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1. Introduction

Given that a party chooses to contest some — but not all —
districts in an election, how can we explain where it chooses to
enter? Because parties that universally contest all districts in a
country are comparatively rare, this is an important question that
affects many parties around the world. For a number of reasons,
these parties assess their electoral prospects differently across
different electoral constituencies and ultimately conclude that
some constituencies are simply not worth the time, resources, and
effort of fielding a candidate or a list of candidates. Instead of
contesting all districts, they forgo potential opportunities in some
districts in order to more specifically chase opportunities in others.

Empirically, these parties tend to be the norm rather than the
exception. A recent survey of elections in several democratic
countries around the world since 1945 indicates that more than
75% of parties enter electoral districts selectively rather than
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! Figures based on authors' original calculations across 3919 party-election ob-
servations taken from data downloaded from the Global Elections Database
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uniformly.' That is, roughly three-fourths of political parties in the
world's democracies elect not to give every voter in the country the
opportunity to cast a ballot in their favor. Furthermore, these
parties are not electorally insignificant. On average, these parties
entered a nontrivial share of a country's districts (about 25%) and,
more importantly, these parties garnered more than 60% of all votes
cast across all elections in the data set.

Previous comparative studies of electoral politics have not yet
addressed the question of district-level selective entry into electoral
competition by political parties, let alone wrestled with its impli-
cations for literatures ranging from party nationalization to models
of vote choice and collective preference aggregation.” When not all
voters have access to all parties on their ballots, then it becomes
difficult to talk about, say, the “homogeneity” of a party's support

2 Studies of the emergence of new parties (Kitschelt, 1988; Meguid, 2005;
Mudde, 2007), for example, or of parties with platforms grounded in regional so-
cial cleavages (Chhibber and Kollman, 2004; Brancati, 2008), only address this
question indirectly and are unable to provide systematic explanations that operate
across all countries and time periods. While previous studies of resource barriers to
new party emergence (Harmel and Robertson, 1985; Hug, 2001) tell us something
about the impediments that parties face in deciding whether or not to contest an
election at the national level, they have nothing to say on a district-by-district basis
at the intranational level. Even outside of comparative studies, formal theoretical
literature in the American context tends to develop logics that are problematic in
multiparty settings (Callander, 2005).
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among voters across electoral districts (Caramani, 2000; Jones and
Mainwaring, 2003) or the choices that voters make on election day
(Jackson, 2002; Katz and King, 1999), or even the meaningfulness of
social choice in an unbiased fashion (Plott, 1973; Chernoff, 1954).
Accounting for why and where some parties will be absent from
voters' ballots should allow for a deeper understanding of these
national-level concepts which are so vital to the field of electoral
studies.

Several empirical obstacles stand in the way, however, of such
an accounting. First, although many of the factors long thought to
inform entry decisions operate at the district level, most studies
empirically focus on the aggregate, national level (Lago and
Martinez, 2010; Selb and Pituctin, 2010). Second, although char-
acteristics of voter and party elite preferences and strategies can
reasonably be expected to affect entry choices, measuring such
characteristics at the district level has proven problematic — an
issue that is particularly exacerbated in the large-n comparative
context. Finally, empirical work on entry decisions often fails to
account for potential dependencies in the data, especially de-
pendencies introduced by geographic proximity between electoral
districts (Rodden, 2010; Selb and Pituctin, 2010). In this paper, our
aim is to address all these concerns without sacrificing the ad-
vantages of a large-n and cross-national empirical study. Specif-
ically, our contributions are threefold.

First, we offer an omnibus empirical test of the many potential
determinants of selective party entry at the district level. We re-
view a set of straightforward — but not trivial — intuitions derived
from prior literature about what types of strategic considerations
might drive patterns of entry. For example, parties may select those
districts where they perceive themselves to be electorally viable.
But electoral “viability” is a complicated concept to disaggregate
and it hinges not only on electoral math, but also a party's assess-
ment of its fit with the representational needs of voters in a district.
Such issues as ideological affinity and demographic fit may come to
bear on whether or not a party enters this particular district at the
expense of some other district and we address each of these con-
siderations in turn.

Secondly, and perhaps most importantly, we are able to
demonstrate for the first time the extent to which the geographic
arrangement of electoral districts modifies the above consider-
ations. As any interview with a party operative would reveal, ab-
stract theoretical concerns are certainly curbed by simpler logistical
considerations: moving campaign resources and volunteers be-
tween districts, covering districts that exist in the same media
market, and so on. These considerations would imply that, all else
being equal, parties would much rather enter districts in close
proximity to districts where they have already deployed resources
than districts where such resources are distant. Third, we conduct
all of our analyses under the umbrella of a multilevel modeling
strategy. As opposed to some prior research that does not allow for
flexibility at different levels of analysis, our research design pairs
party-level attributes with district-level attributes and makes no a
priori restrictive assumptions about how different parties might
view the same district. Instead, we explicitly model the ways in
which the same district can assume different meanings for different
parties based on how that district fits into each party's unique
electoral context.

Ultimately, we argue that failing to account for the geographic
dimension in parties' entry decisions can lead researchers to
overstate the strength of findings related to the more straightfor-
ward strategic story. To be sure, the “cost” of winning a seat, the
ease of crossing that threshold, and ideological and demographic
affinities are all salient and predictable determinants of selective
entry. But even more, we demonstrate that these things matter
especially in proximate districts, but almost not at all in more distant

districts. We test our theory on hundreds of parties and districts
drawn from seven proportional representation (PR) countries
across Western and Eastern Europe. By focusing on PR systems, we
have constructed for ourselves a difficult environment in which to
return support for our geographical argument: the conventional
wisdom holds that, relative to single-member district (SMD) sys-
tems, party competition and representation in PR systems is sub-
stantially less predicated on geography. The fact that we return
such dramatic evidence in favor of geography's role indicates that
the effect is expected to be even stronger both in SMD countries as
well as in PR countries with smaller average district magnitudes.

2. The determinants of party competition

Even in party systems where several party offerings are uni-
versal, many parties still contest elections by entering a subset of
districts selectively — whether because they are resource-strapped,
new, niche, regional, or simply en route to broader patterns of
competition (Blais et al., 2011; Morgenstern and Vazquez-D'Elia,
2007). Explaining these parties' decisions, however, requires dis-
aggregating the discussion about strategic entry from a national
perspective to a district perspective (Selb and Pituctin, 2010). Prior
research on party entry cast at the national level concludes that the
more salient determinants of entry are things that simply do not
vary across districts (Lago and Martinez, 2010). If political elites
determine that their party's electoral prospects differ across dis-
tricts, then we need to seek out determinants of these elite as-
sessments that vary at the district level.

