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Abstract: The formation of new party systems involves very different dynamics from the transformation of established party systems in that politicians do not just try to win votes but also employ a wide range of coordination strategies to makes votes count for efficiently. These strategies include legal restrictions on party formations, changes in electoral vote counting procedures, pooling of seats through party switching and various electoral coalition arrangements. The paper shows how such strategies affect the coordination choices of voters and in doing so shaped the formation of Germany’s postwar party system.
Add this somewhereI follow John Gerring’s definition of “an intensive study o a single case (or small set of cases) with the aim to generalize across a larger set of cases of the same general type.” (Gerring 2007, 65) This understanding of case study has little use for the atheoretical, thick descriptive studies but plays a crucial role in addressing conceptual, methodological and theoretical issues without which large n, variable-centered and cross-case studies would be possible. (Gerring 2007, 37-63) 

How do party systems form and why does their formation vary so much across countries ? An increasing number of scholars have engaged with these two questions and focused on three broad types of explanations: systematic and already well understood institutional effects; potentially systematic but still unevenly conceptualized and tested elite strategies; and highly contingent and haphazardly analyzed historical factors. This wide range of causal factors and their varying theoretical potential raises a fundamental question that needs to be engaged before tackling the more practical question of how party systems form. The current literature raises the fundamental question of whether it is at an early stage of theory development, where ongoing testing of current theories will led to a convergence around a few, parsimonious explanations; or, whether party system formation is a phenomenon so complex, so historical, that existing theories require thorough reconsideration about how compatible its key theoretical and methodological assumptions with such important temporal dynamics ? 
With a question so broad, I prefer approaching it empirically rather than theoretically, and by studying a single rather than many cases. Among the numerous cases available, the development of the postwar Germany party systems is an ideal case study for three reasons. First, it institutionalized faster and proved more durable than any party system after 1945. Germany managed to form a stable and enduring two-and-a-half party system by 1957, only eight years after its founding election. This very success suggests a development less complex than any other and occurring under circumstances more beneficial than any other. The German party system thus offers a best case scenario for testing to what extent existing theories – premised on established and hence less complex party systems- can explain about the formation of new ones. Put differently, if we can show, that the more systematic, more advanced explanations of party system development do not fair well in one of the most favorable cases, then presumably additional research will do little to reduce the competing number of theories and our attention has instead be refocused on re-specifying them. Second, postwar Germany is an empirical gold mine; it provides data for virtually every conceivable variable, and does so across time, sub-national levels and individual parties. It offers within-case variation that is sufficient to provide preliminary tests of heretofore untested theoretical claims. (Gerring 2007, 50-53, 57-59) Third, the study of a single case like Germany makes it easier to address problems common during early stages of theory development. Very often little is known about causal mechanisms because initial theoretical claims are poorly specified and overly general. (Alexander and Bennett 2004, 204-08; Gerring 2007, 43-45). Interaction effects among variables are insufficiently understood and difficult to control for with large N, cross-sectional research designs. (Alexander and Bennett 2004, 21-22; Hall 2003, 380-82; Ragin 1994, 136-39) And, temporal structures are overlooked which can play an important role in historical phenomena like the formation of party systems. Transitional party systems could have temporal structures like tornadoes with a quick cause and quick effect or they could function like global warming where long-term, slow moving causes have long-term and slow effects. (Pierson 2003, 178-79) Such temporal structures have important theoretical implications and thus require the sort of close attention only possible through a case study approach. 
The paper is organized into four sections. First, I review the literature on party system formation and group the various explanations according to whether they emphasize institutional, historical or strategic factors. Second, I discuss the strengths and shortcomings of institutional factors – the most frequently cited and theoretically most advanced in the literature – in explaining postwar Germany’s rapid party system institutionalization. Third, I analyze the importance historical and strategic factors played in the formation of Germany’s party system and how the interact with each other. Fourth, I draw the implications the German case for the broader understanding of party system formation.

I. THREE APPROACHES TO EXPLAINING PARTY SYSTEM FORMATION
Party systems are complex and the literature consequently employs many different dependent variables to asses its development. They include the formation of voter preferences, the partisan alignments of such preferences, the volatility of such alignments, the formation and turnover of governing coalitions and electoral fragmentation. From this long list, electoral fragmentation – that is the number of parties and their respective electoral strength (i.e. effective number of electoral parties, ENEP) or parliamentary strength (i.e. effective number of parliamentary parties, ENPP) – is the most widely used measure of party system formation and, hence, the one that I use. (Taagepera and Shugart 1989, 77-91)  The literature uses fragmentation to infer when a party system reaches a stable equilibrium point and hence can be considered institutionalized. According to Gary Cox, a stable equilibrium corresponds to a set of market clearing expectations where “the number of types of candidates that voters are willing to vote for turns out to equal the number and types of candidates that are willing and able to stand for elections.” (1997, 7) Equilibria centrally form around mutual expectations that voters and politicians have of each other, and they are reached when neither politicians nor voters have any incentive to change their behavior.
What specifically forms and coordinates the expectations of actors is widely debated. Figure 1 groups the most commonly cited factors into three broad causal categories. The most common explanations focus on the three bold boxes 2, 4, and 5 and identify institutions and strategic voting as the principle factors inducing equilibria. Two less common explanations emphasize historical factors (dotted box 1) and political strategies. (dotted box 3) Each approach identifies a factor that seems important in shaping party systems, yet none of them pays much attention to the two others. I briefly discuss each approach and identify certain problems that result from their insufficient dialogue. 

Figure 1: Approaches to Studying Party System Formation
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Legend
: 

Bold arrow and boxes: factors transforming established party systems.

 Dotted arrow and boxes: factors forming new party systems. 

ENEC: Effective Number of electoral contestants; ENEP: Effective number of electoral parties; ENPP: Effective number of parliamentary parties.
Institutionally Induced Equilibria
: The vast literature elaborating on Duverger’s original insight focuses on the bold boxes 2, 4 and 5. It uses large n, cross-sectional research designs and is able to shows strong co-variation between electoral institutions, strategic voting and party fragmentation in established party systems. (Lijphart 1994; Rae 1967; Riker 1986; Sartori 1968; Taagepera and Shugart 1989)
 Encouraged by these findings, scholars have tested these same hypotheses in transitional democracies. Some found few differences and, if they did, explained them in terms of additional institutional factors. (Bielasiak 2002; Birch 2001, 370; Birnir 2005; Clark and Wittrock 2005; Golosov 2003; Herron and Nishikawa 2001; Horowitz and Browne 2005, 699; Ishiyama and Kennedy 2001; Jones 1993; Norris 2004, 81-96) Others scholars – especially those considering longitudinal data – found that institutional effects are weaker in transitional than in established party systems. They established that such differences in transitional party systems diminish over time and therefore suggest an important political learning process among voters and politicians. They argued that strategic voting is contingent on prior information about parties’ electoral strength and institutional effects and that such information only emerges after several election rounds and the development of an effective press. (Cox 1997 69-92; Dawisha and Deets 2006; Duch 2002; Filippov, Ordeshook, and Shvetsova 1999, 8-10; Kostadinova 2002; Reich 2004; Tavits and Annus 2006; Turner 1993) A third group of scholars also found transitional party systems to be more fragmented than established ones but is skeptical that political learning will uniformly and swiftly give rise to strategic voting. They pointed out that party system disequilibria can in certain cases be a permanent feature and requires consideration of non-institutional factors. (Birnir 2004; Cox 1997, 225-65; Mainwaring 1999; Moser 2001; Stoner-Weiss 2001) 
Historical Induced Equilibria: A
 number of historically sensitive scholars point out that voters and politicians already can hold important mutual expectations of each other prior to the first election; they show how long-term historical legacies (i.e. historical cleavages, prior regime type) and short-term starting conditions (i.e. type of democratic transition, timing and sequencing of founding elections, prominence of external actors) shaped such ex ante expectations. (Benoit 2004, 384; Cox 1997, 203-37; Kitschelt et al. 1999, 19-42; Mainwaring 1999, 63-88; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994; Reich 2001; Stepan and Linz 1992) Legacies
 and starting conditions most directly influence the (re-) formation of parties and thus generate important ex ante information about their electoral viability prior to the first national election. Such information determines the effective number of electoral contestants (ENEC). ENEC differ from ENEP or ENPP in that their electoral viability is shaped by a wider array of factors than just prior election outcomes. 
Historical factors have received less attention than institutions in part because they pose methodological problems. In varying a great deal, they confront methodologist with the many variables, small N problem. This makes them unsuitable for theoretical parsimony and large N, variable-centered research designs. Instead of raising questions about the strength of their co-variation, historical factors raise issues about which ones actually matter, specifying how they are transmitted across time and determining how long their effect lasts. (Abbott 1988, 177; Grzymala-Busse 2002, 20-23; Kitschelt et al. 1999, 12-13) Paul Pierson, for example, points out that not all initial conditions are as likely to shape subsequent developments; conditions where large set-up costs, learning and coordination effects and adaptive expectations are present are particularly prone to generate increasing returns and path dependencies. (2000, 76-77; 2003) Specifying these conditions and analyzing the various mechanisms producing increasing returns become the primary task of historical analysis – a task requiring a great deal of case-specific knowledge and a task not easily accommodate by large N  research designs.

