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Abstract
Quantitative studies aiming at general explanations for the emergence of new political parties stress the importance of
new issues and the programmatic behaviour of other parties. I connect these two aspects by arguing that the
programmatic diversity of existing parties is a strong influence on the incentives for new party formation, as it
determines the scope for possible programmatic innovations. I use two measures for programmatic diversity in order
to capture the programmatic supply by existing parties. It can be shown that the explanatory contribution of
programmatic factors is as high as or even higher than that of the factors usually cited in the literature on new
political parties, e.g. electoral institutions. Moreover, the results underline the necessity of differentiating between
genuinely new parties and splits from existing parties as subtypes of new political parties.

Keywords
Conceptual definition, measurement, new parties, statistical analysis

Introduction

Over recent decades, developed democracies have seen a

considerable number of new political parties, including

green and right-wing parties. The literature on new political

parties offers explanations for cross-country variation in

the emergence of new parties, relying on electoral institu-

tions (Willey, 1998) and sociological factors (cleavages)

which are in general persistent over time. In addition, there

are qualitative studies emphasizing the influence of new

programmatic offerings in the context of the formation of

new parties (Ignazi, 1992; Müller-Rommel, 1993). Simi-

larly, quantitative studies aiming at general explanations

for the phenomenon of new party formation mention the

importance of new issues (Hug 2001; Tavits 2006). This

study aims at contributing to this line of research by inves-

tigating the influence of the programmatic supply by exist-

ing parties on the formation of new political parties over

time in a cross-country design.

This analysis adds to approaches which tie in with mod-

els of strategic entry (Cox, 1997; Tavits, 2006). The basic

idea of these models is that the formation of a new political

party is the result of a calculation by rational actors who

balance the costs of formation on the one hand against,

on the other hand, the benefits of office as well as the prob-

ability of being elected. As the following analysis includes

the programmatic supply of the existing parties, which

determines the possible leeway for programmatic innova-

tions by new competitors, it takes account of the fact that

the decision to form a new party is dependent on the beha-

viour of other actors in the arena. I argue that the program-

matic level of party competition is central to the incentives

to form a new political party. To capture the programmatic

supply, I use two measures for programmatic diversity of

political parties. The quantitative approach also enables a

comparison of the explanatory power of the introduced pro-

grammatic factors and factors usually cited in the literature.

In addition, whereas previous quantitative studies treated

both genuinely new parties and splits from existing parties

as new parties, without checking for any differences in their

formation process, the following empirical analysis differ-

entiates between both subtypes.

A better understanding of the formation of new parties is

also essential for the understanding of their success (Hug,

2000), as these phenomena are interlinked but not identical

with regard to their explanatory factors (Harmel and
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Robertson, 1985: 502). Although many newly formed par-

ties never achieve electoral success, the few successful

ones represent a subsample of this larger group. Assuming

that their success is at least partly attributable to the pros-

pect of programmatic innovations, it is necessary to exam-

ine how the leeway for such innovations affects the

formation of new parties in the first place. Even without

making electoral inroads, newly formed parties are rele-

vant, as existing parties may react to their emergence and

their policy offerings (Meguid, 2005, 2008). The focus on

the programmatic level of party competition also speaks

to the literature on the stability of party systems and the

functioning of party competition in general. As this study

demonstrates that the emergence of new political parties

is linked to the programmatic level of party competition,

it indicates that this is an expression of programmatic inno-

vation, which is an important condition for functioning

competition between parties (Franzmann, 2011: 330).

Theory on the formation of new parties

One of the most prominent arguments in the literature on

new political parties is ‘that new parties are formed primarily

to fill representational needs’ (Harmel and Robertson, 1985:

502) and respond to dissatisfied voters (Hauss and Rayside,

1978: 38). Apart from the demand side, this quote hints at the

importance of the behaviour of political parties on the pro-

grammatic level of party competition. Studies of single par-

ties and party families have addressed this point by looking

at the programmatic offerings of existing parties with respect

to certain issues (Müller-Rommel, 1993). Quantitative stud-

ies aiming at a general explanation for the emergence of new

political parties mention the concept of new issues, which

also touches on the relationship between the programmatic

supply and electoral demands. In this article, I concentrate

on the programmatic supply side of the political market. I

argue that diversity of the programmatic supply by existing

parties determines the leeway for programmatic innovations

by new challengers and represents an important factor in the

process of new party formation. The consideration of factors

linked to the behaviour of parties on the programmatic level

of party competition is important as it can account for varia-

tion in the number of new parties over time.

Theoretical models in quantitative studies on the phe-

nomenon of new party formation have addressed the impor-

tance of the programmatic supply side to various degrees.

Hug (2001), in his well-known work on new parties, devel-

ops a game-theoretic model to explain their formation. The

actors in this game are an existing party and a potential new

party. The result of this model depends on the response of

the existing party to demands by potential challengers

under the condition of uncertainty. Thereby, the formation

of a new party follows from the programmatic behaviour

of existing parties. On the basis of this model, Hug

(2001: 54 ff.) states five hypotheses which influence the

probability of new party formation. Among them is that the

probability of new parties emerging increases with the

importance of new issues.