Prior literature has offered several types of motivations that
might drive a selectively entering party to field a candidate or list of
candidates in one electoral district at the expense of doing so in
some other. In this paper, we focus on two major sets of motiva-
tions, while also controlling for additional determinants. The first
motivation is geography both in its own right and in interaction
with other types of motivations. That is to say, parties might opt for
entering districts that are clustered in close proximity to one
another in order to make use of organizational returns to scale with
on-the-ground resource investments. Parties might also acutely
respond to other strategic incentives in more geographically
proximate — rather than in more distant — electoral districts. The
second major motivation is strategy or the extent to which a party
believes it can win substantial votes — and at least one seat — in an
electoral district. Strategic considerations include both supply-side
factors, such as the cost of winning a seat and the crowdedness of
the district as well as demand-side factors such as vote volatility and
wasted votes. In what follows, we review theoretical expectations
from prior literature about both geography and strategy. We
conclude this literature review by briefly noting the importance of
controlling for the ideological and demographic makeup of indi-
vidual districts when testing for the effects of geography and
strategy.’

3 We grant at the outset of the discussion that there are actually three types of
decisions selectively entering parties undertake on a district-by-district basis: (1)
whether to enter a new district for the first time; (2) whether to re-enter a pre-
viously entered district; and (3) whether to exit a previously entered district. Our
review of the literature and empirical analysis do not differentiate between de-
cisions of type (1) and (2) and we have very little to say about (3). We do not think
that the same party would have a theoretically justifiable reason to prioritize
different types of considerations across (1) and (2); to do so would posit a different
utility function for the party across elections or perhaps even across districts within
the same election. Empirically, we do not possess enough leverage to adequately
model decisions of type (3) because they are exceedingly rare in our database.
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2.1. Geography as both determinant and mediator

Beginning with Tobler's first law of geography, the field of hu-
man geography has long recognized that the ways in which elec-
toral constituencies are situated in geographic space can impact
both electoral outcomes and party strategies (Tobler, 1970; Taylor
and Gudgin, 1976; Johnston and Hughes, 2008; Rodden, 2010).
Our specific application of this logic to the question of party entry
points to two reasons why geography should influence entry de-
cisions. First, geographic proximity between districts allows parties
to make use of returns to scale on on-the-ground campaign and
infrastructural investments.* In this sense, geographic proximity
additively increases the probability that a party will enter an elec-
toral district: as an unentered district moves closer to another
entered district, a party is more likely to enter the unentered dis-
trict. Second, geographic proximity between districts should
amplify the effects of many of the strategic variables we discuss
below. In this sense, geographic proximity mediates the influence of
various strategic, ideological, and demographic considerations; for
example, a strategically favorable environment in a proximate
district is made all the more tempting by virtue of its proximity to a
previously entered district.

Our justification for the additive effect of geography on entry
decisions rests in the burgeoning literature on the role of local-level
party organization and campaign management. Gimpel et al.
(2006), for example, find that parties' donor support bases are
often clustered in geographical space and, in some cases, are even
more spatially consolidated than those districts from which parties
chiefly draw their electoral support. Huckfeldt and Sprague (1992)
and Carty and Eagles (1999) demonstrate that parties target local-
ities of proximately located voters and think about their efforts in
terms of adjacent neighborhoods and districts. The strategic
viability of these exercises is evident, as recently demonstrated by
Tavits (2012), who argues that highly organized parties (measured
by indicators such as number and strength of branch offices) tend
to fare better on election day. Parties clearly have an incentive to
pay attention to organization, and coordinating their organizational
efforts becomes more complicated and expensive as they diffuse
across the country.

In general, selectively contesting districts which are spatially
concentrated — and passing on opportunities to contest districts
which are further afield — can be expected to bring returns to scale
on resource expenditures. For example, districts which are located
in closer proximity to one another might be reached through the
same media markets, thereby allowing parties to make efficient use
of broadcast and advertising resources (Campbell et al., 1984;
Althaus and Trautman, 2008). It is also easier for parties to move
party volunteers and professional staff between proximately-
located districts and both of these entities have been found to be
exceedingly helpful for parties’ electoral prospects (Scarrow, 1994;
Mudde, 2007). Closer organizational outposts should result in
greater fluidity, ease of movement, and shortened response time
for parties. Overall, then, there is enough reason to believe that
geographic proximity should additively drive up the probability of
party entry at the district level. Thus, we posit the following:

H1. Districts located in close geographic proximity to other districts
entered by a given party will more likely be entered by that party.
Pushing further, we argue that geography mediates parties’
other electoral concerns. As we argue below, parties pay attention
to many attributes of electoral districts when determining where to

4 Throughout the ensuing discussion, we use “proximity” to indicate the distance
between a previously unentered district and a previously entered district.

field their candidates, but the same attribute means different things
in different contexts. A party operative might, after all, be able to
identify a constituency where her platform would potentially
resonate with voters, but nevertheless take a pass on the oppor-
tunity if the district is much too far away from her on-the-ground
campaign resources. For this reason, we argue that proximity has
a distinctive mediating effect, because space influences a party's
relative ability to draw on similarities for electoral gain by
exploiting cost-effectiveness in the creation and maintenance of
electoral infrastructures. Hence, a party will be expected to forgo
fielding candidates in districts that are rather far afield of its current
battery of campaign offices and electoral infrastructure. Two
otherwise exceedingly similar districts — in strategic and socio-
demographic terms — will present different opportunities for the
same party if one is more proximate and the other more distant.
Thus, we hypothesize an additional, mediating effect of geography:

H2. Geographic space mediates the role of strategic determinants of
the probability of entry. That is, these relationships are made stronger
in proximate districts and weakened in distant districts.

2.2. Strategic considerations

Although different parties contest elections with different mo-
tivations, their aspirations can usually be best realized by winning
or by coming as close to winning as possible. Winning a seat in a
district or coming close to winning a seat are both roads to
increasing visibility: whether a party is motivated to change policy,
to promote a pet issue, or to push a like-minded establishment
party to change its platform, coming as close to winning as possible
is a straightforward manner to call attention to the party's goals.
This assumption has its roots in a long line of literature beginning
with Leiserson (1968) and continuing through to Laver and
Schofield (1990) who argue that — whatever their motivation —
parties seek office.”> Thus, from a strategic perspective, we argue
that parties require some sort of informational signal about the
potential of winning a seat within each district (which is concep-
tually distinct from arguing that they actually expect to win a seat).