Politically Induced Equilibria (Coordination Strategies): If historical factors shape expectations prior to founding election, then political strategies reshape expectations between elections. (i.e. dotted box 3) Voters update their information not just through learning from quadrennial election outcomes, but also in response to how politicians transform the political environment produced by the previous election. (Laver and Benoit 2003) Jack Bielasiak observed that “the development of party structures is driven by election outcomes, and by parliamentary gamesmanship between elections. Elections and parliamentary activities … act as screenings devices that elevate some political contenders to prominent roles and marginalizes other party formations.” (1997, 28) Gary Cox loosely labeled these forms of inter-electoral gamesmanship, coordination strategies. They capitalize on the fact that the political value of individual votes is not given, but can be enhanced or diminished through coordination moves taking place between elections. Coordination strategies play an important but underappreciated role in inducing equilibiria, and therefore require slightly more attention than the other two.
Table 1 lists the coordination strategies identified in the literature (even though they are not always labeled as such), and summarizes how they enhance the value of votes in the sense of increasing their seat-winning capacity. They include aggregating votes across districts through forming national parties (Aldrich 1995; Chhibber and Kollman 2004; Cox 1997, 181-202), pooling or trading votes through inter-party electoral coalitions  (Cox 1997, 41-42; Shvetsova 2002; Tsebelis 1990, 187-233), limiting the entry of new competitors to avoid diluting existing votes (Birnir 2005; Cox 1997, 151-78), changing the rules that determine how votes will be counted when translated into seats
 (Benoit 2004; Boix 1999), or changing value of votes after the election when individual politicians switch their party affiliations. (Gunther 1989; Kreuzer and Pettai 2003; Mainwaring 1999, 131-74; Shabad and Slomczynski 2004) 
Table 1: Coordination Strategies and Value of Votes

	Coordination Strategy … 
	…  increases vote value to the extent that it … 

	a. Strategic Entry 1
	… limits the supply of voting options and hence reduces risk of vote dilution.

	b. Changes of seat related electoral procedures 3 
	… increases the seat value of votes  (e.g. increases disproportionality to reduce the seat value of votes received by smaller parties)

	c. Switching of party affiliation 2
	… candidates switch from smaller to larger parties or parties merge to pool seats.

	d. Electoral Coalition 4
	… pools vote through electoral alliances/apparantements or trade them through cross-district candidate withdrawals.

	d. Party Formation
	… aggregates local vote getting efforts horizontally across districts and vertically across levels of government. 

	1) Includes party registration laws and party-internal candidate selection procedures; 3) Seat related procedures include district magnitude, threshold and electoral formula; 2) Switching includes hopping of candidates among existing parties, mergers and fissions; 4) Includes cross-district withdrawals of candidates, electoral alliances (e.g. merging of separate lists prior to election), and apparantements (e.g. separate lists joined solely for seat allocation of voting)


Why Do Coordination Strategies Matter ? The party system literature, especially in its institutional garb, assumes that electoral markets are efficient and thereby pre-determine what sort of coordination strategies are chosen. It employs a tacit functional logic whereby the strategies are part of an invisible natural selection process through which politicians decide to merge, withdraw, switch in response to prior and anticipated elections outcomes. Coordination strategies are in effect accelerators that amplify market outcomes; but their choice is predetermined by market outcomes and thus lacks any independent causal impact on the formation of party systems. This functional logic logic overlooks two important things. First, actors choose coordination strategies in response to election outcomes and institutional constraints. The latter influence the ability of politicians to change electoral rules, switch or form coalitions and these constraints vary a great across countries. Coordination strategies thus can have very different accelerator effects across countries. Second, coordination strategies also serve as breaks on market outcomes. Many times parties use coordination strategies to shelter themselves from strategic voting. Small parties, for example, form electoral coalitions or use their parliamentary swing votes to make electoral rules more proportional. In short, coordination strategies are influenced, but by no means pre-determined, by electoral market outcomes; they consequently cannot be reduced to some functional, natural selection process. They have to be analyzed as distinct causal mechanism shaping party systems; they can alter the number of parties or their electoral prospects to the point where the effective number of electoral parties (ENEC) that voters face in subsequent elections has little in common with ENPPt1 produced by the preceding election. Coordination strategies generate information about parties’ strength or create focal points around which voters’ expectations can converge. Cox notes that there are “many instrumentally rational agents in elections – candidates, activists, contributors – all of them may respond in ways that overwhelm or accentuate the strategic responses of voters.”
 (Cox 1997, 149, 255)
Coordination strategies especially matter in transitional party systems where electioneering strategies – the vote winning strategies most central in established party systems – oftentimes are limited in their effectiveness. Electioneering strategies include formulating policies, building personal reputations, manipulating issue dimensions, advertising or turning out voters. (Downs 1957, 77-114; Meguid 2001; Riker 1990) At the most basic level, they involve communicating with voters to either change their party affiliation or, for those already affiliated, assure their turnout. However, such communication is effective only if voters have formed preferences and get to choose among a stable set of parties offering clear policy alternatives. The relative absence of such conditions in many transitional party systems means that voters cannot evaluate electoral alternatives and parties cannot effectively solicit electoral support. As a result, politicians in transitional democracies rely just as much on coordination strategies as they do on electioneering strategies. 

Implications for Theory Development: The numerous variables suggested by literature vary tremendously in their theoretical potential. Institutions clearly have the greatest theoretical potential. The specific procedures affecting strategic voting are few in number, well conceptualized and readily quantified. These procedures also are not easy to change, and, if they remain unchanged, have effects remains constant across time and only vary across cases. Coordination strategies have a more limited theoretical potential. Their potential stems from the fact that are clearly anchor in individual actors, have well developed causal mechanisms and also appear to be invariant across time. Their limitations stems from the fact that they are very numerous, unevenly conceptualized, subject to important interaction effects and still lacking in extensive cross-national data. Historical factors clearly have the smallest theoretical potential; they vary not only more across cases but their effects also is changing across time. This change can be increasing in the form of increasing returns or diminishing as legacies fade away. This being the first case study, that pays equal attention to all three of these factors should give us a preliminary idea of how much each mattered in postwar Germany. This insight combined with the theoretical potential of individual factors gives some clues about theoretical potential there is, that what the prospects of explaining the development of party system in terms of systematic co-variation of causal variables. 

II. INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS 
How well do institutional accounts explain the formation of the Germany party system ? Table 2 displays for Germany some of the data that institutional explanations use for their large n, cross-sectional analysis. There is much of the Germany data that the latter’s more general findings. Fragmentation dropped very quickly, suggesting voters defecting from smaller parties with slim winning chances. These defections also are reflected in the decline in wasted, that is non-strategic, votes.  The continuity in parties vote share indicates that voter choices remained consistent over time and that parties formed before the 1949 founding election (i.e. 1st Election Parties) remained the focal points of voters. Finally, parties formed after the 1st election never participated for more than two electoral cycles, thus suggesting strategic withdrawals. Overall then, the rapid and linear consolidation of the postwar Germany party system fits the causal account of institutionally induced strategic voting and efficient electoral markets. Moreover, German institutions – to the extent that they have an effect on strategic voting – were genuine causes rather than effects of a prior non-institutional factor (.e. party system, cleavages) determining their selection. This an important issue because, if institutions were indeed pre-determined, then their effects would be spurious. (Boix 1999; Colomer 2005; Shvetsova 2003) Since proving the absence of any endogeneity would unduly detract from the flow my argument, I moved the relevant discussion into Appendix I. 
Table 2: Formation of Post-War German Party System
	 
	1949
	1953
	1957
	1961
	1965
	1969

	A. Fragmentation1 
	4.01
	2.79
	2.39
	2.51
	2.38
	2.24

	B. Party Stability2 
	
	
	
	
	

	1st Election Parties

	95.2%

	91.5%
	93.2%
	94.4%
	96.4%
	94.6%

	2nd Election Parties
	
	8.5%
	5.6%
	0.8%
	
	

	3rd Election Parties
	
	
	1.2%
	0.1%
	
	

	4th Election Parties
	
	
	
	4.7%
	1.3%
	

	5th Election Parties
	
	
	
	
	2.3%
	4.5%

	6th Election Parties
	
	
	
	
	
	0.9%

	C. Wasted Votes3 (in %)
	7.2
	7.1
	7.4
	5.7
	3.7
	5.5

	Legend: 1Effective number of parliamentary parties. 2Vote Shares of parties according the electoral cycle during which they were founded.  3MMD vote shares of all parties failing to win seats.


