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Spatial competition

10.1 The Doivnsian theory revisited

Anthony Downs’ landmark Economic Theory of Democracy, published
in 1957 but circulated earlier, deals exactly with what the title says.
Not only does Downs draw from an “economic” theoretical perspec-
tive, but his style —and one might also say his method - is momcocwm.
though not in the rigorous and formalized fashion of current m&:ﬁ%w
theorizing. Since Downs assumes that citizens in a democracy pri-
marily act to maximize their self-interest and their utility income, ﬁr.mn
“parties formulate policies in order to win elections, rather than win
elections in order to formulate policies,” and that the primary objec-
tive of politicians “is to be elected,” it is consequential to these
premises that a theory of elections is very central to his theory of
democracy. Thus Downs can be read and developed along three per-
spectives: (i) within the general context of theories of democracy,

(ii) in terms of a better formal and deductive fit between economic
premises and the theory of elections, and/or (iii) by isolating his
spatial model of party competition and testing it against empirical
findings.

As a theorist of democracy it suffices to note that Downs does not
even begin to explain how a democracy comes into being, but that
his interpretation appears more convincing the more we read it as
an explanation of how democracies inevitably deteriorate and end up
performing as meanly as they do. This is, however, the least pursued
way of developing Downs.2 The second reading focuses on his spatial
theory of elections, but in the light of more rigorous and mathematic-
ally formalized premises. Much of this development hinges, in fact,
on rational choice theory of the game-theoretic variety. As has been
concisely stated: “Spatial theory is but a particular formulation of
elections as a game in the Von Neumann-Morgenstern sense. . . .”
The third reading of Downs neglects the premises (the rational-action
assumption), does not seek a more formalized model, and tests the
spatial model of party competition against the evidence on voting be-
havior. Donald Stokes was the first to take issue with the Downsian
model with reference to its empirical applicability, while Philip Con-
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verse has been especially sensitive to its bearing on the interpretation
of the data.*

My own interest in Downs is very close to the one of Stokes and
Converse, except that I shall gradually move away from the U.S. evi-
dence in an attempt to develop the model of inter-party competition
where it works least, that is, in multiparty settings. Also for this reason
I shall equally leave aside the mathematical approach, since the theo-
rems of the formalized spatial theory are “virtually irrelevant to the
analysis of multiparty proportional representation systems.”s

The first thing to note is that the theme that appears central to most
interpreters was not exploited as such by Downs himself, for it is
wrapped and somewhat hidden in a chapter whose title is, “The Statics
and Dynamics of Party Ideologies.” One immediately senses, here, the
difficulties that Downs creates for himself in order to be consistent
with his premises. Ideologies are difficult to enter, and especially to
rationalize, on grounds of economic rationality. Downs contends that
“three factors . . . explain how wide ideological variance can develop
out of our vote-maximizing hypothesis. They are the heterogeneity of
society, the inevitability of social conflict, and uncertainty.”® Fine for
the variance — but how does this explain ideology? Downs actually lays
the emphasis on “uncertainty,” which is his major intervening variable;
and the general thrust of his argument is that with regard to parties
ideologies accrue to their distinctiveness, whereas with regard to voters
ideologies are “shortcuts” that save them the cost of being informed.
This is convincing enough — except that the economic premises lead
Downs to conceptualize ideology very narrowly, that is, only from the
vantage point of how ideologies are “rationally” put to use and ex-
ploited. Nor is a deductive apparatus needed for making the point that
ideology is an economizing device for the voters and a “means for
getting votes” for the parties.”

The backing of an economic theory helps even less the development
of Downs’ spatial model of party competition as such. It is true that
the suggestion comes from two economists, Hotelling and Smithies;
but it does not follow that his borrowing of the “spatial analogy™ is
amenable to an analogical treatment. In 1929 Hotelling sought to ex-
plain why two competing stores end up by placing themselves, along
Main Street, right next door. In 1941 Smithies improved the argument
by pointing out that the demands of the consumers are “elastic” (they
may not buy if both stores are too distant, that is, if transportation
costs are too high). The implication is that while the two stores will
still tend to converge, nevertheless their optimal location (equilibrium )
is reached when their closeness does not discourage the hinterland
consumers placed at the extreme ends.

Now the crucial issue with respect to the Downsian spatial model is
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whether a voting space is unidimensional, or whether this wmm:Swa@
is far too restrictive. Therefore, Downs can well proceed by analogy in
Hmw._w,om:m consumers with voters and firms with parties, but not with
respect to how a physical space (Main Street or a railroad) Hm_mmmm to
a symbolic space. The fact that Main Street is linear cannot nmmc@ in
the least to the fact that the space of politics (of competitive politics)
equally is linear, i.e., unidimensional. We are thus faced with the con-
clusion that at the most important juncture of his theory of elections
Downs fails us precisely because of a misleading economic analogy.

Presumably, Downs realizes that his unidimensionality rests on
shaky credentials. The most interesting property of his theory of com-
petition is that leapfrogging is difficult and generally impeded. Adja-
cent parties can converge or move apart but cannot leap past each
other. Downs well understands the centrality of this point but dares
not deduce it from, or impute it to, the assumed unidimensionality of
his space. What “prevents a party from making ideological _ommm over
the heads of its neighbours™ is explained with the concepts of integ-
rity and responsibility.”° So, after having introduced a unidimensional
space of competition Downs defends its most important property on
entirely different grounds that are, in turn, entirely extraneous to an
economic perspective.

For the completeness of the argument it is fair to recall that when
Downs assumes that “each stand [of each party] can be assigned a
position on our left-right scale,” he is actually pursuing another cue,
namely, that “the party’s net position on this scale is a Smmmwﬁmm aver-
age of the positions of all the particular policies it upholds.”** This is
in effect the cue picked up by the interpreters interested in the math-
ematical formalization. However, along this latter route we quickly
encounter difficulties that should not block the empirical line of de-
velopment. Recasting Downs more rigorously, his basic suggestion is
that the voter’s position over an Euclidean space represents his “utility
function.” And we know how thorny this concept turns out to be.
Along this route we equally and quickly stumble into Arrow’s m:..a.wsmm-
tivity of preferences and, moreover, into “equilibria problems” that
become very nasty as soon as we move from a two-person zero-sum
conceptualization (the case of twopartism) to an n-person (multi-
person and multiparty) conceptualization of competition that cannot
be adequately dealt with in a pairwise fashion.'?

The superfluity of an economic approach to a spatial theory of inter-
party competition, and indeed the advantage of separating the two
things, can also be highlighted with respect to the very definition of
party. .

If parties are defined as “vote maximizers,” the objection immedi-
ately is that this conceptualization is largely untrue to the facts. Like-
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wise, Downs is often criticized because he assumes parties to be
“teams,” and indeed coherent and unified teams, rather than largely
disconnected and multifaceted “coalitions.” But let us recall our initial,
minimal definition: Party is any political group capable of placing
through elections candidates for public office.® Now, surely, this defi-
nition embraces all the following kinds of parties: (i) witness parties,
uninterested in maximizing votes; (ii) ideological parties, interested in
votes primarily via indoctrination; (iii) responsible parties, which do
not submit policies to maximizing votes; (iv) responsive parties, for
which winning elections or maximizing votes take priority; and, finally,
(v) purely demagogic, irresponsible parties, which are only vote maxi-
‘mizers. Our minimal definition does not suffer, then, from any “eco-
nomic” restriction or assumption. Yet if the question, “What do parties
compete for?” is raised, it seems quite natural to me to reply: As a
rule, for votes - for my definition does imply that parties cease to be
such (even though they may survive qua movements, political asso-
ciations, or pressure groups) when they do not muster votes. This does
not mean that parties compete only for votes, nor that votes are an
end in themselves. Votes are a means for staying in the market and a
means for enacting policy. Therefore, parties do not necessarily form-
ulate policies in order to win elections; nonetheless, it can well be
maintained that at elections parties are vote maximizers. Likewise, it
is contrary to fact to assume that parties are unified teams; and yet it
makes perfect sense to assert that at elections even multi-appeal and
faction-riddled parties tend to perform as teams.