Tavits (2006) starts with a general rational choice model

which comes from Cox’s (1997) illustration of entry mod-

els and describes the rational calculus of elites deciding

whether to form a new party or not. According to this cal-

culus, a formation occurs when the valuation of the benefits

of holding political office and the (expected) probability of

getting elected exceeds the costs of forming a new party. As

this calculus is very general, it is important which factors

are connected to these three parameters.

The probability of getting elected has to be assessed by

the potential new party before the election and before its

decision to participate in it. Actors are assumed to look at

previous elections to estimate their potential electoral suc-

cess. Beyond this assumption, there is the argument that the

strength of voters’ commitments to particular parties is

increasing in the age of a democracy as the viability of par-

ties grows more and more apparent (Tavits, 2008: 116 f.).

Taking a line similar to Hug, Tavits also states that ‘if soci-

etal conditions are such that the probability of new issues

emerging is high, then new parties should be more fre-

quent’ (Tavits, 2006: 103). The concept of new issues also

points to the importance of the programmatic level of party

competition as it affects the conditions for connecting to

electoral demands in the first place.

In order to capture the importance of the programmatic

supply side, I tie in with theories about party competition

which differentiate between the sides of the parties and the

voters. Robertson (1976, 2006), in contrast to Downs

(1957), who assumes that parties and voters are part of the

same political space, starts from two political spaces: one

of parties and one of voters. Building on this distinction, one

can see that the two spaces differ in their dimensionality and

their dominant issues, and therefore do not have to be con-

gruent. Following this line of thought, Franzmann (2011:

330) uses the concept of the issue market, in which issues are

the goods traded between parties (supply side) and voters

(demand side). In an equilibrium on the issue market the pro-

grammatic supply of the political parties would perfectly

cover all voters’ demands, or, in other words, there would

be a perfect congruence between parties’ programmatic

offerings and voters’ demands. However, the existence of

such an equilibrium over time is highly unlikely. Owing to

imperfect information, party actors are not entirely certain

about voters’ (future) demands or their electoral conse-

quences (Hug, 2001: 50 f.), the more so because of a con-

stantly changing environment. Added to this, parties might

not be able or willing to adapt their programmatic profiles,

for example due to intra-party reasons (Robertson, 1976:

38). These factors lead to the contestability of the issue mar-

ket and the vulnerability of incumbent parties. They give

incentives and opportunities for political entrepreneurs to

offer new programmatic ideas to the electorate. I call these
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‘programmatic innovations’, as ‘innovation’ refers to the

actual introduction of a given policy idea (Hindmoor,

2008: 499).

I differentiate two types of programmatic innovation.

The first is the promotion of new issues not yet addressed

by the existing parties. This includes issues that were cov-

ered by parties in the past but subsequently lapsed, as the

handling of an issue may vary over time due to an ever-

changing environment. The second type of innovation

refers to the way parties think about politics in general and

how they structure their programmatic offerings. Accord-

ing to Robertson (2006: 172), political parties are not com-

pletely flexible in the political party space. They hold

certain ‘governing methodologies’, ‘an idea, a methodol-

ogy, a prime value, which tends towards organising a

party’s policy offerings across all of what it does’. Here,

there exists another possible source of innovation. A polit-

ical entrepreneur can come up with a new mode of policy-

making in general which could enable a new combination

of already existing but unconnected issues or a combination

of old and new issues. Programmatic innovations can con-

nect to unsatisfied demands and in this way respond to

representational needs. Lago and Martinez (2010) call

these situations electoral market failures. However, politi-

cal entrepreneurs may also conceive innovations for which

they first have to stimulate demand (de Vries and Hobolt,

2012). This means that preference shaping between parties

and the electorate occurs in both directions but, irrespective

of the direction of preference shaping, the introduction of a

new programmatic offering which I call programmatic

innovation is the precondition to trigger and connect to

electoral demands. Additionally, although programmatic

innovations are not guaranteed to meet the approval of vot-

ers, they nevertheless offer the opportunity to appeal to

them in the first place. The leeway for possible innovations

is dependent on the range of policies offered by the existing

parties. The less diverse the existing supply, the more lee-

way there is for innovations by new contestants. The diver-

sity of the programmatic supply by existing parties follows

from two factors. The first is the overall issue coverage of

all parties and comprises all issues which are addressed at

least by one party and, in this way, are part of the program-

matic competition between parties. The second factor

refers to the actual programmatic differences between par-

ties. All in all, this leads to the first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The probability of new party formation

increases with a lower diversity of the programmatic

supply by existing parties.

With regard to the benefits of office, Tavits (2006: 104)

argues that the benefits of holding political office vary

according to the opportunity for influencing policies. This

general argument is then linked to the type of interest med-

iation: corporatist arrangements are expected to show fewer

newly formed parties than pluralist systems, as the former

provide channels for influencing policies apart from the

parliamentary arena. The dispersal of power across state

institutions should also be relevant to the decision process

about party formation. A higher number of veto points in

a political system increases the possibilities of influencing

policies. Yet only party actors have access to these veto

points.1 Consequently, the second hypothesis reads as:

Hypothesis 2: The probability of new party formation

increases with the number of veto points that are acce-

ssible for party actors.