Yet, if we look beyond the general pattern, a number inconsistencies and unanswered questions remain. First, institutional accounts imply that fragmentation and strategic voting should co-vary; yet in Table 2, we see fragmentation declining and waste vote shares remaining unchanged for the first three elections. This disjuncture suggests that voters defected until 1961 at higher rates from small, seat-winning and hence “risky parties” (thereby reducing fragmentation without affected wasted vote shares) than from even smaller, seatless and hence “hopeless parties” (thereby leaving wasted vote shares unaffected) (Tavits and Annus 2006, 77) It also implies that voters of risky parties used different information  than voters of hopeless parties. Institutional explanations cannot account for such informational discrepancies since they assume that electoral markets provide uniform information for all parties and all voters learn from that information the same lessons. This discrepancy, therefore, suggests that we look at additional sources of information that influence strategic voting and not just electoral market. Coordination strategies constituted such an additional source information in postwar Germany and thus require close attention. Institutional explanations ignore such strategies presumably because they are still poorly conceptualized and lack systematic, cross-national data. 
Second, institutional incentives and efficient markets only reduce fragmentation to the extent that voters choose among well organized, stable and mostly national parties. (Cox 1997, 181-202) The early and continuous vote share of 1st Election Parties in Table demonstrates that such parties developed instantaneously in postwar Germany. The suddenness pose a problem for institutional explanations which – following a functional logic – attribute their formation to the need to form effective electoral and legislative coalitions. (Aldrich 1995; Cox 1987) Such a functional logic would imply a gradual institutionalization of parties rather than an instantaneous one we observe in Table 2. Furthermore, the suddenness can be only partly attributed to the historical legacy of the Weimar Republic. Weimar’s liberal and conservative parties were fragmented, plagued by defections and unsuccessful in transforming themselves from unorganized notable parties into well institutionalized mass parties (Kreuzer 2001, 91-132). Very few of their members stayed in politics after 1945, as only 8.6% of the CDU/CSU deputies in Weimar Reichstag and 13.4% of the FDP deputies. (Schindler 1984, 183-85) With so little personal continuity, center right parties had to reinvent themselves. (Cary 1996) The only interwar parties that resurrected their old organizations were the SPD and KPD. All of this suggests that we look more closely at how starting conditions – that is something occurring after historical legacies but before electoral markets operated - influenced the formation of parties. The effects of starting conditions is overlooked by institutional explanations because, just like coordination strategies, it is not easily quantifiable. Moreover, the fact that parties change their qualitative attributes as they form makes them difficult to incorporate in quantitative research designs which assume party variables to be fixed across time and place in terms of their organizational characteristics and vary only according to their most readily measured attribute, namely vote share. (Abbott 1988, 171; Hall 2003, 383; Munck 2004, 112) 

Third, Germany’s institutions provided weak incentives for strategic voting. Under the personalized PR system, Germans cast one vote for single member districts and a second vote for multi-member districts ranging in magnitude from 5 to 109
 (average of 44.7 for 1949). As only their second vote affects the distribution of seats, they face weak incentives for strategic voting. In SMD, German voters defect in marginal numbers from smaller parties; such parties received only 2.8% fewer first than second votes between 1953-83. (Esser 1985, 280-81) Such limited strategic voting illustrates that the first vote serves to personalize representation rather than reduce the number of parties.
 The most significant incentive for strategic voting comes from the 5% electoral threshold. According to Taagepera and Shugart estimation, such a threshold corresponds to a district magnitude of 10  (1989, 117, 266-69) which according to Cox provides at best negligible incentives for strategic voting. (1997, 100, 141) The Bonn constitution also re-affirmed Germany’s longstanding federal structure in which Länder governments and elections create important opportunities for regional parties to build a local power base. It further removed Weimar’s directly elected presidency and thus removed a single, national and non-divisible political price around which voters and politicians could coordinate their expectations. (Chhibber and Kollman 2004. 263-92; Cox 1997, 186-90; Mainwaring 1999; Stoll 2005)
II. HISTORICAL FACTORS
:
Long-term and short-term historical factors potentially impact how many effective electoral contestants participate in the founding election, their available resources, and their perceived winning prospects. Herbert Kitschelt put it nicely when he observed that “the breakdown of political and economic regimes always offers new political actors opportunities to deal creatively with a highly contingent and open range of possibilities in order to craft new institutions and power relations. Nevertheless, the creativity of actors is also constrained by the experience of the past and the patterns of economic and politically resource distribution under the old regimes.” (Kitschelt et al. 1999, 19) 
Historical
 Legacies: Longstanding socio-economic, religious or regional cleavages reduce the ENEC going into the founding election because they convey indirect information about a party’s potential voting base and, hence, winning prospects. (Cox 1997, 203-21; Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994) Cleavages are more likely to matter in re-democratizers, like postwar Germany, than first time democratizers whose political fault lines are not yet fully defined. Prior to 1949, Germany experienced 70 years of electoral politics during which a party system with clear regional, religious and above all class lines had evolved. (Lepsius 1973) These cleavages had a most direct impact on the left where the leaders of the SPD and KPD returned from exile, re-established their organizations and mobilized voters around the same class issues that dominated Weimar politics. Their impact, however, was much weaker for center and center-right parties. These parties had to form new party organizations, formulate programs capable of bridging old regional, religious and class divides, integrate twelve million German refugees and pre-empt the resurgence of Nazi-successor parties. (Cary 1996) Little of the center-right’s pre-war party infrastructure, which already was weak to begin with, survived the Great Depression, twelve years of Nazi rules and six years of war. “Organizations that once had linked the parties to specific cultures had vanished … The result was a breakdown of the rigid system of regional, denominational, ideological and class cleavages that had characterized German society and the old party system.” (Cary 1996, 148) Historical legacies, thus, did relatively little to reduce the ENEC going into the founding elections; they provided few useful cues for center and center right voters about what would the principle new bourgeois parties. Gerhard Loewenberg was mostly right when he observed that “nothing in the previous [pre-1945] development of the German party system suggested that such a [post-1945] transformation would occur.” (1971, 3)
What then about more short-term historical factors that defined the starting conditions of the post-war party system ? Two require attention: sequencing of early elections, institutional choices and party licensing.

Sequencing of Early Elections: Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan argue that holding regional elections before national ones creates incentives for parties to organize themselves and define their platforms in more local than national terms thus, making it more difficult for voters to coordinate strategic voting at the national level.  Gary Reich, in turn, found that the closer founding elections are held to the actual regime transition, the more salient the regime cleavage will be. The polarizing effects of such a cleavage, as opposed to less polarizing policy differences, will help voters coordinate their electoral expectations. (Reich 2001, 1245) By these criteria, Germany’s postwar party system was off to an unpromising start. The sequence of state and national elections was reverse so that fourteen state elections were held before the first federal election in August 1949. This reverse sequence created important incentives for politicians to focus their programs and organizational efforts at the regional rather than national level. Moreover, the founding election took place only four years after the collapse of the Nazi regime thus weakening any polarizing regime cleavage and its potential coordinating effect. 
Party Licensing:
The Allies involved themselves very selectively in Germany’s return to democracy except when it came to licensing new parties.
 Party licensing plays a particularly important role in transitional party systems where voters have insufficient information about parties’ winning chances to cast effective strategic ballots. As a result, “the number of entrants is not limited by anticipation of strategic voting [and thus] everyone has an ex ante equal chance of suffering (or benefiting) from it.” (Cox 1997, 152) Through party licensing, the Allies decisively changed these odds, thus making it highly efficient but also highly undemocratic way to make votes count. It had a profound impact because it restricted the supply of parties contesting and gave the licensed parties a tremendous early mover advantage. I analyze first the proximate effects of party licensing by looking at how its varied application across the French, British and US occupation zones affected the ENEP going into the 1949 election. I then assess the licensing’s more distal effects on parties organizational institutionalization by following the affiliation choices that electoral candidates made after the 1949 election.
Licensing’s Proximate Effects: The Allies had no uniform, German-wide licensing policy and so the licensing varied across the British, French and US occupation zones. The licensing practices ranged from giving parties a license for an entire zone, a single Land within a zone, or for a few electoral districts within a particular Land. Parties also were denied  licenses or even banned outright. Table 3 summarizes these various licensing practices by showing the year in which a party received a license (columns) and how its license varied across the three zones (rows). 

Table 3: Party Licensing by Allied Zone

	
	1945
	1946
	1947
	1948
	1949

	A) Licenses for an entire zone

	US Zone
	CDU/CSU, SPD, KPD, FDP
	
	
	BP
	

	UK Zone
	
	Zentrum
	
	
	NLP/DP2

	French Zone 
	
	
	
	
	

	B) Licenses for a single Land

	US Zone
	
	WAV
	BHE4
	
	

	UK Zone
	NLP/DP2
	SSV4, RVP; RSVP 
	
	
	

	French Zone 
	Denied to all parties
	

	C) Licenses for select districts (Kreis), no licenses or bans

	US Zone
	BHKP 3†
	BHE; BP; 

NDP1; 
	
	
	BHE4, NDP1 

	UK Zone
	
	BHE; DKP-DRP.
	
	
	BHE4

	French Zone
	No district level licenses granted
	DP


Legend: † : Banned parties; Italics: parties that won seats in the August 1949 Federal election.

