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Abstract

The study of general election outcomes can be helped by finding better approaches
for visualizing large quantities of information and asking questions about its patterning.
We review the Nagayama or ‘all possibilities’ triangle display, and show that it can
only legitimately be used to show an overall ‘field’ of results that is logically feasible,
called the effective space of competition, which varies with the number of observable
parties. We apply this reductionist view to analysing outcomes in three leading
plurality rule systems (the USA, India and Great Britain), focusing on evidence of
the Duvergerian psychological effect acting on voters during campaign periods. The
Effective Competition Space view illuminates some key differences across countries,
and variations with rising numbers of parties competing. We next consider a more
holistic approach, the ‘crown’ diagram, which links electoral district outcomes more
closely to the most important politico-ideological dimension in each country. Both views
suggest some tentative evolutionary hypotheses for the variegated development of plur-
ality rule systems over time. Britain is a highly nationalized party system, but one that
has moved substantially away from Duvergerian predictions of two-party focusing, and
towards multiparty politics. The USA seems to be a case of ‘stunted development’.
India shows a partial Duvergerian conformity, yet combined with a substantial vertical
scatter of non-Duvergerian results. Applications to over-time and regional analysis
within countries are also sketched.
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Introduction

In the comparative analysis of elections and party systems we have yet to develop
logically acceptable ways to chart the district-level outcomes of multiparty elections,
and to assess the clustering or patterning of outcomes in systematic ways. In this arti-
cle, we show that the Nagayama or ‘all possibilities’ triangle has major defects, but
can be reformulated and re-applied in two new ways. The first captures the ‘layer
cake’ character of general election outcomes in a reductionist fashion, showing how
the number of observable parties competing for votes at district level influences out-
comes. An alternative variant (the crown diagram) gives a more holistic picture of
outcomes, shifting attention to the performance of the top two parties or blocs linked
to the predominant political-ideological dimension in a political system. We link this
second innovation to a tentative logic of evolutionary development applicable to plur-
ality rule election systems.

I. Graphic representations of multiparty competition

In his discussion of ‘paradigms’ in science, Thomas Kuhn (1996) emphasized that the
term was meant to cover not just very basic or fundamental ideas that may lie at the heart
of salient encompassing theory changes, but also whole congeries (or ‘swarms’) of com-
plementing ideas, methods and practices, many of which concern instrumentation, mea-
surement, schemas and the analysis, representation and visualization of data (Buchanan,
2000: 233—4). There are still widespread problems of defective instrumentation in polit-
ical science (Dunleavy, 2010a), especially in electoral studies, where there has tended to
be an over-reliance on a few key statistics with known inadequacies, such as the ENP
score (Dunleavy and Boucek, 2003; Golosov, 2010). We also repeatedly admonish each
other to make more use of visualizations in order to deepen our intuitive grip on complex
data patterns (Tufte, 2001, 1997, 1990), and we know that the capacities for useful
abstraction and visualization are closely linked (Arnheim, 1969). Yet, in fact, no clear
set of charting tools has emerged for general election outcomes or secured regular usage
in analysing multiparty elections.

In his leading text entitled The Geometry of Voting (1994; summarized as Saari,
1995), a range of influential papers (such as Saari, 1998) and some more accessible treat-
ments like Chaotic Elections (2001), Donald Saari popularized the use of an equilateral
triangle simplex to display the results of a three-party election. Figure 1 shows the basic
setup here, with each of the vertices assigned to represent 100 percent for one player and
zero for the other two, and with the votes decreasing for a particular player the further
one moves away from their vertex. For example, along the whole AC axis here, B gets
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C=100%
(25,0,75) (0, 25, 75)
(50, 0, 50) (0, 50, 50)
(75, 0, 25) " (0, 75, 25)
A \\\“-B=100%
=100% (75,25, 0) (50,50, 0) (25,75, 0)

Figure |. The simplex representation of a three-party election
All coordinates show vote-shares as (A, B, C).

zero votes, but B’s vote-share increases the nearer the election outcome gets to the B
vertex. The mid-point of the triangle represents an even three-way division of the votes.