Turning to formation costs, the literature emphasizes

that higher costs lower the probability of new party forma-

tion (Hug, 2001; Tavits, 2006). The costs are determined by

the electoral system and regulations with regard to party

registration. The following analysis controls for these

factors.

Operationalization

Previous quantitative studies follow Hug’s (2001: 14) def-

inition of new parties, according to which a new political

party is defined as ‘a genuinely new organization that

appoints, for the first time, candidates at a general election

to the system’s representative assembly’. According to this

definition, fissions and genuinely new parties are counted

as new parties, whereas electoral alliances and fusions are

excluded. However, studies which follow this classification

do not verify whether their theoretical expectations hold for

both subtypes, genuinely new parties and splits from exist-

ing parties, in the same way. I have argued that the pro-

grammatic supply of existing parties determines the

possible leeway for policy innovations and in this way

influence the incentive structure for new party formation.

Although it is not impossible for splitting parties to inno-

vate as described above, their formation process is expected

to be linked to their party of origin rather than to the pro-

grammatic behaviour of all existing parties. Hence, in order

to detect differences in the formation process of genuinely

new parties and splits, the following empirical analysis dif-

ferentiates between both of these subtypes.

Data and measures

The dataset covers 232 national legislative elections of 21

OECD democracies between 1960 and 2002. Hence, the

units of observation are national elections. With regard to

the dependent variable, I distinguish between genuinely

new parties and splits from existing parties. Table 1 sum-

marizes how the number of these two types of new parties

is distributed over elections in each country2 and Table 2

shows the overall distribution of both variables.

With regard to the independent variables, it is important

to find indicators that capture the programmatic supply by
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political parties as closely as possible (Selb and Pituctin,

2010: 148). Parties’ manifestos provide the opportunity to

follow the programmatic offerings made to the voters.

Because of the time span involved, I use the data of the

Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP) (Budge, 2001;

Klingemann, 2006). In this project, party manifestos were

coded on the basis of a number of predefined categories.

For example, a number of 4.6 for a given party A at election

at time-point t with regard to category z means that in terms

of content 4.6 percent of the (quasi-)sentences in that party

manifesto can be subsumed under this category.

In order to measure the diversity of the programmatic

offerings made by existing parties, I rely on two different

measures. The first is the number of categories in the CMP

scheme which show zeros for all given parties at a given

election, meaning that the related issues are not addressed

by any of the existing parties. These issues are not part of

the programmatic competition between parties. Hence, this

Table 1. Distribution of genuinely new parties across countries over time.

Number of genuinely new parties and splits

Election 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Country
Australia 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
1963–2001 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Austria 1 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
1962–1999 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Belgium 0 4 0 1 2 3 1 0 2 0 1 0 0
1961–1999 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Canada 0 1 0 1 1 2 2 4 3 1 1
1963–2000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Denmark 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0
1960–2001 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Finland 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0
1962–1999 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0
France 0 1 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
1992–2002 1 1 0 3 4 2 2 0 0 0 0
Germany 2 1 1 2 2 4 1 3 1
1961–1990 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Greece 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0
1977–2000 2 2 0 2 3 0 1 1 0
Iceland 1 0 1 0 1 1 4 0 0
1971–1999 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 1 2
Ireland 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 1 0
1961–2002 1 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
Italy 0 0 0 4 2 2 5 1 0 1
1963–2001 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Luxembourg 0 0 3 1 2 0 0
1968–1999 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
Netherlands 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
1963–2002 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 0
New Zealand 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
1963–2002 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Norway 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
1961–2002 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Portugal 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 1 0
1979–2002 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spain 5 1 9 2 0 0 0
1979–2000 0 3 2 8 0 0 0
Sweden 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
1960–2002 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Switzerland 2 0 2 1 2 2 1 0 0
1967–1999 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
UK 1 0 0 4 0 3 1 3 0 0 0
1964–2001 0 0 2 2 0 8 2 1 0 0 0

The first row in each country cell refers to the number of genuinely new parties, the second to the number of splits.
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number is a measure for the overall issue coverage by all

existing parties. This approach assumes that not only do

positive values in the CMP dataset reflect parties’ beha-

viour but so do the zero values.3 This first measure mainly

indicates the leeway for the first type of programmatic

innovation (new or neglected issues).

The second measure, invented by Franzmann (2008),

reflects the differences between parties in the number of

categories which are actually addressed by at least one

party. Thus, in contrast to the first measure, this second

measure only focuses on issues which are part of the pro-

grammatic competition between parties. The programmatic

heterogeneity for country c at time-point t reads as follows:

Hetct ¼
1

K�z

PK�z
i¼1 s2

ictffiffiffiffiffiffi
Pct

p

In the formula, K stands for the overall number of cate-

gories in the CMP dataset and z for the number of cate-

gories which show zeros for all given parties. s2
ict is the

variance of the salience scores of the parties in category i

and Pct represents the number of parties. This means that

the programmatic heterogeneity is measured as the aver-

aged variance of the salience scores over K-z categories,

corrected by a factor for the number of parties.4 This mea-

sure indicates the leeway for the second type of innovation

(new combinations of issues). In general, there is a high

positive correlation (r ¼ 0.55) between both measures. In

part, this is due to the fact that the number of categories not

addressed is included in the formula for programmatic het-

erogeneity. However, the correlation, when the latter is not

adjusted by the number of zero categories, still amounts to

r ¼ 0.40. This means that a higher number of non-

addressed categories is associated with greater differences

between parties in the remaining categories.

