Party Policy Diffusion

Tobias Bohmelt
ETH Zurich, Switzerland
and
University of Essex
Department of Government
Wivenhoe Park
Colchester CO4 3SQ
United Kingdom
tbohmelt@essex.ac.uk

Lawrence Ezrow
University of Essex
Department of Government
Wivenhoe Park
Colchester CO4 3SQ

United Kingdom
ezrow@essex.ac.uk

Roni Lehrer
University of Mannheim
Collaborative Research Center SFB 884:

Political Economy of Reforms

L13, 17

68131 Mannheim

Germany

rlehrer@mail.uni-mannheim.de

Hugh Ward
University of Essex
Department of Government
Wivenhoe Park
Colchester CO4 3SQ

United Kingdom
hugh@essex.ac.uk

The authors are listed in alphabetical order. Aiagr of this paper has been presented at the
Department of Political Science at the UniversityGallen, the Berlin Social Science Center,
the University of Bern, the Institute for Advancgtlidies in Vienna, the Hamburg Lectures in
Law & Economics, the 74Annual MPSA Conference in Chicago, IL, and theLAbnual

APSA Conference in San Francisco, CA. We thankAldams, Shaun Bowler, Patrick Em-
menegger, Christian Jensen, Bernhard Wessels,rQlfesterwinter, Laron Williams, the jour-
nal’s lead editor, John T. Ishiyama, and five amoays reviewers for valuable comments. Roni
Lehrer acknowledges funding by the German Resd&vahdation (DFG) via SFB 884 on “The
Political Economy of Reforms” (project C2).



Abstract

Do parties learn from or emulate parties in othaditipal systems? This research develops the
argument that parties are more likely to employtberistic of learning from and emulatifay-
eign successful (incumbent) parti€&patial-econometric analyses of parties’ eleqgtiolicies

from several established democracies robustly oortfiat political parties respond to left-right
policy positions of foreign political parties tHadve recently governed. By showing that parties
respond to thesiereign incumbent partieshis work has significant implications for ourder-
standing of party competition. Furthermore, we dbuate to the literature on public policy diffu-
sion, as we suggest that political parties are mapd vehiclegshroughwhich public policies
diffuse.
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Political parties channel citizens’ policy prefeten (Sartori 1976) and elections motivate
parties to respond to voters (Pitkin 1967; Downs7t%owell 2000). Consistent with these
claims, previous cross-national studies find tt@itipal parties do indeed respond to such do-
mestic-level factors. While the median voter positis arguably the most important predictor
(Adams et al. 2004, 2006; Downs 1957; Erikson €2@0D2; McDonald and Budge 2005; Budge
et al. 2012; Soroka and Wlezien 2010), it is alsggested that parties respond to rival parties’
policy positions in order to compete more effedif@ddams and Somer-Topcu 2009; Laver
2005; Williams 2015; Williams and Whitten 2015). \Ague that, in their search for a party
platform that is competitive in domestic electioparties learn from and emulate parties that
have succeeded in winning office in other countriexusing on the policies of foreign incum-
bents is a useful heuristic, helping parties to enadmplex decisions under bounded rationality.
Thus,transnationallinks additionally help to explain the policy ptiens political parties adopt
in order to compete. If policies diffuse betweertipa across national borders, our understand-
ing of party competition will benefit from insightsom the literature on policy diffusion (see
Gilardi 2010, 2012).

Conversely, our understanding of policy diffusioiti wenefit by recognizing the role of
competition for office. If party platforms are infinced by those of foreign incumbents, and their
platforms eventually influence polidya path is created along which policies can diffuaesna-
tionally. The policy diffusion literature emphasszéhat actors in one national context may be
influenced by actors in other states if links beaw¢hem exist (e.g., Most and Starr 1990; Elkins

and Simmons 2005; Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett 2B@®hzese and Hays 2007, 2008; Gilardi

! The empirical evidence suggests that the averatg-@&ction platform feeds through to pub-

lic-policy outputs (Kang and Powell 2010; also Mciadd and Budge 2005; Budge et al. 2012).



2010, 2012; Plumper and Neumayer 2010; Ward and204B). Yet, it fails to consider the pos-
sible link created when parties learn from or ef@utareign incumbents so as better to compete
for office. However, there is anecdotal evidena this occurs.

Clinton’s election in 1992 under the “New Democragihner influenced the electoral
strategies of “New Labour” under Tony Blair in Bxith in the mid-1990s. The party adopted
tougher policies on crime and welfare policies #raphasized claimants’ responsibility to seek
work (King and Wickham-Jones 1999; Peck and The®@001), and the party successfully dis-
tanced itself from being considered fiscally irresgible’ The interconnectedness of the suc-
cessful election strategies employed by the New @eats and New Labour illustrates how in-
ter-party diffusion preceded public-policy diffusibetween the US and the UK in the 1990s
(Dolowitz, Greenwold, and Marsh 1999Anecdotal evidence also exists beyond the Anglo-

American context, where common language matteesGitrman party Die Linke publicly an-

2 Also, note that before Labour’s rightward shifte tDemocrats turned to Labour for ideas about
how to respond to what they perceived as the rigtdwhift of the US electorate under Republi-
can administrations. Labour party officials weres®led to Clinton’s team, helping to reinforce
the Democratic party’s adoption of sophisticatelitipal marketing and polling methods, ena-
bling a focus on swing voters (Dolowitz, Greenwadd Marsh 1999).

