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Abstract:


Despite the spread of multipartysim to sub-Saharan Africa, a single party has dominated third wave elections in countries throughout the region.  Winning parties in Africa command comparatively large majorities, and have very rarely been voted out of office.  Existing theories of the illiberal nature of democracy in Africa and ethnic voting are insufficient to explain this electoral success.  Likewise, factors in the literature on the effective number of parties often have little effect on winning party seat share.  I offer an explanation in which the affiliation between a president and his party allows that party to gain large majorities.  I test the predictive power of the proximity between executive and legislative elections on winning party seat share while controlling for other factors thought to drive the ability of parties to win seats.   I find that, in addition to the effect of ethnic heterogeneity mediated by group concentration and district magnitude, the proximity of elections has a major impact on a party’s ability to win seats in the legislature.  Concurrent elections allow a party to take advantage of presidential coattails, resulting in at least 20% more seats for the president’s party relative to midterm elections.

There is a well-known and extensive literature on political parties, and more specifically, the interaction between electoral rules and party systems (Durverger 1959; Rae 1967; Sartori 1976; Lijphart 1977, 1984; Taagepera and Shugart 1989).  More recently, this literature has expanded from its institutional base to take non-institutional variables into account, most notably the diversity of ethnic groups within a country (Powell 1982; Lijphart 1990; Ordershook and Shvetstova 1994; Cox 1997; Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich 2003).  While nearly all of these studies focused on accounting for the number of parties, it is often the case that the particular constellation of parties, i.e. parties’ power relative to each other, provides a better insight into the workings of the party system.  For instance, is the country or set of countries in question governed by a dominant party, two major parties, coalitions of several small parties, or some hybrid of the above?  The party constellation affects the nature of political competition, as well as the prospects for democratic consolidation in new democracies.  When the effective number (as opposed to the raw number) of parties is the dependent variable, the relative weight of parties is considered.
  However, several different constellations of party seat (or vote) shares can lead to the same effective number of parties, and this clouds the true distribution of power in government.  


The spread of multiparty elections throughout Africa between 1989 and the mid-1990s naturally drew the attention of scholars interested in elections and party systems.  This phenomenon allowed comparative politics scholars to include a wider range of countries into their samples, and allowed Africanists to join in the analysis of democratic party systems.  However, to date only van de Walle (2003) has identified what is perhaps the most crucial development in the region regarding parties: the presence of dominant parties around the continent.  As he says, “parties that won founding elections are almost invariably still in power,” and “the typical emerging party system has consisted of a dominant party surrounded by a large number of small, unstable parties.”
  However, as a general survey, van de Walle stops short of providing clear mechanisms to explain this phenomenon.


Table 1 gives an overview of seat shares held by winning parties in the legislature across three major regions of the developing world in recent elections.  It shows that winning parties in Africa control a much greater share of legislative seats than do winning parties in either Latin America or Eastern Europe.  Not only do they control approximately 25% more seats than do their conterparts in other regions, but more importantly, they almost always command a majority, and quite often this majority exceeds 2/3 of the lower house.
  Adding to the comparatively dominant nature of winning parties in Africa is the fact that often times in other regions, Latin America in particular, the winning “party” is a coalition of multiple parties.  Rarely is this the case in Africa.  

It is important to note that almost all cases in Latin America, and several in Eastern Europe, use Proportional Representation (PR) electoral systems, which lower the barrier to entry for small parties and therefore diminish the largest party’s seat share in expectation.  However, while African democracies have more diversity in electoral systems, the countries using PR in Africa are nearly as dominant as those in the region who use a plurality or majority formula.  The seven PR countries have an average winning seat share of 59%, down slightly from the regional average but still almost 20% greater than Latin America and Eastern Europe.   

Not only do these parties win large majorities, but as van de Walle noted, once they win, they also keep winning.  Only in Benin, Kenya, Madagascar, and Sao Tome
 have ruling parties lost their legislative majorities.  So how can this be explained?  I view dominant parties as a puzzling result, particularly given previous literature on voting and elections in Africa, which relies on narrow networks of ethnicity and clientelism, both of which seem insufficient to lead to such large majorities for winning parties.  Often times parties win large majorities despite unfavorable ethnic arrangements and permissive electoral rules.  What about electoral manipulation and fraud?  The literature on the illiberal nature of democracy in Africa (Diamond 1996; Herbst 2001; Joseph 1998; van de Walle 2003) would certainly point to this as a culprit.  While there are some cases of “electoral authoritarianism” (Linz 2000; Diamond 2002; Levitsky 2002; Schedler 2002) in Africa, I show that this too does not drive the results.  Adding to the puzzle is the well-documented growth crisis in Africa (Easterly & Levine 1997; van de Walle 2001; Englebert 2000; Easterly 2001), the widespread nature of which reflects that popularity is unlikely to be a product of major economic advances.  

In this study I focus on the affiliation of winning parties with the office of the president as a crucial determinant, and discuss how this affiliation allows parties to gain extreme incumbency advantage because of the president’s power and electoral strategy.  I operationalize this link through a common variable, the proximity of presidential and legislative elections, but go beyond previous literature that includes proximity by specifying mechanisms through which it works.  I test its predictive power against variables previously established in the literature on party systems, as well as including a control for electoral fraud.  


The paper proceeds as follows.  First, I offer a brief discussion of dominant parties.  Then I review the expectations that come from the literature on electoral rules and ethnic heterogeneity and extend these expectations to dominant parties.  In the third section I offer a link between presidents and parties in a discussion of electoral strategy and incumbency advantage.  I then present several models to account for winning party seat share, first discussing the variables and dataset, and then moving on to the results.  Finally, I discuss the implications of these findings, and conclude.    

DOMINANT PARTIES 

What do we mean by dominant parties?  


I use the term “dominant” in a fairly broad fashion in this study, and choose not to select a cutoff percentage (thereby treating dominance dichotomously) so as not to throw away information about the range of seat shares that parties win across countries.   However, certain qualities are common to parties that fall into this category.  First, dominant parties control a majority in the legislature.  This allows for clear legislative control and autonomy in decision-making.  Secondly, dominant parties win multiple consecutive elections.  To be dominant, a party needs to demonstrate that it was not ushered into office on a whim, but endorsed across multiple elections and given a mandate to govern.  