Before an election takes place, the potential cost of a seat can be
estimated by the necessary (or inclusion) electoral threshold: the
minimum share of votes needed in a district in order to have a
chance of obtaining a seat (Lijphart, 1999). The electoral threshold is
an often referenced measure of district-level permissiveness in an
electoral system, and as a result, it is often theorized to be a part of
the rational, strategic calculus of parties at the time of making entry
decisions: lower thresholds imply lower barriers to electoral suc-
cess, which can in turn result in lower barriers to entry (Bernauer
and Bochsler, 2011; Cox, 1997; Selb and Pituctin, 2010). Electoral
thresholds of inclusion have three main determinants: in addition
to the electoral formula — which remains constant across districts
in a given election — the electoral threshold of inclusion depends on
the number of seats being allocated in a district and on the number
of parties competing for those seats (Ruiz-Rufino, 2007).

We argue, then, that one important informational source for
parties that varies at the district level should be the cost of winning
a seat in the previous election. This lagged value is readily calculable
from past election results and should form parties’ expectations
about outcomes in the current election. As this cost increases,
parties can expect to have a harder time crossing the seat-winning
threshold, which, as we have argued, is a fundamental driving force

5 A more recent review argues that although parties are motivated by different
incentives, “it is almost always better to be in office than not” (Miiller and Strom,
1999, p. 6).
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for political parties in electoral competition. Where cost is low,
parties should perceive an opportunity to very efficiently translate
their vote share into one or multiple seats.

H3. As the lagged cost of winning a seat (in votes) in a district in-
creases, selectively entering parties should be less likely to enter that
district.

The cost of winning a seat could, however, be relatively low for
different reasons. It might be that a relatively small supply of
parties are simply weak performers with the voters in that district.
But it might also be the case that a relatively large supply of parties
have simply fractured the voting public's support into several small
constituencies. While seat cost might be low in the latter scenario,
it is also the case that the supply side of the electoral market is
crowded or over saturated with offerings (Ruiz-Rufino, 2007). Here
we would expect selectively entering parties to be less willing to
enter the fray and, thus, we control in the analysis that follows for
crowdedness in party offerings to voters.

H4. Asthe lagged crowdedness — or number — of parties in a district
increases, selectively entering parties should be less likely to enter
that district.

Turning now to the demand side, Cox (1997) likened elections to
markets and posited an equilibrium concept that balances both the
supply of and demand for party offerings. This equilibrium point is
structured by the well-known psychological and mechanical effects
of party competition articulated by Duverger (1954): a given set of
electoral rules governs the mechanical translation of votes into
seats and voters — not wanting to waste their votes on nonviable
parties — strategically abandon parties that have entered in excess
of this equilibrium. When this equilibrium point is exceeded and a
larger number of parties net substantial vote shares, then the
electoral market has failed (Lago and Martinez, 2010): many voters
have cast ballots that, by virtue of going toward nonviable con-
tenders, will not be included in the mechanical translation of votes
into seats. By persistently casting ballots for nonviable parties,
voters are, in a sense, giving voice to their dissatisfaction with
current party offerings (Hirschman, 1970).

When selectively entering parties observe electoral market
failures, they see a set of voters whose support should be
comparatively easy to win (especially vis-a-vis voters who have
settled into established patterns of support for consistently seat-
winning parties). Given that extant parties have been unable to
mobilize support in this non-coordinating section of the district's
electorate, the door remains open for a selectively entering party to
offer a new option on the menu of party labels. New potential en-
trants do not have to “steal” votes from already winning parties;
rather, they just have to tie up the losing parties' loose ends. In an
attempt to capitalize on voter dissatisfaction, then, selectively
entering parties will enter districts where there has been a break-
down in voter coordination around a viable set of party offerings. As
we discuss in more detail in our data section below, we focus on the
amount of hopeless votes — that is, the number of votes going to
second and lower losers — as a share of total district votes to cap-
ture coordination failures.

H5. As the lagged number of hopeless votes in a district increases,
selectively entering parties should be more likely to enter that district.

Similarly, volatility — or fluctuation — in voter support across
party offerings is another signal that the preferences of a district's
electorate might be unsettled or mutable (Powell and Tucker, 2014;
Roberts and Wibbels, 1999). Here again, potential entrants observe
a set of voters whose support should be relatively easy to mobilize
relative to those voters who consistently cast ballots for the same
parties repeatedly (that is, voters expressing non-volatile prefer-
ences). Where substantial swathes of voters are willing to change

their partisan allegiances between elections, then selectively
entering parties should have a comparably easier time garnering
votes in such a district.

H6. As lagged electoral volatility in a district increases, selectively
entering parties should be more likely to enter that district.

2.3. Controlling for ideology and demographics

A complete theoretical story of selective party entry will also
take into consideration several ideological and sociodemographic
factors. Political parties of, say, the ideological left will not generally
choose to enter right-leaning districts when they must make se-
lective entry choices. More centrist parties might tend to avoid
those districts where many extreme parties are winning substantial
vote shares and parties whose platforms typically appeal to
working-class Protestants will not selectively target districts
populated mainly by wealthy Catholics. These are just a few of
many potential examples of how ideology and social demographics
influence selective party entry. But they point to a difficult problem
in modeling this phenomenon: individual parties will prioritize
different aspects of the ideological and social milieu in different
ways and, while extreme-minded voters, for example, might appeal
to one party, they may well repel another. These party-by-party
idiosyncrasies make it difficult — if perhaps not impossible — to
deduce general theoretical principles that would apply to all
selectively entering parties uniformly. Our approach is to take
ideology and demographics seriously, but to let the multi-level
modeling approach allow for party-by-party differences without
trying to force a unified theoretical framework onto the data.

Beginning with ideology, we identify two potentially salient
aspects of district-level ideology and allow each of these aspects to
differentially influence the probability of entry for each individual
party. These aspects are: the overall level of ideological polarization
in extant major party offerings at the district level and the weighted
mean position (or center of gravity) of extant parties. We argue that
different types of parties will be variably drawn toward — or
repelled by — one or the other of these indicators. In highly
polarized districts, for example, the center of the ideological dis-
tribution is comparatively vacant; thus, more ideologically mod-
erate parties may have incentive to target these districts in order to
position themselves in empty areas of the distribution (Budge,
1994; Downs, 1957). As the ideological center of gravity moves to
the right, parties of the right should be more inclined to enter these
districts while parties of the left should be more likely to stay out.

