Polimetrics

Lecture 2
The Spatial-Voting Model
(and Its extensions)




Positional dimensions of voting

The spatial model of party competition Is
associated with the research of Harold
Hotelling (1929) and, especially, Anthony
Downs (1957)

The simplest spatial model represents policy
debates as options along a one-dimensional
continuum or line and posits that both the
policies that voters prefer and the policies
parties advocate are represented by positions
along this line



Positional dimensions of voting

The assumption that the space of electoral
competition i1s one-dimensional Is largely
shared In the literature

However, once we move from the stage of
electoral competition to the stage of political
competition within an institutional setting
(such as a Parliament or a Cabinet), this
assumption is usually relaxed in favor of a
two-dimensional spaces (as we will see later
oné)



Positional dimensions of voting

The most well-known dimension In

contemporary western democracies Is the
Left-Right or liberal-conservative dimension

A -
C

" H_eft-Right scale constitutes the primary
Imension of conflict in most established

C

e mo c r gdMarke& Steenbergen 2002)

Such dimension involves disagreements mainly
over economic issues such as government
Intervention in the economy and income
redistribution



Positional dimensions of voting

The Left-Right continuum is therefore positional
In that different voters prefer 1 and different
parties advocate 1 different positions along
this continuum



Positional dimensions of voting

Let 0s al so assume t hlat
loss function (do you remember??? -
assuming otherwise, does not substantially
change anything of what reported below), that
IS:

Y lw O]

where 7Y is the utility function of voter i, ® is the

Ideological position of such voter along the Left-

Right dimension, and 0 is the position of party A
along that same dimension

Of course, voter | always prefers a higher utility to a
lower one!



Positional dimensions of voting | s2:¢

Figure below lillustrates a one-dimensional
model, with a voter v Is located closer to party
A than to party B

The utility to vote for party A would be equal to
what? And to vote for party B?

A—s Ve

1 2 3 4 3 6 [4 8 9 10
Left - Right Position



Positional dimensions of voting | s2:¢

In this example, we expect that, all else equal,
this voter would prefer party A to party B

A—s Ve

1 2 3 4 3 6 [4 8 9 10
Left - Right Position



Positional dimensions of voting

Although Left-Right economic policy dominated
positional debates in most Western
democracies at least through the 1970s,
Cross-cutting cleavages have emerged
pertaining to debates that are not directly
aligned with Left-Right economic issues

Think about social and moral issues including
abortion, gay rights, and gender equality

Another emerging cleavage pertains to issues
Involving race, religion, and immigration




Positional dimensions of voting

Accordingly, the one-dimensional scale (from
liberal to conservative or Left to Right)
discussed earlier can be extended to a two-
dimensional positional model

Voter v Is closer (using an
Euclidean distance)
overall to party R than to
party L, even though this
voter Is closer to L on the
single economic
dimension F 1234567890

Economic Position

Social Position
01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

L




Positional dimensions of voting

Downs assumes, under a one-dimensional
framework, that:

1. voters evaluate the parties based on the
proximity of their preferred positions to the
partieso positions, I
more spatially-proximate parties

2. Political parties strategically announce

positions that maximize their electoral

prospects, I.e., parties are vote/office-

seeking and propose policies purely as a

means of winning votes/elected office

11



Positional dimensions of voting

Note however that assumption 2 forces parties
to care indirectly about policy! Why that?

U Cause voters do care about policy after
all!

12



Positional dimensions of voting

The two-party case

The Median Voter Theorem states that office-
seeking parties converge to the median
voterd position

13



Positional dimensions of voting

What is a median value/position?
The middle number (in a sorted list of numbers)

To find the Median, place the numbers you are
given in value order and find the middle number

Example with an odd series of numbers: find the
Median of {13, 23, 11, 16, 15, 10, 26}

Put them in order: {10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 23, 26}

The middle number (i.e., (i.e., the number that

occupies the position (n+1)/2=4) is 15, so the
median is 15

14



Positional dimensions of voting

Note thateall the val
median, together with the median, form
always a majority; all the values higher
than the median, together with the median,

form always a majority!

