23 
Duly elected national committeemen and national committeewomen shall 

serve from the adjournment of the quadrennial national convention until the ad-
journment of the following quadrennial national convention. 

RULE No. 24 
(a)  The national committee shall issue the call for the next national conven-

tion to nominate candidates for President and Vice President of the United 
States prior to January 1 of the year in which the convention is to be held. The 
national committee shall issue and promulgate the call in a manner consistent 
with these rules. 

(b) There shall be the following committees: 
(1) There shall be a standing Committee on Rules of the Republican 

National Committee composed of one representative from each state to review 
and propose recommendations on changes. The representatives serving on the 
Republican National Committee from the several states shall choose from their 
number within six months following the national convention appointees to serve 
on this Committee. If the representatives serving on the Republican National 
Committee from one or more states do not within this period submit to the 
Chairman of the Republican National Committee their choice to serve on the 
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Rules Committee, the Chairman of the Repubhcan National Committee shall 
select, from among the representatives serving on the Republican National 
Committee from such state or  states,  one member to serve on the Rules Com-
mittee. The Chairman of this Committee shall be elected by the Committee on 
Rules. 

(2) There shall be a Committee on Arrangements. The chairman of the Re-
publican National Committee shall appoint from among the members of the Re-
publican National Committee at least one representative to the Arrangements 
Committee from each  state.  The chairman of this committee and its subcommit-
tees shall be elected by the Committee on Arrangements, and shall be members 
of the executive committee of the Committee on Arrangements together with 
such other officers elected by the Committee on Arrangements. The chairman of 
the Rules Committee and the chairman of the Contest Committee shall also be 
members of the Arrangements Committee. 

(3) There shall be a Committee on Call whose chairman and members shall 
be appointed by the national chairman and composed of at least seven (7) m e m -
bers of the Republican National Committee. This Committee to be appointed 
after the selection of the Committee on Arrangements and Committee on Rules. 

(4) There shall be a Committee on Contests which shall be composed of 
two (2) members from each region elected by the members of the national com-
mittee residing in each region, and a chairman appointed by the Chairman of 
the national committee. This Committee shall be elected after the selection of 
the Rules and Arrangements Committees. 

(5) There shall be a Committee on the Site of the National Convention, 
which shall be composed of two (2) members elected by the members of the 
National Committee residing in each region from their number, and a chairman 
appointed by the Chairman of the National Committee, which Committee shall 
be selected no later than two  (2)  years following the presidential election. 

(6) Each member of the Republican National Committee shall be a mem-
ber of at least one of these committees. The general counsel of the Republican 
National Committee shall be counsel to the above-mentioned committees. The 
minutes of these committees shall be distributed immediately to all members of 
the national committee. Any of these committees may meet and act by tele-
phone conference upon twenty-four  (24)  hours notice. 

RULE No. 25 
(a) The officers of the national committee shall consist of: 
(1) A chairman and a co-chairman of the opposite sex who shall be elected 

by the members of the Republican National Committee and who shall be  full-
time,  paid employees. The chairman shall be the chief executive officer of the 
Republican National Committee. The chairman and co-chairman may be re-
moved from office only by a two-thirds (2/3rds) vote of the entire national com-
mittee. 

(2) Eight (8) vice chairmen, one man and one woman, from each of the 
following regions: 

The Western States Association: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, 
G u a m , Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, N e w Mexico, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington and Wyoming; 

The Midwestern States Association: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michi-
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gan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, West 
Virginia and Wisconsin; 

The Northeastern States Association: Connecticut, Delaware, the District of 
Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, N e w Hampshire, N e w Jersey, N e w 
York, Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, Vermont, and the Virgin Is-
lands; 

The Southern States Association: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Texas and Virginia. 

(3) a secretary, a treasurer, and such other officers as the committees shall 
deem necessary, all to be elected by the national committee. 

(b) The chairman, co-chairman and all other officers except the vice chair-
m e n shall be elected immediately following the National Convention in 1980, 
and in January of each odd numbered year thereafter. All officers except the 
vice chairmen shall be nominated from the floor, and candidates must have at 
least two (2) votes in three (3) states in order to have their names put in 
nomination. There shall be no nominating committee. 