Moving on to sociodemographics, we identify three salient de-
terminants of vote choice at the level of the individual survey
respondent: income, education level, and the rural-urban divide.
These three indicators have been productively employed in recent
analyses of district-level election outcomes and have the advantage
of being measured in each of our countries included in the analysis
(whereas, for example, ethnicity and language were not).® Socio-
demographic variables should matter for entry, as indicated by a
long strain of scholarship on party competition in both the
comparative and American contexts, which demonstrates that
different-looking groups of voters tend to respond very differently
to the same set of policy messages from political parties. To the
degree, then, that a political party's campaign platform resonates

6 This data limitation is admittedly a shortcoming of our approach. However, as
the results of the empirical analysis will indicate, the roles of strategy and space
tend to overwhelm the roles of demographic controls in predicting party entry. The
future introduction of better ethnic and language data at the district-level across
multiple countries would allow for a productive follow-on project.
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with a certain demographic, the prevalence of that demographic at
the district level should incentivize the party to selectively enter
that district (and forgo entering some other district where the
demographic is less prevalent). We will control for each of these
sociodemographic indicators in the analysis that follows in order to
more completely model the full set of concerns harbored by po-
litical elites in determining where they should field their candi-
dates on election day.

3. Data and measurement

We have compiled a database focusing on seven European de-
mocracies that rely on proportional representation electoral rules.
These seven countries and time periods are Austria (1949—2008),
the Czech Republic (1996—2006), Finland (1983—2007), Poland
(1992—2007), Portugal (1975—2005), Romania (1992—2004) and
Spain (1977—2008) and all were selected for both theoretical and
empirical reasons. Theoretically, multimember systems tend to rely
on both fixed constituency boundaries and a fixed number of
constituencies (accounting for fluctuation in population size by
raising or lowering individual magnitudes, rather than by redraw-
ing boundaries). For the purposes of our research design, this
guarantees that parties are not having to make entry decisions by
evaluating districts with mutable boundaries or entirely new dis-
tricts with no electoral history. The creation of new districts and the
redrawing of district boundaries are both much more common in
single-member district systems and are exceedingly difficult to
account for empirically in large-N, cross-national research.

Also on the theoretical front, our selection of large-magnitude
proportional representation cases should allow us to treat a par-
ty's set of entry decisions across the country as emerging from a
centralized, top-down party decision making process. That is to say,
parties tend to be much more centrally organized in large-
magnitude proportional representation systems, thereby allowing
us to treat them as more-or-less unitary actors. We want to be able
to model a party's selective entry decisions across all districts in the
country. If the party's organization was highly decentralized (as it
often is in single-member district systems), then it would be
difficult for us to make the theoretical claim that the same political
actor is evaluating all districts across the country.

Finally, this selection of large-magnitude proportional repre-
sentation cases should provide for us a very difficult laboratory in
which to return support for our geography hypotheses H1 and H2.
Geography-based election considerations on the part of party elites
are typically thought to be more salient in single-member district
systems rather than in multimember systems. In countries of the
latter variety, districts tend to be much larger and fewer, making
selective entry of a subset of these districts less contingent on
geographical considerations. If we can find evidence of geography's
role in parties' entry decisions in these eight test cases, then we will
have crossed a substantial validity threshold for our argument.®

From an empirical standpoint, these countries sit at the nexus of
several important databases for the field of comparative electoral
studies, which will allow us to draw on an atypically rich set of
district- and country-level covariates. Specifically, each of these
eight countries are covered by the Comparative Study of Electoral
Systems survey repository (CSES, 2014), the Global Elections
Database of district-level vote and seat allocations across all polit-
ical parties that contested a given election (Brancati, 2014), and the

7 These time periods are defined by overlaps in data across the three sources.

8 Additionally, related to our arguments' scope conditions, this selection of seven
cases draws from Western, Eastern, Northern, and Southern Europe and across very
old and relatively new democracies alike.

Comparative Manifestos Project (Volkens et al., 2013) which will
allow us to track the ideological positions of at least the more major
parties in each political system.

3.1. Operationalizing the main explanatory variables

Using election data from Brancati (2014), we are able to
construct our outcome variable: whether or not a party entered a
previously uncontested district in a given election.” Our goal is to
understand the mechanisms behind party entry, rather than the
mechanisms behind party reentry, so we focus on districts where a
party had yet to field candidates.® Accordingly, we define
entrypq. = 1 if party p obtained a positive vote share in district d in
election e, and received no votes in election e — 1. We define
entrypq. = 0 for those districts where the party received no votes.
We work from the fundamental assumption that, if a party stood for
election in a given district, then it received at least one vote in the
district. This is not a terribly heroic assumption, given the fact that
it would require very few resources for a party to net one vote in
any given electoral competition (indeed, we might expect that the
candidate who stood in the competition would at least vote for
herself or himself). We only include party-district observations for a
given party on elections in which the party enters at least one
district yet fails to enter every district.'"'?

To evaluate H1 through H6, we require data along five explan-
atory variables. The first is geographic proximity. To build our
measure of proximity, we collected spatial contiguity (or adja-
cency) data for all 239 electoral districts included in our sample. For
each party, we constructed a spatial contiguity network using im-
mediate neighbors, defined as districts that share a boundary.
Treating each district as a node in this network, we then calculated
the geodesic distance (i.e. the length of the shortest path) between
each district and the closest other district in which a party has
entered. This measure allows us to effectively control for differ-
ences in country and district sizes."> Calculating proximities specific
to each individual party is key here, as our theory posits a connec-
tion between a party's decision to enter a given district and the
proximity of that district to the existing machinery developed by
that specific party to mobilize voters and win elections. So while the
strategic incentive of, say, seat cost will be set at the district level
and common to all parties, whether or not that district is “proxi-
mate” to any given party's additional entry points will vary. To
account for differences in the number of districts across countries,
we then standardize these geodesics within country.

Second, in order to measure the cost of winning a seat in a
district, we calculate the lagged seat cost of the cheapest seat
“bought” in that district. Our measure of seat cost is given by the

9 Across the seven countries, we are tracking 450 separate parties (each of which
is often observed across multiple election periods).

10 This also allows us to hold previous electoral performance in a given district
constant by design.

1" This ensures that we are not modeling the “selective” entry decisions of parties
that entered districts uniformly, which we think represents a different type of de-
cision calculus — namely the decision to be a “national party” and contest all dis-
tricts accordingly rather than an aggregation of many dozens — or many hundreds
— of individual yes-no decisions.

