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Exploring the Effects of Party Policy Diffusion onParties’ Election Strategies

Previous research suggests that political partiggand to left-right policy positions of
successful foreign political parties that have néigegoverned (“foreign leaders”). We evaluate
whether this is an effective electoral strategypdbtical parties gain votes in and office after
elections when they respond to successful foresghgs? We argue that following foreign
leaders allows parties to better identify the posibf their own (domestic) median voter
position, which increases their electoral suppbne analysis is based on spatial-econometric
and instrumental-variable model specificationsartips’ vote shares and whether they obtained
office. The results suggest that following forelgaders is a beneficial election strategy in
national elections. The findings have implicatiémsour understanding of political

representation, parties’ election strategies, anghdlicy diffusion.



Understandingnational election outcomes leads scholars to focusational-level
factors. A plausible strategy for political partissfor example, to adopt policy stances that are
close to themedian votein order to gain votes and, eventually, win off{@®w 2001, 2011,
Downs 1957; Erikson et al. 2002; McDonald and Bu2i@g@5; Budge et al. 2012; Soroka and
Wilezien 2010). A country’sconomic performancaffects how incumbents perform in elections
(Duch and Stevenson 2008; Lewis-Beck 1988; Palda®d ;1Powell and Whitten 1993). Studies
of governing experiencind that governing parties shift position morarttopposition parties
(Bawn and Somer-Topcu 2012; Greene 2015; Schumatladr2015). There are several
additional studies on domestic these emphasize#réies respond taval parties and more
strongly so to those from the sapeaty family(Adams and Somer-Topcu 2009; Williams 2015;
Williams and Whitten 2015). Abou-Chadi and Orlowgk)16) contend that th@mpetitiveness
of the electionnfluences parties’ electoral strategies, withselelections pressuring the big
parties to moderate. Against this backdrop of fasctbat plausibly affect party strategies and
election outcomes, other scholars have shown #réiep cope with uncertainty by employing
heuristics or decision rules in the context of oradi-level party competition (Budge 1994; Laver
2005; Somer-Topcu 2009, 2015; see also Budge 2040).

Bohmelt et al. (2016) present evidence thegrnational factoranfluence electoral
strategies, contending that “party policy diffusi@ecurs as parties learn from and emulate
foreign incumbent parties’ policies. Ultimately,rpes’ policy positions at home are influenced
by political parties abroad. We extend this rede#mcargue that parties emulate and learn from
foreign leaders (recent incumbent parties) in otddre more successful themselves. An

effective electoral strategy is thus to “follow ttoeeign leader”.



We claim that in their pursuit of a competitive fygulatform in national elections, parties
learn from and emulate others that have succeededhning office in foreign countries.
Focusing on the policies of foreign incumbents isaful heuristic, helping parties to make
complex decisions under bounded rationality. Irtipalar, we present theoretical and empirical
results, which suggest that following foreign leadalows parties to better identify the position
of their own domestic median voter position. Pragyno the median voter position in turn
increases their electoral support (Ezrow 2010).ddeit is not only domestic, but also
transnationalinfluences that help to explain (a) the policyiposs political parties adopt to
compete and succeed in elections and (b) theiregagfrsuccess in national elections. Inspired
by the policy diffusion literature (see Gilardi ZD22012), our understanding of parties’ election
strategies is significantly increased by considgtims “foreign factor” (foreign incumbents’
policy positions) that influences a focal partyfsatoral success.

To this end, we combine the literatures on partpgetition and policy diffusion to
evaluate whether following foreign incumbents idaad a useful heuristic in an uncertain
context, and whether it actually helps partiesdarore successful in national elections (or not).
The empirical results suggest that parties thairditeenced by foreign incumbents perform
better in elections than parties that are not. ¥fienate parameters of a spatial econometric
model and an instrumental-variable model, in a stage approach that explicitly accounts for
the sequence of decisions and events. In partjdhigrempirical setup allows us to model party
position as a function of learning from and emulgtioreign parties (i.e., we explicitly model
this endogenous aspect of party position). We pl#aidence that political parties that follow

successful foreign incumbent will increase theitevehare and likelihood of gaining office.