To sum up, the theory of Downs has actually been furthered in
either one of two directions — mathematical and empirical. Along the
first route his premises are made stringent and formalized. Along
the second route, by giving up the deductive apparatus and relaxing
the economic premises his model of party competition overcomes un-
necessary objections without suffering — I would add - any loss. This is
so because whenever the economic analogies hold, we can still put
them to insightful use. Thus the analogue of the witness-type party
can well be the firm that does not compete via prices but via high
quality, prestige products. At the other end, the analogue of the purely
demagogic party is provided by a set of perfectly competitive sales-
maximizing firms; while the in-between cases can be assimilated to
profit-seeking (though not necessarily maximizing) oligopolies. These
analogies help us, in turn, to assess the thresholds at which we either
have too much or too little competition — thereby underpinning, among
other things, the warning that ever more “competitiveness” is not an
unmixed blessing.1
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10.2 Issues, identification, images, and positions

Voting behavior studies provide most of the empirical evidence ?mﬁ
substantiates or disconfirms a spatial interpretation of party competi-
tion. A disproportionate amount of this evidence is drawn, ro€o<.mn.
from the U.S. scene or is influenced — when drawn from other countries
- by the survey designs originally devised for the >5mnom=. voter. On
both counts, for comparative purposes the findings of American schol-
ars are less interesting than their concepts. And three oo:o.mwal.ﬂ.s-
known to Downs and largely articulated after the time of r_m.iﬁcdm
- stand out as being crucial to our understanding of voting: ?v issue,
(ii) identification, and (iii) image.

—With respect to ‘h “issue” the central questions are: To what extent do
voters have an issue awareness and an issue perception? To what
extent do an issue orientation and an issue preference affect nrm:.. party
choice, thereby leading to issue voting (or policy voting)? >.:m, in any
case, how do voters relate issues to parties and party policies? More-
over, if issues are found to be relevant for a spatial model, then we
have a third major connotation of the concept: not os_.w. (i) issue
perceptions and (ii) issue voting, but also (iii) issue positions. What
is an issue? Issues are not such unless they are visible and contro-
versial. I equally take issue to mean a bounded set of ?oEmBm. S.mn
can be isolated and is indeed perceived in isolation —not only in its
distinctiveness but because of its distinctiveness. Brian Barry éo.wmonm
whether issue should include “group-interest” responses such as’ good
for the working class.”® I would definitely reply in the negative. If
“good for the working class” is understood as a permissible formulation
of an issue, then almost anything can be declared such, and the con-
cept is of no analytical avail.

Issue voters having issue perceptions and issue preferences are om.md
contrasted with “identified voters,” i.e., with the voters who identify
themselves with a given candidate or party symbol. However, an
identified voter can be highly informed on the issues. Conversely, the
issue-insensitive voter need not be “identified.”*® Clearly, there are
voters who are neither aware of issues nor identified whose motivation
for voting may simply be social pressure, or “negative voting” — voting
against some feared enemy or outcome. : . .

The foregoing introduces the second concept: identification or, in
full, partisan identification. Identified voters are supposed to be stand-
patters: They always vote for the same candidate or party awmmawmmm of
what it says or does. This assumes, however, “strong Emscm.ma. Sur-
veys generally distinguish between strong and weak identifiers and
assume that the latter are likely to be unstable or defecting voters. But
this assumption may well be entirely incorrect. If one accounts, e.g.,
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for negative voting, feeble identifiers may well turn out to be very
stable voters. In any event, while we may say that the identified voters
are standpatters, the obverse is not true: We cannot really say that all
stable voters are “loyalists” identified with “their” party.

Both with respect to issue voting and partisan identification the note
of caution is that we often confuse two different things: (i) the actual
variance—invariance of the voting choice and (ii) the motivation for
being a switcher or a standpatter. The caution is, then, that from the
voting behavior we cannot infer the personality type of the voter, that
is, his motivations. A standpatter need not be “identified” and can
indeed be a highly informed, articulate and issue-alerted citizen. Con-
versely, a switcher may be highly uninformed and issue-insensitive and
simply drift randomly or according to some kind of Markovian pro-
cess.!” It should be clear, therefore, that issue voting and partisan
identification refer to different types of voting motivations, not to how
many voters do in fact change or split their vote.

Issue voting and partisan identification are best conceived as the
opposite ends of a continuum. If so, it is useful to have an in-between
concept in which issues and identifications can blend, albeit in very
different ways and proportions. Moreover, under the assumption that
voters are identified, their way of linking to a given party is obvious;
but how do the issue voters link to parties and select among the
parties? On both counts we need at least another concept: party image.
The third concept has been utilized and developed far less than the
other two. Yet I take it that parties communicate to mass electorates
via party images and that much of their electoral strategy is concerned
with building up the appropriate image for the public from which
they expect votes.

Party image is not the same thing as party identification. Although the two
concepts obviously are related to one another, it is quite possible . . . to
identify with the same party but to have very different mental pictures of
it. . . . Although party image is not as deeply rooted or as stable as party
identification, it is likely to be less ephemeral than voter attitudes toward
the issues and candidates.18

Yes — but there is more to it. An image is-in my understanding — a
vague policy package condensed in, and rendered by, one word or
slogan. “Good for the workers” or, even better, “workers’ party” is an
image (not an issue). The labels liberal and conservative, progressive
and reactionary, left and right, typically exemplify the images for
which parties maneuver and outmaneuver one another.

How does one select, then, a given party? If the answer is-as I
suggest - via a party image, then the question turns on how the image
(not the identification) interplays with the issues. Therefore, from the
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issue end of the process the question is: How do issue preferences
enter the image and eventually alter the identification? Needless to
say, our findings do not adequately address these questions. On the
other hand, questions necessarily precede the findings.

Issue, identification, and image are thus the major concepts em-
ployed for understanding why voters vote as they do. How do these
concepts relate to the Downsian model of spatial competition?

In his influential criticism Stokes puts forward three major objec-
tions. First, political conflict cannot be reduced to a single dimension,
for the findings point to several “dimensions of attitude” toward issues
that are independent (inconsistent) from one another. Second, on
many issues — such as fighting corruption, promoting prosperity, etc. —
parties have exactly the same “position” (they do not offer alternatives:
they all oppose corruption); and this entails that “valence issues”, as
Stokes calls them, cannot be given a spatial ordering even though they
play a major role, for one party rather than all takes the blame for
past corruption, and only one party is believed, or credible, in promis-
ing to fight corruption. Third, it is a fact that “only about one tenth
of the electorate [in the 1952, 1956, and 1960 presidential elections] by
the loosest definition is found to be using the liberal-conservative dis-
tinction or any other ideological concept. By a more reasonable count,
the proportion is something like three percent.”*?

The first criticism is somewhat puzzling. Stokes assumes an “issue
public” at a time when the findings of his Michigan colleagues were
that issue orientations and issue perceptions were weakly related to
electoral choices, and that party identifications were the single most
powerful motivation of voting behavior in the United States.?® As
Angus Campbell and Converse succinctly put it, “nearly everyone in
our samples could be placed in a unitary dimension of party identifica-
tion”?! and, “for the public, in sharp contrast to the elite, party prefer-
ence seems . . . relatively unconnected to issue positions.”?> So why
make “issues” the issue? While Stokes seemingly builds up a case that
the evidence of the fifties does not warrant, theoretically his point is
impeccable, namely, that the Downsian model navigates poorly with
respect to, and in terms of, issues.