Influential authors have argued for the use of a simplex representation to display gen-
eral election results (Grofman et al., 2004), and yet this approach has in fact been rela-
tively little employed for two reasons. In terms of practicalities, it seems to be not all that
intuitive to locate particular voting outcomes on the simplex field. In addition, the polit-
ical space tends to appear compressed as you get closer to an even three-way competi-
tion. This limitation is evident if we use the triangle to show aggregate election results.
Normally the most populated central parts of the triangle just disappear behind a mass of
overlapping constituency outcomes, rendering pattern-finding difficult.

Second, although Saari enthusiastically advocated an expanded (fold-out) simplex
version for analysing four-party contests, this idea has not been picked up at all outside
his own work, because the four-dimension representation is additionally complex to
understand and use. Of course, at five parties and above, this form of diagrammatic rep-
resentation becomes completely infeasible. So Saari’s suggested route seems to be one
that is inherently incapable of handling multiparty systems.' Yet multiparty systems are
everywhere the coming trend in liberal democracies, outside the USA.

An alternative ‘all possibilities’ triangle display (or APT) shows electoral district
outcomes in general election results. It was pioneered by Nagayama® and has been
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Figure 2. The ‘all possibilities’ triangle display (after Grofman et al.)

energetically promoted by Grofman et al. (2004) and Taagepera (2004, 2007). As
Figure 2 shows, the display seems to be simplicity itself, the horizontal axis showing
V1, the vote-share of the largest party (from 0 to 100 percent), and the vertical axis V,,
the vote-share of the second largest party (from 0 to 50 percent). The triangle is defined
by the horizontal axis and the two boundary lines here, V| = V, and V| + V, = 100. They
intersect where V; equals 50, the logical maximum for the second largest party under any
pattern of competition. A considerable problem of the APT is that V; and V, can both win
votes from, or lose votes to, other parties whose support is not shown explicitly. None the
less, Taagepera (2004, 2007) has argued that these displays can also be used to chart the
distribution of vote-shares for the third-, fourth- or fifth-largest parties (peaking at 33.33,
25 or 20 percent, respectively), where these are particular foci of interest.®

The ‘all possibilities’ triangle has mostly been used visually to offer intuitive expla-
nations. Thus a cluster of seat outcomes close to the left-hand boundary in Figure 2 indi-
cates multiparty competition, while a bunching of outcomes close to the right-hand
boundary of the APT shows a polarized party system with just two leading contenders
(see Reed, 1990, 2001, 2003; and Diwakar, 2006). Grofman et al. (2004) advocate
sub-dividing the triangle display, and argue that counting the distribution of electoral dis-
trict outcomes across the partitions thus created a useful additional means of generating
quantitative data for comparisons across elections. Figure 2 shows their recommended
sub-divisions created by lines set in from the two sloping triangle boundary lines by
20 percent and by a vertical line through V| = 50. Grofman et al. frankly admit that these
internal partitions are completely ad hoc. Yet they suggest that the percentage of elec-
toral district results falling within the different compartments should be used as a new
variable in further quantitative analysis. In their view, the percentage of results in com-
partments ABC in Figure 2 can be taken as indicating bipolarized results, while the pro-
portion in FGH indicates multiparty results. This suggestion has been taken up by a few
authors (for instance, Likhtenchtein and Yarmgomskaya (2005) and Diwakar (2007)).
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The problem here lies in interpreting the APT boundaries in absolute terms as a fixed
framework applicable in an unchanging way across very different competitive contexts.
In Grofman et al., and other authors following their lead (such as Taagepera, 2004,
2007), there seems to be a background assumption that although a uniform distribution
of districts across the whole triangle space is highly unlikely, it is none the less logically
feasible. When analysts present a scatterplot of general election outcomes data situated
only within the APT frame, the empirical pattern of seats is implicitly being compared
with a potentially uniform distribution.