12 Our sampling strategy results in the inclusion of a broad selection of “types” of
parties, such as new, niche, small, mainstream, leftist, rightist, etc. On balance,
selectively entering parties have relatively targeted scopes, including ideologically
extreme, ethnic, and special-interest parties. However, and especially during earlier
periods in our sample, we also capture parties that would over time become larger,
more national political actors. For a more detailed discussion of the types of parties
in our sample, see Appendix C.

13 Our results are essentially robust to an alternative operationalization in kilo-
meters between district centroids; see the discussion of robustness checks below.
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“mean threshold of minimal representation” (Taagepera, 2007) —
the vote share at which a party has a 50—50 chance of winning one
seat. We use the arithmetic mean between the thresholds of in-
clusion and exclusion in a D'Hondt system as a comparable means
of capturing this effective barrier to electoral success (Lijphart,

1999; Taagepera, 2007), given by 3 <W+MLH> — where M is

the district magnitude and p is the number of parties competing in
the district. This expression captures the idea that the number of
votes needed to win a seat in a district depends not only on the
number of seats “for sale”, but also on the raw number of parties
competing for a set of seats. It also reflects the idea that cheapest
seat in the district is not always the seat won by the smallest seat-
winning party. Imagine a multimember District A. Perhaps the
smallest seat-winning party in District A won only one seat, but
won it soundly. Suppose that the largest seat-winning party in
District A won five seats, but just barely cleared the threshold to
win the fifth seat. It is this number of votes needed to gain that last
seat that a potential entrant into the district should be evaluating.

Third, we measure the extent of lagged district-level crowded-
ness by using the effective number of parties statistic developed by
Laakso and Taagepera (1979) and subsequently applied in most
cross-national work on elections. The measure counts the number
of party offerings in the previous election in a district and weighs
them by the vote shares they received in that election. This
weighting is important because it differentiates between highly
fractionalized (or cluttered) districts versus highly consolidated
districts with a handful of large party offerings and many clearly
nonviable contenders. It also avoids a potential multicollinearity
problem with the raw count p term in our calculation for seat cost.

Fourth, we measure voter coordination using the lagged share of
hopeless votes — that is, the votes that go to parties that obtained
vote-shares less than or equal to that of the second loser."* Our
expectation is that as the number of hopeless votes increase, the
district should appear to be a more receptive environment for
selectively entering parties. And fifth, as is common in the elections
literature, we measure lagged election volatility using the Pedersen
Index (defined by %E\vp‘e — Upe_1|, Where vy, is party p's vote
share in election e) falculated using the vote shares of extant
parties (Powell and Tucker, 2014).

3.2. Accounting for ideology and demographics

We now describe our ideological and sociodemographic vari-
ables. As noted above, we have no clear systemic or uniform ex-
pectations about the performance of these variables across all
parties; we do, however, believe that they contribute to a neces-
sarily rich backdrop against which we evaluate our main theoret-
ical claims articulated in H1 through H6. In particular, we will
demonstrate in the course of the analysis how these ideological
variables impact the propensity to selectively enter a district on a
party-by-party basis.

For our ideological variables, we use party manifesto codings from
the Comparative Manifestos Project.' First, for each of the CMP-coded

14 As discussed by Crisp et al. (2012), this measure has some advantages over the
more classic “SF ratio” proposed by Cox (1997) because it takes into account the full
distribution of voter coordination failure across party offerings rather than focusing
on the narrow number of votes.

15 An alternative approach would be to try to leverage the individual self-reported
survey response ideologies of voters from the CSES database. While we do use the
CSES database for demographic controls (see below), we are worried about these
self-reported ideology scores being representative at the district level. Instead, we
opt for the more objectively coded manifesto scores and interact these with prior
election outcomes at the district level as described in the text.

major parties that ran in a given district, we multiplied their left-right
rile positions by their vote shares and summed across all of these
values, thereby constructing an ideological center-of-mass or mean
ideological position indicator.'® This measure provides a picture of the
distribution of party ideologies in the district, contingent upon their
electoral size.!” We also calculate the overall level of ideological po-
larization in extant major party offerings at the district level; the po-
larization of these parties is given by the weighted average of party
position deviations from the mean position in the district, using each
party's vote share in the district as weights.

Our set of demographic controls includes district-level median
income, median education level and the “ruralness” of each district.
These demographic measures were calculated based on self-
reported characteristics from all respondents in a district across
waves of the CSES survey (CSES, 2014). We focus on these three
attributes as they were readily available across our set of country-
elections and because prior theoretical work has focused on these
as being salient determinants of party-specific support patterns
(Stoll, 2008)."® For each electoral district we obtain one time-
invariant measure of median income, median education, and the
percentage of the population living rurally.

Finally, we control for two additional variables at the party level:
first, the number of prior elections in which a party has participated
up until the current election and, second, the lagged overall share of
districts a party entered in the prior election. We call the prior var-
iable experience and the latter market penetration and have theo-
retical reasons for including both in the analysis that follows. For
example, the strategic effects described above might be expected to
vary over the course of a party's life cycle. Newer or resource-
strapped parties might be prone toward mistakes in entering dis-
tricts strategically, which might weaken the support for H1 through
H6 among this subset of parties. The extent of prior market pene-
tration is included in the model because it somewhat mechanically
influences the extent of entry in the current election; that is to say,
greater prior market penetration should systematically drive up a
party's probability of entering any given district in the current
election because it is entering more districts overall. We now turn to
a description of our empirical model and discuss our findings.

4. Empirical model and results

We are interested in modeling the entry decisions made by
selectively entering parties. More specifically, we want to evaluate
whether geographic and strategic considerations play a role in the
district-by-district, party-level decisions to contest an election.
Since these are binary decisions, we model our outcome variable
using a binomial model that makes the probability of entry a func-
tion of district-level strategic and geographic covariates, in an effort

16 We acknowledge that the CMP does not included ideological codings for all
parties — no matter how electorally small — that might have contested the district.
However, the data tend to cover several major parties in each country and these
parties usually account for over 80% of district's vote shares, which we think allows
us to capture at least a plausible snapshot of each district's ideological mass of the
party offerings.

7 1t is important to point out that even though CMP scores are coded at the
national level, our measures of mean ideological position, polarization, and
extremism can all assume variable values across districts for either (or both) of two
reasons: first, not all parties the CMP codes will contest all districts; and, second,
these parties will receive varying levels of electoral support across districts.