Both measures show variation between countries and

over time. Table 3 shows that on average the number of

non-addressed categories decreases over decades. The

same can be observed for the programmatic heterogeneity.

On average, Sweden features the highest number of non-

addressed categories (Ø ¼ 19) and the lowest number is

found for Spain (Ø¼ 3). The highest programmatic hetero-

geneity on average exists in Finland (Ø ¼ 6.78), the lowest

in the Netherlands (Ø ¼ 0.80). As the first hypothesis is

linked to the homogeneity of the programmatic supply by

existing parties, the scores for programmatic heterogeneity

are multiplied by –1. Thus, in the following, I use the term

‘programmatic homogeneity’ with regard to this measure.

High values then indicate a high degree of homogeneity

between the programmatic offerings by existing parties.

According to hypothesis 1, the expectation is that the

probability of party formation at election point t increases

with a lower diversity of the election at point t–1. I use the

time lag because I assume that the decision process of

forming a new party takes a certain amount of time, which

is why the effect of the programmatic diversity at the time

of a given election should first become visible at the time of

the next election. The measures of programmatic diversity

serve as indicators of the leeway for programmatic innova-

tion. As argued above, such leeway is regarded as the main

reference point for the expected long-term probability of

getting elected.

The age of the democracy is included as a control vari-

able. Assuming that voters’ commitments to parties become

more stable over time, the effect of the age of the democracy

should be decreasing over time rather than being linear.

Thus, its natural log is used in the analysis.

As previous studies do, I use three different variables as

indicators of the costs of party formation: first, the size of

the deposit necessary for a party registration; second,

the number of signatures per million eligible voters which

are required for access to the ballot; third, a dummy vari-

able indicating whether parties receive state financial

support.5 Apart from these factors, the electoral rules deter-

mine the difficulty of winning seats in parliament. In this

context, Selb and Pituctin (2010: 148) criticize that ‘effects

of electoral institutions that primarily operate at the level of

electoral districts are usually specified at the national level,

albeit often with measures originally tailored for the con-

stituency level’. Owing to the fact that other concepts (first

and foremost programmatic diversity) are located at the

national level, a shift of the analytical level from the

Table 2. Overall distribution of the number of genuinely new
parties and splits.

Counts Genuinely new parties Splits

0 127 159
1 63 42
2 22 19
3 10 7
4 6 3
5 3 0
6 0 0
7 0 0
8 0 2
9 1 0
Total 185 129
Mean 0.80 0.56
Std. Dev. 1.22 1.11
N 232 232

Table 3. Average of programmatic diversity measures over time.

N
No. of zero
categories

Programmatic
heterogeneity

1960–1969 43 14.77 3.77
1970–1979 61 13.28 3.52
1980–1989 63 11.13 2.61
1990–2002 65 9.43 2.35
Overall 232 11.89 2.99
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national to the district level is not feasible in this study.

Instead, two measures which are located at the national

level depict the influence of the electoral system. First, the

mean district magnitude captures the disproportionality of

the transformation of votes into seats.6 Second, the national

threshold of representation (Taagepera, 2002) measures the

difficulty for a party to win its first seat in parliament.7

The model employs two indicators of the benefits of

holding office. In order to take into account Tavits’s

(2006: 111 f.) significant findings concerning corporat-

ism, I use Siaroff’s (1999) integration index. I additionally

include an index of institutional constraints on central

state government8 as a measure related to veto points in

order to capture the spread of power over policies in state

institutions.

The dataset includes two variables which can be linked

to society: the size of the population (logged) and ethnic

fragmentation.9 Additional variables control for the influ-

ence of economic factors on voting behaviour. These are

the GPD per capita growth and the unemployment rate.10

Table 4 gives the descriptive statistics for all independent

variables.

Analysis

The two count variables for the number of genuinely new

parties and splits per election differ in their distribution

(Table 2). In particular, in the case of splits, the count vari-

able shows a higher number of zero counts. In order to

enable a comparison between both phenomena, in a first

step these count variables are transformed into binary vari-

ables indicating the occurrence of either subtype. This

transformation allows the use of a logistic regression in

both cases. Pooled time-series cross-section data are prone

to heteroskedasticity and serial correlation causing obser-

vations to be dependent on each other. In order to account

for country clustering robust standard errors are used. With

regard to the temporal dependence, two variables are

included in a preliminary analysis (Beck et al., 1998). The

first counts the number of elections since the previous

occurrence (of a genuinely new party in the first model

or a split in the second model). The second captures

the number of previous occurrences. Only the second

variable appears to be significant (at the 1 percent level) in

the case of splits and is included in model presented below.