1 Founded in 1945 by Heinrich Leuchtgens. Received only licences for some Kreise in Hessen. No license for 1946 Länder election and 1949 federal election. Formed in 1949 and electoral alliance in Hessen with FDP which led to election of Leuchtgens. (Rogers 1995, 53-56). 2 Given license for Niedersachsen but licenses denied for other northern Länder until 1949. (Rogers 1995, 67-68).  3Banned in October 1945. (Rogers 1995, 63) 4After 1947, the BHE’s precursor organizations were permitted to run independent candidates US Zone Länder elections, as long as they did not labeled themselves as members of such organizations. Did not receive license for 1949 federal election. (Rogers 1995, 109); 5 SSV received license only for northern districts in Schleswig-Holstein in which sizeable Danish population lived (Rogers 1995, 130)
Party acronyms: BHE: Block der Heimatvertriebenen und Entrechteten (League of Expellees and Dispossessed); BHKP: Bayerische Heimats- und Königspartei (Bavarian Homeland and Royalist Party); DKP-DRP: Deutsche Konservative Partei-Deutsche Rechtspartei (German Conservative Party/German Right Party); BP: Bayerische Partei (Bavarian Party); NDP: Nationaldemokratische Partei (National Democratic Party); NSLP/DP: Niedersächsische Landespartei/Deutsche Partei (after 1947) (Lower Saxon State Party/German Party); RSFP: Radikal-Soziale Freiheitspartei (Radical-Social Freedom Party); RVP: Rheinische Volkspartei (Rhenish People’s Party); SSV: Südschleswigscher Verein (South Schleswig Association); WAV: Wirtschaftlich Aufbau-Vereinigung (Economic Reconstruction Party);

Sources: (Rogers 1995; http://www.lexikon-definition.de) 
Of the fifteen parties, only four, the CDU/CSU, SPD, FDP, and KPD, received licenses in all three zones thus enabling them to operate as national parties. Of the 12 partially licensed parties, three were granted licenses in only one zone (e.g. the BP, Zentrum, and NLP/DP) and five were licensed in only a single Land (e.g. WAV, BHE, SSV, RVP, RSVP) Three more parties received even more limited licenses or were banned (e.g. BHKP, NDP, DKP-DRP). Clearly, the French had the most restrictive licensing, restricting it to the four large parties and denying all other requests. (Rogers 1995, 122-24) The Americans and British occupation authorities were more liberal in their licensing. They tried to balance their desire to assist the CDU/CSU, SPD and FDP with their concern that silencing important social groups would unduly radicalize them or drive them underground. Strikingly enough, party licenses were only denied to right of center parties and not a single leftist party which partly reflects organizational continuity of the two camps after 1945. The SPD and KPD were direct successors from the Weimar Republic as their leaders returned from exile. The center and the right, by contrast, had to start form zero. Their Weimar predecessors were weak notable parties that had been eviscerated by the Great Depression and then permanently discredited by their collaboration with the Nazis.

Party licensing dramatically reduced the ENEC heading into the founding election, leading the CDU/CSU, SPD, FDP and KPD winning 77.8% of the votes. It did so in three ways. First, the four fully licensed parties were the most successful in linking their organizations across levels of government and districts, making them the only genuinely national parties. As a result, they contested virtually every SMD district in 1949 and field lists in all eleven MMD districts. The other parties participated in far fewer electoral contests; the RSF fielded lists in five Länder, the DP and the DKP-DRP in four, the DZP in three, BP and WAV in one. Second, the fully licensed parties to participate in all the 14 Länder elections held before 1949, the only partially licensed parties, by contrast, ran in no more than two Länder elections. This extensive participation in Länder elections gave the four fully licensed an important reputational advantage going into the 1949 election. Third, the fully licensed parties attracted more experienced and, presumably also, more skilled politicians. In the first Bundestag, 18.4% of CDU/CSU deputies sat in one of the previous Länder assemblies, 20.1% of SPD deputies and 17.6% of FPD deputies. Of the partly licensed parties, only the DP had any pre-1949 legislative experience (27.8%). (NetLexikon; Schindler 1984) 

Two additional observations underscore the causal link between party licensing and strategic voting. First, the variations in party licensing across the three occupation zones directly impacted the ENEP. I had mentioned that licensing in the French zone was far more restrictive than in the US and British zone. Not surprisingly, the ENEP in the Länder election taking place in the French zone was low at 2.8 compared to the 3.8 in the British zone and 3.8 ENEP in the US zone. Second, the Allies actually prefered to have voters’ kill small parties through strategic defections rather than having to kill them through outright bans. Rogers observed that the Allies’ original intent was to limit “parties geographically [and] thereby manage them quietly into harmlessness” rather than to ban them outright. (Rogers 1995, 59)
Licensing’s Distal Effects: How enduring were the first mover advantages of the CDU/CSU, SPD, FDP and KPD ? The best way to answer this question would be to track voters’ choices with the help of individual level survey data. Given the unavailability of such data, I follow the affiliation choices of electoral candidates to assess the extent to which the early mover advantages of the fully licensed parties translated into long-term, durable organizational benefits. Such an analysis is particularly interesting because party licensing ended shortly after the 1949 election; this lead to new party formations and the geographic expansion of heretofore only partially licensed parties. The time following the 1949 election then saw a significant increase in the demand for electoral candidates and allows us to use those candidates’ affiliations choices as a measure for how they viewed the various parties’ long-term electoral and organizational viability.
Table 4 provides data on the affiliation choices of electoral candidates beyond the 1949 election. It tries to infer the long-term organizational advantages resulting from party licensing in two ways: Column a) simply indicates the carry over rate of candidates running in one or more previous elections while column b) presents the cumulative electoral experience by averaging the number of previous elections in which a party’s candidates participated. Table 3 thus tries to demonstrate the organizational effects of party licensing by focusing on the continuity and seniority of a party’s candidate pool. (For a similar analysis, see: Shabad and Slomczynski 2002) Looking at candidates, rather than the more common focus on incumbents, has the advantage of increasing the number of observations and of eliminating the impact of elections. If I were to restrict the analysis to incumbents, both the carry-over rates and electoral experience would be affected not just but individual candidates’ affiliation choices but also the seats gains and losses of their parties. 
. 

Table 4: Electoral Carry-over (a) and Electoral Experience (b)

	
	1953
	1957
	1961
	1965
	1969

	
	a)
	b)
	a)
	b)
	a)
	b)
	a)
	b)
	a)
	b)

	1) CDU/CSU
	35%
	1.3
	52%
	1.7
	59%
	2.1
	53%
	2.1
	52%
	2.2

	2) SPD
	39%
	1.4
	51%
	1.8
	54%
	3.0
	51.%
	2.1
	44%
	2.0

	3) FDP
	29
%
	1.3
	27%
	1.4
	41%
	1.6
	46%
	1.9
	39%
	1.8

	4) KPD
	23.4%
	1.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average
	31.6%
	1.3
	43.3%
	1.6
	51.3%
	2.2
	50.0%
	2.0
	45.0%
	2.0

	5) DP/GDP
	9.6%
	1.1
	23.6%
	1.3
	40.5%
	1.6
	
	
	20.9%
	1.4

	6) GB/BHE
	5.3%
	1.1
	29.5%
	1.3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7) BP
	23.3%
	1.2
	19.3%
	1.2
	
	
	
	
	9.1%
	1.2

	8) Z/FU
	40%
	1.4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	34.5%
	1.5

	9) DRP/NPD
	7.9%
	1.1
	8.2%
	1.1
	25.7%
	1.3
	21.5%
	1.3
	31.1%
	1.4

	Avg. 5-9)
	17.2%
	1.2
	20.2%
	1.2
	33.1%
	1.5
	21.5%
	1.3
	23.9%
	1.4

	Avg. 1-9)
	24.0%
	1.2
	30.0%
	1.4
	44.0%
	1.9
	43.0%
	1.9
	33.0%
	1.6


Legend: 1) Column a): Carry-over; 2) column b) Electoral Experience (average number of electoral candidates of all party candidates; 3) Merged cells indicate party mergers.
Source: (Bundeswahlleiter 1949-69)
Comparing fully licensed with partly licensed parties (e.g. parties 1 to 4 versus 5 to 9), we can notice that the former had significantly higher carry-over and electoral experience rates over the first three electoral cycles. The carry-over for fully licensed was consistently between 12-28% higher than that of partly licensed parties and, by 1957, candidates of fully licensed parties ran on average for 0.4 to 0.7 more elections than their counterparts. There are a few minor departures form this overall pattern. The catholic Zentrum and the regional Bavarian Party (BP) depart from this general pattern by having higher carry-over rates than other partially licensed parties. The Zentrum also was fully licensed in the entire British Zone and the Americans granted the BP in 1948 a license for Bavaria, the only district in which it ran. The low 1957 carry-over for the FDP reflected an important internal schism in which sixteen deputies, including four ministers, left their party in 1956 over policy differences. (Dittberner 1984, 1345-46) In 1953, the carry over rate of 23.6% was noticeably lower than for other elections; this deviation is attributable to the increase of Bundestag’s size by 85 deputies. Besides these anomalies, the overall pattern clearly shows that fully licensed parties were far more successful in retaining a higher percentage of candidates and for a longer period of time than the partly licensed or post 1949 parties. From the literature on legislative recruitment, we know that such continuity and seniority translate into greater professionalization and ultimately also higher levels of party institutionalization. (Borchert and Golsch 2003; Shabad and Slomczynski 2002; Wessel 1997) 
III. COORDINATION STRATEGIES
:
Historical factors set post-war Germany’s party system on a favorable path. They explain the rapid re-establishment of the SPD and, especially through party licensing, gave licensed parties an early mover advantage which compounded over time. However, these legacies and the increasing returns they produced certainly constrained actors without however leaving them without choices. The very lifting of party licensing a few months before the 1949 election meant that in that election the ENEP rose to 4.8 from 3.4 in the previous 1946-48 state elections. As we will see, this increase was the result of new party entries many of which had strong regional support. (i.e. DP, SSW, BP and WAV) After 1949, the German party system was two tiered; it was vertically fragmented along national fault lines defined by the four fully licensed parties and horizontally divided across the regional identities represented either partially licensed parties or new entrants. There were few indications that this second, regional tier would disappear as quickly as it did. The regional parties had strong historical roots and their strength was sufficiently concentrated that in three states they came within a few percentage points of matching the CDU/CSU’s vote share. The institutional incentives for strategic voting also were weak given Germany’s permissive electoral system and federal system.