Yet, in fact, we use the ‘all possibilities triangle’ label partly as a warning sign,
because for any single contest large areas of the triangle necessarily cannot be populated
with results.* For a whole set of contests, for instance across a display of all districts at a
general election, a somewhat larger area of the APT will be logically feasible (because
competition outcomes are more diverse). But, even here, the feasible area can only ever
encompass a fraction of the whole APT area, depending on the number of parties com-
peting in the election. For these reasons, fixed compartments such as those in Figure 2,
are in fact particularly inappropriate. They will necessarily confuse some technical or
mathematical effects within multiparty competition with substantive empirical patterns.
Put another way, within the all possibilities triangle display there is no way of discrimi-
nating between feasible but empirically unpopulated positions or slots and those V;V,
slots that are just not logically feasible, given the configuration of parties competing.

2. Effective competition space

The problems above can be completely avoided by introducing the concept of effective
competition space (ECS), defined here as ‘the set of all possible V;V, outcomes that
are logically possible in a given election situation’. The key insight needed is that the
patterns associated with elections and party competition are not measured against an
unchanging canvas. Instead, we have to see the shape of the outcomes as produced only
within a specific field of possibilities, a field that changes with the number of parties
competing for votes.

To make any progress at all in analysing this field, we also need to make a simplify-
ing assumption about choosing a measuring instrument or grid. The problem here is
analogous to Mandelbrot’s famous (1967) article on measuring the English coastline,
where the length we come up with responds to the granularity of our measuring stick.
We necessarily must have a unit of measurement, and this choice conditions our
answer in some degree, hence we can only chart ‘effective’ competition space given
that choice. To keep things simple, we assume here a ‘positive integer universe’, that
is, one where all ‘observable parties’ have vote-shares that are natural numbers of 1 or
more, and where there are no decimal vote-shares. This useful simplifying approach
has already been pioneered in the context of legislatures by Laver and Benoit (2003)
and Benoit and Laver (2005). Hence we require by definition that any ‘observable’
party competing in elections must get at least 1 percent of the votes (if it gets less it
is definitionally not ‘observable’).

Thus, the number of observable parties (hereafter N,,) is the number of parties with
1 percent or more of the votes. This move is essential if we are to be able to
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economically trace determinant interactions between party numbers and vote-shares,
on the one hand, and changes in competition space, on the other. In empirical analysis,
the approach can be simply adapted to cope with sub-1 percent parties or candidates by
adding a composite ‘other’ term to hold these vote-shares. However, in what follows it
remains important for readers not to lose sight of the fact that the ‘effective’ E in ECS
signals an important limitation.

We begin by re-picturing the APT display above, but adding in two other measures
that it also shows, but which have not been noted by previous authors (Figure 3a).
First, within the integer universe assumption we can only draw the triangle at all on
the assumption that there are three or more parties in competition. Hence, on the top
right-hand boundary of the APT the number of votes going to the third and subsequent
parties is 1 percent (assuming three-party competition), and this increases as we move
down and to the left, reaching a maximum of 98 percent at the far left-hand point of
the triangle (assuming 100 parties in competition). Clearly, then, the APT display
incorporates all possibilities, including of course all shifts in the number of parties
in competition.

The second dimension shown in Figure 3a runs downwards from the top left-hand
boundary, along which the largest and second largest parties get the same vote-shares
(and hence V| minus V; is zero). As we move down to the right, so the largest party’s
lead over its chief competitor increases, and the V| — V, gap reaches a maximum (of 98
percent) at the bottom right-hand point of the APT. Note that the measuring scales on the
two hypotenuses here are compatible with each other. But they are different from the
scales for V| and V, (which are also compatible with each other).

For a number of technical and substantive reasons (that will become clearer below), it is
useful to re-present the APT making the ‘V; lead over V,’ dimension into the horizontal
axis, and the ‘Total votes for V5. .. VY’ into the vertical axis. As Figures 3b and 3¢ show,
this entails first flipping the conventional APT downwards along its horizontal axis, and
then rotating the flipped triangle clockwise by 45 degrees. This produces a right-angle
triangle, where the hypotenuse measures V; downwards (from 1 at the top to 98 at the
bottom), and where V, is measured as the normal from the hypotenuse (where V, is a
minimum 1 percent) to a maximum (of 49 percent) at the bottom right corner.