The results of the logistic regression (Table 5) for both

subtypes, genuinely new parties (model M1) and splits

(model M2), reflect similarities but also important differ-

ences with regard to the explanatory factors. The high Wald

statistics show the overall significance of both models.

With regard to the variables linked to the probability of

electoral support, the results show that the lagged program-

matic homogeneity does not have any significant effect on

the occurrence of either subtype. However, the number of

categories that are not raised by any party has a positive

effect on the probability of the occurrence of genuinely new

parties. This effect is significant at the 5 percent level. The

coefficient amounts to 0.076, meaning that the non-

addressing of an additional category leads to a 0.076

increase in the log-odds of the dependent variable linked

to the occurrence of genuinely new parties. A higher num-

ber of non-addressed categories indicates a less overall

issue coverage by the existing parties. Hence, this finding

supports the first hypothesis, as the probability of the occur-

rence of genuinely new parties is expected to increase with

a lower overall issue coverage by the existing parties. In

contrast, this variable shows no significant effect on the

probability of the occurrence of splits. This result under-

lines the proposition that factors reflecting the diversity

of programmatic offerings by all existing parties influence

the incentive structure for the formation decision in the

case of genuinely new parties, but not splits.

Differences between the subtypes also become appar-

ent in respect of the indicators linked to the benefits of

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of the independent variables.

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Registration costs 232 0.0321983 0.1067622 0 0.77
Petition signatures (logged) 232 1.567942 2.066957 –0.6931472 7.387919
Party financing 232 0.5560345 0.4979245 0 1
Mean district magnitude 232 16.93789 34.17475 1 150
Nat. threshold 232 2.141145 0.9704201 0.4966888 4.651302
Age of democracy (logged) 232 2.301835 0.4514625 0.6931472 3.135494
Integration 232 3.255927 1.094941 1.625 4.75
Inst. constraints 232 1.88069 1.374393 0 5
GDP 232 2.560129 2.414856 –6.8 12.2
Unemployment 232 5.359483 4.277627 0.1 22.4
Population (logged) 232 9.10047 1.325679 5.32301 11.0359
Ethnic fragmentation 232 0.7842672 0.2061256 0.23 0.96
Programmatic homogeneity 232 –2.987655 2.512055 –16.98514 –0.3784071
No. of ‘zero’ categories 232 11.89224 6.125069 0 33
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office. Integration, the indicator for corporatism, displays

a negative effect (significant at the 5 percent level) on the

dependent variable for the first model (M1), while no

effect is visible in the case of splits (model M2). The neg-

ative effect for genuinely new parties is in line with the

theoretical expectation that corporatist arrangements fea-

ture less new political parties than pluralist systems, as the

former provide channels for influencing policies apart

from the parliamentary arena. As actors deciding about

a split from an existing party are likely to be already

part of this arena, channels apart from the electoral arena

should be of less importance. Institutional constraints on

central state government have different effects on each

subtype. Their significance (5 percent level) underlines

the fact that the distribution of power in a political system

influences the incentive structure for new party formation.

For genuinely new parties the effect of institutional con-

straints on central state government is positive. Tighter

constraints on central state government mean that there

are more veto points outside the government, increasing

the potential to influence policies. Assuming that actors

deciding whether to form a completely new party have

an out-of-government perspective, they benefit from such

constraints. In the case of splits, institutional constraints

show a negative effect. This indicates that for parties ori-

ginating from splits the government perspective is more

relevant than it is for genuinely new parties or that they

fear losing access to veto points occupied by the party

of origin.

Considering the variables linked to the formation costs,

the registration costs show a significant (at the 1 percent

level) and negative effect for the first model, M1. This

means that the probability of the occurrence of genuinely

new parties decreases as registration costs rise. The direc-

tion of this effect fits the expectation that higher costs

should reduce the probability of new parties. However, this

effect is not present in the model for splits, M2, indicating

that financial obstacles do not prevent the occurrence of

splits. This could be explained by different levels of finan-

cial resources of genuinely new parties and splits. The

logged number of necessary signatures, as well as the

dummy variable indicating party funding by the state, do

not show any significant effects for either subtype. This

does not necessarily mean that state financing does not

influence the incentives for forming a new party. However,

the existence of state financing could also work against new

parties if the rules favour established ones. For example,

funding could be related to the achievement of a certain

threshold of votes. The mean district magnitude has a pos-

itive effect on the occurrence of both subtypes, significant

at the 5 percent (M1) and 1 percent level (M2). This effect

is hence in line with the theoretical expectation: a higher

Table 5. Regression results.