% Moreover, UK politics continue to be similarly inénced. Ed Miliband’s ideas about mobiliza-
tion of Labour grass-roots support through comnmumiganizing were strongly influenced by
the ideas of Arnie Graf, Barack Obama’s former rae(ilew Statesman 2014). Also, the UK
Conservative Party hired the Australian politidahtegist Lynton Crosby in 2012, partly on the
basis of his reputation for engineering electoredories for the right-of-center Liberal Party

during the 1990s in his home country.



nounced after Syriza’s electoral victory in Gregtdanuary 2015 that it would take over some
of their policies (Klpper 2015); it is well docunted that there are close ties between Syriza
and the Spanish party Podemos (Leistner 2015)tten@German social-democratic party SPD
recently hired Jim Messina, who was the campaignager for Obama’s successful 2012 re-
election campaign (Pitzke 2015).

Against this background, first, we develop our cargument that parties are likely to
employ the heuristic of learning from and emulafiogeign incumbent parties. We then evaluate
whether parties respond to foreign parties — amtuwhat conditions. Williams (2015; see also
Williams and Whitten 2015) made pioneering usepattial econometric techniques to study
domestigoarty competition, pointing out that these methewisble us to control for interdepend-
ence of observations caused by the way parties t@a@ach other. We extend this empirical ap-
proach by allowing for the influence fafreignparty programs on domestic competition. We
estimate a series of spatial lag models (see Fsaramed Hays 2007, 2008; Hays, Kachi, and
Franzese 2010) using data on 26 established Euramgaocracies between 1977 and 2010. The
results demonstrate that parties are indeed resgotosthe policy positions of foreign parties
that were recent incumbents. However, we do natgignificant evidence for such an effect
when the foreign incumbent belongs to the samdadémal bloc. Our findings are robust across
different model specifications (e.g., when inclglosonditional effects or additional controls for
domestic economic factors such as unemploymenhossic growth, and inflation); across sin-
gle and multiple spatial-temporal lag autoregres¢m-STAR) models (Hays, Kachi, and
Franzese 2010) estimated using OLS and maximunihidad approaches; across alternative
ways to address missing values; and while com@lior a number of “exogenous-external con-

ditions or common shocks and spatially correlataitl lavel factors” (Franzese and Hays 2007:



142), which help us to rule out the possibilitytthénat appears to be a diffusion process across
party platforms is actually the result of commopesure.

This research has important implications for owtarstanding of parties’ election strate-
gies and also for policy diffusion. Our conclusisrthat parties respond to the policy positions
of successful parties outside their domestic aréhi. result contributes to the vast literature on
parties’ election strategies that, thus far, oolyuses on a number of domestic influences on
parties’ policy positions (see, e.g., Alvarez, Naighnd Bowler 2000; Budge 1994; Budge et al.
2010; Dow 2001, 2011; Erikson and Romero 1990; galasand Alvarez 2005; Kedar 2005;
Laver 2005; Somer-Topcu 2009). It sheds new lighth@ external factors that affect the dynam-
ics of competition for office and calls into questiempirical results that do not control for diffu-
sion of policy platforms across borders.

With respect to policy diffusion, this research mskwo central contributions. First,
while there is anecdotal evidence that partiesdvordeas from abroad (Dolowitz, Greenwold,
and Marsh 1999; Peck and Theodore 2001), our stutihe first to provide systematic evidence.
While many scholars, particularly on the welfat@et seek to understand how international fac-
tors (e.g., globalization) influence domestic pedgolicy outputs like tax rates and social spend-

ing, few explore how domestic political competitisraffected (Kayser 2007)The implication

*Note, however, the large literature on how marketrmess affects public policy and whether it
constrains the actions of governments (e.qg., Gat®98; Swank 2002; Clark 2003; Basinger and
Hallerberg 2004; Steinmo 2010), a more recentditee that notes effects of open markets on
party positions (e.g., Haupt 2010; Adams, Haupd, &toll 2009; Ward, Ezrow, and Dorussen
2011; Ezrow and Hellwig 2014), and some studiestpd to external influences on parties’

policy-positions (e.g., Adams 2001; Stone 1996p852006; Peck and Theodore 2001).



of our study is that an important mechanism forligytwolicy diffusion is emulation and learning
by political parties with a view to competing magccessfully in domestic elections. That is,
before policy is legislated and implemented, domedectoral competition motivates parties to
seek out policies from their successful foreignrtetparts.