15



What Is a median value?

Example with an even series of numbers: find the
Median of {10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18, 23, 26}

In this case the Median is estimated using the
values of the two numbers occupying position
(n/2)=4 & (n/2)+1=5

You then generally average them (in this case =
15.5)

16



What Is a median value?

In our spatial framework, the median votero s
position is the Left-Right position such that half
the electorate is located to either side (i.e., we
generally always assume that the number of
voters is odd for sake of simplicity)

17



Positional dimensions of voting

So why we should expect a convergence of
the two parties to the median position?

Cause this is optimal for both parties!

If party A locates at this median position and party B
does not - say at a position to the right of the median
- party B will lose the election

This occurs because all voters to the left of the median
together with some to the right of it will be nearer to
and hence vote for party A, so that party A will win
the election

However, party B can force a tie if it shifts in turn to
also locate at the median voter position 18



Positional dimensions of voting

Why such convergence?

This is optimal for both parties!

Second, if both parties locate away from the median
voter position then either party can win the election
by unilaterally shifting to the voter median

Hence two-party, purely positional spatial competition
provides centripetal incentives for parties to
converge towards each other, and towards the
center of the distribution

19



Positional dimensions of voting | s2:¢
Figure below, which displays a Left-Right continuum

(the horizontal axis) with a normal distribution of
voterso |1 deal points (wher
along the vertical axis represents the density of

these ideal points at each position T this is usually

the case in most democracies), illustrates this logic
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If we assume a bi-modal
distribution, any

difference? Probability Distribution

NQ! (assuming no
abstention)!

Relative Frequency

X (Value)

21



Positional dimensions of voting

In the previous case we can talk about the arising ofjan
equilibrium in party positions

More specifically, we can talk about the existence of a
Nash equilibrium, I.e., a situation where no single
party has an incentive to change its strategy (i.e., its

position) given the strategy adopted by the other
party

22



Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

The convergent equilibrium for one-dimensional,
two-party positional competition breaks down
when additional parties compete

In multi-party elections the centripetal incentives
motivating vote-seeking parties to converge
towards similar positions T and towards the
center of the distri biut.
are In fact balanced by centrifugal incentives to
differentiate their policy positions

Why that?

23



Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

Consider a three-party election along the Left-
Right dimension

Regardlessof t he di stri butio
poi nt s, peripheraldé wmp aichat i€ s
the parties that announce the most left- and
right-wing positions 1 can increase their
support by converging towards the position of
t he 1tinteriordd poar t vy

24



Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

Figure below Iillustrates this incentive, with the
peripheral parties A and B converging towards the
Il nterior party C, squbezedd
and hence to win few votes

- Parties A, B converge towards C
Q-

(\!_

15

Voter Density
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The multi-party case

This convergence prompts therefore the interior
party C to leap-frog the position of one of its
rivals

Party C leapfrogs B

25
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Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

The party that is leap-frogged will in turn be squeezed,
motivating it to leap-frog another party in turn, and
so on without limit (and w/o any equilibrium!)

Voter Density

u
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Party B leapfrogs A

C

0
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Left - Right Position
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Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

Moreover, note that in such framework, the left-and right-
most parties are invariably motivated to converge
t owar ds
parties along the positional continuum, because this
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Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

Hence for both two-party and multiparty
elections, I.e., those involving at least three
parties, the positional spatial model with vote-
seeking parties predicts that the left- and
rnghttmost parties wil | np
Interior competitor

29



Positional dimensions of voting

In two-party elections this implies complete
party convergence to the median voter
position

In multiparty elections this implies that the

most extreme parties will converge towards
the position of the most proximate interior

party, | .e., they partyl |

30



Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

Whether an equilibrium exists for multiparty
competition over one positional dimension
depends on several technical details of the
voter distribution and the number of
competing parties

31



Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

One condition Is that, except for a uniform
voter distribution, the number of parties
cannot be more than double the number of
,modes" 1 n the vsntéedat e.i