In understanding, why historical factors contributed to the rapid formation of party system it is insufficient to invoke functional arguments about increasing returns, as path dependency arguments are prone to do, without also clearly specifying actors and their strategies the employed to capitalize on their early mover advantages. We therefore need to primarily analyze the four major parties and the coordination strategies they employed to accentuate their early advantages. We also have study remaining smaller parties to understand how they failed to use coordination strategies to mitigate their early disadvantages. Germany politicians used four coordination strategies after 1949: strategy entry, electoral engineering, party switching and formation of electoral coalitions.
Strategic Entry: Strategies to coordinate the entries of new candidates or parties significantly affect strategic voting as it shapes shape pre-electoral expectations about the entrants’ electoral viability. Parties employ three entry strategies. First, they reduce the supply of their candidates through party-internal candidate recruitment regulations. Such regulations seek to prevent vote splitting among similarly minded voters by offering them a single, party-endorsed candidate. (Cox 1997, 157-60; Ranney 1968) Second, party laws oftentimes restrict the supply of parties to the extent that they require formidable signature or membership requirements, the more they will increase the entry costs and thus limit the number of electoral entrants. (Birnir 2004, 4-14) Third, party laws in mnay post-authoritarian democracies contain democratic litmus tests which permit banning of entire parties or individual politicians. (Kieran, Fowler, and Szczerbiak 2005; Norris 2005, 83-95) The more restrictive such litmus tests are and the more discretion elected politicians, as opposed to less partisan constitutional courts, have in enforcing them, the more likely they will constrain the entries of new parties. At this point readers might ask at this point in what ways party laws differ from the aforementioned party licensing. The two strategies are identical in that they seek to control the number of entrants, but they differ in that they involve different actors. As licensing agents, the Allies commanded different resources than regular parties and also had very different goals than regular parties; I therefore treat them as historical factor rather than a coordination strategy.
Of these three strategies, only party laws in form of party bans were employed in post-war Germany. Banning of parties or former Nazis barely influenced strategic voting. The Allies’ de-Nazifization program effectively barred all medium to high ranking Nazi officials from running for public office. (Edinger 1960, 64-68) Moreover, the post-war constitution permitted the Constitutional Court to ban extremist or anti-democratic parties. The Court did so on two occasions, banning the neo-Nazi SRP in 1952 and the KPD in 1956.  These bans did not affect voters’ strategic voting since the two parties were so small to be electorally unviable in the first place. (Padgett and Burkett 1986, 29) The SRP gained considerable public attention by winning 11% of the votes in 1951 Niedersachsen state election and 7% in the 1951 Bremen state election. Despite these two regional successes, the party had limited support in other states. It won only 1.7% of all votes cast in the 1949-52 state elections, before it was banned from running in a federal election. (Kaack 1971, 207-08) Similarly, the KPD won only 2.2% of votes in the 1953 federal election and 2.8% of the votes during the 1953-56 Länder elections, thus failing to cross either electoral threshold. Clearly, voters, rather than party bans, contributed to the two parties’ decline.

ELECTORAL ENGINEERING:
Frequent chances of electoral procedures are a common characteristic of transitional party systems. With each election, politicians acquire more information about their own and their competitors’ electoral strength and, response to such information, they will coordinate efforts to maximize their seat share by modifying electoral procedures. Figure 2 provides a chronology of these institutional changes that took place following the 1949 election. Of the four institutional changes, the raising in 1953 of the 5% electoral threshold from the state to the national level affected the affected strategic most directly, while the other three strategies were of relatively minor significance.


[image: image2]
(Sources: Kaack 1972, 20-21; NetLexikon)
Electoral Threshold: Table 5 assesses the impact of the new, federal 5% threshold by looking at the ENEP at both the state and federal level. Since state-level and federal electoral districts overlapped, it is possible to compare the effects of the two different electoral thresholds across 36 elections rather than just two federal ones. I use the ENEP because it reflects strategic voting more accurately than ENPP. 
Table 5: ENEP in Länder Elections and Federal Electoral Districts*

	
	Federal 1949
	Länder 1949-52
	Federal 1953
	Länder 1953-56

	Schleswig-Holstein
	4.7
	5.2
	3.1
	4.1

	Bremen
	4.8
	4.7
	4
	3.4

	Bayern
	4.8
	4.8
	3.3
	3.9

	Baden-Württemberg
	4.3
	4
	2.9
	3.4

	Nordhein-Westfalen
	3.9
	3.8
	2.8
	3.3

	Rheinland-Pfalz
	2.8
	3.3
	2.7
	3

	Niedersachsen
	5.1
	4.7
	4.3
	4.3

	Hamburg
	4.1
	3.1
	3.8
	2.2

	Hessen
	4.1
	3
	3.8
	3.5

	Median
	4.5
	4
	3.3
	3.5


*Does not include Saarland because did not rejoin Federal Republic until 1957 nor Württemberg-Baden and Württemberg-Hohenzollern because merged in 1952 to become Baden-Württemberg. (Source: Kaack 1971)
Table 4 underscores the significant impact that the higher 1953 threshold had on strategic voting. It contributed in 1953 to a drop in the median party fragmentation of 1.2 parties compared with the 1949 election and 0.7 number of parties when compared to average fragmentation for the 1949-52 state elections. These aggregate drops also are very consistent across the individual electoral districts; all nine districts in 1953 had lower fragmentation levels than in the 1949 and seven districts in 1953 had lower levels than in the preceding state elections. Moreover, minor parties, that is parties other than the CDU/CSU, SPD or FDP, were most adversely affected by the new electoral threshold; in 1953, they lost 11.3% of the votes they had won in the 1949 and 10.2% of the votes they had received in the preceding state elections. Having regional strongholds, these minor parties had no difficulties crossing the state level thresholds. Their national support, however, was close or below the new five percent threshold, thus accounting for the defection of a significant number of voters in 1953 election. In this election, only two districts did not see decline in fragmentation. The unexpected increase in Hamburg and Hessen’s 1953 fragmentation levels at first suggests that its voters did not vote strategically. On closer analysis, this increase in fragmentation reflected exceptional electoral alliances that parties formed in the preceding state elections thus artificially lowering state-level fragmentation. In Hamburg, the CDU and FPD formed an anti-socialist alliance - the Vaterstädtischen Bund Hamburg (VBH) - to compete more effectively against the dominant SPD; in Hessen, the highly nationalist FDP state party merged with the right BEH by inviting its candidates to run on its electoral list. (Dittberner 1984, 1313-14; Stöss 1984, 1434)
 This Länder electoral alliances were not repeated in the 1953 federal election thus accounting for the increased fragmentation in those two districts; so, it was change in elite behavior, rather than strategic voting, which accounts for this anomaly. 
Looking at the fragmentation of state elections following the 1953 federal election offers another opportunity to assess the effects of the new, national electoral threshold. The last column in Table 4 shows that median fragmentation increased by 0.2 parties compared to 1953 but dropped by 0.5 parties when compared with the 1949-52 state elections. Voters thus responded to the lower threshold in the post-1953 state elections by returning to smaller parties but clearly not at the same rate as during the previous round of state elections. So most likely, only a small percent of voters who defected from small parties in 1953returned to those parties once the incentives for strategic voting declined in the state elections. 
Other Procedural Changes: Compared to the electoral threshold, the introduction of the second ballot, change in secondary electoral threshold, and size requirement for parliamentary caucuses had only a minor impact on strategic voting. The original electoral law granted parties parliamentary representation that won a single district but failed to cross the 5% threshold. In 1957, this secondary threshold was increased from one to three SMD; this increase was  largely a concession from the CDU to the FDP which hoped to further weaken minor parties, leaving it as the only remaining swing party. (Jesse 1985, 226-27) The increase was inconsequential since small parties, facing strategic voting, never were competitive in SMD districts. For example, if we simulate the 1953 election with the 1957 three SMD threshold, the ENPP would have dropped from 2.79 to 2.7, preventing only the Zentrum from making it into the Bundestag.

The introduction of the second ballot in 1953 has frequently led scholars to over-estimate its importance. Starting in 1953, voters got to cast two separate ballots: a district vote used in winner-take-all district races and a party vote applied to the state-wide party lists. The two separate votes permitted ticket splitting and thus have repeatedly created the impression that parties could make voters count more if they coordinated their ticket splitting. Leave out for now: Kathleen Bawn, for example, claims, without clearly demonstrating how, that ticket splitting in the 1950s could change as many as many as 17 seats. (Bawn 1993, 977) The first ballot only determines how many SMD, as opposed to list seats, a party wins and has no bearing on its overall seat share which is exclusively based on the second ballot. The first ballot, in other words, merely adds a personalizing element, permitting voters to express a personal preference for individual candidates. So given the centrality of the second vote for a party’s overall seat share, any additional SMD seats won through ticket splitting are inconsequential. This fact is frequently lost on voters and politicians alike who keep on believing that ticket splitting somehow can affect the overall seat distribution among parties. (Jesse 1985, 265-68)
The one instance, though, were ticket splitting actually can affect the seat distribution is when parties strategically withdraw candidates across districts to cross the secondary SDM electoral threshold. As we will see further below, the CDU withdrew in 1953 and 1957 candidates in a handful of safe SMD, thus artificially removing incentives for strategic voting, and instructed its voters to cast their ballots for one of their coalition partner (e.g. either the DP, Zentrum or FDP). The objective of such strategic withdrawals was to award these parties SMD seats so that they could clear the secondary electoral threshold even though they had little chance of crossing the national 5% electoral threshold. The double ballot made such strategic withdrawals far less costly for the CDU because its voters could still cast their decisive, second list vote for their party, thus assuring that ticket splitting would not reduce its seat share. (Jesse 1985, 261-65) Not surprisingly, the number of strategic withdrawals increased from 31 in 1949 to 77 in 1953 before dropping, largely because of the CDU’s absorption of many small parties, to 20 in 1957. The more general impact such strategic withdrawals had on party fragmentation is discussed in the paper’s final section. (Schindler 1984, 106-110)
Finally, in 1951, the SPD and CDU/CSU cooperated to raise the number of deputies required to form a parliamentary faction from 11 to 15. Their goal was to make committee work more efficient by excluding smaller parties. The rule change contributed to the loss of the KPD’s committee assignments. It would have meant the same for the nine Zentrum and thirteen BP deputies had they not joined together in the newly formed FU. Similarly, the 7 WAV deputies retained their committee assignments by joining the DP. (Kaack 1972, 21) These party switches had no significant overall effect, reducing the ENPP from 4.01 to 3.98.  