The second criticism of Stokes brings out the interesting distinction
between position issues and valence issues. In essence, a valence issue
is a nonpartisan issue, an issue on which there is no disagreement,
and yet is an issue in that one party accuses another of being untrue to
its verbal stands. Pressing the point further we arrive at the question:
Why is one party “believed” while another is not? A first reply is that
electors are not fooled by what the parties say. But there is more to it.
So-called valence issues point, it seems to me, to the juncture at which
issue perceptions become largely monitored by party images and iden-
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tifications. Ultimately, the question hinges on whether identifying with

a party establishes — first and above all — “the authorities,” indeed the

cognitive authorities, on whom mass publics rely for believing, or not

believing, in what they are told.2s

The third criticism of Stokes is that the American voter virtually
ignores the left-right spatial imagery, and that even the liberal-
conservative mapping is seldom utilized and even more rarely under-
stood. Here Stokes is in keeping with the findings of the Michigan
Survey Research Center. So here the blow to the Downsian model ap-
pears to be a deadly one. However, at the end of his article Stokes
points out that “political conflict can be focused on a single, stable
issue domain which presents an ordered-dimension. . . . Let us call
this the case of strong ideological focus. On the other hand, political
controversy can be diffused over a number of changing issue concerns
-« . the case of weak ideological focus.”* Since this surely is a central
point, I propose to take it up in due course. At the moment let us
pursue our sweeping review of the American findings.

It was especially Key’s The Responsible Electorate that attempted
to reestablish the cogent connection between voting preference and
issues that had been found lacking by the Michigan surveys. Key was
Woﬂﬁ#& by an ethical or at least a practical concern: If politicians
see voters as most certainly responsive to nonsense, they will give
them nonsense. If they see voters susceptible to delusion, they will
delude them.”® While I do share Key’s concern, let us also bear in
mind that democratic controls do not rest only on the demos - so that
the fairest deal is, perhaps, to ask of an electorate what it can give
and no more. In any event, in the late sixties the fact finders began R“
search for what Key asked, and the facts themselves underwent a
change.?8 The 1964 election revealed a greater ideological awareness
and a better perception of party differences. Goldwater did succeed
though not to his own benefit, in moving the Republican party mBmmmv
rightward - just as McGovern succeeded, in 1972, in moving the
U.mEoQ.mmo image leftward. Concurrently, the 1968 election — with
Vietnam, campus, and racial unrest at their heights - did bring these
issues to the fore and did increase the amount of “policy voting.” In the
latest accounts, then, the American voters are found to be more
ideologically conscious or at least more motivated by the liberal-
conservative image of parties.

To be sure, the recent literature finds more issue voting than before
also because it has been searching — with the aid of issue-sensitive
measures — for what it has found. Nonetheless, the figures unquestion-
ably speak to a changing pattern. While almost no net change occurred
from 1952 to 1964, by 1972 more than one-third of the American
electorate turned out to be “independent,” that is, non-identified; and
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only about one-half appeared strongly identified with one of the ZEM
major parties. More precisely the independents were about 23 ._.unmomn..
from 1952 to 1964, and rose to 29.5 and 35.1 percent respectively wa
1968 and 1972. The Democratic identifiers _.mmowm.m a womr .Om 52.2 in
1964, but were at 41 percent in 1972. The Republican &muﬂmmnm éonuw
about 30 percent in 1956 and 1960, and down to 24 wo.noacn in Hw.u%.
On the other hand, these changes are hardly surprising if one considers
that the 1964, 1968, and 1972 presidential elections were held cbmmn. um
greening America deeply wounded by Vietnam .E_m heated .,U% racia
issues. Nor does it appear that any of these elections taken singly was
really “critical,” i.e., reflected a deep, durable, and mcsmmGQEE re-
alignment.?® All variations considered, the oosﬁ.n: o.o:o__wzos. of the
Michigan surveys of the fifties still stands: Hum:.:mwn. -mm:n_mowao:m. re-
main, despite everything, the single major determinant of American
voting behavior. This conclusion holds not so much ,Umow.cma the per-
centages still remain on its side, but especially .,Umow:mm wa cannot be
disproved by the finding that more people perceive more issues. What
matters is the direction of causality. Is it the issue o:o.iw:.on z.gmﬂ
actually determines the voting choice? Or is it the party identification
and image that shape the issue perceptions and Hu_.m.moam.:oomw .Osm can
reply neither or reply both. Yet the problem of which is ﬂrm. indepen-
dent variable — to what extent, with respect to what proportion of .n.rm
electorate — remains. No doubt, partisan identifications may well derive
from issue attitudes — but from remote ones, going all the way cm.o_n to
the age and processes of socialization. And, presumably, partisan &9.7
tifications include policy preferences. However, these conditions s.::
obtain a high consistency between issue wqamanmsmé and party oro._oo
that still does not speak to the direction of causation, to s...m question
whether the votes are actually cast because, and on the basis of, issues.
The irony of the situation is, then, that when Stokes was—in his
first criticism — untrue to his evidence and somewhat unfair to Uoi:.m.
he was vindicated by the subsequent evidence; and that when he did
rest on the findings of the fifties (that the >Bmlow1 ,.SSH was not
located in an ideological space), the findings of the sixties .wwa seven-
ties undermined his criticism and vindicated the applicability of mro
Downsian model. As noted earlier, a spatial model of party competition
navigates poorly with issue voters. Conversely, the Som.o_ applies ,com.ﬁ
under the assumption that voters are ideologically conscious m:&. sensi-
tive to the left-right imagery. The intuitive reason for this is that
issues can hardly be reduced to a single dimension, ivmg..mmm m.,m.Eo%
attractive property of the Downsian model is precisely its E:m:dw:-
sionality. Upon further reflection, however, it appears that the .ﬁ.&:m
findings do not easily fit the Downsian model unless an wmm:_.oum_
(fourth) concept is entered — positioning — under two formulations,
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namely, position-perception and position-image. The notion of position-
perception implies that the voter places himself and the parties in
some kind of spatial ordering, in a row; and the notion of position-
image implies that parties maneuver precisely for conveying to the
electorate a spatial location of themselves. Given position-perceptions
and position-images, then - but only then - can we fruitfully employ
the notion of “issue position” in an “issue space.”

Having laid out the conceptual framework for organizing the find-
ings, let us outline the full set of conditions under which we should, or
should not, expect a spatial model of competition to be serviceable.

1. Where no structured party system exists, the prevalent determin-
ant of voting behavior is some kind of attachment to a notable — and
we may thus speak, in short, of personality voting. This entails, in sub-
stance, that the Downsian model has no bearing on the Third World
and until the scene is entered by mass parties.

2. Policy voting, that is, a voting choice determined by issues and
reacting to the policy stands of parties, is relatively rare; it neither
occurs all the time nor can it be easily demonstrated that issue per-
ceptions and orientations are the independent variable. However,
when issue or policy voting does occur, it is hardly amenable to a
spatial representation, and even less to a single spatial dimension.2?

3. Whenever politics develops, whenever electorates have a capacity
for abstraction, and whenever the party system is structured by mass
parties, the strong presumption is that position-voting related to party
images represents the single, prevalent determinant of the voting choice.
And to the extent that voters are position-oriented, to the same extent
the spatial understanding of party competition is worth pursuing.

4. While voters surely have issue preferences - for otherwise realign-
ing elections would never occur and deviating elections would be
difficult to explain - the question hinges on the defection point, or the
breaking point, that is, the point at which a nondesired issue-policy of
the preferred party is perceived and breaks the preexisting image,
loyalty, or affiliation of the voter to a given party.

5. Issue voting is easier and therefore more likely within the simpler
systems — twopartism — and becomes more unmanageable the more the
party system is complicated by an increasing number of parties and
especially by coalition governments.

6. Concurrently, issue voting gives way to position-voting as we pass
from a feeble to a strong ideological focus, that is, from pragmatic to
ideological politics.?

The first three points, or generalizations, simply delineate the area
of applicability of the Downsian model. The fourth attempts to meet
Key’s apprehensions by pointing out that neither identifications nor
position-voting implies that voters can be fooled to no end, for parties
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do worry about the defection point. After all, the mechanism through
which a voter becomes identified is the party image—and the image
is related, in turn, to basic, if vague and elastic, issue orientations. As
for the last two generalizations, they simply point to the broad hy-
potheses to which we shall now turn for closer inspection.