It is important to mention that dominant parties are markedly different from those of one-party rule in Africa.  As the name implies, many countries had political parties during the era of one-party rule.  But there was usually only one of them, and if there were more, meaningful competition across parties was typically absent.
  I am interested here in parties that become dominant in the context of competitive multiparty elections, i.e. earned dominance rather than enforced dominance.  Consequently I only consider cases where multiple parties are allowed to compete, and control for the freedom and fairness of elections.   
Why is it a puzzle that dominant parties have emerged in Africa?  

First, existing literature makes predictions that do not hold in this large sample of democracies.  For instance, a testable hypothesis that emerges out of the ethnic fractionalization literature is that parties would have a difficult time gaining a broad support base and becoming dominant in ethnically heterogeneous countries.  Indeed, van de Walle’s second and third observations -- that “the typical emerging party system has consisted of a dominant party surrounded by several small, unstable parties,” and that “party cleavages have been overwhelmingly ethno-linguistic in nature” -- seem, at least to some degree, contradictory.
  Out of the 16 countries for which available data matched a country with multiparty elections, only in two did the largest ethnic group in the country constitute a majority.  The literature on institutions points to the permissiveness of electoral rules, and a testable hypothesis from this literature is that parties will have a difficult time gaining a broad support base and becoming dominant when the electoral rules allow for multiple parties to have a reasonable chance of winning seats.  The averages from Table 1 show that winning parties in Latin America and Eastern Europe have indeed encountered a barrier to gaining majorities.  And noting that almost all of Latin America uses PR, and Eastern Europe uses either PR or mixed-member systems (which also allow for greater proportionality than strict single member district elections), shows support for that hypothesis.  However, parties operating under both plurality/majority and PR have gained large majorities in Africa.

Second, ruling parties in many African countries have a less than stellar record of incumbent performance.  While yearly growth data in recent years for the region is sparse, Africa’s growth crisis has received attention from countless academics and policy makers.  As van de Walle notes, “many if not most Africans are poorer today than they were twenty years ago,” and “at the beginning of the twenty-first century … the African region continues to be outperformed by all other regions, and efforts to redress this poor performance during the last twenty years have not been successful” (van de Walle 2001 pg. 4-5).  Compare this with Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party, which won reelection across several decades.  The LDP dominated the Japanese legislature, but its dominance was amidst Japan’s rise to becoming an economic giant.  The PRI, which dominated Mexican politics for most of the 20th century until the 2000 election, is a clear example of party dominance in the face of poor incumbent performance.  However, the PRI retained power in large part from electoral fraud, which quickly resolves the puzzle.
Why are dominant parties important to study?


Unlike other areas of the world, Africa does not have a long history of political parties.  In Latin America, for instance, although meaningful electoral competition was suspended in many countries by military rule, parties have roots as far back as the 19th century (Mainwaring & Scully 1995).  For African parties, these are the formative years.  In the early years of democratic competition parties test their electoral fortunes, and party systems can take on great inertia, often becoming locked in place for decades.  An additional threat looms from the recent history one-party rule in the post-independence era.  While multiparty competition is now widespread throughout the region, the presence of dominant parties raises a concern about a reversion to one-party rule.  


At the very least, dominant parties allow for governance without consensus.  A ruling party that commands the presidency and a majority in the legislature need not seek outside support for its actions.  When victory margins climb into the 60% and 70% range and above, parties also have a cushion that allows them to be unresponsive to public opinion in non-election years, knowing they can lose the support of thousands (perhaps millions) of voters and still win reelection.  This large a majority may also allow the ruling party to amend the constitution.   

Relatedly, dominant parties are particularly worrisome for the prospects of democratic consolidation.  The literature on consolidation often speaks to this issue in terms of turnover, i.e. the transfer of power from one party to another (or one president to another) through an election.  The logic of turnover being important to democratic consolidation is that competition is a necessary feature of democracy, and a country should therefore be capable of absorbing transitions of power that arise from competition.  Further, turnover provides confidence that the system itself is bigger than the individuals who govern within the system.  Turnover may not be essential to democracy, but especially in new democracies where voters and politicians have not built confidence in the system, it can be a sign that competition exists and is being respected.  On this point, one can contrast Zimbabwe, where there has been no turnover for the first 25 years of democracy, with the United States, where the Democratic Party dominated the House of Representative from the mid-1950s to the mid-1990s.  It seems fair to say that fears of democratic breakdown were lower in the United States if the Democrats were to lose power than they currently are in Zimbabwe if Mugabe and ZANU were to lose power.  Clearly, where regular turnover exists, party dominance does not.  In the region, only Benin and Madagascar have passed the two-turnover test developed by Huntington.
  

Unfortunately, dominant parties in Africa have created a situation where legislative power is difficult to assess because of a lack of divided government.  In fact, of countries currently holding multiparty competitive elections, only in Sao Tome and Senegal does a party other than that of the president hold a majority in the legislature.

ACCOUNTING FOR PARTY SYSTEMS

Electoral Rules and Ethnic Heterogeneity


The institutional literature has thoroughly detailed the relationship between electoral rules and party systems.  Duverger offers the most notable account of an electoral rule’s effect on the number of parties, showing how a plurality rule in single member districts induces two-party competition.  Since Rae (1967), the effect of electoral rules is usually proxied via district magnitude in studies of party systems.  As district magnitude increases, the system becomes permissive of a greater number of parties. 

However, scholars of party systems recognize that electoral systems are not singularly determinant.  They are conditioned by social structure - both the heterogeneity of ethnic groups, and the geographic concentration of those groups.  Ordershook and Shvetstova (1994) and Cox (1997) both find the interaction of district magnitude and ethnic fractionalization outperforms either factor taken individually.
  This observation was somewhat refined in a recent piece specific to Africa.  Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich (2003) include a variable for ethnopolitical concentration (a measure of fragmentation), and find that ethnic heterogeneity alone does not have a positive effect on the number of parties.  In fact, they find a negative effect on their ethnopolitical group fragmentation variable.  However, when high ethnopolitical group fragmentation is combined with a high level of group (geographic) concentration, it does increase the number of parties.  