Within this re-presented APT space we can now define the empirical boundaries of
the effective competition space shown in Figure 4 for any given number of parties in
competition and contrast them with the APT itself as follows.

While the APT display remains completely invariant, the effective competition space
for a single contest is always necessarily a sub-set of the APT, and its shape can vary
greatly. With only two parties in competition, the ECS is just the bottom boundary of
the APT. But it becomes a triangular space as soon as three parties compete, shown
by the lowest shaded area in Figure 4. The size of competition space (measured in terms
of integer V| — V, slots) then increases to reach a maximum extent with 10 or 11 parties
competing (shown as the middle shaded area in Figure 4). From there the ECS gradually
decreases in size as the incrementally rising bottom boundary increasingly squeezes the
feasible space from below. The ECS takes up only around a third of the APT at 50 parties
(shown shaded at the top in Figure 4). And by 100 parties (the maximum in our integer
universe) the competition space shrinks to a single dot at the top of the APT.
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(a) The original APT

(b) the APT mirrored
in the horizontal axis

(¢) the flipped APT rotated
v, clockwise by 45 degrees

Total for V;..Vy

Vi lead over V,

Figure 3. Flipping and rotating the APT.

A clear implication of Figure 4 is that we need to establish how many parties are com-
peting in different districts before the pattern of election results can be sensibly mapped
onto the background competition space. For example, in a three-party race the maximum
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Effective competition All possibilities
space (ECS) triangle (APT)
Left boundary (I to ) V, =V, (part) V, =V, (whole)
Top right boundary (I to Ill) V, = (100 — V)/(N—1) V,=0
Bottom boundary (Il to IIl) V, =100-V, - (N-2) V, =100 -V,

A
90
: v
= 48
—
£
=
S
= 10 bloc ECS
33
1T
8
3 bloc ECS
1 N
Vi lead over V,

Figure 4. The size and shape of the ECS area at 3, 10 and 50 observable parties

size of the third party vote is 33 percent, and there is only a single chance (out of 833
possible V; — V, slots with three-party competition) that a district outcome can end
up at this point. With four parties, the maximum on the vertical axis is 50 percent (if all
four parties get 25 percent), then 60 percent with five parties, 80 percent with ten parties,
and so on. In addition, the bottom of the ECS moves upwards by one slot with each extra
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party competing. With three observable parties the lower ECS boundary is at 1 percent,
rising to 8 percent at 10 parties and 48 percent at 50 parties.

A key context here is Maurice Duverger’s (1951) influential discussion of the
‘mechanical’ and ‘psychological’ effects operating on voters, party elites and potential
counter-elites so as to sustain two-party competition in plurality rule systems. Table 1
shows an expanded version of this argument, which leads to twin predictions.

A: that when an election campaign starts, voters will have few (perhaps just two) can-
didates to choose amongst; and

B: that when voters cast their actual ballots they will assign little or no support to
smaller parties. Hence, the number of observable parties (passing the 1 percent
level) is small and the aggregate level of support for parties ranked third or subse-
quently in each district is diminutive. (These effects automatically imply that
ENP, s 1S also small, i.e. close to or below 2).5

Note that prediction B rests solely on the campaign psychological effect acting on
voters alone, and not on the behaviours of leaders, funders or activists. By this stage the
decisions of elites or counter-elites to stay loyal, break away or stand candidates against
the major parties are now all made, and so they cannot further affect campaign outcomes.
Prediction B is the focus of most of the analysis below.