18 Due to pervasive missingness and homogeneity for this particular subset of
countries, we were unable to include data for ethnicity and language. Additionally,
respondents across multiple waves of the survey were pooled inside the same
districts, giving us greater statistical leverage in describing the district's de-
mographic traits, but sacrificing over-time variation in these traits. In general, as
district-level demographics change slowly, we believe this is a justifiable approach.
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to determine their effect on decisions made by selectively entering
parties.

Our data consists of observations that are nested at different,
theoretically relevant grouping levels. For instance, we have multi-
ple observations of the same party (both over time and, in the same
election, across districts), of the same country (across multiple
elections) and of the same district (as it is assessed by different
parties during one election and over time). It is important to account
for the grouping structures that can result in data dependencies, as
ignoring them can result in incorrect inferences regarding the cer-
tainty with which we can estimate the effects we are interested in.
Furthermore, as our preceding discussion makes clear, a few of our
variables vary at different levels: while the cost of a seat varies at the
district-election level, the number of elections contested remains
constant for every party in any given election. Accordingly, our
binomial model includes random intercepts by party, country and
unique combinations of district-elections. This allows us to both
account for the main sources of dependencies in our data, while
helping us evaluate effects at the correct level of variation (by
making the intercepts themselves functions of the right covariates).

In addition, and to account for the fact that some of our effects
are expected to vary by party, our model also includes random
slope (or effect) coefficients for a district's ideological and de-
mographic composition. In general, the non-strategic conditions
that may attract a party may, in turn, repel another, and the degree
to which this is the case depends on party-level information (e.g.
each party's ideological position) that is generally available only for
a very small subset of the parties we include in our dataset. Thus,
the random coefficient model constitutes the most flexible and a
priori unbiased approach to exploring the effects of these covariates
as they vary by party.

More formally, we assume each observed entry decision y,q, is
drawn from a Bernoulli distribution, and define the probability that
a party p enters district d during election e to be a function of
geographic proximity (to the nearest other district entered by p), a
random intercept by party £, a random intercept by country &, and
a random intercept by district-election, &4, (in addition to our
controls). In turn, g4, is drawn from a Normal distribution centered
around mean 4, defined as a function of (lagged measures of) seat
cost, electoral market crowdedness, hopeless votes and voter
volatility — each of which is also interacted with distance. These
interactions allow us to evaluate the conditional nature of H2.
Finally, g4, is also defined to be a function of the ideology, polari-
zation and demographic characteristics of a district — the effects of
which are expected to vary by party, and which are modeled as
being drawn from Normal distributions with zero means and var-
iances to be estimated. Thus, we define the model of a party's
district-entry decision in an election as:

Ypde ~ Bernoulli(wpde>

logit(wpde) = o+ Ec + Ege + prdistance, g, + B2 Xpge

£de ~ N(ude, 7de)

Ude = B2Xge_1 + B3 (Xde_] X distancepde)
+&1pideologyg,_1 + £zppolarizationg, 4

+&3pincomey,_1 + £gpeducationge_q
+Espruralge_4

£p ~N(0,0;) for iel,...,5

where «, $, 8. are scalars and vectors of non-random coefficients; &.
are the country, district-election and party-level random intercept
and slopes; and the ¢. parameters are ancillary variability param-
eters for the random effects. In turn, X4, and Xy are linear pre-
dictor matrices, which include control variables and some district-
level predictors, respectively. After standardizing all continuous
variables for numerical stability purposes, we use maximum like-
lihood methods to estimate the parameters in our model and report
our results in Table B1 of the appendix, which also contains sum-
mary statistics of our untransformed variables (in Table A1) to
facilitate the interpretations that follow."®

4.1. Results

In interpreting our results,”’ we adopt a strategy that builds on
the logic of “average predictive comparisons” developed by Gelman
and Hill (2007, pp. 101-104;466)?, incorporating inferential un-
certainty for every predicted value. Instead of calculating the
average difference between two predicted probabilities (under high
and low values of a given covariate, for instance) across all obser-
vations for a given variable X, we sample predicted probabilities of
entry for a range of values of X while holding all other covariates at
their observed values, using the estimated multivariate sampling
distribution of our non-random parameters.’” Fig. 1 shows a
summary of these sampled predicted probabilities (viz. the median
predicted probability along with 90% confidence bands) as we let
each of our main variables vary over their observed range.

Overall, our hypotheses are largely supported by the data. Each
panel in Fig. 1 contains two curves of predicted probabilities — one
for the probability of entering a district that is contiguous to a
district that is being contested by the party (solid line), and another
for the probability of entering a district that is about 1 standard

19 We use version 1.1-6 of the Ime4 package in R to estimate our model. The code
and data required to replicate our estimation results and all graphs included in the
discussion are available at http://www.as.miami.edu/politicalscience/people/
tenure/santiago-olivella/.

20 Our estimated model fits the data very well. With a deviance of 15496.8 on
28523 degrees of freedom, the model's performance is indistinguishable from that
of the saturated model. Furthermore, the area under the ROC curve for our model is
around 0.95 — evidence that our model is very good at discriminating between
attractive and unattractive districts.

2! Teasing out the effect of each of our covariates on the probability of entry can be
difficult — particularly given the multiple levels at which we expect these effects to
operate. Additionally, the non-linear nature of our model makes it hard to calculate
marginal and conditional quantities of interest, such as the effect of increasing a
variable over some set range of values. To address these issues, Gelman and Hill
propose using “average predictive comparisons” for each covariate x — that is, for a
dataset with n observations, the mean across n differences in predicted probabili-
ties under two covariate profiles that differ only in terms of the value of x, and
which let all other covariates take on their ny, observed values. The approach,
advocated under various names in different literatures (see, for instance, Hanmer
and Ozan Kalkan, 2013; Long, 1997), makes interpretation of ceteris paribus ef-
fects embedded in non-linear models less sensitive to the choice of covariate values
at which other variables are held constant. In addition, focusing on predicted
quantities of interest (in our case, the probability of entry) makes interpretation
much more intuitive and less dependent on the complicated structure of the
model's specification.

22 More specifically, we start by taking 500 samples from the estimated multi-
variate Normal sampling distribution of all 4, 6 and 8. parameters in our model. For
each value of X = x at which a prediction is desired, we use each parameter sample
to obtain a set of n predicted probabilities — thereby producing an n x 500 matrix
Py. For each sample, we take the average prediction across all observations (i.e.
across all rows), leaving us with a row vector of 500 average predictions p,, of
which we keep the 5", 50" and 95™ percentiles. For each value x, these percentiles
are the quantities plotted in our Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. Predicted probabilities of entry for fixed effects (averaged across observed values of remaining covariates), along with 90% confidence intervals.

deviation away from a district contested by the party (dashed
line).>> They are, therefore, the effects of each strategic covariate
conditional of those two proximity conditions.