Proximity as a Common Independent Variable


Presidentialism is a very common institutional feature in Africa.  In fact, out of the 25 African multiparty democracies, only South Africa, Botswana, and Mauritius are parliamentary.  So what is it about presidentialism that exerts influence over party structure?  The most common link between presidents and parties is the electoral cycle, i.e. the proximity of presidential and legislative elections. Concurrent elections are those in which the president and legislature are elected at the same time, and non-concurrent are those with some degree of temporal separation (midterm elections being the most extreme).  Shugart and Carey (1992) found that: 1. Presidentialism pulls the number of parties down towards two, while parliamentarism allows for a higher number of parties; 2. Concurrent elections with PR supports two major parties plus some minor parties; and 3. Non-concurrent elections, especially when the legislature uses PR (thus avoiding Duvergerian effects), offer greater incentives for small parties, and therefore pushes the number of parties upward.    

Several studies have used the proximity of elections in accounting for the number of legislative parties (Shugart and Carey 1992; Cox 1997; Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich 2003).  They find that as proximity increases (executive and legislative elections getting closer together) the number of parties decreases.  Often the effective number of presidential candidates (ENPC) is used interactively with the proximity variable.  The justification for this interactive effect is that the presidential pull on legislative elections depends also on how widely the presidential election is contested.  The expectation on ENPC is negative, as a more widely contested presidential election allows the electoral benefits of having a presidential candidate to be spread to more parties.

WHY PROXIMITY MATTERS: SPECIFYING A LINK BETWEEN PRESIDENTS AND PARTIES


While previous literature gives us an expectation for the sign of the proximity variable (positive), a mechanism by which proximity works is rarely specified.  This is, of course, quite problematic for explaining electoral outcomes and the resulting party constellation.  I view proximity as crucial to the ability of parties to become dominant, and offer the following mechanisms.


For one, there are the often-recognized benefits of office that allow ruling parties to improve their electoral fortunes.  The closer the timing of presidential and legislative elections, the more candidates of the president’s party are able to reap the benefits of the president’s strategic moves to win reelection for himself.  Common examples of this type of move in sub-Saharan Africa are to inflate civil service salaries, or to begin construction projects in electorally valuable areas in the days leading up to the elections.  Rawlings employed these moves blatantly in the 1996 Ghana elections (Aubynn 2002), and his NDC party took 67% of the legislature.  Those affiliated with the president can claim credit for these activities, while challengers cannot.  And the extent to which this credit claiming is effective will depend on the proximity of the two elections.  Clearly credit claiming is more effective if elections are more proximal.  This includes both concurrent, honeymoon, and reverse-honeymoon elections.
  Conversely, if the president seeks to correct the budget deficit that was caused by inflating salaries before the election, presidential co-partisans may be hurt in their electoral bids if legislative elections come later in the president’s term.    

Second, there is the issue of visibility.  While it is rarely made explicit, I assume that the effective number of presidential candidates is included in previous studies because parties are simply more visible to voters if they have a candidate running for president.  Therefore, as the number of presidential candidates increases and more parties become visible, and the effective number of parties grows.  Extending this to dominant parties, the logic would be that as the number of presidential candidates increases, the more difficult it becomes for one party to dominate, decreasing winning party seat share in expectation.  If an incumbent is running, his party will, of course, benefit the most from visibility.  Especially for voters with low levels of political information, simple cues such as visibility can be important.  

Related to this is the idea of valence issues, originally developed by Stokes (1966).  Valence issues are those that all voters see as beneficial, i.e. they are indivisible on any kind of preference spectrum.  The question that arises around valence issues is simply who (which party) can best deliver.  Though rarely given credit for being keen electoral strategists, African presidents are very successful in structuring campaigns around the issues of “development” and “progress,” clear examples of valence issues.  While van de Walle (2003) makes an important observation that “ideological differences have been minor across parties, and debates about specific policy issues have been virtually non-existent,” this should not imply that party strategy is absent.  It seems clear that incumbent presidents and parties are employing effective strategies by keeping divisive issues out of campaigns.  Why would Obasanjo and his People’s Democratic Party (PDP) campaign on a controversial anti-Sharia
 platform when they can win more seats by relying on the rhetoric of development?
  These strategies of using valence issues work to the advantage of incumbents rather than the opposition particularly because democracy is new to most of sub-Saharan Africa, and incumbents have been the only providers of democracy.  While incumbents have rarely brought economic growth, being able to provide democracy may be enough in the short-term.  Bratton (forthcoming) has found survey evidence that Africans have a long-term time horizon in terms of democratic consolidation and incumbents’ ability to deliver, and this benefits incumbents in the early period of democracy.   

Finally, support for the link between presidents and parties, and incumbency advantage generally, comes from Wantchekon’s (1999) model of voting behavior in a context of potential political violence.  He shows that voters will often trade off voting for a candidate/party closer to their ideal point for the prospect of post-election stability.  He cites Charles Taylor’s victory in the 1997 Liberian Presidential election as an example of this type of voting calculus.  We see evidence of this in several other African elections as well.  For instance, in Ghana’s 1996 presidential and legislative elections, Aubynn (2002) finds survey evidence that Rawlings and the NDC benefited from rumors of post-election instability.  In his sample, 50% of urban voters and 40% of rural voters cited stability-related issues
 as their reason for supporting Rawlings (in the presidential election) and the NDC (in the legislative election).  Often incumbents will use warnings of post-election violence to induce voters into casting a stability vote for the incumbent.  We saw this from Moi in Kenya, Banda in Malawi, and Kaunda in Zambia.

What is crucial to these mechanisms is that they allow ruling parties to reach the millions of voters who are not reached by clientelistic networks, or those who do not have ethnic links to candidates that predisposed their voting behavior.  As many scholars observed during Africa’s shift to multipartyism, the networks of clientelism are narrow, reaching few beyond the elite (Williams 1987; Bayart 1989).  Similarly, the idea of strict ethnic voting only accounts for winning party seat share in the instances when the winning party matches an ethnic group that constitutes a majority of the country, which was shown above to rarely be the case.  Certainly candidates still use personalistic appeals to gain votes.  But I argue that this alone does not nearly allow for the margin of victory that has obtained in elections around the region.  Being able to ride on presidential coattails and use the party label as an effective cue also plays a major role.  And while votes gained by this type of campaign strategy are not a ringing endorsement of candidate or party platforms, they do offer an explanation that allows for the margin of victory parties actually achieve.