M1 M2 M3

Genuinely new parties Splits Genuinely new parties

Occurrence Occurrence Number

(log. regression) (log. regression) (neg. bin. regr.)

b / (se) b / (se) b / (se) std. % D

Registration costs –2.007** (0.590) –0.000 (1.594) –1.574* (0.634) –15.5
Petition signatures (logged) 0.089 (0.056) 0.054 (0.174) 0.168** (0.038) 41.4
Party financing –0.093 (0.247) –1.316 (0.845) –0.162 (0.243)
Mean district magnitude 0.007* (0.003) 0.017** (0.004) 0.003 (0.002)
Nat. threshold –0.157 (0.156) –0.057 (0.220) –0.129 (0.089)
Age of democracy (logged) –0.326 (0.376) 1.186 (0.707) –0.432* (0.200) –17.7
Integration –0.260* (0.102) –0.179 (0.308) –0.241** (0.085) –23.2
Inst. constraints 0.270* (0.123) –0.529* (0.209) 0.129* (0.063) 19.3
No. of previous splits –0.768** (0.176)
GDP 0.029 (0.053) –0.010 (0.055) –0.016 (0.028)
Unemployment –0.019 (0.038) 0.144** (0.053) 0.004 (0.025)
Population (logged) 0.030 (0.134) 0.222 (0.316) 0.127 (0.092)
Ethnic fragmentation –1.453** (0.545) 6.968** (1.353) –0.578 (0.342)
Prog. homogeneity (lagged) 0.075 (0.059) –0.020 (0.053) 0.072* (0.032) 24.1
No. of ‘zero’ categories (lagged) 0.076* (0.031) –0.069 (0.042) 0.039* (0.018) 28.2
Constant 1.247 (1.975) –7.257 (4.204) 0.307 (1.217)
Wald 320.45 171.91 794.94
Alpha 0.505 (0.237)
N 232 232 232

*p � 0.05, **p � 0.01. Country clustered standard errors.
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mean district magnitude implies lower formation costs as it

is easier to win seats in parliament. As opposed to this effect,

the national threshold of representation has no significant

effect in both models. This result suggests that the overall

disproportionality between votes and seats matters more

than the chance of winning the first seat in parliament (Bis-

choff, 2008). The results of models M1 and M2 reveal no

significant effects of the age of democracy on either subtype.

There are also mixed results from the societal variables.

No significant effects on either subtype can be found for the

(logged) population size. However, ethnic fragmentation

shows significant (1 percent level) but opposing effects.

In the case of splits, the effect has a positive sign. As higher

values indicate lower levels of ethnic fragmentation, the

probability of the occurrence of splits therefore decreases

as ethnic fragmentation grows. Genuinely new parties

experience the opposite effect. The probability of the

occurrence of genuinely new parties increases with level

of ethnic fragmentation. This means that a higher level of

ethnic fragmentation diminishes the opportunities for splits

in existing parties, while at the same time improving pros-

pects for genuinely new parties. Although this aspect needs

further consideration, it may explain why previous studies

which did not separate the subtypes found no significant

effects for this variable as the results cancel each other out.

With regard to the economic variables, the growth of GDP

per capita displays no effect on the occurrence of genuinely

new parties or splits. The unemployment rate shows a sig-

nificant and negative effect in model M2, indicating that

the probability of the occurrence of splits increases when

unemployment rises. The negative effect of the number

of previous splits in model M2 suggests that the probability

of the occurrence of splits decreases with the number of

previous splits. In sum, the results of the logistic regres-

sions show that there are important differences in the ways

the explanatory factors operate on the two subtypes. This

underlines the necessity of differentiating between genu-

inely new parties and splits when analysing new political

parties.

As the focus of this article is on programmatic factors, in

the last part of the empirical analysis I concentrate on gen-

uinely new parties. So far, I have focused only on their

occurrence. The distribution of the counts of genuinely new

parties, however, also provides the opportunity to make use

of the whole variance of the number of genuinely new par-

ties per election. The dependent variable is then the number

of genuinely new parties for each election. Because of the

distributional parameters, a negative binomial distribution

is assumed. The results of the third model M3 are based

on a generalized estimating equation (GEE) model, which

in this case is based on a negative binomial distribution and

belongs to the family of population-averaged panel-data

models. In contrast to a simple negative binomial regres-

sion, this approach allows the temporal dependence of the

observations (Hilbe, 2011: 450 ff.).11

The high Wald statistic shows the overall significance of

the model and the estimate of alpha justifies the assumption

of the negative binomial distribution. Similar to the first

model, the number of zero categories has a positive effect

on the expected number of genuinely new parties (depen-

dent variable), which is significant at the 5 percent level.

In the third model, the lagged programmatic homogeneity

also shows a positive effect (significant at the 5 percent

level) on the dependent variable. An increase in the lagged

programmatic homogeneity leads to a higher expected

number of genuinely new parties. The significance of both

effects suggests that not only the overall issue coverage of

all existing parties influences the incentive structure for the

formation of genuinely new parties, but also the differences

between the parties in the issues which are actually part of

the programmatic competition between parties. Both of

these effects support the first hypothesis. Contrary to the

first model, the (logged) age of the democracy shows a neg-

ative effect (significant at the 5 percent level) in the third

model, indicating that the probability of the occurrence of

genuinely new parties is not influenced by the age of the

democracy but that the latter diminishes the expected count

of genuinely new parties.

