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The paper aims to examine theoretical grounds of political institutions,
particularly electoral institutions and its impact on political party system.
Moreover, paper explores behavior of electoral system in certain governing
systems.

To accomplish that purpose following problems were set and methodology
applied: discourse analysis and comparative method are utilized through scrutiny
of Linz’s, Lipset’s and Horowitz’s approaches regarding governance system, as
well as Colomerian and electoral system-party system models. For all institutional
models advantages and perils are discussed: from government formation
flexibility, regime volatility to party system discipline and electoral system features.
Consequently, electoral system and its impact on party system are explored in
detail.

Two general concepts are outlined: mechanistic and psychological voting, as
main factors, which affect party system. Apart from that impact of electoral system
on party system and regime change in paper is described trough the party system
stability concept: party volatility and party replacement.

The paper suggests that certain set of political institutions are relevant for
certain aims and that sustainability of that institutions is reliant on path
dependency.
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This paper discusses two major debates in political discourse and science in
particular. One is a debate over a system of governance: parliamentarism versus
presidentialism. The second is the link between electoral system and party system.

The discussion over optimal form of governance was significantly enriched by the
debate between Linz, Lipset and Horowitz, as well as with the reflection on the debate by
other scholars. Before introducing the central arguments concerning the debate, it is
essential to describe main features of both systems.
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Governance system and institutional performance

Cheibub (Cheibub 27) suggests three dichotomic criteria for distinguishing the
governing system: a) whether president is elected directly; b) government is accountable
to parliament; ¢) government is accountable to president. Shugart and Carey (Shugart
and Carey 32) offer somewhat similar characteristics: a) dependency of governmental
survival; b) the locus of the authority over government. The literature is abundant with
more detailed criteria (Krouwel 341) for measuring both systems: presidential elections,
locus of executive power, prime-minister appointment, appointment of government
members, forming government after parliamentary/presidential elections, right of
legislative initiative, vote of confidence, presidential veto, release of the parliament and
compatibility of parliamentarian mandate. Afore-mentioned 10 criteria are distinctive
features of parliamentary/presidential systems, and with the absence/existence of the
features it can be measured the extent of parliamentarism/presidentialism. Moreover,
distinguishing features of both systems regarding governance are linked to 10 criteria.
For instance, in presidential systems decision-making is quicker than in parliamentarism;
politics is less costly in presidentialism, as founding, financing, organizing and
maintaining parties, main subjects in parliamentarism, are very expensive; while the
probability of fast-changing government is high in parliamentarism due to its reliance on
party coalitions.

It is significant to underline that advantages and disadvantages of both systems
can be traced in certain context and environment, hence it's fair to mention Sartori’s
(Sartori 48) notion that when criticizing the existing system, we prescribe its alternative
with virtues; if presidentialism has flaws, it doesn’t mean that parliamentarism is flawless.
Linz (Linz 59) a strong proponent of parliamentarism implies that it's more conductive to
stable democracy. To back up his idea Linz proposes three main arguments.

a) Parliamentarism over time creates incentives for forming coalitions, while
presidentialism offers little for coalitions. Lack of president-parliament cooperation is due
to three reasons, division of powers, where president needs no strong support from
political parties and parliament; presidential elections, where president receives direct
and nation-wide mandate and opposes to MPs that represent local constituencies and
interests and; presidentialism is a zero-sum game, where winner takes all. Parliamentary
system has collegial executives, while in presidential system there is one person
executive (Lijphart 242).

b) Lack of party discipline is causing democratic instabilities in presidentialism,
where party fragmentation and insufficiency of leverages dictate short-term interests to
party system. Exception to this rule are strong ideological political parties as in US (Linz
and Valenzuela 66).

c) The last argument against presidentialism is government formed by minority.
Moreover, given the multiparty system and presidents ability to form the government on
his own increases the possibility of miscommunication between president and parliament,
thus democratic breakdown. Lijphart (Lijphart 244) describes the situation when
government doesn’t represent parliamentary majority in parliamentarism as a
“consensual democracy”, whereas in presidentialism as “conflicting democracy”.

In response to those arguments Horowitz (Horowitz 74) accuses Linz for
mechanistic approach, making strawmen of presidentialism and selection bias, that is
concentrated on Latin America’s cases. Furthermore, Horowitz notes that Westminsterian
parliamentary model (first-past-the-post) endows winner-takes-all situation more than
many presidential elections, and that true object of Linz's criticisms is Westminster
system rather than presidentialism. He also underlies that the fixed presidential terms are
in practice more flexible rather than terms of parliamentary government. Although, Linz
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(Linz 54) accepts Horowitz’s certain comments he insists on personalistic character of
presidentialism, which fuels factionalism and clientelism, thus impeding democratic rules.