The panels are designed to convey three main pieces of infor-
mation. First, the gap between the two predicted probability curves
indicates the magnitude of the proximity effect: a separation be-
tween the two curves indicates that the probability of entry is
different for districts that are close to other entered districts and
districts that are far from the nearest district entered by the party.
Second, the slopes of each curve indicate the direction and strength
of the (conditional) effect of the corresponding explanatory vari-
able (as indicated by the panel titles) on the probability of entry.
Thus, a curve that falls rapidly would indicate a strong negative

23 Recall that our measure of distance between any two districts consists of the
standardized number of districts between them.

effect of the corresponding covariate on the probability that a party
enters the district. Finally, a difference in the slopes of the two curves
within each panel indicates an interaction effect between prox-
imity and the corresponding strategic covariate.

Considering these pieces of information, the results depicted in
Fig. 1 suggest that among all our predictors, proximity has the
largest, most consistent effect on the probability of entry, and that
this effect is consistent with H1. As evidenced by the fact that the
dashed line is almost always below the solid line in all panels (and
is, often times, much lower than it), our model suggests that parties
are much more likely to enter districts that are contiguous to other
districts they are contesting than to enter more distal districts. Only
in extremely “expensive” or extremely crowded districts — where
the probability of entry is predicted to be effectively zero — does
this effect disappear. Indeed, and with the exception of districts
where seat cost is very low, the baseline probability of entry in
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distal districts is so small that even statistically discernible effects
on the probability of entry become, practically speaking, negligible.
In contrast, an increase in proximity to a previously entered district
dramatically increases the probability of entry, to the point where
entering a contiguous district becomes, under the right strategic
conditions, extremely likely.

The model not only supports our intuitions regarding the overall
effect of proximity (H1) — it also largely supports the idea that
relevant strategic effects depend on distance from other districts
(H2) in which a party vies for election. Specifically, proximity
modifies the impact of the three strategic variables that have a
discernible effect on the probability of entry (viz. seat cost, party
crowdedness and hopeless votes). Previous district crowdedness,
for instance, has a negative effect on the probability of entering
districts close to other entered districts, while having the opposite
effect on far-away districts. Even more notable, proximate districts
seem to be more sensitive to changes across all seat costs, while
distal districts appear much more reactive to changes in the low
end of the seat cost spectrum. This suggests that, for two districts
that differ with respect to how far they are to other contested
districts (but are similar with respect to how much a seat costs), it
only takes a small increase in the seat cost of the distal district to
reduce the probability a party enters it, whereas much greater costs
are needed to deter entry in a proximate district. Overall, then,
geography does seem to affect the way parties rely on strategic
considerations when making entry decisions.

Consistent with H3, the anticipated cost of a seat is expected to
reduce the probability of entry in a proximate district by roughly 66
percentage points — from almost about 68% chance of entry (at
minimal costs) to about 2% chance of entry (at maximal costs). An
equal change in the seat cost in a distal district (i.e. a district that is
about 4 districts away from the nearest entered district) reduces
the probability of entry by about 15 percentage points (viz. from a
15% chance to an almost 0% percent chance) — another substantial
reduction. The appeal of a proximate district is also expected to
decrease the more crowded it becomes (as hypothesized in H4),
once again taking the predicted percent probability from around
50% to a low of about 100%, as our measure of crowdedness (i.e. the
effective number of parties) spans its observed range. In distal
districts, however, the effect becomes statistically indiscernible
from zero. Substantively speaking, this suggests that parties pay
attention to what their competitors are doing during election
campaigns, and they are especially cognizant of election dynamics
in proximate areas of the country.

In turn, and as suggested by H5, the data also seem to (weakly)
support the idea that potential entrants find value in a lack of
electoral coordination, as increasing the amount of hopeless votes
cast in a district makes it slightly more appealing for parties in the
next election. More specifically, our model suggests that going from
almost perfect coordination to 78% hopeless votes increases the
percent probability of entering a district by about 17 percentage
points — from roughly a 38% chance to about a 55% chance of entry.
Contrary to our expectations, however, there does not appear to be
enough evidence to suggest that lack of voter satisfaction with
extant party alternatives, as expressed by electoral volatility, has
any effect on a district's entry appeal (H6). In fact, the effect appears
to be negative, though the size of the effect is so small that it fails to
achieve statistical significance. As we elaborate upon further in the
next section, we think this points to a fascinating disjuncture in the
supply and demand sides of the electoral market.

Our controls display discernible effects, with every 10 (or one
standard deviation) additional election of experience reducing the
odds of entry by about 45%, and every additional 30 percentage
points (or one standard deviation) of electoral market penetration
increasing the odds of entry in any given district by about 19%.

Finally, recall that ideological and demographic controls were
modeled as having different (random) effects for each party in our
sample. Among these controls with party-dependent effects, dis-
trict ideology and polarization seem to be the most salient de-
terminants of entry, with changes in the odds of entry as large
as —32.34% and 28% (respectively) for every additional standard-
deviation increase, and a substantial amount of variability (with a
a1p = 1.395, and oy, = 1.353). Our results also suggest that de-
mographic characteristics of districts have little independent effect
on the decision to enter a district, with a maximum estimated
change of about —2% (for a standard-deviation increase in the
ruralness of a district) and very small variances in the effects across
parties.?* This relatively small effect of demographic characteristics
is, once again, evidence of a disjuncture between the supply and
demand of political representation we alluded to before: if parties
were paying close attention to the “needs” of voters as evidenced
by the balloting preferences and sociodemographic characteristics,
we would expect these effects to be stronger. As it is, parties appear
to make entry decisions more in line with what they can do given
other parties’ strategies, rather than what voters might want them
to do.

4.2. Robustness checks

To evaluate the robustness of our results to some of our most
important specification decisions, we consider two potential
sources of bias in our results. First, it is possible that our results are
mainly driven by the countries we include in our sample. In trying
to accommodate data needs and availability, our resulting sample
of party entry decisions is not well balanced: there are, for instance,
many more observations for Spain than for any other country;
similarly, our observations for Austria cover a much longer time
period than that covered by the observations coming from any
other country. Thus, we produce the Cook's distances (i.e. an overall
measure of how much our estimated coefficients change as a result
of dropping certain observations) that result from dropping, in
turn, the observations that belong to each country. Although (as
expected) these measures are higher for Spain (at 0.224), no value is
high enough to support the claim that our main results are being
driven by observations from any given country.””