Unfortunately, some methods of analysis risk confounding together the separate stages
in Table 1, and take no account of changes in competition space. Calculating effective num-
ber of party scores without paying attention to the feasible competition space is potentially
misleading. For instance, Chhibber and Kollman (2004: 48 f.) count any ENP score of 2.5
or less as evidence supportive of Duverger’s (1951) ‘Law’. But it should be clear that if only
two (observable) parties contest seats (as in many US Congressional districts), no seat can
have an ENP score exceeding 2. Even with three observable parties, the odds of a district
outcome achieving a 2.5 ENP score are necessarily very slender indeed, and the chances
of achieving less than this level are very high. So the problems here (and with Chhibber
and Kollmann, 1998) are fundamental. Essentially, we cannot disentangle the campaign
psychological effect acting on voters alone without taking account of ECS variations.

In this analysis, we restrict attention to three of the world’s leading plurality rule elec-
toral systems, widely thought to share a Duvergerian tendency for two-party predomi-
nance — the USA (now almost the only perfect two-party system still in being) and
India and Britain. Plurality rule electoral systems also have other important continuities
in terms of how the election system shapes competition (Shugart, 2005; Cox, 1997). All
three countries use plurality rule in single-member local districts, with 435 districts in the
US House of Representatives; 543 seats in the Indian lower house, the Lok Sabha; and
628 seats in the House of Commons for Great Britain (but excluding Northern Ireland,
which has its own distinct party system).

We focus on outcomes in 2005 or 2006 general elections. Table 2 gives the distribu-
tion of the number of ‘observable’ parties contesting districts. In the USA, the number of
parties or candidates with 1 percent of the local vote ranged across districts from 2 to 5
candidates (although two-party predominance remained pervasive in terms of vote-
shares and seat wins), in India from 2 to 11 parties, and in Britain from 3 to 8 parties
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Table 2. The percentage of all election districts with different numbers of ‘observable’ parties in
the UK, India and US elections in the mid-2000s

Election districts with a given

N (i.e. parties receiving 1% United States, House India general ~ Great Britain, general
or more of local votes) of Representatives 2006 election 2004 election 2005
One 7.8 0 0

Two 52.6 3.87 0
Three 29.0 13.81 3.50
Four 9.2 23.39 32.32
Five 0.7 26.70 41.08

Six 0.2 18.42 17.52
Seven 0.2 8.66 4.94
Eight 0.2 3.13 0.64
Nine or more 0 2.03 0

Total 100% 100% 100%
No. of cases 435 543 628

(with no two-party contests at all). Because even a 1 percent vote-share may need to be
built up over time, these results already show quite different outcomes in terms of pre-
diction A and a part of prediction B in Table 1 above. The patterns suggest strong dis-
incentives for new or small parties in the USA, only a weak effect in India, and virtually
no effect in Great Britain.

The patterning of party competition in the USA is the most straightforward to repre-
sent, as Figure 5 shows. In numerous districts there were only Democrat and Republican
candidates and here the competition space is restricted to the bottom boundary of the
APT. Some districts with Nop scores of 2 actually do have one or two small parties or
individual candidates getting less than 1 percent of the vote, slightly lifting the third and
subsequent party vote-share off the boundary. Most of the remaining outcomes have
three observable parties, and all but three results (including the few for four or more
party districts) are within the competition space feasible with three observable parties.
In Figure 5 there are just 11 districts where the smaller candidates or parties together
achieved more than 10 percent of the vote. Some US districts are so rock-solid that no
contested election occurred at all. In 28 districts Democratic ascendancy was so guaran-
teed that no Republican candidate stood against them in 2006, and there are 5 reciprocal
cases where Democrats did not stand in Republican seats. Finally, some apparently
larger V... Vy vote-shares here actually reflect multiple Democratic or Republican
party candidates competing against each other in exceptional election conditions. The
highest V3 ... Vy total occurred when an open election with four Democratic Party, two
Republican and several other candidates was held in a Louisiana district, following the
incumbent Democrat representative being charged with corruption close to the election.
(He none the less topped the poll, and subsequently won a run-off election).