Interestingly, Mainwaring and Shugart (Mainwaring and Shugart 452) and later
Cheibub (Cheibub 38) reflecting on the above-mentioned discussion argue that
presidential system per se isn't the reason of democratic breakdowns, rather than
institutional fragility and external environment, where presidential systems are found. This
situation lowers viability chances of any system, including parliamentarian.

Regarding the institutional environment, it's important to discuss electoral system
and party system as they are defining factors for any democratic political system. Election
(Przeworski 15) results must be uncertain; winner should take the office; and elections
with afore-mentioned two features should be conducted regularly and dates known to
everyone for a system that is deemed democratic. Prior to that it is worthy to outline
general understanding of political regime. Political regime is a broad concept, which
generally can be characterized as a set of the rules, values and principles with which
state, authorities execute power. There are numerous and sophisticated typologies for
political regimes, “but the basic classification is dichotomous: either democracy or
dictatorship, latter term is interchangeably used with “authoritarian regimes™ (Alvarez, et
al. 7). Dahl (Dahl 1998) provides already classic criteria for identifying democracy:
effective participation, voting equality, enlightened understanding, control of the agenda
and inclusion of adults.

Electoral System Effect on Party System

Electoral systems (Herron et al. 13) are the set of rules that determine the seats in
the elected institution by taking votes in any given election. In this regard electoral
systems are in link with both interparty and intraparty dimensions (Shugart 37). It's also
important that in this frame parliamentary elections are priorly considered. As already
mentioned, there is debate whether electoral systems shape party system or vice versa.
The proponents of the first approach are majority in the discipline. Arguably, the most
famous for this approach is Duverger and his proposed rules (Duverger 113) of electoral
system that shape party system. The rules imply a) proportional representation tends to
form multi-party system; b) two-round elections form a multi-party system, where parties
are linked with coalitions; c) single-member electoral system favors two-party system. He
explains this by two factors: mechanistic, when third parties don’t get sufficient
representation in single-member systems and; psychological, when voters choose
favorites in fear of “wasting” their vote. The psychological factor is also supported by
Riker (Riker 758).

However, the ideas of Duverger were criticized both from the electoral system, as
defining institution proponents and the opponent camp. Particularly Cox (Cox 64), Sartori
(Sartori 38) and Leys (Leys 135) stress that psychological factor, thus strategic voting is
present in proportional systems as well, which Duverger rejected. Moreover, Duverger’s
law was deemed (Shugart and Taagepera 31) non-scientific and proposed instead more
quantitatively precise model, which follows the idea that electoral system shapes party
system.

On the other hand, Colomer (Colomer 15) came up with the “electoral-institutional
equilibrium” model, which by 219 election data analysis infer that it is parties that choose
electoral rules not vice versa. Although, from my point of view Colomer’s arguments are
reasonable and political parties in fact choose electoral system, that interaction happens
not on the initial stage, rather it's more “rebound” interaction. Both those institutions are
mainly defined by external factors, however in frame of perpetual relation between those
two, electoral system has primal effect. Hence, | adhere to the first approach. Electoral
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system affects party system and other institutions through four main and four secondary
components, although the effect in many cases is exaggerated (Lijphart 49). The four
main elements are: election formula, district magnitude, assembly size and threshold;
while the secondary ones are: ballot structure, district poor distribution, legislative election
difference between parliamentary and presidential systems and party lists. For instance,
high electoral thresholds are more likely to guarantee party systems with less actors,
same implication can be applied to small district magnitude and D’Hondt’s electoral
formula, which consequently will affect governance in a manner that’s discussed above.

As the models and variations of how electoral systems affect party systems are
extensive, here will be superficially described only several of them. Given the four afore-
mentioned essential variables can be measured the effective number of parties, which
summarize the unequal sized parties into a single number; number of seat-winning
parties, number of vote-earning parties and via Seat Product Model it is possible to gauge
the party system (Shugart and Taagepera 21).