Second, the policy diffusion literature identifiesiltiple sources of diffusion, which in-
clude competition, learning and emulation, and cioer. Within this context, we show how
mechanisms operating at the international and dineedtic level combine to diffuse policies.
Parties emulate and learn from parties abroad¢cantly were members of the government,
presumably to better compete domestically. Theésd#rect cross-national diffusion path, where
the motive for learning and emulation is officelgeg. In addition, there is an indirect path. As
part of domestic competition, parties are influehbg policies of their domestic competitors
(Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009; Williams 2015) — whmseies may have already been sub-
ject to influences from parties in other systemsthBof these party-to-party paths can lead to
what at first sight may appear to be governmergeteernment policy diffusion. We identify
transnational causal paths (Gilardi 2010, 20123jiteato policy diffusion that combine learning
and emulation at the international level and coitipatat the domestic level, and we show that

the associated effects are statistically and sobgédy significant.

What are the Domestic and Foreign Influences on P&es’ Policy Positions?

We assume that parties seek office; that theydacertainty in elections and difficulty
in calculating optimal strategies; and to cope anguie they are likely to rely on heuristics. The
policy-diffusion literature finds that learning amchulation occurs across national borders,

which suggests that political parties may also #rsvhat foreign parties do. While taking into



account the influence of other domestic partiesamgele that office-seeking parties employ the
heuristic of learning from and emulating the p@gbf successful parties abroad, i.e., foreign
incumbents. In short, foreign office-holders semgean available precedent for a party wishing to
gain office.

In his work on party decision rules, Budge (19945)suggests that party politics are
“dominated by such radical uncertainty as to préelprecisely calculated risk taking and vote
securing.” He points out that opinion polls may\ypde some guidance as to what issues the
electorate finds important, but not necessarilytiviepolicies will influence the way they vote.
Also, the requirement to pitch policies with one ¢g vote share and the other to the formation
of coalition governments further complicates forghansuccessful election strategy. Past elec-
tions provide some relevant evidence, but themiBgance decays with time (Budge 1994;
Somer-Topcu 2009). It may be difficult for parttesknow how much credibility with the elec-
torate they will lose if they change position, a@isb how pressure groups and potential party
donors may react (Somer-Topcu 2009). Besides waiogyt parties face constraints on their abil-
ity to process information. Indeed, it may everirbpossible for them to act in a manner in line
with full strategic rationality. Roemer (2001) shothat if the issue space has more than one
dimension, there are generally no equilibria iftigsrare pure office seekers. Under these as-
sumptions, Laver and Sergenti (20850 demonstrate that it is impossible to deriva it
expressions for the best strategy a party can agogn the locations of other parties.

In the face of uncertainty and constraints on retiity, it seems plausible that parties,
just like other organizations and actors (Gigereanel Gaissmaier 2011), will use heuristics to
guide their choice of strategy. Bounded rationaitygl the use of heuristics (Simon 1955;

Tversky and Kahneman 1982; Gigerenzer and Gaiss@@id) have long been a subsidiary



theme in the literature of party competition. Dowh857) argues that, to economize on infor-
mation, voters rely on broad considerations sudheadeft-right stance of parties when deciding
for whom to vote. More recently, some have arghed parties also search for office under con-
straints of bounded rationality. Budge (1994),dgample, contends that parties use their core
ideology together with simple heuristic rules ababtien to move in the political space, in what
direction, and how far.

Based on the insight that parties face uncertaint/constraints on rationality, the litera-
ture on computational and agent-based models bf pampetition suggests a number of heuris-
tics for (re-) locating in the issue space (Fovaled Laver 2008; see also Kollman, Miller, and
Page 1992, 1998; Bendor, Mookherjee, and Ray 2Bikson 2003). One such heuristic is for a
party encountering electoral losses to dmlée-face but not directly back along its past trajecto-
ry (Laver and Sergenti 2012)Another heuristic is to adopt the best position gan, given
where other parties are located, assuming theynwilkeact to your change in strategy, i.e., to
act in a parametrically rational way in what isuadly a strategic context (Plumper and Martin
2008). Parties may also use simple heuristics teenrderences about relevant information. We
suggest that parties also use heuristics to ghigie $earch for relevant information from foreign
incumbent parties.

The policy diffusion literature on transfer acrosdional borders has generally conceived
of learning and emulation taking place between guwvents or agencies (e.g., Dolowitz and

Marsh 2000; Most and Starr 1990; Elkins and Simn&0t5; Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett

> See also Somer-Topcu (2009) who suggests thattiep lose votes in the previous election,

they will infer that the electorate has moved avayn their core position.



2003, 2006; Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett 2007; #&s@ and Hays 2008; Gilardi 2010, 2012).
However, it is equally plausible that it could tgiace between parties. Parties might also rely
on “the experience of others to estimate the likelgsequences of policy change,” i.e. they learn
(Gilardi 2012: 463; Meseguer 2005: 72). Similathgy might emulate in situations of uncertain-
ty, copying the majority behavior of others infagifrom “the sheer number of followers [...]
that this might be the best thing to do” (Holzinged Knill 2005: 784; Gilardi 2012: 466f). A
party may thus follow a “crowd abroad,” becaudhiitks that these other parties are better in-
formed and might have analyzed a situation morefcly (see also Dolowitz, Greenwold, and
Marsh 1999).