é f oarunimodal distribution no equilibrium
exists for more than two parties, a bimodal
distribution cannot support an equilibrium for
more than four parties, and so on

32



Positional dimensions of voting

The multi-party case

Thus, no equilibrium in vote-maximizing
strategies Is possible for the figure below

Even If peripheral parties A
and D Apairo
parties B and C,
respectively, this cannot
constitute an equilibrium
since the interior parties can
Increase their support by
unilaterally shifting their
positions towards the center
of the voter distribution

Voter Density
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Positional dimensions of voting | s2:¢

The multi-party case

On the other hand, Figure below illustrates a bimodal
di stri but i onpomtk. Inths tase; mrfiesi d e
A and B locate at the left-wing mode and parties C and
D locate at the right-wing mode. And this represents an
equilibrium

™ 4

15

Voter Density
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Left - Right Position
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Some extensions



Positional dimensions of voting

An empirical puzzle

1) In two-party elections not always parties
converge

For example, beginning in the late 1970s the British
Conservatives led by Margaret Thatcher (and her
successor John Major) and the American Republican
Party under Ronald Reagan (and his successors)
shifting their policies sharply to the right, away from
t heir opponentsoO positions
public opinion

36



Positional dimensions of voting

An empirical puzzle

2) Moreover, contra the Downsian prediction that radical
policy positioning is electorally damaging, both
conservati vewaglaghfts meeveith r 1 g ht
electoral success

And, the policy divergence between Republican and
Democratic Party elites has continued to widen since

the 1980s 2
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Positional dimensions of voting

An empirical puzzle

3) On the other side, empirical patterns of party
positioning in multiparty systems often feature the
anomalyofr adi c al “per i phater al ”
present positions that are far more extreme than
those of their nearest competitor
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Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Stokes (1963) coined thetermnval ence di me

O
O

enote di mensions non whioc
Ifferentiated not by what they advocate, but by

t

ne degree to which they arelinkedi n t he pu

mind with conditions, goals, or symbols of which
almost everyone approves or disapproveso

39



Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Valence dimensions include such attributes as
partieso (and party | eader
honesty, competence, empathy, and charisma

These dimensions contrast with the Left-Right
positional di mension, on W
are differentiated by their advocacy of alternative
positionso

40



Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Valence dimensions differ from positional dimensions
In that nearly all voters share the same preferences
with respect to valence, I.e., voters prefer that party
elites display higher degrees of competence,
Integrity, unity, compassion, and leadership ability,
and moreover all political parties strive to publicly
project these positive valence-based qualities

41



Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Unimodal Policy Issue @ ————- Bimodal Policy Issue

----------- Valence Issue

42



Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Valence considerations matter because although
nearly all voters prefer that parties be more
competent and honest, voters may perceive
different parties possessing differing degrees of
positive valence

As a result, some parties may enjoy valence
advantages compared to their opponents for a
number of exogenous or endogenous reasons

43



Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Furthermore, unlike positional dimensions where parties
are free to change their positions, parties have only
| 1 mi t ed thatehizedbi eget ot hei r
Images: they can only strive to achieve and convey to
the public an image of competence and/or honesty,
but if these efforts falil, parties trying to improve their
valenceimageswonot find that tas

Therefore, in the short-term political parties can be
considered to occupy more-or-less fixed (positive or
negative) positions along valence dimensions of voter
evaluation

44



Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Note however that parties can have more (or less)
Incentives to invest resources to try to improve their
valence endowments or to decrease the valence
endowments of other parties (more on this later)

45



Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Suppose this scenario: citizens choose between
parties A and B that are positioned at 3 and 7/,
respectively, along the scale, by comparing
these p a r tlefteightopositions and their
valence images

First assume a scenario where the parties have
equal valence, I.e., V(A/B)=0, so that all voters
prefer the party with the more proximate Left-
Right position

46



Valence dimension of voting

A possibile solution?