PARTY SWITCHING:
Most rational choice scholars model treat political parties as member-less and infrastructure-free coalitions of office seekers who continuously re-evaluate their membership. (Aldrich 1995; Geddes 1994; Laver and Shepsle 1999) This conceptualization, while empirically inaccurate, has the theoretical merit of highlighting the propensity of politicians to switch their party affiliations under certain conditions and, when doing so, altering a party system between elections. Such switches usually are accompanied by personality disputes or factional squabbles which generate considerable publicity and therefore provide voters with information about parties’ changing electoral prospects. The amount of switching and the specific types of switches are key for understanding how they ultimately affect strategic voting; the more switching pools seats, the more likely voters will upgrade the winning chances of the party attracting the switchers and vote for them and vice versa.
Frequency and Types of Switching: Table 5 provides information about the frequency and the nature of German party switchers. The first row indicates that switching was a temporary phenomenon - with the number of switchers declining rapidly and disappearing altogether after 1961. The second row identifies switchers according to the size of their party of origin; it shows that switchers originating from minor parties account for most switches. This is hardly surprising given the fact that small parties’ precarious existence made them unattractive both to existing members contemplating defection as well as prospective joiners from other parties. By contrast, the major parties experienced much lower levels of switching because they provided more secure career paths for their members. Deputies leaving one the three big parties almost always did so because of important policy differences rather than uncertainty about their careers. Such a difference, for example, led in 1956 to the defection of 16 FDP deputies who formed the shortlived FVP before joining the DP. (Dittberner 1984, 1324-26) These 16 defectors also also explain why the percentage of minor party switchers was so much lower during the 1953-57 electoral cycle. 

Table 5: Post-war German Party Switching
	
	1949-53
	1953-57
	1957-61

	% of Deputies Switching 
	14.2% (n: 57)
	7.6% (n: 37)
	4.3% (n: 21)

	% of Switches Involving Minor Parties
	93.2%
	66.7%
	85.7%


Source: (Schindler 1984, 237-54)
What then were the re-affiliation preferences of the deputies defecting from minor parties ? The answer to this question is key for understanding how switching affected the consolidation of the German party system. German deputies had different switching options (e.g. hopping among existing parties, fusions and fissions) and could re-affiliate between parties of very different sizes and ideological orientations. Among the possible choices, Table 6 highlights the two which pooled seats the most and, thus, were most likely to induce strategic voting. These choices were minor party deputies switching to either the CDU/CSU, SPD or FDP, or merging with other minor party candidates. Row 3 lumps the remaining switching strategies under “Others”. This category includes fissions, hopping from major to minor parties or lateral hopping among small parties or even large parties. Such strategies would dilute seat concentration, reduce parties’ electoral viability and thus led to strategic defections. Table 6 reports individual switches rather than individual switchers; it therefore reflects multiple switches of deputies who changed their party affiliations several times during a legislative period. 

Table 6: Types of Party Switches
	
	1949-53
	1953-57
	1957-61

	1) Hopping to CDU or FDP
	10 (9.7%)
	17 (23.6%)
	15 (71.4%)

	2) Fusion among Minor Parties*
	27 (26.2%)
	17 (23.6%)
	0

	3) Other
	66 (64.1%)
	38 (52.7%)
	6 (28.6%)


* Minor party candidates defined as all candidates not belonging to CDU/CSU, FPD, or KPD

Source: (Schindler 1984, 237-54)
Switching and Strategic Voting: Table 6 underscores three broad switching patterns. First, the switching strategies which dilute seats were almost exclusively confined to the first parliamentary term; they also account for much of the initially high switching level. The 66 switches recorded between 1949-53 fall in roughly two categories. Some switchers changed their party affiliation because they preferred the new party’s platform. Such policy motivated switching was common right after the 1949 election. Prior to the election, many deputies joined parties that had not yet settled on a party program. As parties clarified their program during the election, various initial joiners reassessed their ideological fit and switch to ideologically more compatible parties. Other switchers belonged to refugee organizations that did not receive party licenses in time for the 1949 election. These candidates cleverly got around this obstacle by running either as independents or as guest candidates on other parties’ lists. Not wanting to overstay their welcome, these guest candidates switched out of their host party, the WAV, and formed their own parliamentary faction, the GB/BHE. Such formation was possible because no more licenses were needed after the 1949 election. (Kaack 1972, 19) After 1953, switches in the “Other” category dropped noticeably; 30 of the 38 switches in 1953-57 were the result of the FDP’s 1956 schism. 

Second, fusion related switches declined rapidly during the first two electoral cycles. They essentially served as stop-gap measures helping smaller parties to counter strategic voting by pooling their voters and resources. This was the primary motivation for the BP and Zentrum to form the FU in 1951, the WAV’s fusion with the DP in the same year, and the FVP’s merger with the DP in 1957. All these mergers were marriages of convenience and their principle goal was to convince voters that the fused parties had enough electoral support to cross the 5% electoral threshold. These mergers did not succeed in stemming strategic defections and thus halting the parties’ electoral decline. 
Third, the CDU/CSU, and to a lesser extent the FPD, attracted a steady number of switchers throughout the 1950s while suffering only a few defections themselves. The deputies switching to the CDU/CSU did so as small groups rather than as individuals. Their re-affiliations profoundly impacted the party system but their impact owed more to who they were than how many of them there were. If we look strictly at the number of switchers, their impact was limited. Switchers added 1.5% to the CDU’s parliamentary size in the first legislature (for a total of 36% of seats), 2.0% in the second (51.9%) and 2.4% in the third (56.7%).

 Such switchers did not alter the overall fragmentation since they were too infrequent to offset fissions and switches from larger to smaller parties. Switchers joining the CDU/CSU mattered somewhat more in 1953-57 because they increased the CDU/CSU a parliamentary majority and thus lessened its dependence on the other parties making up the coalition government. 

Switching Effect on Minor Parties: If the switchers joining the CDU/CSU were too few to reduce fragmentation, they were too important to be inconsequential for the parties from which they exited. The CDU/CSU accepted five of the twelve BP deputies in 1952, nine of the twenty seven GB/BHE deputies in 1955 and eleven out of seventeen DP deputies in 1960. These party switches received significant media attention and thus further undermined public confidence in electoral viability of the switchers’ old parties. Moreover, these parties’ winning prospects were further diminished by the fact that most switchers were senior party members with considerable public reputations, extensive contacts with interest groups and a lot of political experience. Losing the these assets undermined the electioneering effectiveness of the switchers’ old parties. 

These switches to the CDU/CSU all followed a similar pattern. They usually began with an internal crisis in the switchers’ old party. The trigger for such a crisis was either a disappointing election result or the concern about losing the party’s identity by cooperating so closely with the CDU/CSU. In response to such a crisis, a majority faction usually responded by advocating the departure from the CDU/CSU-led federal coalition government, joining a state-level coalition government with the SPD or seeking a merger with another minor party. These proposals sought either to ideologically differentiate oneself from CDU/CSU and thereby win back disgruntled voters; or, in the case of mergers, to pool votes to reduce strategic voting. After these proposals were tabled, a minority faction opposed them because its members, usually senior party members, were unwilling to give up committee assignments, cabinet posts or, in the case of mergers, safe positions on the electoral lists that such breaks with the CDU/CSU or mergers with other parties would have entailed. After losing such fights and being accused of careerism, the members of the minority factions switched to the CDU/CSU. (Cary 1996, 246-47; Dittberner 1984, 1324-26; Mintzel 1984, 668-70; Schmidt 1984, 1040-42, 1082-83) Their decision was made all the easier by the CDU/CSU’s promise to grant switchers the same seniority and offices they had in their old party. This ready welcome was part of Adenauer’s divide and conquer strategy which sought to weaken minor parties by strategically poaching some of their leaders. (Cary 1996, 237, 266-67) He thought that such strategy required fewer concessions and political costs than would have been required by an outright fusions with minor parties. 

ELECTORAL COALITIONS:
The formation of electoral coalitions offers politicians an important instrument for making votes count more effectively by temporarily “reallocating votes to produce a more efficient translation of votes into seats.” (Cox 1997, 67) Electoral coalitions can take three forms; apparantements (e.g. separate lists joined solely for seat allocation after voting); electoral alliances (e.g. merging of separate lists prior to voting) or coordination of candidate withdrawals across districts.  (Cox 1997, 40-45, 61-62; Lijphart 1994, 134-38, 190) The vote pooling effect of such coalitions certainly reduces defection of strategic voters but the resulting voter coordination doesn’t necessarily reduce the number of parties in a lasting fashion. Electoral coalitions usually are temporary arrangements, involving small parties that try to rescue each other from losing their seats by pooling their votes. (Cox 1997, 68) Of the three coalition arrangements, German politicians used only electoral alliances and candidate withdrawals. And of those two only the latter had any effect on party system formation. 