The degree to which policy diffusion is a ratiopabcess is debated (Mesaguer 2006;
Peck 2011). Looking at diffusion from a boundedoradlity perspective, Weyland (2005) in fact
suggests that it may be guided by the use of cegrieuristics (see also Jacoby 2006), and em-
ulating and learning may be “one of the simplest mrost effective cognitive heuristics in the

calculation of utilities” (Elkins and Simmons 200E). Various definitions of the term heuris-

® Other mechanisms in this literature are coercimh@mpetition. In Europe, we do not think
that coercion of a party in one state by a parignather happens routinely. Competition drives
diffusion when actors “anticipate or react to tieddvior of other actors in order to attract or
retain economic resources” or other benefits (@il2012: 462). Generally, it is assumed that
competition between the units across which poliffpses drives diffusion; but here, parties
seek to learn from or emulate others abroad inrdadbetter compete domestically, ithe rel-
evant aspect of competition occurs at the doméstet competition is thus not relevant in our
context, because a focal party does not competettyirwith foreign political parties —

competition occurs at the domestic level (Ward dofth 2013).
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tics exist in the cognitive psychology literatueeq., Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier 2011), but
Kahneman and Frederick’s (2002: 53) approach sgantisularly helpful here: “judgment is
modified by a heuristic when an individual assesssgecified target attribute of judgment by
substituting another property of that object —Hkaristic attribute — which comes more readily
to mind.” Parties constantly face difficult decisgounder uncertainty, and they thus tend to use
“cognitive shortcuts” by comparing their circumstas, preferences, and policies with others
(Kahneman, Slovic, and Tversky 1982; see also Ras&890). These “shortcuts” are essentially
heuristics — shorthand guides to rational acti@t #ne prone to give reasonable results (Kahne-
man and Tversky 1979; Gale and Kariv 2003). Theifpr party’s success (or failure) may come
more readily to mind than complex and uncertaicwdations about the party’s home domain.
Therefore, a party strategist relying on whethfaraign party had succeeded to judge whether
they would succeed if using the same program “atdids employing a heuristic.

Parties typically frame success in terms of attajroffice. While niche parties may be
satisfied with electing members to the legislatuwianing office is at the forefront of the minds
of strategists of mainstream partléBhe way that success is conceived probably depemtise
assessment of what is possible, setting a levaspifation (Simon 1955; Budge 1994; Bendor,
Mookherjee, and Ray 2005; Bendor et al. 2011)séone, it might mean forming a single-party
(majority) government, but it could mean being amher of a coalition for others. Because the
search for relevant information is primed by thedmminant motive of office seeking, it is likely
to focus orforeign parties that have achieved offiéecording to Tversky and Kahneman
(1982: 164), “a person is said to employ the abdity heuristic whenever he estimates fre-

guency or probability by the ease with which ins&sor associations can be brought to mind.”

’ As described in detail below, most parties in sample are mainstream parties.
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That is, suppose party strategists try to assesgrtbability with which a certain policy will

help them to win office. If they use the availalyilneuristic, this probability will increase with
the number of instances they can recall when fargigumbents successfully adopted this poli-
cy as part of their platforms. To answer the broagestion of how likely it is to belong to the
set of successful parties, strategists might tegnan the representativeness heuristic “in which
the probabilities are evaluated by the degree ticlwh resembles B” (Tversky and Kahneman
1974: 1124) — here, this is the extent to whichphey resembles foreign incumbents. Aspects
that matter include how the party organizes itsgagning, the personalities of its leaders, and
also the left-right stance (that we focus on here).

Consideration of availability and representativenésth of which suggest that parties
focus on foreign incumbents, are reinforced onceavesider information flows about foreign
parties. Incumbency is likely to be more importdoain vote share. While incumbency and votes
are correlated, incumbency should be the more prembiconsideration as incumbents receive
substantially more media attention than opposiparties, even if these opposition parties re-
ceived similar levels of popular support in theyioes election (Hopmann et al. 2011; Schoen-
bach et al. 2001; Semetko 1996; Green-Pedersén2é1®). To see this argument clearly, con-
sider junior coalition partners. For example, theme massive differences in media attention that
the German Green party and the (Liberal) Free DeaticdParty (each hovering roughly be-
tween 5 and 10 percent of the vote since the 198@s)ve when they are in office, compared to
when they are noAnother example is given by the UK Liberal Demosyaind the boost in me-
dia attention that they received while they werd pathe governing coalition in 2010-2015. In
sum, considerations of the heuristics parties ns&yin conditions of bounded rationality suggest

the following:
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Foreign Incumbent HypothesiBolitical parties respond to the left-right pasitof polit-

ical parties that were recently governing coalitm@ambers in foreign countries.