Figure below incorporates votersovalence
considerations into a spatial model that also includes
the positional Left-Right dimension

A voter Wlth a Left_nght ideal o Parties A, B have equal valence: V(A/B)=0
point located at 5 is indifferent |
between the parties, since this
v 0 t easitos is equidistant
between parties A and B. All
voters located to the left of 5
prefer Party A, while voters to the S
right of 5 prefer B. O e —
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Left - Right Position

Voter Density




Valence dimension of voting

A possible solution?

Now suppose that Party A has a superior valence image.
Specifically, citizens evaluate Party A 0va&lence
advantage relative to Party B as equivalent to two units
of position along the 0-10 Left-Right scale, which we
denote V(A/B)=+2

This implies that a voter will prefer Party A to B unless
thev ot eeftd&Rght ideal point is located at least 2 units
nearer to Party B than to A

48



Valence dimension of voting

The utility function for voting party A (assuming, as jwe
did earlier, a linear utility loss function) now
becomes:

Y o 0| ¢

where 7Y is the utility function of voter i, ® is the
Ideological position of such voter along the Left-
Right dimension, 0 is the position of party A (=3)
along that same dimension, and +2 is the valence
advantage of party A over party B

While the utility function for voting party B now
remains:

Y o O]
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Valence dimension of voting 344

A possibile solution?

With V(A/B)=+2, the indifference voter is located at which
position?

A voter located at 6 on the positional Party A has a two-unit valence
. . . advantage over B: V(A/B)=+2
scale is now indifferent between
parties A and B T which are located at o
the points 3 and 7, respectively 1
since this voter is located two units
closer to B than to A on the Left-Right
scale, a positional preference for B
which exactly balancesthev ot e r « A
valence-based preference for A 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Left - Right Position

25

15

Voter Density

.05
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Valence dimension of voting 344

A possibile solution?

An with V(A/B)=+4, the indifference voter is located at
which position?

At /!

51



Valence dimension of voting

Which implications?
A

Key Insight Is that valence-disadvantaged parties
nave incentives to diverge on position from
their valence-advantaged rival(s). Why that?

If two parties converge on position then all voters
rate the parties equally on position, and hence
choose between the parties based entirely on
valence considerations

52



Valence dimension of voting

Which implications?

Hence if one p a r tvaledce substantially
exceedsitsc o mp e t, the valenbes
disadvantaged party must diverge from its
opponent to win support

In this way the valence-disadvantaged party
attracts voters whose ideal points are close to
Its position but far away fromitsopp onent
position

53



Valence dimension of voting

A possibile solution?

For this reason, when voters60 p @ieferenges are
unimodally distributed (which is true in most Western
democracies) valence-advantaged parties should be
motivated to position themselves near the center of the
voter distributioné

é .whereas valence-disadvantaged parties i particularly
given proportional representation elections, where office-
seeking parties seek to maximize seats and thus votes,
even If they cannot win a popular plurality - have
centrifugal incentives to diverge from the centrist
positions of their valence-advantaged rival(s)

54



Valence dimension of voting

L e tgo [Fack to theV(A/B)=+2 example. And | e supmse
that the median voter position is located at 5

Party A locates at the median voter  V(A/B)=+2: Party B locates
pOSitiOn, which forces Party B to slightly over two units away from A
locate more than two units away from o
this position in order to attract any
support at all; in this example, Party A
wins the election while attracting
support from all voters located at or to S
the left of 7, while B wins support from o A

voters located to the right of 7 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Left - Right Position

.25

A5

Voter Density
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Valence dimension of voting

In this example Party A is assured of victory so
long as Iits position Is sufficiently moderate
relative to the center of the voter distribution T In
this case provided A locates anywhere inside the
Left-Right interval [3,7] T and that regardless of
AOs strategy, Party opt.i
locate slightly more than two units away from A

56



Valence dimension of voting

And in a multi-party scenario?

Let 0s & dur-pamescenario involving parties A,
B, C, D, where the two interior parties B and C each
possess a two-unit valence advantage over their
peripheral rival parties A and D, I.e., V(B/A)=+2
V(C/D)=+2, and where we additionally assume that
B and C have equal valences, I.e., V(B/C)=0

L e talBsassume that the valence-advantaged parties
B and C located at the moderate positions 4 and 6

What should party A and D do?