Second, it could be argued that our results confound two very
different scenarios: situations in which parties enter an election for
the first time in history, on the one hand, and situations in which
parties have participated in previous elections, and are attempting
to expand their electoral reach, on the other. Although our main
model controls for electoral party experience, it is possible that
some of the effects of geographic and strategic variables depend on
which scenario we are considering. To evaluate how robust our
findings are to these different conditions, we reestimate our model
using a subset of “first entry decisions” (for first-time party en-
trants) and another subset of “subsequent entry decisions” (for
parties that have some electoral experience in different districts).
The results of estimating these models — which are presented in
columns 2 and 3 of Appendix B, Table B1, respectively — support the
idea that proximity to other entered districts is the strongest
determinant of entry decisions for parties in either condition, and
that strategic factors have similar effects under both scenarios,
though crowdedness and hopeless votes seem to be better

24 Figs. B1 and B2 in the appendix display the distribution of these party-level
effects across all parties. A fuller discussion of how to interpret these effects can
also be found in the Appendix.

25 The Cook's distances are as follows: Austria 0.002; Czech Republic 0.037;
Finland 0.005; Poland 0.02; Portugal 0.001; Romania 0.00001; and Spain 0.224.
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determinants of first-time entry, and seat cost loses some of its
strength when considering subsequent entry.

Finally, we implement an alternative operationalization of dis-
trict “proximity” using the (country-standardized) distance, in ki-
lometers, between the district centroids, and reestimate our full
model. The results, which are presented in column 4 of Table B1, are
in line with our main findings, with two exceptions.?® First, the
overall effect of proximity (thus measured) appears to be smaller in
magnitude. Second, the effect of the amount of hopeless votes
(which was small but statistically significant in our main model) is
no longer discernible from zero. As we discuss below, this is in line
with our interpretation of the findings conveyed by our main
model, and points to an important asymmetry between demand-
side and supply-side strategic incentives for entry.

5. Discussion

We began by pointing out an important empirical gap in our
understanding of strategic party entry and, furthermore, by
demonstrating that this gap has left us without an explanation for
important empirical variation at the subnational level. Investi-
gating the entry decisions of parties at the aggregated national level
obscures a vitally important additional strategic calculation that
these parties must conduct: how do selectively entering parties
decide on a subset of all possible electoral constituencies in which
to enter? Prior to this study, the question of selective entry had yet
to be addressed at the district level in a truly comparative fashion.
In those terms, this paper marks the first empirical effort to frame
district-by-district entry decisions in a hierarchical data structure
that directly models the implicit tradeoffs these selectively entering
parties face in deciding where to field candidates or party lists
under various social and electoral conditions.

After examining the results of our analysis, three contributions
to our current understanding of party competition should be
apparent. First, supply-side strategic electoral considerations are
important determinants of a party's decision to enter an electoral
district. Simply put, parties care about the actions of other parties:
they enter districts where they believe their competitors are
vulnerable in the vote-to-seat translation. It might be argued that
finding that electoral thresholds play such a robust role in entry
decisions should come as no surprise, as we have known for quite
some time that such thresholds succinctly capture the most polit-
ically relevant characteristic of electoral systems. But our contri-
bution here is twofold: to model the logics of these entry decisions
at the correct level of analysis and to explore the mediating effect of
electoral geography.

Indeed, our second — and most important — contribution is
supplying evidence that geography matters substantially for parties
when evaluating their electoral prospects on a district-by-district
basis — both in mediating supply-side strategic considerations
and in its own right. As a party considers entering an electoral
district in the upcoming election, moving that district closer to a
district where it already has some resources on the ground
dramatically increases the probability that the party enters there as
well. But that is not all. Geographic proximity also prompts parties
to pay greater attention to the same sorts of strategic cues they
would ignore in more distant districts. Put differently, the logistical
difficulties of contesting distant districts is sufficiently concerning

26 While our original operationalization relies on contiguity matrices (which are
easily constructed even without access to GIS-compatible maps), this approach
requires access to projected, vectorized maps. This constraint forces us to reduce
our sample considerably (by about half) and focus on 4 countries: Finland, Portugal,
Romania and Spain.

for parties in some circumstances that we would expect them to
pass up opportunities to field their candidates in potentially
amenable districts. To the best of our knowledge, the present study
is the first to capture cross-national evidence of this important
mediating effect of geography.

Finally, we show that while parties care about the actions of
other parties, they do so specifically at the expense of caring about
the representational needs of the voters. The effects of previous
signals of voters' discontent with extant party offerings are either
substantively small (hopeless votes) or virtually nonexistent (vote
volatility), regardless of whether or not the district in question is
geographically proximate. Combine this with our substantively
small findings regarding the effect of our demographic and ideo-
logical controls on party entry, and we quickly run afoul of the
normatively desirable characterization of elections as giving polit-
ical parties opportunities to respond to the needs of voters. Rather
than serving as representational reflections of the electorate —
whether in demographic terms as the sociological literature on
parties would suggest or in ideological terms as indicated by the
spatial modeling literature on elections — selectively entering
parties instead act as political entrepreneurs that simply field
candidates where the mechanics of elections provide them an op-
portunity. This entrepreneurial approach to representation forces
voters and more established parties to sort the problem out for
themselves (Schofield, 2006). By “passing the buck” along to the
voters and mainstream parties, selectively entering parties may
clutter the decision landscape and pile on complexity in the
representational process.

The implications of these results raise three potentially inter-
esting avenues for future work. First, our findings point to clear
predictions regarding parties' diffusion across electoral districts
over time: employing a more dynamic approach to the research
question, we would expect parties' entry decisions to be clustered
together in geographical space and then slowly branch out to
adjacent districts. This research could, for example, shed new light
on the party system nationalization literature by explicitly wres-
tling with the elite-level population of voters' ballots across space.
Secondly, much like the issue of selective party entry, the matter of
party exit decisions remains unexplored in the comparative litera-
ture. Future studies could evaluate whether the logic of our argu-
ments holds when parties are deciding to leave a previously
contested district. Thirdly, future work could test the normatively
problematic implications of our findings for representational de-
mocracy: how do voters respond in the face of selective party entry
when they did not signal their demand for a new ballot offering?
How do voters respond when they would prefer new alternatives,
but never receive them? Individual-level surveys exploring voters'
satisfaction with democracy in the face of selectively entering
parties could constitute an interesting update to theories of
representation.
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Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found at http://
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