Electoral Alliances: Electoral
 alliances were inconsequential because they involved tinny parties and were limited to the 1949 election. These alliances were piggy back arrangements through which unlicensed parties entered parliament. The unlicensed party would actively campaign for its allied party in return for a few safe list positions. Three such piggy back alliances materialized in 1949. The FDP in Hessen offered the NDP a few list positions in return for its electoral support. This alliance boosted the FDP’s vote share in Hessen to 28%, much higher than in other states. It led to the election of the NDP’s party chairmen Heinrich Leuchtgens who, after the election, immediately left the FPD and founded the DRP. (Dittberner 1984, 1343; Schmidt 1984, 1898-99) In Niedersachsen, the DKP-DRP formed an electoral alliance with the “Gemeinschaft unabhängiger Deutscher” whose two leaders were elected. (Schmidt 1984, 1004-06) And in Bavaria, the WAV formed a joint list with a large refugee organization, helping to latter to elect six candidates
.  (Stöss 1984, 1426; Woller 1984, 2460) All these alliances were temporary as the piggy backing candidates left their host party immediately after the election. The overall effect of the alliances was minimal; they were one-time events leading to the election of nine candidates who otherwise would not have made into the Bundestag. 

Strategic Candidate Withdrawals: Strategic withdrawals across single member districts constituted a second and more important form of electoral coalition formation that were attractive to small and large parties alike. To the former, they provided an opportunity to clear the electoral threshold while, for the latter, they offered the possibility of rescuing small parties that were potential coalition partners. Kitzinger notes that “even the very smallest parties that might somehow slip into the Bundestag under one arrangement or another might tip the scales between an Adenauer and an Ollenhauer [leader of the SPD] government. Both large parties were therefore prepared to intrigue with very minor groups and with otherwise insignificant men so as to gain every ounce of extra strength they could muster for a struggle of which the outcome seemed so uncertain.” (1960, 38) What made strategic withdrawals feasible was Germany’s secondary electoral threshold which permitted parties to win seats if they won one and, after 1957, three single member districts. The secondary threshold was particularly attractive to smaller parties because they could win seats even if they failed to cross the primary 5% threshold. Smaller parties, however, stood little chance of winning SMD contests without larger parties withdrawing their candidates and instructing their voters to support the candidate of the small, allied party. 

Table 7 looks at the number of strategic withdrawals and differentiates among those involving withdrawals between the CDU/CSU and small parties and withdrawals among small parties. Every party withdrawing a single candidate was counted as one withdrawal. 

Table 7: Strategic Withdrawals 

	
	1949
	1953
	1957

	Involving CDU/CSU
	13 (61.9%)
	55 (71.4%)
	16 (80%)

	Not involving CDU/CSU
	18 (38.1%)
	22 (28.6%)
	4 (20%)


Source: (Kitzinger 1960, 40-42; Schindler 1984, 107-110)
Three things are immediately striking about these strategic withdrawals. First, strategic withdrawals among minor parties were never successful in helping parties to circumvent the primary, 5% threshold by crossing the secondary threshold. Second, most withdrawals were CDU/CSU-led rescue missions; they involved right of center parties that were too small to cross the 5% threshold but large enough to attractive as potential coalition partner for the CDU/CSU. It was exactly with this rescue objective in mind that the CDU/CSU fought for the inclusion of a secondary threshold in 1949. (Jesse 1985, 250-70) The CDU/CSU used strategic withdrawals very selectively, offering it only to parties it wanted to include in its post-electoral coalition. For example, after the 1953 election, the CDU/CSU rebuffed the BP, the Center and FVP. (Kitzinger 1960, 43-50) 

Third, strategic withdrawals constituted a temporary phenomenon which spiked in 1953 and disappeared altogether after 1957. Their heavy use in 1953 was directly related to the CDU/CSU’s desire to rescue potential coalition partners whose seats were by the new 5% national threshold. This strategy proved highly effective. In 1957, it permitted the Zentrum and the DP to win three, respectively 15 seats even though they both failed to cross the 5% threshold. In 1957, it helped the DP once again to win 17. In 1953, these rescued seats added a 4% seat share to the CDU/CSU’s (for a total of 45.1% ) and, in 1957, a 3.3% seat share (50.7%). The disappearance of strategic withdrawals after 1957, in turn, is explained by the CDU/CSU disinterest in rescuing parties whose electoral strength all but evaporated. The strategic withdrawals in 1949 were less consequential. The CDU/CSU, together with other parties, successfully supported in Northern Germany an independent candidate against the Danish minority party, the SWW. It also coordinated candidate withdrawals with the FDP which, however, were inconsequential because the FDP easily crossed the 5% threshold. (Schindler 1984, 106-110)
Effects of Strategic Withdrawals: How then did these strategic withdrawals and electoral alliances affect the voters’ assessment of parties’ winning chance ? The literature generally views electoral coalitions as in impediment to strategic voting because they reduce “the disadvantage of being a small party [and] removes an important incentive for small parties to merge, and hence, all other factors being equal, it should increase the effective numbers of parties.” (Lijphart 1994, 135) In the case of Germany, the fragmenting effect of electoral coalitions was minimal. If we simulate the ENPP without parties rescued by the CDU/CSU, then in 1953 fragmentation would have been 0.2 parties lower and 0.06 parties lower in 1957. Electoral coalitions thus had no significant impact on strategic voting. 