57



Valence dimension of voting

The peripheral parties A and D are no longer motivated
to converge towards their ideological neighbors;
Instead they locate just over two units away from

these rivals, near 2 and 8, respectively

Note that this four-party
configuration is not an
equilibrium (can it be with 1
mode and 4 parties???)
since the interior parties B
and C, who are equally-
matched with each other on
valence, can each increase
their support by unilaterally
shifting position closer to the
center of the voter
distribution

Voter Density

.05

.25

A5

V(B/A)=V(C/D)=+2: Parties A and D locate
over two units away from B and C

B (C

0

1

2

3 4 5 6 7
Left - Right Position

8 9 10
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Valence dimension of voting

Summary

By adding a valence dimension we were able to
explain two empirical facts

1) In a two-party system, parties cannot converge

2) In a multi-party system, peripheral parties do not
necessarily converge towards the position of the
most proximate interior party

59



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations

A further empirical puzzle

There are many real-world examples of large, valence-
advantaged parties that also present sharply
noncentrist positions T such as the two previously
guoted examples (the British Conservatives under
Margaret Thatcher and the Republicans under Ronald
Reagan)

How to explain such outcome? After all, the valence-
disadvantaged parties should be the one that may
rationally present sharply noncentrist positions, away
from their valence-advantaged opponents (and from the
center of the voter distribution)

60



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations

Changing p a r t maigations

L e tassame policy-seeking politicians who attach
utilities to the policies that the winning party
Implements after the election, I.e., parties have
preferences over the policies they are committed
to implementing if they win office. Why so?

61



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations

Changing p a r t maigations

First, elected officials face pressures to implement the
policies they promised during the election campaign,
since to do otherwise would undermine the credibility
of their promises In future elections

Second, party elites i in common with rank-and-file
voters, as well as activists T experiencet he O0pub
goodo gomvernment policy outputs, so they care
about them

62



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations

Spatial models with policy-seeking parties assume that
each party, like each voter, has an ideal point which is
the policy position it would prefer to implement

But this does not imply that a policy-seeking party - in
attempting to optimize its policy expectations - should
advocate its ideal point in elections. Why that?

Party elites must still consider the electoral
consequences of their policy promises, since they
must win office in order to implement these promises
(and to prevent the implementation of disagreeable
policies if a rival party wins)

63



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations

For a two-party election involving one positional
dimension without valence, and where the rival
p ar tided points fall on opposite sides of the
medianv o t easifon, then provided that party
elites have perfect knowledge of this position the
positional spatial model implies that policy-seeking
parties will do what?

They will converge towards the medianv ot er 0 s
position I the same outcome as for office-seeking
parties!

Why?

64



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations

When a party with sincere left-wing policy preferences
relative to the median voter position competes against a
party whose elites hold sincerely right-wing views, then if
the left-wing party takes a position to the left of the
median voter, the right- wing party need only choose a
position to the right of the median, but nearer to that
median voter, to win office and implement a policy it
preferstoitso p p 0 n @asitiod S

\"4

Since the same logic applies to the lefttwingp ar t y 0 s
strategic reaction to any right-of-the-median position its
opponent announces, it follows that the unique
equilibrium in policy-seeking party strategies is the
median voter position
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and valence

But what does it happen if we once again add in
the framework a valence dimension?

In contrast to valence-advantagedp ar t i e s 0
centripetal incentives in the office-seeking case,
such policy-seeking parties typically have
centrifugal incentives to announce non-centrist
positions relative to the voter distribution

Why?
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and valence

Consider the case of positional spatial competition
between a valence-advantaged party R with sharply
right-wing policy preferences, and party L with
sincere policy preferences at or to the left of the
medianv ot easiGos

In this scenario party RO salence advantage gives it
leeway to diverge some distance to the right of the
median voter position and still be assured of
winning, with this degree of divergence increasing
with the size of RO galence advantage
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and valence

Suppose that V(R/L)=+2, the media voter is located at
5 and that the ideal point of R is 7, and the ideal
point of party L is 3

What would L and R do?