(c) The eight (8) vice chairmen shall be elected at regional caucuses by the 
national committee members of the four (4) regions and shall be residents and 
national committee members from their respective regions. The election shall 
take place at the  first  meeting after the quadrennial national convention. The 
election of vice chairmen does not need confirmation by the Republican Nation-
al Committee. 

(d) The chairman shall appoint a general counsel for the committee and a 
chairman of the Republican Finance Committee, both of w h o m shall be con-
firmed by the Republican National Committee at  its  next meeting. 

RULE No. 26 
(a) The national committee is authorized and empowered to select an Ex-

ecutive Committee from the members of the Republican National Committee, 
to consist of  fifteen  (15) members; in addition the following shall serve as ex-
officio members of the Executive Committee: The chairman, the co-chairman, 
the deputy chairman  (if  any),  the vice-chairmen, the secretary, the treasurer, the 
general counsel, the chairman of the Republican Finance Committee, the presi-
dent  of the  National Federation of Republican W o m e n , the chairman  of the  Repub-
lican State Chairmen's Advisory Committee, the chairman of the Young Repub-
lican National Federation, the chairman of the College Republican National 
Committee, the chairman of the National Republican Heritage Groups Council, 
the chairman of the National Black Republican Council, the chairman of the 
Republican National Hispanic Assembly, the chairman of the National Confer-
ence of Republican Mayors, the Republican leader of the U.S. Senate, the Re-
publican leader of the U.S. House of Representatives, the chairman of the Re-
publican Governors Association, the chairman of the National Conference of 
Republican County Officials and the chairman of the National Republican  Legis-
lators Association. 

(b) The Executive Committee may exercise all the executive and adminis-
trative functions required of the national committee between meetings of the full 
committee, with the exception of the following: 

(1) election of officers of the national  committee. 
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(2) ratification of members of the Republican National Committee or the 
Executive Committee, 

(3) issuance of the call and designating the time and place for holding the 
quadrennial national convention, 

(4)  filling  a vacancy in the office of Republican candidate for President or 
Republican candidate for Vice President. 

The Executive Committee shall meet on the call of the chairman, and such 
meetings shall be held at least once quarterly each year. The minutes of all Ex-
ecutive Committee meetings shall be distributed immediately to all Republican 
National Committee members. 

(c) The chairman, with the approval of the national committee, may 
appoint other committees and assistants as he or she may deem necessary, and 
whenever such committees are appointed, they shall consist of a chairman and 
an equal number of m e n and womenn. 

(d) It shall be the responsibility of the finance chairman to appoint m e m -
bers of a Finance Committee w h o will be approved in advance by the state 
chairman of their respective states. The finance chairman, in consultation with 
the members of the Finance Committee", shall have the duty of developing and 
implementing a broad-based, fund raising plan. 

(e) U p o n written petition of at least twenty-five percent (25%) of the m e m -
bers of the Executive Committee, the chairman within ten (10) days shall call a 
meeting of the Executive Committee to be held in a city to be designated by the 
chairman. The date of such meeting shall fall between ten (10) and twenty (20) 
days from the date of the  call. 

(f) The national committee shall not, without the prior approval of three 
members of the national committee from the state involved, contribute to any 
candidate for public or party office except the nominee of the Repubhcan Party 
or a candidate w h o is unopposed in the Republican primary after the filing 
deadline for that office. 

RULE No. 27 
Vacancies in the national committee shall be ratified by the committee upon 

the election by the state Republican party in and for the state in which the 
vacancy occurs. The national committee shall have the power to declare vacant 
the seat of any member w h o refuses to support the Republican nominees for 
President  and/or  Vice President. 