For India, we show the range of outcomes in Figure 6, each sub-graph here covering
districts with different numbers of parties competing. Here the key parties accounting for
most of the V and V,, positions are the Congress bloc and the Bharatiya Janata Party/Jan
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Figure 5. The 2006 U.S. House of Representatives election outcomes at district level

Sangh (BJP for short) or their state or regional allies. There are also substantial numbers
of Communist victors and state or regional party winners who are not aligned with the
leading party blocs.

Clearly, in Figure 6a the few two-party districts, and most of the larger number
of three-party districts, closely conform to Duverger’s law predictions, with the top
two local parties attracting all but a handful of votes. But a third of the three-party
districts are much more widely scattered upwards across the feasible ECS space.
This vertical scattering away from two-party races clearly increases for the four party
districts, about half of which have 10 percent or more of the votes going to third or
subsequent parties.

The pattern of vertical scattering is clearly stronger in the districts with larger
numbers of observable parties contesting the election. The five-party districts in
Figure 6c still show a clustering at the lowest feasible levels of V;...Vy vote-shares,
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(a) Districts with 2 or 3 observable parties (b) Districts with 4 observable parties
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Figure 6. The 2004 Indian general election outcomes for districts with different numbers of
observable parties: (a) Districts with 2 or 3 observable parties (b) Districts with 4 observable
parties (c) Districts with 5 observable parties (d) Districts with 6 observable parties (e) Districts
with 7 or more observable parties
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(a) Seats with 4 observable parties (b) Seats with 5 observable parties
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Figure 7. The 2005 general election outcomes in Great Britain for districts with different
numbers of observable parties: (a) Seats with 4 observable parties (b) Seats with 5 observable
parties (c) Seats with 6 observable parties (d) Seats with 3 and 7 observable parties

but now more than half of the outcomes are scattered across the ECS above the 10 per-
cent level for the locally third and subsequent parties. With six observable parties, the
bottom ECS boundary clearly lifts further and the scattering increases. And with seven
or more observable parties competing, the outcomes are relatively evenly distributed
vertically, within the leftmost half of the feasible ECS area.

Turning next to the British case, Figure 7 shows a pattern that is clearly distinct again
from the other two countries, starting with the complete absence of two-horse races, and
the very small numbers of three-way contests.® There is also clearly a single national
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pattern that applies in a similar way whatever the number of observable parties and the
associated shape of the ECS area. There is a strong horizontal banding of the results
whatever the level of V3 to Vy aggregate votes, although there is a slight upwards drift
of vote-shares from three to seven plus observable parties, most visible in Figure 7d. But
this change is modest, with the smaller parties always getting from 10 to 31 percent of all
local votes between them. Similarly, there are some indications that in tight V| — V,
races locally the total vote for third and fourth parties tends to be squeezed down a little,
but this is not a strong or clear-cut effect.

To sum up so far, we have shown that ECS analysis effectively characterizes the
USA, India and UK as completely distinct party systems, and uncovers interesting
patterns of V| — V, outcomes across constituencies, generally showing a slight ten-
dency across all three systems for results to scatter more as the number of observable
parties increases. A clear next step will be to find ways of statistically characterizing
the patterns shown in Figures 5 to 7. This is not a straightforward topic and lies outside
the scope of this article for two main reasons. First, our focus here is solely on the
counting and patterning of VV, slots to characterize the ECS area, but there are other
possible methods of counting outcome slots that challenge this approach. At a limit,
we might count all ‘non-equivalent distributions’ of the vote across multiple parties as
different outcomes, using an equi-probability assumption — an approach that has its
own advantages and disadvantages. This is a larger meta-theory topic and is explored
in a separate paper. Second, even if we could accept the V;V, focus here as the opti-
mal basis for analysis, the statistical analysis of outcomes patterns within ECS areas is
complex, although developments in cluster and classification techniques from applied
mathematics and the biological sciences offer useful suggestions here (Fielding, 2007;
Gan et al., 2007).