10.3 Multidimensional, unidimensional, and
ideological space

The question with which we have yet to come to grips is: What is a
“political space”® More precisely: In what kind of space do parties
compete? Surely they do not compete in the geographic or physical
space of Hotelling and Smithies. Nor is it sufficient to reply that parties
compete in a symbolic or figurative space. Furthermore, the transition
from a spatial configuration of politics to an ideological type of space
is, far more often than not, too easily assumed.

Let us call a left-right arrangement a spatial imagery. Its only
property is, as such, to order objects side by side (horizontally) in a
flat (unidimensional) space. And this is nothing more, in itself, than a
spatial archetype. How does it enter politics? A spatial translation of
political perceptions in terms of left and right was first used during
the course of the French Revolution, in perfect keeping with an ide-
ological “development of politics,” but with specific reference to the
seating arrangements — left side, right side —in parliament. And while
value connotations have always been intended, throughout the nine-
teenth century and well into our century these connotations of praise
and blame underwent considerable shifts and, in the aggregate,
counterbalanced each other. In an 1848 French dictionary of politics
the left-seated members were spoken of as “defenders of the principle
of liberty, while the right-seated members were declared “defenders of
the principle of power.” However, according to the 1848 writer these
were “old distinctions” that had lost much of their value, for also
within the left many members had become “more concerned with
raising themselves to power than with preserving public liberties.”
With respect to the value connotation, “right” capitalized on the posi-
tive association with the legal meaning of the word (the abstract
French droit and Germany Recht, and the concrete English “having a
right,” let alone “being right”) but suffered from the initial association
with the king’s side and the subsequent one with the Restoration.
Conversely, “left” capitalized on the left placement of the heart and
on the early association of the word with the constitutional, “repub-
lican” politicians, but remained handicapped by the inferiority of left-
handedness over right-handedness.

Without pursuing the fascinating developments of, and additions to,
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.m.omm initial associations, it is fair to say that the current victory of
left” - its ever-growing evaluative positiveness — follows from the de-
mmm.n of the Fascist “rightist” regimes, coincides with the decline of
religion (Christ was always painted at the right of God ), and currently
results in “democracy,” “future,” and “young” becoming increasingly
associated with “left.”?2 This victory is of no small consequence, for it
H.o.zmonm left the most courted and crucial word in the war of ,So&m
with which political battles are fought. Still more important, as the
evaluative imbalance between left and right grows, the mEoﬂmsm_ ele-
ment of these labels overcomes their cognitive function. Therefore, this
victory brings about what may be called the purely ideological use of
._.mm_.r and right. In the Downsian analysis ideologies are devices for
:ocasm information costs.”® There is a point, however, at which this
cutting” is so drastic that the “information” element disappears al-
together. It is along this shift, then, that a spatial imagery is fittingly
spoken of as an ideological space, which is all the more ideological the
more left and right become sheer laudatory or derogatory epithets.
H.Em enough, some associations to some policies remain - but the
nicety of spatial images is that they lack any semantic anchorage, that
is, any semantic constraint governing their use and abuse. The _,&u&m
liberal-conservative are often assimilated, at least on comparative
mqocs%. to left-right. Yet the two sets of labels fundamentally differ
in that the first cannot be entirely stripped of cognitive-informative
content, whereas the latter set consists of empty boxes that can be filled
and refilled, in principle, at whim. While there is a semantic impedi-
ment against associating “liberal” with Stalinist policies, no such im-
wmmz.sgﬁ exists for “left.” Historically, left-right did enter politics
heavily .Hommmm with mé:E.& and religious meaning. But these labels
MMWMMMW; | unloaded” and “reloaded” - for they lack any semantic
We are now ready to confront the grand debate, namely, whether
the space of party competition can be reduced to a single dimension or
%croﬂrmn it is inescapably multidimensional. When the Downsian model
is .:E_.Nom for interpreting the data, we are left — across nations — with
mixed .m:mmsmm and some results are both puzzling and contradictory.
What is pretty certain, by now, is that European (including England)
mass publics are able to place themselves, when interviewed, on a left-
right scale.® But this evidence does not demonstrate, to cm, sure, that
Homlamv.ﬁ explains, or suffices to explain, the actual v<om=m wmrwion
A one-dimensional left-right explanation has been found sufficient mOa.
Italy®s and, somewhat more roughly, for Germany?®® and Sweden.??
England could also be appended to this group.? But France is moE.a
to be different, in this respect, from Italy.® Less surprisingly, the
Netherlands and Israel seemingly require two dimensions. >~WM we
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are now told that Switzerland requires three.** As Ommoﬁ.um:o Sani rightly
emphasizes, much of the controversy on the applicability of the left-
right continuum may well hinge on

8

the different techniques of data-gathering. . . . Thus the conclusions mnwn
the American electorate are based on the w:m_wmwm of oﬁo.:.wnmom material;
in the British case a “screen” question was asked in a preliminary im%.&. P %
In the three continental nations [France, Oma.ﬁnw. Italy] nrmrnmmwouu ents
were simply asked to locate parties on a left-right spectrum that was pre

sented to them.

To be sure, it is highly plausible for mass m_moﬁ.oawﬁ.mm to &.mw_mvr from
country to country — “different rates of internalization of &m.aamse cog-
nitive devices, or labels . . . that assist the average voter in making
sense’ of the party system.”? But these &mﬁmz.omm cannot be properly
assessed unless we equalize first the mmg-mﬁrmz:.m techniques. s
Awaiting more equalized findings, the Emgmcoﬁ wnmﬁ.sm:n is t .mﬁ
party positioning is a point of intersection .Hrwn requires, for its
determination, not only an abscissa representing the Homnlﬂm.sn con-
tinuum but at least another intervening ordinate: the authoritarian—
democratic continuum emphasized by Eysenk*s and/or E.o mmos_.wn
—denominational continuum. We may also find m?ﬂ.c. or 59.& parties
that definitely belong to a distinct dimension. Additional dimensions
may be construed on the basis of the urban-rural o_mm<m.mo‘ and even
on the basis of the modernity-tradition cleavage. We quickly end up,
then, with some four basic cleavage dimensions, which can be repre-
sented as in Figure 44. ‘ E
Nobody denies that these dimensions of o_om<m.mo do exist — in some
country or other - that they help organize the issues, and that they

Authoritarian

Secular Ethnicity
Left Right
Integration Denominational

Democratic

Figure 44. A multidimensional space
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enter the party images and identifications. The fact remains that there
is nothing much we can do with this multidimensionality — at least in
the sense that there is little point in conceiving it as a “space.” As
Barry observes: “Extending the Downsian one-dimensional analysis to
more dimensions does not in itself give reasons for expecting a number
of parties nor for the parties to be anywhere except in the middle of
the voters as they are distributed over the n-dimensional space.”* And
while more than one dimension generally allows a better fit of the
data, nonetheless “evidence that dimensions x, y and z are needed to
account for a particular batch of preference orders does not assure
that any of the actors are seeing the space in more than one dimen-
sion.”5

We are thus prompted to seek ways of working our way back toward
a unidimensional simplification. The first thing to note is that we
seemingly find no contradiction in assuming one left-right dimension
while acknowledging that it actually consists of multiple orderings —
depending on whether the criterion is economic, socioeconomic, con-
stitutional, populistic, or, in the end, no criterion at all.#¢ Under the
economic criterion left points to state control (ending with a collectiv-
ized economy) and right to a market system based on private property.
Under the socioeconomic criterion left favors, and right disfavors, wel-
fare policies and leveling. But there are hosts of noneconomic issues
that are equally accommodated under our labels: civil rights, civil
liberties, habeas corpus, due process, privacy, and so forth - in short,
law, safety, and order issues. Here enters, then, what I call (with
reference to the constitutional democracies) the constitutional cri-
terion, according to which extreme left and extreme right are used as
pointers of an anti-system opposition, and the constitutional left-right
differ with respect to how equal laws relate to societal inequalities.
However, we also abide by looser criteria. In the fifties left was often
equated with “change” and “movement,” while right indicated a status
quo orientation. But this criterion loses its discriminating power, inter
alia, in the face of the protective and immobilizing practices of trade
unionism. Therefore, on these loose grounds I prefer to speak of a
populistic_criterion, that is, the pure and simple placing of appeals
downward (to the masses, the workers, the deprived) along the di-
mension of socioeconomic stratification, as against upward or, prefer-
ably, at some null point. On similar grounds another criterion is,
perhaps, “dissatisfaction.” Finally, we end up with no criterion at all,
that is, with mere scare and cuss words whose only sense is the one
established, following the contingencies, by some Big Brother.47