However, the “heuristics and biases research pnogfdahneman and Frederick 2002)
emphasizes that the use of heuristics can leaddogecision-making, because it leads to rele-
vant information being ignored (Adams et al. foatming)® It is easy to see why learning from
foreign incumbents could induce biases relativiedst-response strategies (if calculable — see
Laver and Sergenti 2012), given the positions béotiomestic parties and the views of the elec-
torate. There is ample empirical and theoreticatigd to believe that the search for office is the
search for the political center ground. Partiesshiacentives to — and, in fact, do — react to the
preferences of the median voter (Downs 1957; HahdrPowell 1994; Stimson, Mackuen, and
Erikson 1995; Powell 2000; McDonald and Budge 20%%ams and Merrill 2009) Relying on
information about the programs of foreign incumbkesduld lead to biases if the center grounds
were very different across the two systems. Modekpatial competition, whether assuming
bounded rationality or not, emphasize that parast also allow for where others are placed in

the political space. Adams (2001), Adams and Mg&009), Adams and Somer-Topcu (2009),

8 On the other hand, recent research in cognitiyedogy and artificial intelligence indicates
that using heuristics may actually lead to be#sults than methods employing more infor-
mation: when it is not possible to compute optiations, it may be that “less is more”
(Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier 2011:453).

® Computational models also suggest that successtulstics for locating in multidimensional
political space push parties toward the centeyghaiot necessarily as far as complete conver-

gence (Laver and Sergenti 2012).
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and Williams (2015) present theoretical argumentsempirical evidence that policy-seeking
parties in multiparty systems are responsive tergpiarties that are competing with them in elec-
tions. This effect applies to all rival parties aiglo, seemingly even more so, to parties near to
them in the ideological space (ideologically proatmpartiesj® In turn, relying on information
from a foreign incumbent could mislead, becausenméng that other parties are arrayed varies
across systems. In fact, possible biases woulddre morrying for parties if they just relied on
foreign precedents; but, of course, they have plal{though imperfect) sources of information
such as opinion polls and focus groups.

These arguments suggest that parties are likegnper their use of information about
the programs of foreign incumbents by consideratiorelevant contextuatonditioningfactors.
A number of factors have been suggested, inclugeographicalandcultural proximityof two
systems and theielative sizeswhich might condition what economic policies wabide suc-
cessful. Another suggestion is that parties mighu$ orall foreign parties?!

On the other hand, there are arguments to sutigegtarties tend to learn from or emu-
lateforeign incumbent parties of their owaeological bloc(for the domestic context, see Adams
2001; Adams and Merrill 2009; Adams and Somer-Ta@0; Williams 2015). Peck (2011)

discusses the possibility of “normative pre-filteyj” whereby policy diffusion occurs between

19 Since the expectation that parties respond teetdemestic rivals stem from and have been
tested in earlier studies, we control for suchuefices without explicitly stating hypotheses.

1 We thank the reviewers for raising these constiters. We consider these in detail in the
Supplementary Materials 3. In the Supplementaryeki@s 2, we consider some additional pos-
sibilities structured arounetlevancecosts andincentivedor parties to gather information. The

estimates from all these models continue to supgpersubstantive conclusions we report below.
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administrations with similar ideological stanceglded to this, if parties trade-off policy goals
against electoral success (Wittman 1983), foreagigs with similar goals that succeed in win-
ning office might seem particularly relevant preseis: because they appear to have successfully
managed this tradeoff, learning from or emulatimgrtpolicies might be a useful heuristic.
Moreover party blocs regularly caucus in our enspircontext of Europe, for instance, through
the formalized party grouping in the European Utsgarliament, so information may be readi-

ly available.

While these arguments resonate, the search faeaffien requires parties to adopt parts
of the programs of domestic parties from other lioigical blocs, as illustrated by the way some
social democratic parties have adopted parts ofehéer-right’s neo-liberal economic program.
Heuristics can be conceived of as competing with amother in an evolutionary environment
(Fowler and Laver 2008; Laver and Sergenti 2012ene the use of successful heuristics
spreads through “replicator dynamics” (Weibull 19t the transnational level, learning from
or emulating foreign incumbent parties of the saheelogical bloc may not be “ecologically
rational” (Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier 2011) in autettpon of heuristics where there is wide-
spread learning or emulating from foreign incumbeAithough it is thus not clear on theoreti-
cal grounds whether learning from or emulating ifgmencumbents of the same ideological bloc

is likely to occur, we also test a second hypothesi

Foreign Incumbent Ideology Hypothedlitical parties respond to the left-right posi-

tion of political parties of the same ideologiciddthat were recently governing coalition mem-

bers in foreign countries.
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In sum, we argue that parties learn from or emutagepolicies of foreign parties they re-
gard as successful, because they face constrairtkew ability to optimize their strategies for
gaining office; and successful foreign parties thevvide a useful heuristic for their own suc-
cess. Possibly, this effect may be more marked rggpect to incumbents in the same ideologi-
cal bloc, although we do not regard this as necidggpdausible. Exploring the two hypotheses
enhances our understanding of party competitiod ifagither hypothesis is supported it suggests
that an important, but thus far under-emphasizeatertor policy diffusion is from the programs

of incumbent parties to parties in other systems.

Research Design
Data and Dependent Variable

Based on existent sources, we compiled a datanst® political parties in 26 European
democracies for the time period 1977-201@bservations are party-years. In the Supplementary
Materials 1, we list the countries, years, andigainhcluded in the empirical analyses.