RULE No. 28 
(a) The first meeting of the national committee shall take place within 

fifteen (15) days after the convening of the national convention, upon the call of 
the member senior in time of service upon the previous national committee; and 
thereafter upon call of the chairman, or, in case of vacancy in the chair-
manship, upon call of the vice chairman senior in time of service on the national 
committee; but such call shall be issued at least ten (10) days in advance of the 
date of the proposed meeting. Provided, however, that if one of the purposes 
of a meeting of the Republican National Committee is to  fill  a vacancy in the 
office of Republican candidate for President or Republican candidate for Vice 
President, then only five (5) days notice of the purpose,  date,  and place of said 
meeting shall be required. U p o n written petition of sixteen (16) or more m e m -
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bers of the national committee, representing not less than sixteen (16) states, 
filed jointly or separately with the chairman, asking for a meeting of the nation-
al committee, it shall be the duty of the chairman within ten (10) days from 
receipt of said petition to issue a call for a meeting of the national committee, 
to be held in a city to be designated by the chairman, the date of such called 
meeting to be not later than twenty  (20)  days or earlier than ten  (10)  days from 
the date of the  call. 

(b) The Republican National Committee shall meet at least twice a  year.  A 
tentative agenda for each meeting shall be mailed to the membership at least ten 
(10) days prior to the meeting. The minutes, including all resolutions and mo-
tions,  shall be mailed to all members of the Republican National Committee 
within thirty  (30)  days after the close of the meeting. 

(c) The annual budget shall be approved at a meeting of the Republican 
National Committee. The proposed  budget,  in reasonable  detail,  shall be mailed 
to all members of the Republican National Committee at least ten (10) days 
prior to such meeting. 

(d) All meetings of the Republican National Committee and all of  its  com-
mittees shall be open meetings except as provided for by "Robert's Rules of 
Order Newly Revised." 

RULE No. 29 
"Robert's Rules of Order Newly Revised" shall govern in all meetings of 

the national committee insofar as they are applicable and not inconsistent with 
these  rules.  At its  first  meeting, the committee shall make its own rules gov-
erning the use of proxies. 

Membership in the Next 
National Convention 

RULE 30 

Election of Delegates to 
the National Convention 

RULE 31 

Election of Delegates to 
District and  gtate Convention? 

RULE 32 through 35 
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S t r e n g t h e n i n g t h e P o l i t i c a l 

P a r t i e s : 

A N a t i o n a l P o s i t i o n P a p e r o f 

t h e C o m m i t t e e o n P a r t y 

R e n e w a l ,  J u n e 1 9 8 0 

The Committee  on  Party Renewal is  a  voluntary group of some two hun-
dred political practitioners and researchers. Bipartisan in membership,  w e  share 
a c o m m o n concern for the survival of our political  parties.  W e see them as vital 
instruments  of  democracy, but  as  organizations which are threatened in their 
very existence. 

A s w e  declared at our founding at the Jefferson Memorial in 1977, "With-
out parties there can be no organized and coherent  politics.  W h e n politics lacks 
coherence, there can  be no  accountable democracy." Without parties,  w e  then 
warned, w e are threatened by "a politics of  celebrities,  of excessive media influ-
ence,  of political fad-of-the month  clubs,  of massive private  financing  by various 
'fatcats'  of  state and congressional campaigns, of gun-for-hire campaign man-
agers,  of heightened interest in 'personalities' and lowered concern for  policy,  of 
manipulation and maneuver and management of self-chosen political elites." 

A s w e  approach the culmination of the presidential election  of  1980,  the 
need for party renewal is even more evident. It has begun to be recognized  by 
respected commentators,  by  the voting public, and  by  political leaders of both 
the Republican and Democratic parties. Discontent with the present arrange-
ments  is  widespread, as evident in the low degree of trust in our national institu-
tions,  in decreased voting turnout, and in the widespread abandonment of party 
loyalties. 

Rebuilding our political parties will require greater involvement  by  indi-
vidual  citizens,  but w e are not content to rely on vague urgings of participation. 

169 
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Effective participation requires appropriate institutional structures, which must 
be deliberately designed by the parties themselves and by formal statutory 
change.  T h e actions w e recommend are directed toward three goals: increasing 
the membership of the parties and the effectiveness of political participation; 
providing the parties with necessary resources, particularly money; and re-
establishing functions for the political parties in the overall political system. 

Toward these  goals,  w e recommend the following specific actions: 

1) Less emphasis should be placed on primary elections for the choice 
of national convention delegates, while more delegates should be 
chosen through party caucuses and conventions. Increased repre-
sentation for party officials is also desirable. 