Most of these criteria are, to be sure, strictly Western bound. In-
deed, only the economic criterion is able to travel from the demo-
cratic to the nondemocratic world. The Soviet Union remains at the

337



Spatial competition

left only on account of its state-owned economy — hardly on any other
of the aforementioned grounds. Within the Western world, however,
the constitutional standard of judgment is no less central than the
economic or socioeconomic one, and actually appears to be the crucial
criterion at the level of political elite and intra-elite perceptions.*® In-
deed, why should constitutional democracies be such unless they re-
main a matter of major concern? This is also the reason that upholds
my presenting the parties — throughout the volume - in a left-to-right
constitutional-political sequence. Had I followed a socioeconomic cri-
terion of ordering, the positioning puzzles would have been far greater
and a number of parties would have been placed at very different
points of the spectrum. No doubt, even under the constitutional-
political criterion the positioning of two adjacent parties may well
result in being interchangeable, both because the impressionistic
nature of spatial assignments is intrinsic to their nature and because
two adjacent parties may indeed overlap and compete for the same
positioning. But no harm follows by allowing for inverted, contiguous
positionings. The case is very different, instead, when the constitu-
tional criterion is replaced by the economic criterion. For instance,
under the latter the Gaullists could well be moved, in the fifties, from
the far right to a center-left positioning. Likewise, the Italian neo-
Fascist party (MSI) represents the extreme right on constitutional
grounds but could be placed at very different points of the spectrum
under socioeconomic criteria. And similar instances are afforded by a
number of multiparty countries.

At first sight multiple orderings complicate rather than simplify our
problem. Upon second thought, however, we discover that the “empti-
ness” of our left-right boxes facilitates, and indeed prompts, the
squeezing of a multiplicity of orderings (equivalent to a variety of
issue spaces) into one and the same spatial dimension. For instance,
the authoritarian-democratic dimension of Eysenk is absorbed by
extending the overall left-right space and allowing for different dis-
tances between the parties. The foregoing adds up to saying, then, that
while people locate themselves and the parties at different points of the
left-right spectrum for multiple and often confused reasons, yet they
do assign — whenever the options or the ideological heating grows —
spatial positions.*” On the other hand, the squeezing process entails
that a broad gulf is bound to separate (i) the opinions and overall
perception of politics tapped by interviews and (ii) the actual voting
choice. Indeed, the greater the squeeze, the broader the gulf. When
the citizen speaks, he may have many things to say. But when he is
coerced into casting a yes-no vote, he may well have to settle for the
“least-distance” solution, that is, to vote for the party (candidate)
perceived as closest, on the left-right spectrum, to his self-assigned
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location on the same spectrum, The difficulties confronting the ob-
server when he attempts to gauge the interview responses to the vot-
Ing act are the very same difficulties that the voter beheads as he
actually votes. Therefore, the observer creates for himself more prob-
lems than he can solve unless he accounts for the squeeze and is m_mnom
to the fact that the overall perception of politics of the citizen cannot
be automatically transferred to the actual ballot of the voter.

H.z.mw#o of the foregoing considerations at least one dimension — the
w.mrmao:m one —seems irreducible and encroached upon the actual vot-
ing mromom. The laical-denominational dimension cannot be absorbed;
yet it can be somewhat compressed. As Converse ingeniously @omsnm
w:p two dimensions represented in a Cartesian space can be perceived
in three very different shapes, according to whether the x and y axes
are equal, to whether the x dimension, being more important N\mm ex-
:.wsmmm and the y dimension shortened, or to whether it is the y ,&Bm:-
sion that becomes central and extends while the x dimension shrinks
—as shown in Figure 45,50

u»mmcsmsm the x axis represents the left-right dimension, and the
axis represents the clerical-anticlerical dimension, if both .mw:ob&onm
are of .m@:& centrality to the voters — as in the first example — the case
.mS. unidimensionality is seemingly lost (though not, we shall see. as
it mﬁwsmm in the first figure). If, however, the y dimension is moamnmzﬁ
parties A and C become compressed (very close) and we ma émm
mnm,.:w that this is a case of unidimensional o_mlomecmo_maomWooB-
petition between B and A-C in which the left-right dimension plays
no other role aside from impeding the coinciding of A and C HM wNm
third case, instead, it is B that is compressed along (in ?oxm:...ma\ to)
Eo x axis, and the argument becomes that we have here a left-right

m.EmF dimension of competition in which party B enters the com Wm
tive arena only when perceived as an in-between party. i
Needless to say, this is the case that fits my argument and can be
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redesigned so as to represent the competitive status .3 the Christian
Democratic parties of Germany, Italy, France, and O_Eo.. The Omnﬂ.ﬁs
CDU does not seek Catholic identifiers (except in mwéﬁmv nor desires
to be perceived as a religious party, and it is wrdo.ﬂ entirely mwzm:om
along the x axis in the pursuit of an absolute majority. The Italian U
capitalizes on Catholic identifiers, but its center (or omsﬁo?BoS:mw._
leftward) placement attracts non-Catholic voters as &&:. .156 m.m.mco
MRP lost its potential Catholic identifiers by mSZ.E.mv in 1946, too
much on the left, and thus failed in terms of both nmrmzw:m w@@m& and
positioning. The Chilean PDC equally failed in .mnmgr.NEm its support
because of its overly fickle swings along the _mmTEmv.ﬁ m::msﬂo.b.
The case for unidimensionality can be pressed still ?Zro._. if we .mn.o
reminded that we are investigating vote hunting, that is, if competi-
tion is taken seriously. Competition presupposes a common ground
on which two parties (at least) speak to the same voters. ‘.H,von.mmwno,
just one single-claim party — whether religious, ethnic, or _Em:.acom
supported by identified voters does not add . another dimension o
competition: Actually, such a party is not subject to, or out of, com-
petition. In the first case of Figure 45 (equal om:ﬁ.mrc\ of Go@.wxom.v
party B does not testify to a two-dimensional space of owawmcc.o:w.:
testifies, instead, to an out-of-running position. If B is mw.cmmma with its
voting pool, it will remain safe — aside from demographic msm m_mﬂoaw-
tional changes.® If it seeks, instead, a greater share, then it will have
to approach the x axis and attempt to compete, m.S. better or for éonmmm
along the left-right dimension, as indicated in s.ﬁ third ommw o
Figure 45. To be sure, a religious ordinate (the y axis) .r&mm exp mws.
say, why a left-oriented Catholic is not a Marxist .moﬂmrmﬁ but this
element is discounted, or taken for granted, in the v&m._:m arena. That
is to say, in general, that the reasons for the m_.mmam:"mcou.o.m the wwn»m
system do not translate themselves eo ipso into a multidimensiona
space of competition. B . . -
Thus a two-dimensional competition remains plausible especially
with respect to Israel, for here we do have two R.u three mono:“wbmnouw_
parties that compete among themselves on religious grounds.” It does
not appear warranted, on the other hand, .mS :m_v\. Om.ﬂ.:mzvn F rance,
or Chile.?® In particular, the Israeli anan*: .AZ mcos.& Religious
party) can freely float along the left-right dimension precisely because
its identifiers are interested only in the religious payoffs of c&.umﬁmén
alliance pays. Contrariwise, the Italian DC has been Em:mcwmdwm not
in another space, but in the same space as all the oﬁ.rwa parties. w.mmm
the DC believed it could gain votes in terms of religious Hunomm#v&mau
it would not have sought, over the past 20 years, a center-left image.
The same considerations apply to the ethnic parties. The Swedish
People’s party in Finland can be located, spatially, anywhere or, better,
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nowhere: It represents an ethnic out-group that neither loses nor gains

votes in a competitive space. On the other hand, the current predica-

ment of Belgium can well be interpreted as a two-dimensional splitting
of a formerly simpler space.