Party positions and voter preferences are measutedns of “left” and “right.” The left-
right scale has three attractive qualities. Fitgirovides a common, well-understood language of
policy preferences for which data are availabldlfot party elites and masses. Second, more than
any single issue, the left-right dimension seibesgrimary bases of political competition across
national settings (e.g., Huber and Powell 1994; &b2000; McDonald and Budge 2005). Finally,
in established democracies, the substance of “dftl’ “right” aligns with preferences over the

government’s role in the economy and the distrdrutif income — issues which have ranked

2 Not all countries are covered for the entire tipeeiod of 1977-2010 (see Supplementary Ma-

terials 1).
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among the most salient to voters over the pastdgsc@iuber and Inglehart 1995; Warwick
2002)*3

We use the Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP3 datparty positions (Budge et al
2001; Klingemann et al. 2006; Volkens et al. 2083)ice the content of party programs is often
the result of intense intra-party debate, the C¥Mére reliable and accurate statements about
parties’ positions at the time of elections. Thesasures are consistent with those from other
studies, such as variables based on expert pla¢gnegizen perceptions of parties’ positions, and
parliamentary-voting analyses (Hearl 2001; McDoraald Mendes 2001; Laver, Benoit, and Garry

2003; see also Marks et al. 2007). The additivesonesof left-right ideological scores reported in

13 Several studies highlight that the patterns obliogical structuring underlying the left-right
scale may differ between Eastern and Western Eyepe Evans and Whitefield 1993) as well as
across countries and time (Evans and WhitefielB18frbers, De Vries, and Steenbergen 2012;
Linzer 2008; Markowski 1997). Nevertheless, thesestrong arguments that suggest the left-right
ideological dimension can be a useful frameworkaiwalyzing political competition in post-
communist democracies. Marks et al. (2006: 169ntethat the “theory of party positioning
developed for Western European political partiessgdandeed, apply to Central and Eastern
Europe.” Survey-based studies further emphasized¢spondents in post-communist Europe are
as likely to place themselves on the left-righies@e in other countries, and to base their voting
decision on these positions (Pop-Eleches and T&ikeL; McAllister and White 2007). That said,
we re-estimated the core models after droppin@@teparty-years in our sample that pertain to
Central and Eastern European countries (that jdimed&uropean Union in 2004 or 2007). This

change in the sample does not alter our main faairboth substance and direction.
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the CMP ranges from -100 (extreme left) to +10Qr@re right). We recalibrated this scale so that
it is consistent with the 1-10 median voter scdisqussed below).

The CMP only codes information for election ye&tence, party-policy positions for inter-
election periods are missing, and they are intatpdlor imputed, as the spatial analysis we rely on
requires yearly data for each country to captuaeni@g and emulation in a plausible manner. The
core models we report are based on data wherepaats position between elections is assigned

its value at the last electidh.

Methodology

We estimate a series of spatial temporal autorsiy@snodels or “spatial lag models”
(Franzese and Hays 2007, 2008), which are ablkow #or dependence between observations
due to strategic interaction between party posstidven by domestic competition (Williams
2015; Williams and Whitten 2015) — and by transoral learning and emulation. In this context,
a party’s policy position at timeis modeled as a function of foreign incumbentiparipolicy
positions at an earlier timee1 A weighting matrix specifies the set of such jgsrand the rele-

vant linkages between parties. With such a matreccan model party ties as conditional on

1 For example if a social democratic party chantekeft-right position from 3 to 4 between
elections that occur in 1997 and 2001, the yeasiyretes for this party would be the following:
1997: 3; 1998: 3; 1999: 3; 2000: 3; 2001: 4. Howewgee could also assume a gradual process
of policy modification between election years. Wag re-estimated the core models (Tables 2-3
here) with linearly interpolated values. Our fingrremain unchanged when using this alterna-

tive approach.
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whether a foreign party has been a member of argmgecoalition. Accordingly, our spatial lag
models are defined by,

V&= @t BXeatOWYe 1t €, (1)
wherey; is the dependent variabledrty Positionat timet), y;.1 signifies the (one year) temporal-
ly lagged dependent variablegrty Positioni), X:.1 is a matrix of temporally lagged explanatory
variables that we define belowLagged Median Votet.agged Economic Globalizatipa mul-
tiplicative term between the two variables, yead party-fixed effects, and the constant — and
¢is the error ternt?

Wye.1 stands for the product of a connectivity matki) @nd a temporally lagged de-
pendent variabley{.)), i.e.,Wy..1is a spatial lag angthe corresponding coefficient. When esti-
mating spatial lags, we use the position of paitighe year before the last election held in their
country before time (accordingly, we use subscrigtl). In time-series cross-section analysis,
the connectivity matrixVis given by eNTxNTmatrix (with T NxNsub-matrices along the block
diagonal) with an elemem;; capturing the relative connectivity of unit (parfyd unit (party)i
and withw;; = 0° Some define the spatial lag using the temporafigéd values of the depend-
ent variable (in our cas#y..;) as under certain assumptions it justifies theaispatial OLS

(Ward and Gleditsch 2008). Here, our rationalé# it takes time for information about the

1> We refer the interested reader to Gilardi (2014dwwrovides an excellent introductory over-
view of spatial econometrics.