3. An alternative approach - the ‘crown’ diagram

For the comparative analysis of elections, the ECS approach above has some disadvan-
tages and drawbacks. It is a reductionist way of proceeding, one that requires analysts to
break down aggregate election outcomes into different layers, locating outcomes against
competition spaces that vary a lot from 1 to 9 observable parties in competition, the lev-
els most commonly found within electoral districts in liberal democracies. Accurately
fixing the number of observable parties (down to 1 percent) is not a trivial problem in
many countries. Even in the USA, many official records of district level results are
restricted to Democrat, Republican and ‘other’ vote-shares, and some states (like New
York) allow the same candidate to be registered under multiple different party labels.
In other countries, too, ‘other party’ vote-shares are used in most media and academic
datasets, and so one needs to go to original official records to construct data on observa-
ble parties. These difficulties compound the tendency noted above, encouraging analysts
to construct a raw APT picture from V; and V, data that risks confusing blank spaces
created by logical infeasibilities with empirical patternings.

Although valuable in ways set out above, the ECS focus on VV, competition within
each local area also suppresses much information that could flow from knowing pre-
cisely which party occupies these roles. For instance, in the British context the
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component parts of Figure 7 do not discriminate between seats where the Conservatives
and Labour compete in the top two slots and those with other patterns. Of course, differ-
ent icons can be used in APT and ECS charts to indicate this additional kind of informa-
tion (see Likhtenchtein and Yarmgomskaya, 2005), but in our three countries the normal
concentration of general election outcomes still makes visually distinguishing different
competitive cases difficult.

In addition, the traditional Duvergerian analysis of plurality rule systems has stressed
that the rationale for expecting two-party competition is based not just on forces limiting
competition within each electoral district, but also on the strong elite and mass incentives
sustaining an overall nationalization of party politics (Cox, 1997). It would be useful to
gain a more holistic picture of whole elections by linking the visual representation of dis-
trict outcomes to this second theme.

In terms of non-Duvergerian dynamics, Dickson and Scheve (2007) advance what we
term an ‘invulnerable majority’ conjecture, grounded on the rational choice principle that
(if at all possible) individuals and groups prefer to be represented by a party closer to their
own ideological optimum points. In plurality rule systems, even if a large majority group in
a locality splits evenly down the middle, they know that they are so numerous that one of
their factions will still top the poll and defeat the opposition. They are invulnerable to defeat
if they split support between just two parties or candidates — thereby enhancing the prox-
imity of the winner to the ‘majority of the majority’ grouping. Thus large majority groups,
most commonly linked to the top two parties in a polity, can afford the ‘luxury’ of intra-
group competition (see also Rabinowitz et al., 1991). By contrast, narrow majority groups
(accounting for only 50 to 66 percent of local voters) cannot risk a split. Hence we should
see local districts with up to two-thirds of the votes being cast for the largest party, but none
above this level. This pattern should be especially evident in conditions where social groups
in local areas are regularly and enduringly politically aligned with the top two political par-
ties or blocs — as with castes and ethnic groups in India and social classes in the UK.

Dickson and Scheve also raise a second, more general, conjecture opposed to Duver-
gerian expectations, which we term ‘imitative fragmentation’. Suppose that the main
local minority Y grouping in a district splits its support across two or more different par-
ties or factions in a way that is predictable, or that re-occurs with a reasonably high level
of certainty from one election to the next. Under plurality rule, the local majority X
grouping is now able to split its support further across the same number of parties as well
(should it wish to do so, or have an opportunity to do so) — but only so long as X’s largest
factional party clearly remains larger than Y’s leading factional party. We might be
inclined to take the ‘imitative fragmentation’ conjecture most seriously wherever the
main Dickson—Scheve ‘invulnerable majority’ hypothesis seems to be borne out.

To help explore these varied effects, we introduce a modified variant of the APT
chart, called the ‘crown’ diagram (for reasons that will become clear later on). We first
mirror our re-presented APT in its vertical axis, so as to create a double-APT chart,
shown in Figure 8. We then use the horizontal axis of the double APT to plot all district
outcomes in terms of the local vote for the fop two nationally leading pa