Identifying the “follow-the-foreign-leader” electlrstrategy is important for several
reasons. First, it contributes to numerous stuainegolitical parties’ election strategies (Adams
and Merrill 2009; Alvarez et al. 2000a, 2000b; Miglg2005, 2008; Schofield 2003, 2004;
Schofield et al. 1998a, 1998b; Schofield and S&€b; Spoon 2011; in the U.S., see Burden
2001; Erikson and Wright 1997; Erikson et al. 2088solabehere et al. 2001; Canes-Wrone et
al. 2002; Shor and Rogowski forthcoming). With tbikowing research, we identify a new
international factor that influences domestic-lesfelction outcomes: the policies of foreign
incumbent parties. Second, this finding has nowedtnplications for how democracy works. If
parties are supposed to “channel” the median ywference, then this international effect of
foreign incumbent parties introduces an alternativennel and may be relevant to theorists of
democracy who highlight the role of public opinioremphasizing parties’ policy positions in
elections (Powell 2000). Third, with respect toippUdiffusion, there is anecdotal evidence that
parties borrow ideas from abroad so as to compmtesdtically (Dolowitz, Greenwold, and
Marsh 1999), yet our study is one of the first toyide systematic evidence, while controlling
for potential confounding factors relating to bakgnd similarities between parties’ positions.
Many scholars, particularly on the welfare stageksto understand how international factors
influence domestic public policy outputs like tates or social spending, but very few actually
explore how domestic politics are affected or eraenghe first place (Kayser 2007). The
implication is that one causal mechanism for unideding public policy diffusion is that it
occurs through political parties — before legisigtand implementing policies — that learn from

or emulate successful foreign parties in natiotesdteons.



Theoretical Argument
Why Following the Foreign Leader Can Be an Effec®irategy

We assume that parties seek office and that theeydacertainty in elections and
difficulty in calculating optimal strategies, arftht they might rely on heuristics to deal with
these circumstances of complexity and uncertaifitgt is, office-seeking parties could employ
the heuristic of learning from and emulating thégses of foreign incumbent parties. Hence,
foreign office-holders serve as an available prenetbr a focal party when developing its
electoral strategy in order to win office. The du@sremains, however, as to whether and why
following the foreign leader would be an effectixae- and office-seeking strategy.

As supported in earlier work, the search for offc¢he search for the political center-
ground (see Downs 1957; Huber and Powell 1994;sstimMackuen, and Erikson 1995; Powell

2000; McDonald and Budge 2005Furthermore, parties must also allow for wherepffarties

! Analyses of party strategies in Western Europeleely find parties to be vote-maximizing

and center-oriented (e.g., Ezrow 2010). Accordingérties are characterized as tailoring their
ideologies in an attempt to appeal to a broadestaa of the electorate. Hence, increasing vote
sharegceteris paribusenhances a party’s position for post-electioritoa negotiations. Even

in instances where vote-share maximization doesaomdtitute the end goal in itself, a credible
assumption is that as a policy-seeking party’stetat strength increases, it gains more leverage
to pull the governing coalition’s policy in its feered direction. For example, Adams and
Merrill’s (2009) study of party strategies in mphirty systems concludes that parties are
motivated to adjust their policies in responseéhtrtbeliefs about the median voter’s position,
rather than in response to the diversity of vadeplogies. Be it for reasons of power, policy, or

both, elections thus provide parties with incerdite@respond to the preferences of the median



are placed in the political space. Adams (2001 grAsi and Merrill (2009), Adams and Somer-
Topcu (2009), and Williams (2015) present theoeg¢@rguments and empirical evidence that
policy-seeking parties in multiparty systems aspomsive to other parties that are competing
with them in elections. This effect applies toralbl parties and also, seemingly even more so,
to parties near to them in the ideological spadedfogically proximate parties). To summarize,
research has accumulated to suggest that appé¢aling center ground helps.