1 Thus, our statistical models include the positibpartyi in the last year (as captured by the
temporally lagged dependent varialylg) and the position of other partig¢sin the year before

the last election in their country before titn@s captured by the temporally lagged spatial lag,
Wye.1).
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positions of foreign (and also domestic) partiemflmence positions. Specifically, since devel-
oping party manifestos is a “time-consuming progegswhich typically takes place over a two-
three year period during which party-affiliatedeasch departments and committees draft sec-
tions of this manuscript, which are then circuldi@drevisions and approval upward to party
elites and downward to activists” (Adams and Sofirgpeu 2009: 832), we use parties’ policy
positions of the year before the last electiorhiirtcountry when constructing spatial d§s.

To illustrate this lag structure, assume that thigipal parties competing in the 2002
Dutch national election looked to the party positad the incumbent UK Labour Party. The pre-
vious inter-election period in the UK was 1997-200kus, given our assumptions, Dutch parties
relied on the 1997 Labour Party position (a 5-yag). The average lag for all spatial lags used
for the analyses is 5.34 years (standard deviali@@®}. Alternatively, if we assume linearly
interpolated party-position values, Dutch partiesild have used Labour’s position in the year
2000, i.e., the lag would be two years. For lingarterpolated party-position values, the average
lag is 2.67 years (standard deviation=1.24). Eroglianalyses based on linear interpolation do
not affect our substantive conclusions.

The most common estimators for time-series crossesespatial lag models are spatial
ordinary least squares (S-OLS) and spatial maxiriketihood (S-ML) (Franzese and Hays
2007). We follow Williams (2015; see also Williamsd Whitten 2015) who employs S-OLS,
but our core findings are robust when re-estimatigmodels using S-ML (see Supplementary
Materials 3). Finally, we must rule out the podgi§pof common exposure, i.e., spatial clustering
that is not driven by interdependence between gar$jtions and a genuine diffusion process.

As concluded by Buhaug and Gleditsch (2008: 2163,would constitute a “reverse Galton’s

" The lag structure we assume addresses endogesteityming from simultaneity bias.
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problem,” i.e., “we would face a reverse Galtorrsigem if we try to evaluate evidence for spa-
tial contagion without first considering relevamituattributes that may be both spatially clus-
tered and potentially related” — in our case tdyppolicy positions. We control for such relevant
alternative influences, i.e. “exogenous-externaldittons or common shocks and spatially cor-
related unit level factors” (Franzese and Hays 20@2) by including a temporally lagged de-
pendent variable that captures a party’s policytjposin the previous year, party-fixed effects,
and year-fixed effects. Thus, we allow for the ptitd influence of parties’ past behavior on
their current policy position. While including anporally lagged dependent variable captures
time dependencies more generaflyear-fixed effects control for temporal shockst ta
common for all states in a given year (e.g., ecanamses, EU accession rounds). Party-fixed
effects capture any time-invariant unit-level (detn® influences. The temporally lagged de-
pendent variable, party-fixed effects, year-fixéid@s, and the set of control variables (de-
scribed below) credibly ensure that contagion “cdroe dismissed as a mere product of a clus-
tering in similar [state] characteristics” (Buhaagd Gleditsch 2008: 230; see also Plumper and
Neumayer 2010: 427). Put simply, obtaining a sigaift estimate for the spatial-lag coefficient
while including these controls substantially in@esthe confidence in the existence of a true

diffusion effect between parties.

Defining Spatial Linkages: Spatial Lags for Domestifluences and Foreign Incumbents
For the operationalization of spatial dependenaiestely on four distinct spatial lags —

two at the domestic level that capture the comipatibetween parties in the same system and

18 Given the structure of the data, serially coresatrrors within countries might be possible;

the temporally lagged dependent variable addrebgeBeck 2001).
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function as controls and two other spatial lags plestain to our hypotheses. In line with existing
theory and evidence discussed above (Adams andrSoopeu 2009: 832; Williams 2015), spa-
tial lagsat the domestic levalre on the positions of all other parties andhenpositions of
members of the same ideological bloc. In conticigg, to different mechanisms (learning and
emulation) at the international level, we do namine analogous spatial lags to those at domes-
tic level, but follow our hypothesesansnational spatial lagare on foreign parties that recently
were members of the government and recent foreiggmbents of the same ideological bloc.
Hence, at the domestic level, we use lags basedmpetitionwith all other parties or with
members of the same ideological bloc. In contetdhe cross-system level, the spatial lags are
based on the idea of learning from and emulatiosuctess.