Electoral coalitions, however, influenced the formation of the German party system in three other ways. First, they helped the CDU/CSU form stable parliamentary majorities in 1953 and to a lesser degree in 1957. Second, strategic withdrawals moderated electoral competition. They prevented the DP, Zentrum and other parties hoping to be rescued by the CDU/CSU from outflanking it on the right by mobilizing nationalist, regionalists or otherwise extremist constituencies. (Kaack 1971, 220) Third, CDU/CSU’s rescue of smaller parties was a preliminary step to coopting their most prominent leaders and subverting their long-term organizational viability. “Acting from the position of senior governing party, the CDU/CSU tactically exploited electoral alliances with the aim of rendering acceptable to some of the smaller parties electoral reforms that would weaken the latter’s position, until they were completely dependent on the support of the CDU/CSU itself to obtain seats. This two-track strategy of electoral reforms and electoral alliances allowed the CDU/CSU to absorb both the electorates and (part of) the elites of the smaller moderate groups.”  (Capoccia 2002, 194)
FROM COORDINATION TO EQUILIBRIUM
Party licensing, electoral engineering and, to a lesser extent, party switching and electoral coalitions improved the efficiency with which some parties’ vote were translated into seats, reduced voters’ initial informational deficit about parties’ winning prospects and permitted them to cast strategic votes. Taken together, these coordination strategies were crucial for structuring the German party system; they functioned in many ways as interim measures which created an equilibrium conditions under which both voters and politicians had fewer and fewer incentives to change their behavior. Very rapidly, German voters lost their incentives to change their voting choices based on a party’s winning chances. They no longer chose from all available alternatives but began to restrict their choices to those parties with a good and proven winning record. This narrow of voters’ choice set explain why after 1953 over 90% of Germans voted either for the CDU/CSU, SPD or FDP. This is not to say that they did not switch among these three parties based on their policy positions, but it meant voters discounted the winning chances of all other parties to the point where they no longer were competitive. 
Similarly, German politicians reached a situation where they had fewer and fewer incentives to change their strategies. They saw fewer and fewer opportunities to maximize their seat share by adopting any of the coordination strategies. Consequently, they employed fewer and fewer coordination strategies which led their rapid decline during the 1950s and eventual disappearance in the 1960s. The pay-offs of pooling votes through electoral coalitions or increasing electoral thresholds diminished once parties’ electoral reputation created so much ex ante knowledge about their viability that there was little room left to manipulate it between elections. Finally, even prospective politicians, contemplating entering national electoral politics for the first time, had fewer and fewer incentives to do so. The probability of their success diminished as the winning chances of minor parties declined and the growing incumbency tenure of established parties reduced the number of attractive entry opportunities. With the demand for new candidates declining, their numbers running for the Bundestag dropped from 2226 in 1957 to 1633 in 1967. 
So by the early 1960s, politicians and voters faced fewer and fewer incentives to change their status quo choices, thus making the postwar German party system less indeterminate and moving it to a point where their mutual expectations had reached a stable equilibrium. It resembled what Gary Cox described as “Market clearing expectations, attained in the hypothetical equilibria of political models, equate demand and supply. At those expectations, the number and type of candidates that voters are willing to vote for turns out to equal the number and type of candidates that are willing and able to stand for elections.” (Cox 1997, 7) In other words, the voter driven demand for parties stabilized because voters now overwhelmingly chose among a narrow, and stable set of three party alternatives. By contrast, the supply of parties, controlled by politicians, also stabilized as both the external supply of brand new candidates declined and internal supply parties first dropped and then stabilized. 
Once both the coordination efforts of politicians and voters reached a stable equilibrium, the principle political dynamic shifted to the quadrennial electoral competition between parties. Politicians thus no longer coordinated efforts to make votes count but, instead, focused on winning them through electioneering; they shifted their attention from politicking over the structure of the party system to competing within it by winning votes. And voters no longer coordinated their expectations about parties’ winning chances but instead concentrated on selecting the party platform closest to their preferences. At that stage, a party system ceased its formation stage and began its transformation through electoral competition. It started to function just is it described in the works inspired by Maurice Duverger, Giovanni Sartori, Anthony Downs and others who theorized about established party systems. 
The difference between a party system, whose structures are undergoing formation, and one in transformation is occurring within existing structures helps us understand how the latter ultimately contributes to democratic consolidation. In such a fully formed party system, electioneering and voter choices, rather than inter-electoral politicking, are the key determinants of electoral outcomes. As a result, political conflicts increasingly assume an inter-temporal character that is so critical for democratic consolidation. The value of votes is no longer altered by continuous and oftentimes arbitrary political machinations at various points between elections; instead, votes retain the value that voters assigned them for a full parliamentary term. Politicians no longer try “to fortify their temporary advantages” through ex ante or ex post intra-electoral rule changes and vote-pooling arrangements. The disappearance of coordination strategies means that politicians have less and less ability to mitigate in advance unfavorable elections outcomes; it forces them to expand their time horizon from continuous inter-electoral coordination strategies to quadrennial electioneering. This change makes electoral outcomes increasingly uncertain and turns them the sort of “judgment days” capable of holding politicians accountable. (Popper 1988) This “institutionalization of uncertainty” also is crucial, as Adam Przeworski points out, for making electoral outcomes more readily acceptable to its losers, a key requisite for democratic consolidation. Przeworski links this consolidating effect to how institutions shape actors’ time horizons. The more uncertain electoral outcomes are for politicians, that is, the less they cab be altered or made more secure with the help of coordination strategies, the longer the actors’ time horizon allows actors “to think about the future rather than being concerned exclusively with present outcomes”. (Przeworski 1991, 19, 36) It also creates a consolation effect for political losers by increasing the probability to they will win the next time around. This consolation effect in turn will make losers more likely to comply with the unfavorable election outcomes. (Alexander 2002, 56-78) It ultimately provides an explanation for the miracle of democracy where “conflicting forces obey the results of voting. People who have guns obey those without them. Incumbents risk their control of governmental office by holding elections. Losers wait for their chance to win office. Conflicts are regulated, processed according to rules, and thus limited. This is not consensus, yet not mayhem either. Just limited conflict; conflict without killing. Ballots are 'paper stones,' as Engels once observed.” (Przeworski 1986, 1)
Appendix I:
Institutional explanations raise the question of whether institutions are genuinely independent causes or merely the effect of the prior factors (i.e. party system, cleavages) determining their choice. (Boix 1999; Colomer 2005; Shvetsova 2003). Checking for  spuriousness of institutional effects is difficult as it requires very detailed and hard to come by information about what the motivations and information of the actors choosing the institutions.. (Benoit 2004) Kathleen Bawn, for example, attributes the original adoption of the 1949 electoral system to the knowledge that parties had about their respective electoral strength. She argues that parties derived that knowledge from the 1946-48 state-level election their seat shares in the 1949 Parliamentary Council which selected the electoral system. (Bawn 1993 968-72) Her account implies that the prior party system causes the electoral system, thus making institutional effects spurious. Erhard Lange’s far less theoretical but more detailed 883 page book provides different and in my estimation more convincing account. He also emphasizes the parties’ seat maximization as an important factor shaping their institutional preferences. (Lange 1975. 342-62) However, he cites additional factors and gives them far more weight. First, parties were not the only decision makers as the Allies and state governments also participated in the decision-making process. And these additional actors were interested in goals other than seat maximization. (Lange 1975, 376-88) Second, concerns about avoiding the extreme fragmentation and party ossification of the Weimar era played an important role for all the parties. Third, the information parties derived from the 1946-48 state level election was very unreliable for a number of reasons. Politicians did not know whether the Soviet zone would become part of the new Germany, nor did they have information where the 12 million refugees would settle and for who they would vote. Simulations run by parties proved inconclusive as the same electoral system favoring a party in one state would harm it in another. (Lange 1975, 216-18, 255, 767) Fourth, whatever party system chose the electoral system was not a natural one but, as the next section shows, the direct result of Allies party licensing. In light of this evidence, it is difficult to argue conclusively that the post 1949 electoral system was the result of the pre 1949 party system. So whatever effect the 1949 electoral system had can reasonably be attributed to institutional factors rather than to some antecedent non-institutional factors. 
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Figure 2: Institutional Engineering





1957 Increase of secondary threshold from 1 to 3 SMD











1953 (June 25): 5% threshold applied nationally





5. Repetition of Steps 3 & 4 





4. Subsequent Election


ENEC t2 + strategic voting = ENEP t2 + translation of votes into seats = ENPP t2





3. Inter-Electoral Stage:


ENPPt1 +  coordination strategies = ENEC t2





2. Founding Election


ENEC t1 + strategic voting = ENEP t1 + translation of votes into seats = ENPP t1





1952 (Jan. 1): increase of parliamentary faction size from 10 to 15





1. Transition Stage:


Historical legacies and starting conditions  = ENEC t1 
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� Olga Shvetsova points out that electoral institutions can be both causes and effects of party systems depending on how much ex ante information the institutional designers have about the institutions’ likely effects. German politicians, who changed minor electoral procedures after the adoption of the original 1949 electoral system, had very reliable information about the effects their proposed institutional change. I treat such instances as political induced equilibria because it is the ex ante information and requisite control of parliamentary majorities that transformed the party system rather than the institutions themselves. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Shvetsova</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>283</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Shvetsova, Olga</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Endogenous Selection of Institutions and Their Exogenous Effects</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Constitutional Political Economy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>14</VOLUME><NUMBER>3</NUMBER><PAGES>191-212</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(2003)�


� The importance of political actors in the formation of party systems has long been highlighted in the older party literature. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Sartori</Author><Year>1969</Year><RecNum>97</RecNum><Pages>, 84</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Sartori, Giovanni</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1969</YEAR><TITLE>From the Sociology of Politics to Political Sociology</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Seymour Martin Lipset</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Politics and the Social Sciences</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>65-100</PAGES></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Schattschneider</Author><Year>1970</Year><RecNum>104</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Schattschneider,  E. E.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1970</YEAR><TITLE>Party Government</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Westport</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Greenwood Publications</PUBLISHER><ORIGINAL_PUB>1942</ORIGINAL_PUB></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Sartori 1969, 84; Schattschneider 1970)� Gary Cox’s great contribution has been to use game theory to demonstrate the inherent instability of parties systems and show how its absence is contingent on the way politicians’ successful coordination strategies structure voter expectations. In emphasizing politicians, Cox also avoids the indeterminancy of earlier attempts to model Duverger’s law which focused to narrowly on equilibrium solutions generated exclusively through institutional incentives, strategic interaction of voters, and quadrennial, electoral updating of their expectations. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Schieman</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>290</RecNum><Prefix>For a discussion of this point, see </Prefix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Schieman, John</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2000</YEAR><TITLE>Meeting Halfway Between Rochester and Frankfurt: Generative Salience, Focal Points, and Strategic Interaction</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>American Journal of Political Science</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>44</VOLUME><NUMBER>1</NUMBER><PAGES>1-16</PAGES><DATE>January</DATE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(For a discussion of this point, see Schieman 2000)�.


� The details of how precisely the two votes are translated into seats is discussed further below.


� The EU played a very similar, albeit much more indirect, role in East Central Europe. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Vachudova</Author><Year>2005</Year><RecNum>381</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Vachudova, Milada Anna</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2005</YEAR><TITLE>Europe Undivided. Democracy, Leverage. and Integration after Communism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Oxford University Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Vachudova 2005)�


� These figures express the CDU’s net seat gains as result of switching and as such also take into account the seats it lost as a result of its deputies switching to minor parties.





�Consider redoing it. Make boldness of boxes indicate of importance of various stages in the formation process rather than importance in the literatrure.


�In transition state have coordination strategies, reconsider …


�Might need to add preference induced equilbria … voting models. 


�Make clearer the explicit market mechanism, historical efficiency assumption inherent in institutional explanations. 


�Maybe discuss more fully how they contribute to an equilibrium. How do they help to induce it.


�See volume by Hanson and Eckiert, esp. Kitschelt chapter.


�Add footnote how we defined party age. Give special attention to parties who re-enter, or who were banned and then reformed under different name.


�Why not 100% ??


�Maybe add equilibrium number of parties predicted by Taagepera and Cox and point out that are quite a bit higher than the actual numbers.


�Include choice of electoral institutions. If number of actors determine choice then, they rather than institutions become the determinant of the party system. So, need to assess this. 


�Eventually cite your WP article





�Also consider whether number of new candidates any use. Have the figures and Cox makes some argument about strategic entries


�Figures for all four major parties somewhat lower result of increase in bundestag size which meant that all parties recruited more  candidates


�


- make reference to earlier point about lack of co-variation between strategic voting and fragmentation


- use maybe concluding paragraph of previous section as new introductory paragraph here. 


Enter indented text somewhere in section on electoral engineering.





�CDU & DP formed in 1951 state election a joined list because SPD change electoral laws prohibiting them forming an electoral alliance. Schmidt CDU p. 569


�Comment more on this. Significance resides less for the party and more for coalitional dynamics.


�Cite Gschwend and Hooghe


�Schmidt in chapter on Zentrum p. 12-7 fn. 32 reports an alliance between the CDU, Zentrum and EVP in Hessen 1949 federal election.
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