If policy proximity to the median voter allows pagto compete in national elections
more successfully, and median voter positions emédas across countries, then following
foreign leaders helps parties to estimate more eately where their own median voter is
located under uncertainty — and this makes pariese successful competitors in their
electionsBelow, the argument for this expectation is deveth@nd then a statistical model is
introduced that highlights why following foreigncumbents is a more reliable heuristic than
alternative competing heuristics such as one tloatdvfactor inall foreign party positions: in
essence, this model suggests that parties canprexisely estimate the position of foreign
parties that are incumbents compared to otherdorearties.

Political parties frame success in terms of aitg office. Although a number of factors
affect their chances of achieving the goal of gajroffice — either on their own as a single-party
government or as part of a coalition — theory amgieical evidence point out théte search for
office is the search for the political center grduarties do indeed respond to the preferences
of the median voter, making this factor one ofglrengest and most robust predictors in the

research on party incentives and behavior (Dow§ 18uber and Powell 1994; Stimson,

voter. The above considerations lead to the expeongathat political parties are also responsive

to rival parties’ policy positions.



Mackuen, and Erikson 1995; Powell 2000; McDonald Bondge 2005; Adams and Merrill
2009). All this applies under the assumption thatelection context is characterized by
uncertainty, though, and that parties may findffiallt to develop optimal election strategies
(Budge 1994; Laver 2005; Budge et al. 2010).

We contend that following the foreign leader caiptparties to identify the position of
their own domestic median voter and thus to witceffParties that occupy left-right policy
positions close to the median voter tend to gainewotes in elections (Ezrow 2010). Political
parties that have recently governed (foreign leg)deill have performed well in their elections
and their policies will proxy policies that are pgr with the median voters in foreign countries.
This argument assumes that although parties han@apolls and focus groups at their
disposal, they still face considerablecertaintyabout where to locate, and that there are
cognitive constraints for processing that informat{Simon 1955; Budge 1994; Bendor,
Mookherjee, and Ray 2005; Bendor et al. 2011). Gdatpnal models also emphasize that
successful strategies for locating in the multidasienal political space push parties toward the
center, though not necessarily as far as comptetesrgence (Laver and Sergenti 2012). Among
their problems in navigating the complex trade-tifisy face is locating where the center-ground
is and what the median voter wants.

To cope with this uncertainty, Budge (1994, see 8sdge et al. 2010), Laver (2005),
and others argue that parties use heuristicscognitive shortcuts (see Tversky and Kahneman
1982: 164) as a guide to where to locate. In seetkirassess whether a specific policy (position)
will help attaining office, party strategists relgi on a heuristic would, for example, base their
decision of whether to take over that specific @o(jposition) or not on the number of instances

they can recall when foreign incumbents successadbpted this policy as part of their



platforms. In turn, to increase their own chandegaining office, they would then try to
resemble those foreign incumbents more closelychvimcreases the chances of adopting that
foreign party’s policy (positions). There are, thetiong grounds from cognitive psychology and
behavioral economics that parties will follow fayeileaders. Heuristics exist in a competitive
environment. They are born by individual users tedavithin, in our case, party institutional
structures and their standard operating procedlfraeuristic is not successful, the careers of
those who bear them will not flourish and operapngcedures and, eventually, even structures
may change. Parties that are unsuccessful overgengds in attaining office may split, or cease
to exist. Unless there are reasons for thinkingfitlllowing the foreign leader is likely to
increase parties’ chances of attaining office,gt@inds for postulating that parties use this
heuristic is weak.