These mechanisms show how proximity is an appropriate means of measuring the presidential pull in legislative elections.  Studies that simply use a dummy variable for the effect of presidentialism in Africa are essentially using a constant to explain party success.  Proximity, on the other hand, varies, and the mechanisms above show that the effect of presidentialism is certainly not constant.  It varies both across country, and across elections within each country.   


ELECTORAL FRAUD 


This discussion above implies that electoral fraud is not the driving force behind electoral success for Africa’s ruling parties.  However, it is evident that several elections in Africa, as elsewhere, have been fraudulent.  Ruling governments have used tactics as explicit as intimidation and violence against opposition groups, as well as more subtle maneuvers such as not delivering enough ballots to opposition stronghold districts, or delivering them late on election day.  

Consequently, an investigation of party success (or electoral outcomes more generally) should control for the fairness of elections.  Surprisingly, few studies have done this.  I employ a measure of freedom and fairness, which should allow for greater confidence in interpreting other variables’ significance, as well as providing a test of whether the illiberal nature of democracy does in fact drive election results.    

ACCOUNTING FOR DOMINANT PARTY SUCCESS
Measurement of Variables

I test the power of factors discussed above by using seat share in the legislature as the dependent variable.  Because the crucial relationship for this study is the presidential pull on party success, I use the seat share of the president’s party as the dependent variable.  While this is a straightforward measure of a party’s power in government, one caveat is necessary.  When seat share, rather than vote share, is the dependent variable, the effect of exogenous factors is mediated by electoral rules.  Consequently, I control for electoral rules in all models.  

I chose to measure the level of dominance across a range of seat shares, rather than selecting a cut-off point and treating dominance as dichotomous.  A dichotomous treatment unnecessarily throws out information, and limits our ability to make inferences about the determinants of party success.  Indeed, there is a meaningful range among the seat share of parties that could all be considered dominant, from the ANC’s 66.5%
 to the Botswana Democratic Party, which has gained over 90% of the seats in multiple elections.  

I draw all independent variables from the factors discussed above, and operationalize them in the following way.  I follow convention and proxy electoral system by district magnitude, and then take its log, as incremental increases at low levels of district magnitude should lead to greater changes in the dependent variable than do increases of the same increment at high levels of district magnitude.  

Ethnic heterogeneity offers a challenge, as several measures are available.  I focus on two of these measures as the most appropriate.  The first is Fearon’s Ethnic Fractionalization Measure (2003), an improvement on several previous indices of ethno-linguistic fractionalization,
 and referred to here as ELF.  The second is ethnopolitical group fragmentation, the measure employed by Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich (2003).  They test this measure’s predictive power against two others
 and find it to be superior when effective number of parties is the dependent variable.  This measure will therefore be useful in comparing results, and will be referred to as EGF.  

The concentration of groups in a country is related to ethnic diversity, and is an important factor to consider whenever electoral outcomes are the dependent variable, perhaps with the exception of countries that use national list-PR.
  Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich (2003) make an important contribution by including this variable,
 and I employ their measure, though with the following caution.  Group concentration matters because political competition takes places within electoral districts, and so it is important to know how group distribution relates to electoral district distribution.  While their measure is weighted by (politically relevant) group population size, concentration is still operationalized by assigning each country a single score, and this is a blunt means of inclusion.
  Concentration is an attribute of groups, not of countries, and so a single national average can be misleading as several different arrangements of group concentration can lead to the same national average.  Because of the relationship just described, I view the interaction of district magnitude, fractionalization, and concentration as the most relevant means of including concentration.

The effect of a party’s ability to take advantage of the incumbent president’s coattails and campaign strategy is proxied here via the proximity of presidential and legislative elections.  I follow Cox (1997), who offers the most appropriate way to measure proximity.
  Proximity is measure on a scale from 0 (midterm elections, the least proximal) to 1(concurrent elections, the most proximal).  Parliamentary countries pose a coding difficulty, as there are no separate elections for the executive branch.  So as not to lose data, I code them as 0 - the coding for countries where the executive elections would have the least pull.  I also include an interaction of proximity with the ENPC for reasons discussed above.

Finally, I include a measure of the “freedom and fairness” of an election.  Bratton and van de Walle (1997) discuss this issue in the context of the first round of African elections, which they estimate to have been split evenly between fair and unfair elections.
  Staffan Lindberg (2003) expanded on this variable in a large dataset that includes elections through 2003.  Lindberg offers a slightly more precise measure of freedom and fairness, breaking down the variable down into four categories that answer the question, “was the election in question free and fair?” The variable is coded as follows: 0=no; 1=irregularities affected results; 2=yes, irregularities not significant; and, 3=yes.  I adopt this measure in my models.

Table 2 provides summary statistics for all variables.

Dataset
I draw cases from legislative (lower house) elections in 25 countries in sub-Saharan Africa.  Following Rae (1967) and Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich (2003) I use individual election results as the unit of analysis.  The objection to this approach, most notably from Lijphart (1994), is that the electoral system is typically constant across elections within a given country, and therefore different election results within the same country should not be counted as independent. While this is a valid concern with respect to electoral system, the same logic does not apply to the variables of primary interest in this study, i.e. proximity and proximity*ENPC.  The effect of presidential coattails does indeed vary across elections within the same country, as any two election campaigns are distinct.  Further, even if the electoral rule (or, in this case, district magnitude) remains constant, it is often hypothesized that electoral rules take time to be internalized by voters and politicians.  Thus, there is reason to think that even the electoral system does not have a constant effect on election results over time.  

Because several observations are elections in the same country at different time periods, I include a lagged dependent variable
 in the second set of models to correct for serial correlation.   

I set few restrictions on case selection.  This is both to maximize the number cases, and more importantly, to provide the truest test of the models.  Especially because of the inclusion of freedom and fairness, it is important to include elections that were corrupt or flawed (so long as multiple parties are allowed to compete and win seats) in addition to those that pass common standards for well-run democratic elections.  Consequently, I include all countries for which multiparty democratic elections are currently ongoing, assuming data are available.  If a country is under single party rule (meaning other parties are not permitted to contest elections), authoritarian rule, or military rule, it is excluded.  However, if a coup happened some years ago, but the country has since transitioned to democratic elections, the case is included.