In line with the first model, the results from the indica-

tors linked to the benefits of office reveal that institutional

constraints on central state government have a positive

effect on the expected counts of genuinely new parties,

which is significant at the 5 percent level. In the third

model, the indictor of corporatism, integration, also has a

negative effect (significant at the 1 percent level), which

means that a higher level of corporatism decreases the

expected counts of genuinely new parties. This resembles

Tavits’s findings (2006: 111) for new parties in general.

Taking both of these effects together, this means that it is

necessary to differentiate between different kinds of institu-

tions. Corporatist arrangements offer opportunities for

influencing policies from outside the parliamentary arena.

State institutions constraining central government provide

access to veto points which enable the exercise of influence

over policies. However, this access is only gained through

party channels.

The comparison with the logistic model for the occur-

rence of genuinely new parties shows that registration costs

also have a negative effect (significant at the 5 percent

level) in this model. Higher registration costs reduce the

expected counts of genuinely new parties, supporting again

the expectation about the formation costs. In contrast to the

first model, the (logged) number of necessary signatures

has a positive effect in this model, significant at the 1 per-

cent level. Contradicting the theoretical expectation, an

increase in the necessary number of signatures leads to a

higher expected number of genuinely new parties. This

effect is also found by Tavits (2006: 110 f.) with regard

to all new parties. A possible explanation is that these

requirements serve as an information shortcut about
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possible electoral support (Tavits, 2006: 111). Again, no

effect is found for the public financing of political parties.

Unlike in the first model, the mean district magnitude has

no significant effect on the expected number of genuinely

new parties. This means that this variable explains the

occurrence of this subtype better than the actual number

of new parties per election. In the third model, neither the

societal nor the economic control variables show any sig-

nificant effects on the expected counts of genuinely new

parties.

So far, only the direction and significance of the effects

have been considered. To examine the magnitude of the

different effects, the variables showing significant effects

in the third model are standardized. The last column of

Table 5 shows the percentage changes in the expected num-

ber of genuinely new parties when one of the independent

variables increases by one standard deviation. These num-

bers show that the (logged) number of necessary signatures

has the strongest effect on the dependent variable. An

increase of the first by one standard deviation leads to an

increase in the expected number of genuinely new parties

by 41.4 percent. Apart from that, the programmatic factors

also show a high magnitude. The expected number of gen-

uinely new parties rises by 28.2 percent when the (lagged)

number of zero categories goes up by one standard devia-

tion. For the (lagged) programmatic homogeneity this

effect amounts to 24.1 percent. Comparison with the other

significant effects suggests that these programmatic factors

are not just statistically significant but also significant in

terms of their magnitude.

Conclusion

In this study, I first argued that the diversity of the program-

matic supply by existing parties represents an important

factor in the process of the new party formation, as it deter-

mines the leeway for possible programmatic innovations.

In order to capture this leeway, I introduced a measure for

the overall issue coverage of political parties and a second

measure for the programmatic differences between parties.

Secondly, I pointed out that state institutions in the form of

veto points are also relevant for the process of new party

formation as they influence the benefits of office for new

(potential) political parties.

Above all, the first part of the empirical analysis of the

study showed the necessity of differentiating between gen-

uinely new parties and splits from existing parties. Differ-

ences between the two subtypes were found in respect of

factors linked to the diversity of the programmatic supply

by existing parties. The overall issue coverage has a signif-

icant effect, but only on the occurrence of genuinely new

parties: a lower issue coverage by the existing parties

increases the probability of their occurrence. However, pro-

grammatic differences between parties are not able to

account for the occurrence of either subtype. Another

difference between the subtypes is revealed by the indica-

tors relating to the benefits of office. Institutional con-

straints on central state government increase the

probability of the occurrence of genuinely new parties but

have the opposite effect in the case of splits. The first part

of the empirical analysis also demonstrates that factors con-

nected with the formation costs have a different impact on

the occurrence of both genuinely new parties and splits.

Registration costs hamper the occurrence of genuinely new

parties but not the occurrence of splits, while the mean dis-

trict magnitude has a positive impact for both subtypes.

Moreover, the different effect of ethnic fragmentation on

both subtypes underlines the need for differentiation

between them, although this effect needs further investiga-

tion. These varying results represent a starting point for

future research, investigating the causal mechanisms behind

these differences.

The results of the second part of the empirical analysis,

which focused on the number of genuinely new parties,

confirm and strengthen the importance of programmatic

factors for the incentive structure for their formation. Fewer

differences between parties as well as lower overall issue

coverage are associated with a higher expected number of

genuinely new parties. The independent effects of factors

linked to the programmatic supply raise the question of

what role electoral demands play in the emergence of pro-

grammatic innovations and the formation of genuinely new

parties in general. On the one hand, it is possible that pro-

grammatic innovations pick up so far unsatisfied electoral

demands but, on the other hand, political actors can come

up with innovations and try to stimulate electoral demand

for them in the future. To detect such interactions, future

research using quantitative methods should include finer

measures of electoral demands.