Against this background, we contend that this rsterwill work reasonably well if the
position of the median voter is similar across ¢das.? Empirically, as outlined below, we
focus on parties in 26 established European casmtAs we show, here the range of median
voter positions is actually quite low. In additidhere are several reasons to suggest that this is
likely to be the case. First, countries may faceilar economic circumstances due to the
coordination of their business cycles and/or a comaegree of exposure to globalization. Ideas
diffuse between countries via trade links, media,tor their interaction in international
institutions. Exposure to similar policies may léadhe electorate developing similar views

about policies’ success or failure (see, e.g., @emd Wlezien 2010). Broad ideological

2 As we will clarify further below, this heuristicauld also work reasonably well if parties knew
about and could take account of systematic diffezerbetween median positions and variance in

the random component of such differences was low.



developments like neo-liberalism spread — in padalnse they are intimately connected with,
and born by, policy packages and their associatedcacy coalitions. In turn, public opinion
may, in effect, diffuse — though the main mechansomlikely to be direct contact between
ordinary citizens.

Ultimately, if the median voter in countfyis close to that of the median in courry
parties inC may learn from the policies of incumbentdinFollowing the foreign leader
increases the chances of partie€iadopting policies close to their domestic medmtause
the foreign incumbent is likely to be near its omwadian and the positions of the two medians

are similar’

Eliminating Competing Heuristics

Thus far, we have argued that parties folloveign leaders to better approximate their own
median voter position because median voter positawa similar across countries. The second
part of our theory about following foreign incumlers that this heuristic, compared to
alternative heuristics, produces more reliablditeal) inferences for a focal political party
about the location of its own median voter positi8pecifically, we demonstrate that it is better
to weigh information about incumbents more heandy only because they are more successful
per se but because their positions are known with grgatecision. In principle, information

about unsuccessful foreign parties would be equallyable in seeking your own median if this

® Following foreign leaders is then analogous tgingl on many polls of public opinion, rather
than just one poll, when the center-ground of palits similar across a group of countries. We
return to this assertion that median voter posstiare similar across countries in the empirical

section below.
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were not the case. Assuming that parties are lileegstimate the positions of foreign leaders
with less measurement error than when the posibbosher foreign political parties, it pays to
weight information about foreign incumbents moravily when estimating the position of your
median.

First, imagine focal partyseeks to make best use of information it has atooeign
parties in order to derivaatistical inferenceabout the position of its own median. Parhas
“hard data” on foreign partys vote share. It also can estimggeleft-right position — although
the measurement is not exact this time, becausa iguestion of making judgements from what
you know of the party program using background Kedge? If partyi is willing to assume a
function mapping the difference betwgénposition and its count’s median into its vote
share, it can make an inference about wKésemedian is. First, inverts the vote function to
capture the distance to the median from pgstyote sharé.lt is reasonable to assume that
would know whethey was to the left or to the right of the mediantas is how parties are
characterized both by laymen and expertgidfa party to the left, an estimate of the positd
the median irK is partyj’s estimated positioplusthe inferred distance to that median position;
if it is a party of the right, the estimatgj’is inferred positiorminusthe distance to the median.

Now i has in hand an estimate of the median voter positi countryK. To calculate the

4 And this is in this respect analogous to the potsl expert political scientists face in placing
parties. For example, Benoit, Laver, and Mikhay|®909) discuss the uncertainty surrounding
estimating party-policy positions in detalil.

> Although vote choice may also be determined bysitisrations about which coalitions are
likely to form after elections, these are secondargpatial proximity considerations (Bargsted

and Kedar 2009).
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position of its own median voter in countty it has to allow for angystematic difference
between the politics of the two countries and theegal positions their voters take. Suppose that
i could use historical and contextual knowledgedatts. Thus, in effect, partycould derive a
series of unbiased estimates of its own mediartipost one for each other party that it
observes. The efficient way to use these obsenaigio take their weighted averageecause
this is the maximum-likelihood estimate allowing fandom errors in the observations.
Observations are weighted downwards if they afggifer variance. We now write a formal
version of this argument.