The unique equilibrium in policy-seeking strategies is
for L to locate at the median voter position while the
valence-advantaged party R locates as near as is
possible to its preferred right-wing position (say at
6.9) while, by leveraging its valence advantage, still
retaining the medianv o t eupod
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and valence

Indeed, if RO sincere policy preference is sufficiently
moderate and/or its valence advantage sufficiently
large, any configuration in which R locates at its
preferred position is an equilibrium
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and valence

This intuition about the positional motivations of
valence-advantaged, policy-seeking parties
provides a plausible account of the empirical
puzzle of the sharply noncentrist positional
strategies of British Conservatives under
Margaret Thatcher, and the Republicans under
Ronald Reagan (two leaders who were
unusually focused on pursuing their policy
objectives)
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and valence

Both parties benefitted from valence advantages
vis-a-vis their main competitors during much of the
periods of these leadersotenure in office T the
Republicansbadvantage was due largely to
R e a g aimapesas a strong, charismatic leader,
the Conservativesbadvantage was because the
Labour Party throughout the 1980s was plagued
by public divisions and an image of weak
leadership
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

A final empirical puzzle

Why large, mainstream parties can take
positions BOTH sharply different from each
other and from the center of public opinion,
particularly - in light of the median voter
theorem - when they are the only parties
present?

The role of uncertainty
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

Let us assume, more realistically (?), that
politicians are not certain of the medianv ot er 0
location in advance of the election, where this
uncertainty may reflect the limitations of public
opinion polling or uncertainty over voter turnout

Suppose, instead, that leaders of each party have
a general idea of where the median voter should
be located, but not a precise notion
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

For example, assuming a Left-Right scale from 0 (most left-
wing) to 10 (most right-wing), party leaders might be
guite confident that the median falls somewhere in the
middle part of the scale, perhaps between 4.0 and 6.0,
but otherwise be unsure just where

The probability distribution is uniform

In other words, they could on the interval [4, 6
represent their uncertainty N
about the median location
by a uniform distribution
between 4.0 and 6.0

Voter Density
2 3

N

0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Left - Right Position
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

Or they might judge that the possible locations of
the median voter follows a normal distribution,
with say a mean (m) of 5.0 and a standard

deviation (sd) of 1.0

The probability distribution is normal and centered
on 95, with SD=1

R

3

Voter Density
2

Expected median
voter position

N

0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Left - Right Position
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Adding policy-seeking party

motivations and

L e tagsame In this latter scenario two

uncertainty

parties, one that prefers leftist policies that
we will call L, located at =4, and another

that prefers right-wing
R, located at =7. L iIst
nearer to m=5 than is

Note that party L will win

nolicies that we label
nerefore located
Q

the election If the

actual median voter position turns out to

beéwher e?

76



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

To the left of the midpoint (L+R)/2 between
the two party locations; in this example the
midpoint is (4+7)/2=5.5!

Party R will in fact win only if this midpoint
turns out to be to the right of this midpoint

More in detalls, the probability that L wins is
equal to the cumulative probability (1?!)
from the extreme left up to the midpoint;
while the probabillity that R wins is 1 minus
that cumulative probabillity
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

How to get a cumulative probability? From the
cumulative distribution function (CDF)!

The CDF calculates the cumulative probabillity
for a given x-value

For continuous

distributions, the CDF gives

the area under the

probability density function,

up to the x-value that you p="7

specify




Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

You use the CDF to determine the probabillity that
a random observation that is taken from the
population will be less than or equal to a certain
value
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

You can use Excel to compute that!

The function:
NORMDIST(x,mean,standard_dev,cumulative)

Where:

X Is the value for which you want the distribution.

Mean is the arithmetic mean of the distribution.
Standard_dev is the standard deviation of the distribution.

Cumulative is a logical value that determines the form of the
function. If cumulative is TRUE, NORMDIST returns the
cumulative distribution function; if FALSE, it returns the
probability mass function.You need t o wr it
our example since we want the area under the curve!