2) If public financing of campaigns is adopted, these funds should be 
channelled through the parties, with a portion reserved for general 
party purposes. Direct public financing of the political parties is also 
widely advocated. M a n y backers of strengthened parties believe that 
public funds should be provided for such purposes as party organiza-
tion,  research, publicity, and fund raising, and such support is n o w 
provided by a number of states. Other analysts urge increased  pri-
vate support of the parties. While acknowledging these different 
approaches, w e agree that support must be provided to the parties 
themselves, rather than to individual candidates. 

3) T h e parties should be given more freedom in their financing. Con-
tributions to the parties should be allowed in greater amounts than 
to individual candidates, and expenditures by parties for research 
and organization should not be included in campaign expenditure 
limits.  State and local party committees' expenditures on behalf of 
national slates should not be included in expenditure or contribution 
limits.  In general, party contributions to candidates should be prefer-
red above those of individual or political action committees. 

4) State law should provide for party caucuses and conventions, open to 
all party members , to endorse candidates in the party primary. Such 
endorsement should be indicated on the primary ballot, with the en-
dorsed candidate normally given the  first  place on the ballot. 

5) Parties should consider holding periodic issue conventions (e.g. in 
Congressional election  years),  on the state and national levels. These 
meetings m a y invigorate the organization, consider policy questions, 
and hold officials elected under the party label accountable for the 
actions on party platform positions. 

6) State parties should establish rules that facilitate widespread parti-
cipation. These rules should include adoption of formal charters, 
broad public notice of nominating procedures and dates, affirmative 
action to promote participation by all elements of the population, 
and apportionment of representation in party bodies on the basis of 
population and/or electoral strength within the party. 

7) Local parties should regularly hold open, well-publicized meetings, at 
which current issues and contemporary problems are discussed.  Posi-
tions adopted at such meetings should be forwarded to state and 
national platform committees. 
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8) Parties should establish a dues-paying membership. For modest fees, 
the parties should provide these members with such benefits as 
copies of the national platform and other policy statements, and a 
regular report of  activities.  They should regularly determine members ' 
opinions,  and provide information on means to influence the choice 
of convention delegates and party officials. 

9) Federal law should be amended to provide regular access to televi-
sion for the major  poHtical  parties. In particular, debates for presi-
dent and other major offices should be under the control of party 
bodies,  such as the national party committees. Access should also be 
provided for third-party and independent candidates with sizeable 
foUowings. 

10) T h e political parties should establish commissions nationally, and in 
each  state,  to promote joint efforts to strengthen the  parties,  particu-
larly through public education programs and statutory change. Train-
ing and research programs through academic institutions should be 
developed. 

(Reprinted from "Party Line," an informal occasional newsletter of the Committee on 
Party  Renewal,  Eagleton  Institute,  Rutgers University.) 
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Political party reform remains an important subject  to  political 
scientists,  and the existing literature on the subject  is  volumin-
ous.  Most of that literature, however, concerns itself with 
arguments in favor of specific  reforms,  and virtually all such 
arguments have thus  far  been based upon the  authors'  observa-
tion of political parties in at most a few countries. 

In  contrast,  PARTIES  AJNTD THEIR ENVIRONMENTS examines 
not the desirability of various reforms but the possibility of 
reform in and of itself To what extent, the authors ask, are 
parties shaped by their environment? They address that  ques-
tion by examining the effect  of the  environment on four major 
party  features:  ideology,  organization,  degree of centralization, 
and cohesion. Their highly systematic analysis draws upon a 
data base containing information on 95 political parties in 28 
countries and  yields  the provocative conclusion that American 
parties can be reformed and made stronger in spite  of the  influ-
ence of their environment, because of changes in the environ-
ment itself. 

Perhaps the first truly comprehensive comparative study of 
party reform, the book  will  interest all students of political 
parties and  elections.  Its utility as a professional and teaching 
tool  is  enhanced by the inclusion  of  an appendix containing the 
charters of the Democratic and Republican  parties,  the  National 
Position Paper  of the  Committee on Party  Renewal,  and the text 
of the  Amierican  Political Science Association Report on Party 
Reform of  1950,  reprinted here for the first time. 
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