Model Specification


Table 3 includes six models of winning party seat share.  Models 1, 3 and 5 use the ELF measure of ethnic heterogeneity, while Models 2, 4, and 6 use the EGF measure.  Table 4 offers the identical six models as Table 3, but with a lagged dependent variable and dummy variable for first elections added to each.  The models in Table 4 are labeled as 7-12.  Each subsequent model builds on the one before (i.e. 3 builds on 1, and 5 build on 3; similarly 4 builds on 2 and 6 builds on 4) to illustrate the predictive power of adding in the variables of interest to this study.  Models 5 and 6 (and their analogous models in the Table 4, i.e. Models 11 and 12) are the fully specified models in terms of the determinants discussed above, and are consequently the preferred specifications.  

RESULTS


Table 3 shows a fairly consistent pattern of significance across the six models.  First, district magnitude has no independent effect on winning party seat share.  Its magnitude and sign varies surprisingly depending on which measure of ethnic heterogeneity is used, but it never achieves significance.  Fearon’s measure of ethnic heterogeneity (ELF) achieves significance in the two more fully specified models (Models 3 and 5), and its magnitude appears quite large.  However, this variable is measured on a range between 0 and 1, and its range in the data runs only from .37 to .95.  Still, its impact is significant.  An increase of one standard deviation in the direction of greater heterogeneity results in a approximately 12% fewer seats for the winning party, which is the expected direction.  The EGF measure has a much smaller impact (which is to be expected, given that its measure across a range larger in magnitude), and never achieves significance.  However, as this measure follows Posner (2000) in focusing on political relevance, its effect may be diminished by the inclusion of district magnitude, which can be thought to condition the process by which ethnic groups become politically relevant.  A similar logic applies to the interaction terms of ethnic heterogeneity with district magnitude.   Much like the pattern that each heterogeneity term took on its own, in interaction with district magnitude the ELF measure is significant at the .05 level and in the expected direction, while the EGF measure is never significant.  


The product of district magnitude, ethnic heterogeneity, and group concentration is significant at the .01 level under both measures of heterogeneity and in all models except Model 5, where it is significant at the .05 level.  Its magnitude is small, but its predictive power is substantial.  While not reported here to save space, I ran two models (one for each heterogeneity measure) that did not include this complex interaction term, and then tested the additive power of several variables onto these basic models.  The basic models accounted for less than 10% of the variation in seat share, and Models 1 and 2 show that including this three-way interaction greatly improves the goodness of fit.  The high level of significance across all models shows that ethnic heterogeneity is an important predictor of party success when mediated both by the concentration of groups, and the mapping of these groups onto electoral districts.  This both corroborates the Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich (2003) finding, and underscores the need to improve upon current measures of group concentration.


The significance of the proximity of presidential and legislative elections is apparent from these results.  When including proximity and the interaction of proximity and the effective number of presidential candidates, the predictive power of the model increases by 27% in the ELF specifications, and 20% in the EGF specifications.  Both proximity alone, and its interaction with presidential candidates, are statistically distinguishable from 0 at the .01 level in all specifications, except proximity*ENPC in Model 5, which achieves significance at the .05 level.  Looking at the preferred specifications (Models 5 and 6), the effect of moving from midterm elections to concurrent elections increases the winning party’s seat share by at least 34%, and as much as 44%.  This could clearly constitute the difference between being the plurality/majority party and a dominant party, and lends strong support to the importance of presidential coattails and incumbency advantage for winning party success in Africa.    

Because the models include both proximity and the interaction of proximity and ENPC, we can observe that both play an important role in driving winning party seat share.  While the interpretation of the proximity variable follows from the mechanisms offered above, the finding on the interaction term raises new issues.  Both sets of models show that as the number of presidential candidates increases (along with the proximity variable increasing towards concurrent elections), winning party seat share increases.  Surprisingly, if the proximity variable were held constant at one (concurrent elections), moving from two presidential candidates to three would lead to a 10-12% increase in the winning party’s seat share.  This runs in contrast to one of the mechanisms I offered above, which focuses on visibility as the way in which multiple candidates running in a presidential election can distribute the vote in legislative elections.  Multiple presidential candidates, rather than diminishing a party’s ability to dominate, actually helps winning party seat share.  I speculate more on this finding below.

The free and fair variable did take the expected sign, negative, such that an increase in fairness would lead to a decrease in winning party seat share.  However, it was not close to significance, and carried little predictive power.  Further, including it as a control did not change the sign or challenge the significance level of other variables in the model.  While the variation in this measure was not huge, there was a meaningful distribution at least between values of 1 (signifying that irregularities did affect election results) and 2 (signifying that irregularities did not affect results).  This provides some evidence that electoral fraud is not the driving force behind party success in Africa.  


Table 4, which includes the lagged dependent variable and dummy variable for first elections in each model, shows that the results just discussed are robust to the inclusion of a proxy for omitted variables.  No variable that achieved significance in Models 1-6 loses its significance in the lag models, with the exception of ELF in Model 5.  And unsurprisingly, no variable found to be insignificant in Models 1-6 gains significance in the lag models.  The only variable that changes signs is the EGF measure, which was quite small in magnitude, with standard errors nearly double the coefficient estimates in non-lag models.  EGF shifts over to the expected sign in the lag models, but continues to have no independent effect on seat shares.  


The presence of the lag does somewhat decrease the magnitude of the variables of interest.  The benefit of moving from midterm to concurrent elections now results in a 27%-37% increase in winning party seat share, down roughly 10% from non-lag models.  The interaction of proximity and ENPC also drops by a few percentage points in its effect.  Nevertheless, these results are robust to the inclusion of the lag.  Proximity and proximity*ENPC remain significant at the highest level in all specifications, excepting proximity*ENPC in Model 12, which is significant at the .05 level.  While their effect on winning party seat share decreases, the substantive significance remains.  Across all model specifications, it is clear that as presidential and legislative elections become more spread out, the president’s party suffers in their ability to take advantage of affiliation with the president, while more proximal elections allows for large coattail effects.  

IMPLICATIONS 

The success of ruling parties in Africa is often dismissed in discussions of the strict ethnic voting, the “illiberal” nature of democracy, or “pervasive clientelism.”
  The results here imply that party success goes well beyond these explanations.  Indeed, this study shows that ruling parties have often become dominant in fairly legitimate elections, and despite unfavorable electoral rules and ethnic contexts.  