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

In the Italian Excel, the function is called DISTRIB.NORM
and you have to write AVEROC

Back t o our probabitypthael,wingiig equal to
the cumulative probability from the extreme left up to
the midpoint (i.e., 5.5); while the probability that R wins is
1 minus that cumulativepr obabi | 1 t yo

Therefore, write what in the Excel function?
The function: NORMDIST(5.5,5,1,TRUE)
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

In our example the probabillity that L wins Is
about 0.69, and RO slection probability is
about 0.31

Thus unlike in the positional model with certainty
over the median voter position, here the party
with the more advantageous position (Party L
In this example) is no longer certain to win
election!

82



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

This is important: policy-seeking parties have always
to weight two aspects (i.e., their utility function
consists of two arguments):

1) winning the election (by moving closer to the
centre of the votersaodistribution) and

I1) sticking to their (possibly not centrist) ideal policy
positions
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

The weigthing depends on uncertainty. If they know
for sure the position of the median voter, |)
outweighst IlI) as we have already discussed. II)
starts to become important when there is
uncertainty. If there is a complete uncertainty, then
II) outweights |)

The fact that they are uncertain about the real position
of the centre of the votersaodistribution, could
therefore mitigate somehow their incentive to move
to the centre to win the election (something that they
can never be sure abouté )
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

More in detalls, it can be shown that at

equilibrium the positions of policy-seeking
parties experiencing uncertainty about the
ocation of the median voter are separated
oy a distance that is related to the degree
of spread (i.e., standard deviation) of the
subjective median distribution
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

If the subjective notion of the median voter is
normally distributed, then the equilibrium
separation is equal to approximately 2.5*sd
around the average median position, where sd
IS the standard deviation of the uncertainty
distribution

Suppose that the ideal points of L and R are
respectively O and 10
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

Thus, in our example (given m=5 and s.d.=1)
what about the optimal positions for parties L
and R?

The policy-seeking parties L and R are
separated by 2.5 units at equilibrium, 1.e.,
L=3.75 (i.e., 5-2.5/2) and R=6.25

That Is, both L and R will place themselves
between their favorite position (0) and the
uncertain mean position of the median voter

(5)
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Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

This also implies that the separation at equilibrium
Increases with uncertainly (i.e., the value of s.d.)
about where the median voter may be located

This makes sense: if the uncertainty is very large
(say, s.d. 4), the median voter can be anywhere
between 0 and 1 thareforedmakes no
sense to «look for it» to win the elections

And In fact, in this condition the optimal positions of
L and R would be what?

88



Adding policy-seeking party
motivations and uncertainty

The policy-seeking parties L and R are
separated by 2.5*4 units at equilibrium,
l.e., L=0 (i.e., 5-(2.5*4)/2) and R=10

Given that parties have no idea where the
median voter Is located, each of them
locates where its ideal points is! It
cannot get any better (i.e., getting an
higher utility) by doing something else!
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A summary

Beginning with Ant hony| Do\
research on the spatial model of elections has
been extended along several ways:

1. from two-party to multi-party elections

2. from electorates whose voters are purely policy-
focused to el ectorates t
character-based valence characteristics
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A summary

Beginning with Ant hony| Do\
research on the spatial model of elections has
been extended along several ways:

3. from competition between office-seeking parties to
elections where parties have policy motivations

4. from competition between parties with complete
Information to elections where parties experience

uncertainty about the di
ideal points
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A summary

These extensions are intended to capture real-
world election contexts, and also to explain why
actual political parties and candidates rare
converge to identical, centrist policies T the
prediction associated with the basic Downsian

model of two-party, one-dimensional, positional
competition
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A summary

The variations on the basic Downsian model are even
larger, and consider for example:

A the possibility that citizens abstain from voting if neither
party offers a sufficiently attractive position

that parties seek to deter entry by new parties

A

A that political parties select their candidates through
primary elections

A

the importance of voter party identification as a long-
term, affective orientation (parties may have electoral
Incentives to appeal on policy grounds to their pre-
existing partisans in such circumstances)
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