First, Adams (2001), Adams and Merrill (2009), a&uathms and Somer-Topcu (2009)
suggest that parties are responsive to other pdhst compete with them domestically, and par-
ticularly to those from the same ideological pdofyc (e.g., Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009). We
control for these domestic-level influences as aekdo replicate the findings in Adams and
Somer-Topcu (2009). Including these spatial vaeslllso allows us to examine the second,
indirect, path of policy diffusion (namely, partiase influenced by policies of their domestic
competitors — whose policies may have already b&krenced by foreign parties). To this end,
we consider two different spatial lags. Each elemgpof the underlying connectivity matrix for
the first spatial lagW/y°°™" receives a value of 1 if partieandj compete in the same coun-
try. In the secondWy°msi® Bo§ the elements receive a value of 1 if two parielong to the
same ideological bloc and compete in the same ppurtte data for parties’ ideological bloc are
based on the CMP’s (Budge et2001; Klingemann et al. 2006; Volkens et al. 20dd}¥sifica-

tion of party families, which includes Communiste@n, Social-Democratic, Liberal, Christian-
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Democratic, Conservative, and Nationalist. Follogvihe grouping of these families into ideo-
logical blocs as proposed by Adams and Somer-T@@09: 834), members of the Communist,
Green, and Social-Democratic party families areedoas “left” ideological bloc; parties of the
Conservative, Christian-Democratic, and Nationdéistilies are “right ideological bloc” parties;
and liberal parties comprise the “centrist” idedbadbloc’®

Next, we define a spatial lag relevant to our firgpothesis. Each elemeny; of the un-

Foreign Incumbenjt receives a value of 1 if

derlying connectivity matrix for our third spatialg Wy
partiesi andj are not based in the same country, afdvds part of the government (or the gov-
erning coalition) during the year before the ldst&on in its own system before timh€0 other-
wise). The data on incumbency status come fromrigéaind Manow (2012). Returning to the
Dutch-UK example from above, the matrix entriesdiidyads of (1) any Dutch parth) (vith
(2) Labour | in this case) would have received the value of 2002.

The fourth and final spatial lag'g\(y 9" ""“mPent Bl connectivity matrix's elements
receive a value of 1 ifandj belong to the same ideological bloc, are not bas#te same coun-
try, andj was part of the government (or the governing tioal in the year before the last elec-

tion in its own system before tim€0 otherwise). We use the same codings of idecédgilocs

as at the domestic level. Returning to the DutchéXEmple from above, only the matrix entries

9 Hence, our sample comprises “traditional” mairestneparties (Social-Democrats, Conserva-
tives, Christian-Democrats), and a set of “nichaitigs (Communists, Nationalists, and the
Greens). The parties in the remaining categorided¢dy the CMP (e.g., regional, agrarian, and
other small specialized parties) are omitted ag timdy exist in a few country-years and even

then rather sporadically.
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for the dyads of (1) the Democrats 66, the Gredwesl.abor Party (PvdA), and the Socialist Par-
ty (i) with (2) Labour | in this case) would have received the value af 2002.

Initially, we introduce the spatial lags separatatp our models. We also present results
for m-STAR models (Hays, Kachi, and Franzese 204Rich allow for a simultaneous inclu-
sion of all spatial lag&’ We expect a positive spatial coefficigntor all spatial lags. For theo-
retical reasons (Plimper and Neumayer 2010), wsotloow-standardize the connectivity ma-
trices. Row-standardization generates spatialtlaafsare a weighted average of the values of the
dependent variable with weights dependent on tistece and strength of a postulated network
tie between a pair of cases (Plumper and Neumdy): 228f). The underlying theoretical as-
sumption of row-standardization is that partiesa#vheir attention across parties in proportion
to perceptions of their relevance (see Plumpemsdmayer 2010). Williams (2015: 150; also
see Williams, Seki, and Whitten 2015) argues, h@wnehat row-standardization is not appro-
priate in the context of modeling party competitibacause we would then assume that the total
weight given to other parties’ positions will beettame no matter how many other parties the
party under study has to pay attention to (see pdiirand Neumayer 2010: 430). Although the
marginal value of additional information should lilee as more and more other foreign incum-
bents can be emulated and are available to leanm, ®fficiency implies searching an additional
source so long as expected gains exceed the odsttas attention could go up. Thus, we do not

row-standardize the two domestic or the two tratigsnal connectivity matrices.

20 Following Williams (2015), the m-STAR models astimated using S-OLS.

24



Control Variables

Beside the spatial lags, we consider a numberdifiadal influences on party positions,
following Adams and Somer-Topcu (2009) and Wardpiz and Dorussen (2013) First, we
use Eurobarometer data to operationalize the paositi the median voter (Schmitt and Scholtz
2005). Annual data on median voter preferences doonethe Eurobarometer’s survey item
that asks respondents to place themselves onageftscale from 1 (left) to 10 (right). The Eu-
robarometer survey series has consistent countgrage of its member states since 1976. Spain
and Portugal were not included in the surveys @1 and 1986, respectively; Austria, Fin-
land, and Sweden enter the survey in 1995. We pacate the lagged median-voter position into

the empirical analysi&

2L williams (2015), Williams and Whitten (2015), awdlliams, Seki, and Whitten (2015) use a
broader set of alternative predictors such as ufemyent rates, GDP growth, and inflation. It
may be the case, for instance, that left partigshasize the economy more and move left in
times of unemployment; and right parties emphasiegeeconomy more and move right in times
of inflation. We re-estimated our models with thesatrols, but their coefficient estimates
turned out to be statistically insignificant. Whikés may seem surprising at first sight, recall
that all our mode