The results are cautioned by the lack of available data on growth rates.  Despite Africa’s widespread growth crisis, it will be important to try and obtain better economic data for recent time periods, and include these data as controls.  The inclusion of a lagged dependent variable to proxy for omitted variables, and the consistency of results between the lagged and non-lagged models, lends confidence to the results presented here.  

The effect of ethnicity is certainly not irrelevant, but its importance was shown to depend on the context of group concentration, and the way in which this ethnic landscape maps onto electoral districts.  To make additional progress on ethnicity’s role in shaping party systems, it will be crucial to bring measures of group concentration down to the district level. 

The results on the proximity variable point to the importance of incumbency advantage, presidential coattails, and effective electoral strategy on behalf of the president and his party.  The mechanisms offered above give some indication of how affiliation between presidents and parties shape the party constellation so as to allow incumbent parties to dominate.  Clearly, being able to link yourself to the “big man” has major electoral benefits.   


 
Interestingly, the interaction of proximity and ENPC show that a greater number of candidates contesting the presidential election benefits the winning party in their share of seats.  This points to a coordination problem, but not of the spatial-ideology spectrum type suggested by several scholars (Riker 1976; Sartori 1976; Laver and Schofield 1990; Pempel 1990; Cox 1997).  Rather, several candidates contesting the presidency is evidence of small parties, which in Africa are often based on small ethno-regional pockets.  These are the “small unstable parties” identified by van de Walle, and give evidence of a coordination failure characterized by parties trying to run on narrow issues rather than forming coalitions.  I follow Sklar (forthcoming) in arguing that this is an insufficient basis for winning elections, or at least insufficient for becoming dominant.


The picture of dominant parties across sub-Saharan Africa is clear, and that alone is perhaps the most significant observation made in this study.  It is important to remember that party systems in Africa are still taking shape, having only been formed by a handful of elections.  It may well be that citizens around the region will follow the voters of Kenya in the 2003 election, and exercise their ability to vote out incumbents.
   However, at least for the time being, ruling parties continue to enjoy great power and freedom from compromise in governing.      
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Mean

Std. Dev.

N

Latin America:

40.5

10.95

18

Eastern Europe:

42.2

12.92

15

Sub-Saharan Africa:

66.7

16.22

24

^The table is based on party composition of the 

legislature, with coalitions counted as a single party.

Averages were calculated using the most recent election 

results in each country for which I had data.  All election 

results come from the time period 1995-2003, with the 

majority coming from post-2000.
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            N

   Mean

  Std. Dev.

          Min

         Max

Dependent Variable:

Winning Party Seat Share

44

64.5

18.78

18.8

98

Independent Variables:

District Magnitude

44

34.85

87.87

1

400

District Magnitude (logged)

44

0.68

0.79

0

2.6

ELF (Fearon)

37

0.72

0.16

0.37

0.95

EGF (M,S &G)

44

5.04

2.9

1

9.91

District Magnitude x ELF^

37

1.26

0.73

0.37

3.17

District Magnitude x EGF^

44

8.8

7.93

1.16

28.42

Concentration

44

1.59

0.99

0

3.24

District Magnitude x ELF x Concentration^

37

2.32

1.49

0

5.2

District Magnitude x EGF x Concentration^

44

15.8

13.74

0

51.65

Proximity

44

0.67

0.42

0

1

ENPC^^

44

2.1

1.27

0

6

Proximity x ENPC

44

1.45

1.09

0

3.9

F&F^^^

44

1.66

0.53

0

2

^in these cases, district magnitude is 

logged, and one is added before the 

term is interacted

^^refers to the effective number of

presidential candidates

^^^refers to the freedom and fairness 

of an election


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Table 3. Accounting for Party Dominance 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Dependent Variable = Winning Party Seat Share (percentage)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude (logged)
	
	26.82
	5.39
	-30.78
	6.01
	-28.84
	5.11
	

	
	
	
	[19.03]
	[7.36]
	[15.57]
	[6.49]
	[16.22]
	[6.63]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ELF
	
	-54.87
	
	-75.13*
	
	-73.23*
	
	

	
	
	
	[39.75]
	
	[30.01]
	
	[33.39]
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	EGF
	
	
	1.45
	
	1.75
	
	1.13
	

	
	
	
	
	[2.23]
	
	[2.25]
	
	[2.43]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x ELF
	
	49.49*
	
	53.54*
	
	51.19
	
	

	
	
	
	[23.92]
	
	[20.24]
	
	[20.77]
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x EGF
	
	
	0.65
	
	0.23
	
	0.49
	

	
	
	
	
	[.98]
	
	[.97]
	
	[1.02]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x ELF x Concentration
	-9.94**
	
	-6.87**
	
	-6.47*
	
	

	
	
	
	[2.9]
	
	[2.6]
	
	[2.57]
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x EGF x Concentration
	
	-1.34**
	
	-0.99**
	
	-0.96**
	

	
	
	
	
	[.25]
	
	[.25]
	
	[.24]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proximity
	
	
	
	44.41**
	37.68**
	42.6**
	34.12**
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[8.6]
	[8.48]
	[8.42]
	[8.42]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proximity x ENPC
	
	
	
	-10.38**
	-12.06**
	-9.7*
	-10.62**
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[3.51]
	[3.69]
	[3.61]
	[3.59]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	F&F
	
	
	
	
	
	-2.9
	-4.71
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[5.69]
	[4.89]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	N
	
	37
	44
	37
	44
	37
	44
	

	
	R-Squared
	
	0.29
	0.34
	0.56
	0.54
	0.57
	0.56
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Method of estimation is OLS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	*p < .05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	**p < .01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Table 4. Accounting for Party Dominance with Lagged Dependent Variable 
	
	
	

	
	Dependent Variable = Winning Party Seat Share (percentage)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Model 7
	Model 8
	Model 9
	Model 10
	Model 11
	Model 12
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude (logged)
	
	-22.49
	-2.63
	-31.75
	-0.87
	-30.59
	-2.08
	

	
	
	
	[16.63]
	[6.67]
	[15.76]
	[6.77]
	[16.14]
	[6.49]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ELF
	
	-31.08
	
	-69.88*
	
	-68.99
	
	

	
	
	
	[39.92]
	
	[34.06]
	