Overall, it seems to me that the feeble case might well be the case
of multidimensionality. While a unidimensional simplification may
oversimplify the elementary case ( twopartism ), yet it becomes a more
realistic representation the more we proceed toward the muddled
cases. This is so under two assumptions: first, that position-perceptions
become more useful and, at the limit, unavoidable the more the num-
ber of parties increases; second, that a left-right space is all the more
likely the more we pass from pragmatic to ideological politics.

The argument hinges, then, on how many are the parties of a given
system. With two parties only, the elector can orient himself without
a spatial perception of the left-right type, and there is no compelling
reason for a space of competition to be an “ideological space” - as has
been the case in the United States.” Yet the British pattern is already
a different one. For one thing, labels make a difference, and the dichot-
omy Democratic-Republican is far more anodyne and easily conducive
to overlapping than the Labor-Conservative dichotomy. Furthermore,
class politics does enter the British-inspired twopartism. On both
counts the English-speaking voter is more sensitive than the American-
speaking one to a left-right perception of politics.5 Nonetheless, elec-
torates that are amenable, albeit to a different extent, either to the
liberal-conservative or to the labor-conservative squaring of politics,
markedly differ from the electorates that plainly abide by the left-
right squaring. As already noted, the labor-liberal-conservative dis-
tinctions are anchored, semantically, to a cognitive substratum — even

if mass publics are unable to articulate it—while the left-right dis-
tinction can stand and float as a purely emotional symbolism. And this
difference forcibly comes out when we compare - glossing, for the
moment, over the three-to-four party systems — twopartism with ex-
treme multipartism. When the voter is confronted with five or more
parties, the information costs and the indeterminacies multiply ex-
ponentially, and some drastic simplification becomes a sheer necessity.
In this context the average voter should be a kind of computer if we
expect him to relate - following Stokes — several dimensions of cleav-
age to several issue performances, and these performances to the issue
platforms of several parties.5?

Around the five-party turning point we are confronted, however,
with the bifurcation between segmented and polarized polities.’8 Here
we can think of two interpretations. We may argue that the more
numerous the parties, the more we either have a multidimensional
space (the segmented societies) or an ideological space (the polarized
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societies) of competition. Alternatively, we may argue — this being my
option — that while the segmented polities surely require a multi-
dimensional explanation for the party identifications, it does not auto-
matically follow that their competition is multidimensional also.

The broad hypothesis is, then, that the more the parties, the more
their competition tends to spread along a linear, left-right type of
space; that this is more surely the case the more a party system dis-
plays an ideological patterning; but that the space of competition may
well be unidimensional also in the segmented polities with low ideo-
logical focus, for a party stepping out of line into another dimension
runs the risk of being left to play a solitary and, over time, losing
game. Hence the presumption of multidimensionality is strong only for
the countries in which another “unsqueezable” dimension calls for two
parties (at least) to compete among themselves in such a way as to
operate a distinct subsystem. The question could be why the left-right
dimension is assumed to prevail over the other dimensions. I would
answer that in a mass communicating world characterized by mass
politics a maximum of visual simplicity coupled with a maximum of
manipulability represent an almost unbeatable combination.”

10.4 The direction of competition

In attempting to show that the Downs’ model has been too readily dis-
missed on overly perfectionistic grounds or on the assumption that
issue voting is more decisive than it actually is, I may have gone to
the other extreme. In principle, however, models are drastic simpli-
fications whose purpose is not to represent reality. A model (in the
Downsian sense) purports to bring into prominence some basic feature
that otherwise gets lost in the complexity of descriptive accounts.

Not only models are, in themselves, drastic simplifications, but the
preceding discussion brings out that it is not on the Downsian prem-
ises that we can explain why voters” distribute and align themselves |

/ as they do. It follows that the Downsian model is best defended and /
_,

furthered by narrowing the issue, that is, by interpreting it as a theory

._omuxmmSwa&Qﬁn&m%o&.&oi:mzﬁozcon@.amwagmm.nw.mm::::.m ;
narrowly, my interest will be focused on the rewarding tactics of inter-
party competition by the party leaders. In this perspective, policies

| and issues are formulated in such a way as to convey to the electorate

- at large position-images, and the competitive preoccupation of party

| leaders bears precisely on the position maneuverings that are believed

| not to disturb the party’s identifiers and, at the same time, to attract
| new voters (or to retain potential defectors).
The issue having been narrowed, let it be immediately stressed that

its elements are more complex than the ones envisaged by Downs. In
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and by itself, left-right amounts only to an ordinal space whose only
property is a unidimensional sequencing. If so, it is very tempting to
assume that its objects stand at equal intervals. However, as left-right
| is transformed into an ideological space, new properties are added. ~
Parties not only stand side by side but must also be assumed to be |
wﬁmm..imﬂ,,raaq:nﬂ intervals; and a third property, space elasticity — ,
how far and how much the space extends — becomes, I shall argue,
\ even more crucial. )
Parties are neither perceived by the public nor by the politicians as |
simply placed - with respect to the positioning of each actor - right- |
ward or leftward. They are also perceived as being more or less || - -

« 1s » e PE £
alien,” more or less “extraneous.” For the voter this means that some | |

-

parties are acceptable as second and/or third choices, whereas other

<

~,

>, rum allows for vote transferability: Each voter moves, or is willing to
move, along the spectrum, only up to a point of no-transfer.®® Like- |
wise, legislators and politicians do not simply abide, in their coalitional |
maneuverings, by a contiguity principle: They too encounter, or may |
wm.no:imh a no-coalition point. If these perceptions are recast in |
spatial language, they point to different spacings between the parties
—if not to a disjointed space. Unequal intervals mean, then, that in
an ideological space parties are separated by different distances — dis-
tances that can in fact be highly distant.5!
Space m_mmmo#,vm is best conceived as a third property - rather than as |
an implication of different in-between spacings—in that it addresses
the question: How does the number of parties relate to a space of
competition? Most authors seemingly assume the overall space of com-
petition to be fixed, or inelastic. In this perspective, two parties slice
among themselves the same “linear size” of competitive space than,
say, six parties. But this is a highly unplausible assumption. Whatever
the reasons for the proliferation of parties — and there are many - once
several relevant parties exist, the assumption supported by the evi-
dence is that their existence is correlated with a more extended space
of competition. I am not arguing, then, that several parties exist be-
cause the space is more extended — for it can be equally held that the
space is extended by the parties. I am only pointing out that we have |
yet failed to translate in spatial terms the otherwise mo_goé_mmmom,
differences between homogeneous and heterogeneous (or fragmented ) |
political cultures, or between consensual and conflictual societies. If ﬂ
we speak, as we do speak, of an “integrated” versus and “unintegrated” ,
party system® and if — as I have contended all along - party systems
differ in being bipolar and multipolar, non-polarized and polarized
the unidimensional spatial representation of all of this is that mzw.
various systems display different overall linear distances.
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In any event, the pure and simple existence of unequal intervals
between the parties brings forcefully to the fore that competition can-

' not be assumed to have only one, natural tendency — convergence. In

it

other words, an ideological space squarely raises the problem of the
directions of competition. In the Downsian model parties basically
compete centripetally, and the problem is the extent to which their
converging is counteracted. Downs indicates two major counterpulls
that impede an excessive overlapping or even coinciding of the parties:
the abstention of the voters (either of the extreme voters or of the
ones who do not care to choose among parties without “differential”),
and/or the rise, at the extremes, of blackmail parties.®* On these prem-
ises, Downs suggests that parties find an “equilibrium” among them-
selves, that is, an optimal position along the spectrum at which they
tend to remain or to revert, for, by moving away, they would lose
votes. Nonetheless, the thrust of his argument definitely is that com-
petition occurs — within the aforesaid restraints—in one direction
only.% However, if some parties are perceived —and perceive them-
selves — as being alien and extraneous, why should they compete cen-
tripetally? Moreover, and in general, there is no point in hunting for
the non-transferable votes; and the transferable ones may well be lo-
cated at the outer ends, not in the middle area, of the spectrum.