Another significant concept that reflects relation between electoral system and
party system is party system stability. Moreover, party system stability is linked to the
regime change as well. The term party system stability combines two variables: party
system volatility and party replacement. Party system volatility reflects changes over
successive elections in the balance of party support, while party replacement is the extent
to which new political formations are successful in drawing electoral support (Birch 57).
Party system volatility is well-studied concept. Ascher and Tarrow (Ascher and Tarrow
478) define volatility as “net change of party’s aggregate success from election to
election”, thus they derive the following formula for volatility = ¥ | x i —x i-1 |/ n-1, where
x i is the party’s vote percentage in election i and n is the number of elections under
consideration. With conceptual base very much the same Pedersen (Pedersen 1977)
replaces n-1 in the denominator with 2, thus suggesting a simpler way of measuring party
system volatility. However, in this paper the following party system volatility formula and
definition of party system stability are used: > | cijt+1 —cit |/ dcit+l + >cit, where V
is volatility, C i,t is the vote share of continuous party i at the first election (t) and C i,t+ 1
is the vote share of continuous party i at the second election (t+ 1); party system volatility
is the difference over successive elections in the balance of party support, while party
replacement is the degree to which new political subjects are successful in drawing
electoral support, it is measured by summing the vote shares won by electoral
contenders at election t + 1 that had not contested election t (Birch 58). Directly speaking,
the smaller party system volatility and party replacement scores, the more stable party
system is, and vice versa. However, it is important to note that even a concept is simple,
when calculating in practice several problems arise when parties split, merge, form or
leave coalitions, and/or change their names. The definition and formula provided by Birch
are more applicable to this research as it is more up to date and was executed for post-
communist counties’ party systems. Birch (Birch 33) outlines the negative effect of high
level of volatility to democratic consolidation, due to a) reduced accountability, b)
impeded party institutionalization, c) significantly increased uncertainty, d) high stake of
the electoral game, weakening democratic commitment of politicians, however, Birch
does not provide proper quantitative analysis to back her assumption.

Conclusion

To sum up this part, it is important to note that both parliamentary and
presidential systems have their advantages and disadvantages, which are exhibited
regarding the historical path, institutional environment and external factors.
Consequently, choice of constitutional design is highly dependent on the aims and
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internal/external factors of nation. If nation’s top priority is security, as for Armenia, then
quick response and decision-making is demanded, with less probability of government
inaction due to political instability. To further strengthen governmental system pillars it is
required to implement appropriate electoral and party institutions and the schism between
aims, factors and institutions can impede state stability and democratic prospects.
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Sharuuv unkFues3uL
Swywutnwbh Iwunwwbnncpywl wGwnwlwl Junwywndwl
whwnbdhuwyh pwnwpwlwl unwywndwl W hwunpwipu
puwnuwpwlywlncpywl wdphnUp wuwhpwln,
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Unylu hnnwéh Uwwunwyu E nuncdUwuhptGp pwnwpwywl  huunhunoinubph
wnGuwywu hhdptpp, Jwulwynpwwtu pUunpwywu  huunhwnnunubpp W npwug
wagnbgnipyntup Ynuwygwywl hwdwlywpgh ypw: 3Innqwonud Lwle wunpwnwpé E
Ywuwnwpynd punpwywl hwdwywpgh yuwppwagshu® uwhudwd unwldwndwU alhg:

Unwownnywé LUwwuwnwyu hpwagnndtin hwdwn uwhdJdwuyb| Gu
nwunwbwuhpnigjwu  puunhputpp, W Yhpwnybp GU  nhuynipu-yGpinbnigjut n
hwdtdwwnnipjwl JdGpennutpp: luunhp Gup npb) ntunwduwuhpGine  Lhugh, LhthubGeh W
3Anpnyhgh Ywnwywndwl dlhU wnlsynn Unuinbgnidutnp, huswtu bwl pnndGpjwl W
punpwywl  hwdwywpg-Yneuwlygwywu hwdwywpg dnnGuGpp:  UWahuwwnwupned
pUulwnpydnuwd  GUu  pninp - huunhunineghnuwy  JnnGluGph  wnwdbintgntulpu nL
pEpnLenLllUEPD”  Jwnwdwpnipjwl  dlwynpdwl  dyncuncpinihg,  Jwpswywnpagh
dyncuncpyntupg Jhusle ynruwygwywu hwdwywnagh uwpgwwwhniyntu W punpwywu
hwdwywnpgh hwwnywuhaubn:

UjunthGnle w2huwwnwupnud Jwupwdwuunptu pwgwhwynynd U punpwywu
hwdwywpgu nL npw  wagnbgnipintup - Yneuwygwywl  hwdwywpgh ypw  Gpync
hhduwywl hwuwgnieinlultph  Jhongnd'  «UGhuwlupywywlu  pyGwpynieniu» L
«hngbpwlwywl  pyGwpynrpintuy, npnup  Ynwwlygwywu hwdwywpgh ypw
wagnbgnipjuwl  Gpyne  gjiuwdnp  gnpénultpu GU: Pwgh npwuhg'  puwnpwywl
hwdwlwngh  wagnbgnipintup Yneuwygwywl  hwdwlywnpagh W Jwpswlwnagh
thnihnfuntgjwu ypw  pwgwhwjnynud £ «ynruwygwywu hwdwlwnagh Juyndungeyniu»
hwulwgnLpjwdp:

UWdthnthGind  nuunwduwuhpnepyniupt hwughp Gup wju Ggpwhwuqdwl, np
pwnwpwywl  pUunhwnnunutGph Ywplnpnegintup Ywpujwéd £ puwunwpwywl
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Uwwuwnwywnnpnuwdhg, W np huunhwnnunubph Yuwniuneynlup JGdwwbu hhduynud £
YwdwlwihUu Yuwhujwbdnipjwu ypw:

Spduwpwrebp®  pUunpwlwl  hwdwlhwpg,  Yniuwlgwlwl  hwdwlwng,
huuwnhwnncghnbuwy  dhpwduwyn, Gunwdwnpdwl &l, Juwnpswlwnpgh wlluyniuncpyncl,
Ywnwdwnpdwl EQGYinhynLpynil, JGluwuhluwlwl W hngbpwlwlwl pyGunpynipnil,
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O BO3OEUCTBUN N3BUPATEJIbHON CUCTEMbI HA NAPTUAHYIO
CUCTEMY U EE 3BABUCUMOCTb OT ®OPMbI NMPABJIEHUA

TUITPAH MYTHEUSAH
acriupaHm kaghedphbl noauMUYeCcKo20 yrpassieHus u nybauyHou noaumuku
Akademuu ocydapcmeeHH020 YripasneHus PA,
2. EpesaH, Pecrniybniuka ApmeHusi

Llenbto  OaHHOW cTaTbn  SABNSIETCA  MUCCNedoBaHME TeopeTUYEeCcKUX OCHOB
MOMUTUYECKNX UHCTUTYTOB, B YaCTHOCTW, U3BMpaTenbHOro MHCTUTYTA M ero BAMSAHUE Ha
YCTPOMUCTBO  MOMUTMYECKUX  napTuin. Kpome Toro, B  cTaTbe  uM3y4vaeTcs
WHCTUTYLMOHAanNbHOEe noBedeHne usbupaTernbHbIX CUCTEM B 3aBUCMMOCTU OT (DOPMbI
npasneHus.

Ons 37O uUenuM nocTaBneHbl 3ajadv AeTanbHOro W3YyYeHWss TeopeTU4EeCKUX
nogxonos JlvHua, Jlunceta n lopoBuTua, Kacawwmxca GOpM MNpaBfeHUn, a Takke
mMogenu sosgencteus Konomepa n usbnpatenbHas, napTunHas cuctema.

[ns BbINOMHEHNE YyKa3aHHbIX 3adav MCMoNb3yHTCS OMCKYpC -aHanus w
CpaBHUTENbHbIM MeToA. [nd Kaxaonm WMHCTUTYUMOHanbHOW Mogenu pasbupatotcs umx
npemmyliectsa W HegocTatkM: OT  MMBKOCTM  (POPMMPOBaHWS  NPaBUTENbCTBA,
BOMaTUNBHOCTU MOMUTUYECKOrO pexmMa A0 AUCUMMAWHBI B MapTUAHOW cucTeme U
XapakTepucTuk nsbupatenbHon cuctemol. Kpome Toro, Takke AeTanbHO AUCKYTUPOBaHbI
nsbupatenbHble CUCTEMbI Y X METOAbI BO3AENCTBMA Ha NapTUHBbIE CUCTEMBI.

BblgensatoTcs OBe BaXHble KaTeropuu: MexaHUCTUYEecKoe U MCUXONOorm4yeckoe
roriocoBaHWe Kak OCHOBHble (paKTOpbl, KOTOpblE BMUAIOT Ha NapTUNUHYIO cuctemy. B
cTaTbe Mpu MPUMEHEHUN KaTeropum cTabunbHOCTM NMAapTUMHOM CUCTEMbI, ONUCHLIBAETCS
BO34eNCcTBMe n3bmpartenbHONW CUCTEMbI Ha MapTUAHYIO CUCTEMY U CMEHY pexuMma.

B kayecTBe 3aknoyeHus cTaTbu SBMSETCS NPEAnosiokeHWe, YTO KOHKPETHbIN
Habop NOMUTUYECKUX UHCTUTYTOB YMECTEH AN KOHKPETHbIX Lenen 1 Y4TO YCTOMYMBOCTb
3TUX MHCTUTYTOB AEPXKUTCS OT KOreu 3aBUCMMOCTH.

KnroueBble cnoBa: u3bupamenbHas cucmema, napmulHas cucmema,

UHcmumyyuoHarnsHas cpeda, ¢opma npaesieHUss, HecmaburbHOCMb  pPEeXuma,
aghghekmusHOCMb yripasrieHus, MexaHUCmu4yecKoe U 20s10coeaHue, aghghekm Korneu.
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