	[33.62]
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	EGF
	
	
	-0.59
	
	-0.36
	
	-1.12
	

	
	
	
	
	[1.96]
	
	[2.09]
	
	[2.14]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x ELF
	
	39.48
	
	52.96*
	
	51.63
	
	

	
	
	
	[20.98]
	
	[20.63]
	
	[20.65]
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x EGF
	
	
	1.26
	
	0.99
	
	1.32
	

	
	
	
	
	[.74]
	
	[.88]
	
	[.85]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x ELF x Concentration
	-8.43**
	
	-6.53*
	
	-6.31*
	
	

	
	
	
	[2.55]
	
	[2.6]
	
	[2.53]
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	District Magnitude x EGF x Concentration
	
	-0.92*
	
	-0.75*
	
	-0.73*
	

	
	
	
	
	[.37]
	
	[.35]
	
	[.33]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proximity
	
	
	
	36.65**
	30.48**
	35.7**
	26.85**
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[8.92]
	[7.9]
	[8.86]
	[8.23]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Proximity x ENPC
	
	
	
	-7.59**
	-8.39**
	-7.2**
	-6.85*
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[2.51]
	[2.91]
	[2.58]
	[2.79]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	F&F
	
	
	
	
	
	-1.84
	-5.14
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[5.46]
	[4.84]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lagged Seat Share
	
	0.48**
	0.43*
	0.31*
	0.3
	0.3*
	0.28
	

	
	
	
	[.15]
	[.17]
	[.13]
	[.15]
	[.13]
	[.15]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	First Election Dummy
	
	28.53*
	27.18*
	22.69*
	21.17*
	22.23
	19.63
	

	
	
	
	[10.6]
	[11.24]
	[8.38]
	[9.78]
	[8.69]
	[9.66]
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	N
	
	35
	42
	35
	42
	35
	42
	

	
	R-Squared
	
	0.48
	0.49
	0.66
	0.62
	0.66
	0.64
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Method of estimation is OLS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	*p < .05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	**p < .01
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� The formula is: 1/the sum of each party’s seat (or vote) share after it was squared.  Squaring each party’s share is what makes this a weighted average.


� Pg. 1, van de Walle (2003).


� The 2/3 threshold is often cited as important because it allows a party to single-handedly amend the constitution.


� In Ghana’s last election, the ruling party’s seat share dropped to 50%.


� Interestingly, some countries did offer meaningfully competitive elections within the ruling party.  For instance, in Tanzania, there were competitive elections within Nyere’s party, Chama Cha Mapenduzi (CCM).  Voters could select whom they preferred among ruling party candidates, and the party was responsive to these preferences.  The United National Independence Party (UNIP) in Zambia offered similar elections. 





� Ethnicity could still be the basis of broad party support if ethnic coalitions form and give support to one party.  However, that ethnicity is the driving force in African elections is certainly challenged by the prevalence of parties with large majorities.


� A country passes when it has seen two incumbent presidents lose office, and remains democratic.  Of course, multiple elections are necessary for a country to even have the opportunity to pass, and the modal country in sub-Saharan Africa has just recently begun to hold its third elections.


� The situation is Madagascar is unclear, as Marc Ravalomanana’s presidency is highly personalized and non-partisan.   


� However, in a recent study on the number of candidates contesting presidential elections, Jones (2004) finds that the interactive model does not perform better, and even sometimes performs worse, than the straightforward institutional model.


� “Honeymoon” refers to a legislative election that follows closely after the presidential elections.  “Reverse-Honeymoon” refers to legislative elections that closely precedes the presidential elections.  See Shugart and Carey (1992) for a detailed discussion.


� Sharia refers to the use of Muslim law, and has been adopted in Nigeria’s federal system by 11 states in the north. 


�Interestingly, Nigeria’s requirement that the president win at least 25% of the vote in 2/3 of the 36 states in addition to winning a plurality of the national vote provides a way to test what sort of appeal politicians feel will gain them the broadest support.  In the case of the 2003 presidential and legislative elections, the campaign rhetoric reflected that valence issues were viewed by the incumbent (Obasanjo and the PDP) as the most advantageous.  With this strategy Obasanjo won the presidential election, the PDP won 62% of the seats in the lower house and even managed to win gubernatorial elections in three of the Muslim-controlled northern states.


� Either “political stability” or “fear of violence.”


� The ANC won 66.5% of the seats in the 1999 South African elections, improving their totals from the 63% they received in 1994.  They improved again in the 2004 elections, winning 70% of the vote.


� Most notably the Atlas Narodov Mira data, constructed by Soviet Ethnographers, and known as ELF.  


� The older measure of ELF and PREG (Posner, forthcoming)


� Because national list-PR has no districts (or one nationwide district), the concentration of groups matters less for electoral outcomes than in arrangements of multiple districts.


� The measure emerges out of the concentration scores developed in Minorities at Risk (Gurr 1993).  


� See Mozaffar, Scarritt, and Galaich (2003) for a detailed discussion.


� Cox’s formula is: Proximity = 2 * | (Lt-Pt-1/Pt+1 – Pt-1) - ½ | where Lt is the date of the legislative election, Pt-1 is the date of the preceding presidential election, and Pt+1  is the date of the succeeding presidential election.


� They say 15 of 29 elections in question accurately reflect the will of the voters, while the remaining 14 are questionable.  Their coding is dichotomous, “yes” or “no” to the question of free and fair.


� Because the N is already low, I code first elections as 0 in the lag, and therefore add in a dummy variable that takes on a value of 1 if it is a first election, and 0 otherwise.  


� Nigeria is a good example of this type of case.  Civilian government was replaced by military government, then by civilian government, then by military government.  But Nigeria experienced democratic elections in 1999 and 2003, and is included as its latest democratic trend is unbroken.


� See, for instance, van de Walle (2003).


� This was an especially notable turnover as Uhuru Kenyatta, the son of Kenya’s independence leader Jomo Kenyatta, was running as the incumbent party (KANU) presidential candidate following the end of Daniel Arap Moi’s term.  Both Kenyatta and KANU lost to the National Rainbow Coalition Party and its presidential candidate, Mwai Kibaki.  
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N

Latin America:

40.5

10.95

18

Eastern Europe:

42.2

12.92

15

Sub-Saharan Africa:

66.7

16.22

24

^The table is based on party composition of the 

legislature, with coalitions counted as a single party.