An ideological space gives equal weight, then, to two possible di-
rections of competition, either centripetal or centrifugal. In this per-
spective a center-fleeing trend is not simply a pro tempore reversal
of a basic centripetal drive, but an alternative, independent competi-
tive strategy. And if this is so, we have here an entirely new problem

‘with which neither Downs nor his interpreters have yet come to grips.

Let us attempt to pursue it.

As is prudent on highly tentative grounds, the cue will be simplified
to the utmost —as will be seen by glancing at Figure 46, which is
merely intended as a crude visual aid for making one point only: why
it is that two-, three-, and four party systems happen — as the empirical
evidence abundantly confirms - to be characterized by centrality, by a
centripetal drive. The point may appear, in itself, obvious; but it is less
obvious when the alternative possibility — center-fleeing competition —
is borne in mind. Moreover, and in particular, I shall attempt to ex-
plain this centripetal drive in purely mechanical terms, that is, simply
on the basis of the interactions between the number of parties, on the
one hand, and the extension of the space of competition, on the other
hand. T am not trying to explain, that is, how and why a given system

' comes into being, but only how it operates once that it is given. What-

ever the reasons why parties are two, three, four (or more), I am
simply saying: If they are two, then; if they are three, then —and so

| forth. Therefore, it is precisely because each pattern “works” as sug-
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Figure 46. Schemes of centripetal competition

gested, that it remains as it is. In particular, if in a two-, three-, or
four party system the prevailing pull is not centripetal, this means that
the pattern in question is in transition either to the one that follows or
ultimately to the centrifugal pattern. As for Figure 46, the shaded
overlaps indicate the voters for whom the parties compete among
themselves; and I use triangles instead of curves because my argument
does not presuppose any particular curve of the voters’ distribution of
preferences.

Twoparty systems have been examined in detail,% and here Downs
is at his best. Therefore, the first design in Figure 46 hardly needs
comment. In twopartism either the contestants converge — for the area
of rewarding competition is between A and B — or the system becomes
dysfunctional and eventually falls apart. Hence “centrality” is the very
essence of the system — unless one of the two major parties begins to
fear that it has no chance of winning in the foreseeable future. This
condition - which is seldom made explicit - calls our attention to two
points, namely, how the parties of twopartism should be counted and
second, how the notion of winning should be defined. ,

I need not dwell on the first point. Let me simply recall that two
parties are not the same as a twoparty system. A first possibility is that
one of the two parties appears confined — either in fact or in fear-to
a somewhat permanent minority status. In this case ~predominance®® —
there is no compelling reason for the minority party to compete cen-
tripetally — it may well try the opposite strategy. A second possibility,
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{ albeit an extreme one, is for two parties to belong to entirely different
| dimensions (e.g., one black and one white, with strong sanctions
mmmmmsmﬁ trespassing). In this case, however, we simply have a stale-
' mate, not a state of competition — and that is that. Finally, and this we

" well know, a twoparty system may well contain third parties. In this

case twopartism differs from three-partism as, or as much as, single-
party government differs from coalition government. Pulling these
threads together, the Downsian model of twoparty competition may
be said to apply under the four following conditions: (i) that the
undecided or floating voters are center located, that is, moderates;
(ii) that the classification is correct, i.e., that the party system is not
a predominant system; (iii) that the two parties compete in the same
space; and (iv) that at least one party is able to win a plurality.

- Turning to the second point, attention should be called to the fact
that the vote-maximizing assumption takes on, in twopartism, an en-
tirely different meaning than in multipartism. In the twoparty context
“winning” means a plurality, and whoever does not win a plurality
simply loses. In the more-than-two party systems, instead, “winning”
means gaining votes or seats — and, furthermore, a party may be more
interested in winning in terms of positioning than in terms of returns.
And there is a world of difference between the winner-takes-all and
the greater-share notions of winning.

These considerations redress the harsh criticism, among others, of
Hirschman: “, . . hardly ever was a hypothesis [vote maximizing] so
cruelly contradicted by the facts as were the predictions of the
Hotelling-Downs theory by the Goldwater nomination.”®” Since the
Republicans had reason to fear, at the time, a permanent minority
status, from this angle it was perfectly “rational” to attempt a some-
what desperate sortie in search for a realignment. Losing for losing -
why not lose with Goldwater?® The calculated risk of 1964 — which
turned out, to be sure, to be a miscalculation - was to appeal to the
pool of the nonvoters.%® If anything, the “irrational” nomination was
the one of McGovern in 1972 (the long-run fears of the Republicans
are the long-run hopes of the Democrats), even though it still applies
that - failing a plurality - it is rational to lose with the “right” candi-
date. However, in both instances the electoral prediction of the Downs
model was entirely correct, for both candidates were in fact severely
defeated. Therefore, the Goldwater and McGovern cases deserve scru-
tiny not because they disconfirm the model, but for the better reason
that they prompt us to look at the intra-party processes. Our rational-
izations notwithstanding, presidential nominations result, in no small
part, from bitter fights among rival groups seeking, to begin with, a
victory for themselves. Let us keep well in mind, therefore, that the
outer moves of a party — the inter-party competition — are also a func-
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tion of its inner moves, that is, of intra-party competition. The ques-
ao: turns, then, on whether also the intra-party processes can be
interpreted in Downsian terms.?® My conjecture is that this is very
much the case.”™ But this opens up a path of inquiry that cannot be
pursued here.

Moving on to the case of three-partism, the banality of the design
in Figure 46 has the merit of vividly confronting us with the question:
&Nf&.m&oim the rewarding tactics of party competition remain centrip-
etal? After all, with three parties we can already have a left, a right,
w,n._m,m center. So we can no longer shun the thorny issue of what is
meant by center. The distinction between a center placement - re-
sulting from a spatial configuration of politics — and so-called center
opinions (doctrines, ideologies, and the like) should be, by now, well
established. Yet it is well to know whose placement. And the Emaﬁm
question remains: How is a center placement perceived as such?

As regards the first question, the actor, or the subject, can either be
a party —the so-called center party—-or a portion of the electorate.
And I have maintained that while any polity contains a center-placed
o_.gmo_.ﬁou only some polities display center-placed parties, i.e., parties
that can be meaningfully said to occupy the middle area of a com.
petitive space.” No doubt, along this route we may be confronted
again with the problem of what center means “mentally” (ideologically
or otherwise). But this is not a crucial matter for our purposes. We
may leave it at saying that center is, in itself, a broad spectrum con-
taining reasonableness, balancing of pros and cons, moderation. but
also pure and simple mental abstension, a know-nothing or a do-
nothing (undecided) attitude.