Although the effects of the programmatic factors indi-

cate the importance of the scope for programmatic innova-

tions in the formation of genuinely new parties, this

analysis, due to the lack of available data, could not exam-

ine the actual programmatic offerings of genuinely new

parties. However, it offers a basis for additional research

for a more detailed examination of programmatic innova-

tions, for example by investigating their origins and how

they are connected to electoral demands and influence

them. This could also illuminate why and when actors

choose certain types of programmatic innovations. These

aspects are relevant with regard to the electoral success

of genuinely new parties and their programmatic offerings.
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Notes

1. Franzmann (2011: 333 ff.) points out how different types of

veto points affect the diversity of the programmatic supply.

However, there does not exist an unequivocal relationship

between the number of veto points in a political system and

the diversity of the programmatic supply by political parties.

2. For elections until 1990, I rely on Hug’s (2001) data retracing

his original coding of both subtypes for his list of new parties.

For the following elections, I followed Tavits’s sources and

counted the parties myself. A complete list of all parties

counted is available on request. No reliable data on the num-

ber of new parties exist for the elections in 1993 in Australia,

for the election in 1993 in Canada and for the elections in

1993 and 1996 in New Zealand. The election in 1994 in Italy

is not included owing to the significant transformation of the

electoral system and party system before this election (Barto-

lini and D’Alimonte, 1996). In the German case, only elec-

tions for West Germany until 1990 are included.

3. It has to be noted that the CMP coding scheme is the same for

all countries. It is possible that there exist issues which are not

captured by this coding scheme. (Quasi-)Sentences of mani-

festos that address such issues are subsumed into a single

category for uncoded sentences which in general does not

reach high values. Nevertheless, a category in the CMP cod-

ing scheme, which is not addressed by any party, shows at

least that there is potential scope for innovation.

4. Quantitative measures with respect to parties often use vote-

shares as weights (see, e.g., Dalton, 2008). As the measures

for programmatic diversity in this article should solely cap-

ture the programmatic diversity of political parties, I deliber-

ately do not introduce vote-shares as weights to these

measures as this would reverse the conceptual separation

between the side of parties and the electorate and in this way

undermine the conceptual validity of the measures.

5. As there exists no time-series that covers the whole period for

these variables, I rely on the data of Hug (2001: 178 ff.) and

Tavits (2006). Hug mainly took his numbers from the Inter-

parliamentary Union (1976) as well as from Sternberger

et al. (1969). Tavits used information from the International

Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance. Deposits

are measured in the local currency. Hug weighted these num-

bers by dividing them by GNP per capita. The values of this

variable are present in his dataset, but could not be checked

on the basis of the sources he cites. For observations after

1990 only the weighted values exist. With regard to GNP per

capita, Tavits (2006: 166) refers to the Global Development

Network Growth Database. However, this only features

values for GDP; still, considering the relation between

deposits and GDP/GNP per capita, the bias thus caused is

marginal. The number of signatures necessary for registration

is weighted by the number of registered voters. For the

latter, data are available at http://www.idea.int/vt/index.cfm

(29.10.12). Furthermore, a dummy variable indicates the

presence of party funding by the state. For this, Hug relied

on Paltiel (1981) and Tavits consulted http://www.idea.net.

On the basis of IDEA (http://www.idea.int/political-finance,

Question 19, 29.10.12), I corrected values for Belgium for

the years after 1989 and for France after 1988.

6. For the mean district magnitude, I rely on the dataset ‘Dem-

ocratic Electoral Systems (DES)’ (Bormann and Golder,

2013; Golder, 2005). In the case of Germany, I calculated

the mean district magnitude on the basis of the second vote.

Similarly, for elections after 1993 in New Zealand the mean

district magnitude refers to the list vote.

7. The calculation is based on data of the DES dataset (Bormann

and Golder, 2013; Golder, 2005). In multi-tier systems the

threshold refers to the first tier, as this determines the access

to seat allocations in the upper tiers. In case there is a thresh-

old for participation in the allocation of seats in an upper tier

which is lower than the national threshold of representation

for the first tier, the latter is replaced by the former. This is

the case for Denmark. If there is a legal threshold for the first

tier which exceeds the national threshold of representation,

the legal threshold is used (e.g. in Spain). For Germany, the

calculation refers to the first vote.

8. The data come from the Comparative Political Data Set I

(Armingeon et al., 2012) and are based on the work of

Schmidt (1996). The index ranges from 0 to 6. High values

are a sign of strong constraints. The additive index is com-

posed of six dummy variables: EU membership, degree of

centralization of state structure, difficulty of amending con-

stitutions, strong bicameralism, central bank autonomy and

frequent referendums.

9. The data rest on a Herfindahl–Hirschman index of concentra-

tion for ethnicity (Tavits, 2006: 117). Data on ethnicity come

from the CIA World Factbook (https://www.cia.gov/library/

publications/the-world-factbook/index.html, 29.10.12). The

World Bank (http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.

TOTL, 29.10.12) provides data on population size.

10. The data on the economic control variables come from the

OECD Historical Statistics (1982, 1991, 2002) and for elec-

tions after 2000 from the OECD (http://stats.oecd.org/index.

aspx?queryid¼559# (20.06.13); DOI: 10.1787/lfs-data-en).

11. An autoregressive correlation structure is assumed (Hilbe,

2011: 462 ff.).
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