Averages were calculated using the most recent election 

results in each country for which I had data.  All election 

results come from the time period 1995-2003, with the 

majority coming from post-2000.
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            N

   Mean

  Std. Dev.

          Min

         Max

Dependent Variable:

Winning Party Seat Share

44

64.5

18.78

18.8

98

Independent Variables:

District Magnitude

44

34.85

87.87

1

400

District Magnitude (logged)

44

0.68

0.79

0

2.6

ELF (Fearon)

37

0.72

0.16

0.37

0.95

EGF (M,S &G)

44

5.04

2.9

1

9.91

District Magnitude x ELF^

37

1.26

0.73

0.37

3.17

District Magnitude x EGF^

44

8.8

7.93

1.16

28.42

Concentration

44

1.59

0.99

0

3.24

District Magnitude x ELF x Concentration^

37

2.32

1.49

0

5.2

District Magnitude x EGF x Concentration^

44

15.8

13.74

0

51.65

Proximity

44

0.67

0.42

0

1

ENPC^^

44

2.1

1.27

0

6

Proximity x ENPC

44

1.45

1.09

0

3.9

F&F^^^

44

1.66

0.53

0

2

^in these cases, district magnitude is 

logged, and one is added before the 

term is interacted

^^refers to the effective number of

presidential candidates

^^^refers to the freedom and fairness 

of an election
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				Table 1: Average Seat Share of the Largest Party^
Across Regions of the Developing World

						Mean				Std. Dev.				N

				Latin America:		40.5				10.95				18

				Eastern Europe:		42.2				12.92				15

				Sub-Saharan Africa:		66.7				16.22				24

				^The table is based on party composition of the legislature, with coalitions counted as a single party.

				Averages were calculated using the most recent election 
results in each country for which I had data.  All election results come from the time period 1995-2003, with the majority coming from post-2000.

				remember that several parties winning in these regions are in fact coalitions and those coalitions are counted as a party

				also, they are not always the party of the president

				mention that these are LH elections

						Year				SS of Larg						Pres?		Electoral System

				Latin America:

				Argentina		2001				45						yes		PR

				Bolivia		2002				28						yes		PR

				Brazil		2002				18						yes		PR

				Chile		2001				53						yes

				Colombia		2002				34						yes		PR

				Costa Rica		2002				33						yes		PR

				Dominican Repbulic		2002				49						yes		PR

				Ecuador		2002				24						yes

				El Salvador		2003				37						yes		Mixed

				Guatemala		2003				31						yes

				Honduras		2001				48						yes		PR

				Mexico		2003				48						yes		Mixed

				Nicaragua		2001				52						yes		PR

				Panama		1999				59						yes		Plurality

				Paraguay		2003				46						yes		PR

				Peru		2001				38						yes		PR

				Uruguay		1999				40						yes		PR

				Venezuela		2000				46						yes

				Mean:						40.5

				Std. Dev.:						10.9504230378

				Percent Presidential:												100

				N:						18

						Year				SS of Larg						Pres?		Electoral System

				Eastern Europe:

				Albania		2001				52						no		Mixed

				Bulgaria		2001				50						yes		PR

				Croatia		2003				44						yes		PR

				Czech Republic		2002				35						no		PR

				Estonia		2003				28						no		PR

				Hungary		2002				50						no		Mixed

				Latvia		2002				26						no		PR

				Lithuania		2000				36						yes		Mixed

				Macedonia		2002				49						yes		Mixed

				Moldova		2001				70						no		PR

				Poland		2001				50						yes		PR

				Romania		2000				45						yes		PR

				Russia		2003				49						yes		Mixed

				Slovakia		2002				24						yes		PR

				Ukraine		2002				25						yes		Mixed

				Mean:						42.2

				St. Dev.:						12.9184253795

				Percent Presidential:												60

				N:						15

						Year				SS of Larg						Pres?		Electoral System

				Sub-Saharan Africa:

				Benin		2003				63

				Botswana		1999				83

				Burkina Faso		2002				51

				Cameroon		2002				83

				Cape Verde		2001				56

				Gabon		2001				79

				Gambia		2002				94

				Ghana		2000				50

				Kenya		2003				59

				Madagascar		1998				42

				Malawi		1999				48

				Mali		2002				41

				Mauritania		2001				79

				Mauritius		2000				81

				Mozambique		1999				53

				Namibia		1999				76

				Nigeria		2003				62

				Sao Tome		2002				44

				Senegal		2001				74

				Seychelles		1998				88

				South Africa		1999				67

				Tanzania		1995				78

				Zambia		1996				88

				Zimbabwe		2000				61

				Mean:						66.6666666667

				St. Dev.:						16.2177215648

				Percent Presidential:

				N:						24

				PR in Africa:

				Benin						63

				Burkina Faso						51

				Cape Verde						56

				Mozambique						53

				Namibia						76

				Sao Tome						44

				South Africa						67

										58.5714285714





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1143239593.xls
Sheet1

		

				Table 2. Summary Statistics

										N		Mean		Std. Dev.		Min		Max

				Dependent Variable:

				Winning Party Seat Share						44		64.5		18.78		18.8		98

				Independent Variables:

				District Magnitude						44		34.85		87.87		1		400

				District Magnitude (logged)						44		0.68		0.79		0		2.6

				ELF (Fearon)						37		0.72		0.16		0.37		0.95

				EGF (M,S &G)						44		5.04		2.9		1		9.91

				District Magnitude x ELF^						37		1.26		0.73		0.37		3.17

				District Magnitude x EGF^						44		8.8		7.93		1.16		28.42

				Concentration						44		1.59		0.99		0		3.24

				District Magnitude x ELF x Concentration^						37		2.32		1.49		0		5.2

				District Magnitude x EGF x Concentration^						44		15.8		13.74		0		51.65

				Proximity						44		0.67		0.42		0		1

				ENPC^^						44		2.1		1.27		0		6

				Proximity x ENPC						44		1.45		1.09		0		3.9

				F&F^^^						44		1.66		0.53		0		2

				^in these cases, district magnitude is

				logged, and one is added before the

				term is interacted

				^^refers to the effective number of

				presidential candidates

				^^^refers to the freedom and fairness

				of an election
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