) Thus the crucial question is: How and when does the perception of _
center” arise with respect to a party that is perceived as “occupying”
the center? Here enters the notion of space elasticity, for the percep- |
tion of a center is a function of the length of the space. A short space
does not allow, or does not facilitate, the perception of a center: It
has, so to speak, no room for it. A short space is defined simply by its
ends —left and right. A third point of reference - the central point - |
becomes meaningful and perceivable only as the space extends, and

e

wwaco&wmwﬁrg?mmz%Omﬁro space are perceived as being two
poles apart. ‘

|

I Hrﬁ ,mnmam_m.wm ‘the centripetal convergence of three parties ummamm% :
Emm.,.-.ﬁ...@m linear distance of the abscissa, which remains — in the | |
mmE.o. -as 1t was in the twoparty case. There is no reason to assume, !’

in fact, that three-partism calls for a larger competitive distance z_mm

twopartism. If England adopted proportional representation, it would

immediately become a three-party system (at least), s&awwmm if the

German Federal Republic adopted the single-member district system,
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its Liberal party would disappear - with the distribution of political
preferences remaining unchanged. Assuming, then, that the space of
competition does not include - being short - sizable extremized sectors
of opinion, parties A and C do not run the risk of being outflanked.
Moreover, the fewer the parties, the more each party has a chance of
having access to power and is, therefore, governing oriented.”® On
both counts A and C will both try to gain votes by converging toward
the central area, for by departing they would leave a vacant space for
the expansion of party B. As for party B, it can either attempt to resist
on both sides or to attack on one side. What it cannot do - since it is
not perceived as a center party and cannot capitalize on the fear of
extremism —is push apart its neighbors via a double-front, centrifugal
lexpansion. If anything, the in-between party of a three-party system
‘tends to be squeezed into being the smaller party. Note, also, that with
three parties the near evenness of twopartism tends to wither away.
Therefore, the competitive interplays may actually take three con-
figurations: not only A and C converging upon B, but also A and B
~ both moving toward C or, conversely, C and B both going in the di-
rection of A. All of this adds up to saying — in my previous terminology
— that three parties do not make for a tripolar system: The competitive
configuration of three-partism remains bipolar.
. A four-party system as designed in the figure does not raise any
problem. It is merely a subdivided, or doubled, representation of the
twoparty scheme. The only difference is that I now assume the space
of party competition to be larger —as indicated by the abscissa run-
ning, conventionally, from o to 65. There is no necessary reason for this
extension. Two parties may slice themselves into four parties simply
because a single-member system is replaced by proportional repre-
sentation. Even so, as the restraints of the single-member system are
removed, two things change: The hitherto blackmail parties can well
“B.mﬂmammnm as additional parties, and, in any event, the extreme (not
‘extremized ) opinions acquire a leverage. So the odds are that a four
\party system will either reflect, or help produce, a wider linear space
/than the one allowed by twopartism. However, the fact that the count-
lerpulls acquire greater force does not detract from the fact that no
four-party polity actually displays an extremized or polarized pattern.
ﬁ,Em confirms, then, that four parties can still interact centripetally
|either with three parties converging against one (as in Sweden ), or in
la two-against-two contest for the in-between floating voters.™
The step that follows - five parties or more —appears to be the

critical step. Here it is imperative to recall that “five” is defined by my
counting rules.”™ Moreover, for our purposes we must also account for
multidimensionality, thereby discarding the parties that have been de-
clared, in the previous section, out of competition. .,,H.rmﬁ is, the five or
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, highly visible point but also a pole endowed
' Now a center positioning is perceived by the non-extremized electo-
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more parties that enter a unidimensional model of competition must
all compete along one and the same line. With these provisos, we
may turn to Figure 47, which comes closer to portraying a “model”
than the mere visual aids of Figure 46. It should also be noted that
We are now representing five specific parties and/or more-than-five
parties clustered into five groups. The argument now is that when the
m:z.o& threshold is bypassed, it makes little difference whether the
parties competing along the left-right line are six, eight, or even ten —
mGSmom that they are “real parties,” that is, that we mnmvug misled by
a situation of party atomization. il

Uoi.:m may be right when asserting that any given distribution of
voters in a given electoral structure allows for
parties and no more.
circularity,

e

ct : . T a certain number of

The trouble is that this argument verges on
for the actual distribution results, in no small part, from
how many are the parties and is, therefore, shaped by the parties .9@3-
selves. It is safer, therefore, to pursue the argument only in terms of
space elasticity. To be sure, the extended space represented

. . . i M:
3@13 47 - vv\.m.: abscissa running from o to 100, implies that we are
envisaging polities that display a strong ideological focus, low con-

mm:mzm.‘ and .Emr polarization. But this leaves the actual distributions
to be investigated empirically.

The arrows in the fi
pattern that is no longer centripetal but centrifugal. How is this Hm-w
versal to be explained? The crucial element is —
suggestion — that when the extreme ends of the
moved as to be two poles apart, then the cent

§

according to my earlier| '
spectrum are so far re- |

er becomes not only a !
with strong leverage.

_Mwno as z..m safe position, the position that best
,,u he m.x_m::m moBm.Qmo%. We may equally say that the center wOmEdc
ﬁ%é Eomgwﬂmm a “center logic” of defense against the extremes. Hence
the system is now tripolar or, eventually, multipolar. This entails that a

secures the survival of

i ————" 0 —> —0—> 0 —> —

Extreme
Left

Center Extreme

Right

Multipolar competition
Figure 47. Centrifugal competition
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centrifugal push is started at the very metrical center of the spectrum,
for the center party (Italy) or parties (Weimar, Chile) acquire a

hitherto unprecedented appeal —so much so that they attempt to ex-

, pand ‘with the “oil stain” technique, that is, on both sides. And while

N

_ | a“simultaneous war on two fronts may not succeed, this logic of ex-
s )| | pansion is reflected in, and revealed by, the inner, centrifugal tensions ,,
wom the center party itself. In any event, the central area is now physi- |

cally occupied in a very real sense, namely, that the moderate electo-
rate no longer is the floating electorate par excellence: Indeed, it turns
out to be, under the circumstances, a highly stable electorate. To be
sure, the “eccentric” push of the center party (or parties) is somehow
counteracted by a centripetal competition of the moderate left and
the moderate right. But the (pro-system) left is outflanked on its left
side; and the (pro-system) right is equally outflanked on its right side.
'That is, the wings that are loyal to the system have also a problem of
voo/B@.o\mmm;omam?mw:% vis-A-vis the unloyal (anti-system) opposi-
‘tions. This means that their positioning does not allow them to exert
r:,_% decisive influence on the ultimate trends of the polity. ,

‘The final say is left, therefore, to the extremized parties. Since the

waﬁaoBo extremes” are not exposed to outflanking, one may well

wonder why they should not converge. But let us recall the second
property of an ideological space — unequal distances. In the case in
point we are confronted with very “distant” parties that are perceived,
and perceive themselves, as alien, if not as foes. Hence the extreme
left and the extreme right neither desire nor have much to gain, in
competing centripetally. Their goals are best furthered by tearing the
system apart. To be sure, successful anti-system parties are office-
holding parties, especially at the local and regional levels. But their
holding office does not mean that they are “integrated” into the system;
it may equally testify to the system’s “disintegration.” Even when anti-
system parties soft-pedal their anti-ideology, their primary strategy is
to make the system collapse by emptying it, that is, by means of a
‘draining leading to a bimodal distribution or to a unimodal one peaked
in the proximity of one of the ends of the spectrum.

In sum, the basic idea conveyed by the model that applies to the
systems that I call of extreme and polarized pluralism i, first, that the
leverage acquired by a center pole discourages, and actually impedes,
centrality; and, second, that the extreme parties of such systems pros-
per on more, not on less, polarization. No doubt, this pattern is so
precarious, and so unfelicitous, that the iron arm can hardly last in-
definitely. Over time, counter-trends may well begin to prevail. This
means, or implies, that the space of competition cannot be extended
indefinitely: Either a polity squarely collapses or its competitive space
will, at some points in time, begin to shrink. The point remains that we
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do need a model which accounts for the competitive trends of the “un-
mﬁ.mEmw non-working democracies. The fact that most of them have
died out is not a reason for forgetting them. It is precisely because
they are dead that it becomes crucial to understand why.

Two concluding remarks are in order. The first is that models — as
here understood — are supposed to predict ¢rends, not single elections
..Hrw second one is that the best defense of the approach pursued vmam
is in .Eo point made by Downs himself (in spite of his deductive
theorizing ), namely, that models “should be tested primarily by the

accuracy of their predictions rather than by the reality of their as-
sumptions.” 8
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For the details and the evidence supporting the three cases over-
viewed in the text, reference must be made to ch. 6, supra.

Supra, 5.2. .
Hﬂﬂn ﬂm_ﬂ“nr helps settle the dubious cases that have been long dis-

cussed in ch. 6, supra, namely Switzerland, the Netherlands, and

Israel.
Downs, op. cit., p. 126.
Ibid., p. 21. .
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