The position of the median voter in countnig denoted bl,. Then, for any pair of
countried, X:

M= Mx + Ax +dix (1)

whereAx is the systematic part of the difference in meghasitions between Mand M and
8ix ~ N(O, o1xs%) is the random component of this difference. hetfocal party béin countryC.
Partyi observes (n-1) other parties and, by assumptikmyws that (1) for each other pajty
countryK its vote share,;y as well as (2) partys left/right position subject to some degree of
random measurement error. Specifically,

Pik = Bk * &k (2)
where [k is partyj’s position, jx iSi’s estimate of's position and:jk ~ N(O,csi,-f) is a random
variable representing measurement error, whichssarae to be uncorrelated witR.prhird, i
knows whethej belongs to the left party family, in which casepMk and indicator variable

Lik = 1, or whethej is a member of the right party family block, inialincase p > Mk and Lk
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= —1. Finally, (4) party knows the vote function mapping party positioriatiee to the country
median into party vote totals, which is assumedet@ symmetric, linear functidrwhere
Wk =a—B(IMk — pxl) =a —BLk(Mk — k) 3)
Rearranging the third equation leads to:
Mk = (@ + BLik Pk — Vik) / BLik 4) (
Substituting for g in equation (4) from equation (2):
M= (o + BLjk P — Vi) / BLik —&ik ©)
Substituting from equation (5) into equation (13l @enoting the observation party
derives about Mfrom information on partyin system K by M:
Mejk = Ack + (o + BLjk Pk — Vik) / BLik —&jk + dck (6)
Thus, focal party has (n-1) unbiased observations af. Mor instance, for observation
Jk, we obtain:
E(Mcjk) = Ack + (o + BLijx E(Bx) — vix) / BLjk — E€jx) + EQck)
Ack + (o + BLjk Pk — Vik) / BLik
Ack + Mk
= E(M (7)
Note that the variances of these observationsrdtitavever. Assuming thatx andejk
do not covary, the variance of observatjiprisch£2+ ocks’. By a standard result, the maximum
likelihood estimate of Mis the weighted mean of these (n-1) observatiwhsye the weight on
observatiorjk is proportional to the inverse of the variance,, i1 / (5ng2 +ocks’). Thus, party

ought to give more weight to parties for whichtisiliable to make smaller measurement errors

® The argument easily generalizes to allow for aloam component representing other

unmeasured influences on the vote so long adiitaar on either side of the median.
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in estimating their positions. It should also giaere weight to other systems where there is
smaller variance in the random component of thiedihce between the medians in its system
and the other system(s).

There are two forms of randomness in the obsemstimeasurement error about other
parties’ positions and randomness in the differdreteveen median positions across countries.
The former is the key aspect for our purposesyRattould weigh what it knows from parties
less heavily if its estimates of their positions arore prone to error. We submit that this would
be the case for partiéisat are not foreign incumbentslore is likely to be known about parties
that govern, from media coverage, from their regordffice, and from programmatic statements
made in coalition bargaining and in governing (bt 2013; Fortunato et al. forthcomirg).

Although this statistical inference progesllooks disarmingly simple on paper, we doubt
if party leaders and officials actually carry ittaw full. It is simply too demanding in terms of
information needed about other parties and ab@usystematic component of differences
between medians. An approximation to it, albeituale one, iso follow foreign incumbentsnd
political parties will: i) modify their own partygsitions weighting evidence from foreign
incumbents’ positions strongly and other party poiss not at all; ii) ignore systematic
differences between median positions; iii) igndre Yariance in the random component of

median positions when weighting observations. § teuntrielC andK tend to have similar

" We do not deny that there may be other factorsitifiaence what is known, such as cultural
similarity, geography, and so on. However, our emogl focus is on 26 established European
democracies, which makes any cultural or geograglistances relatively and comparatively
small. In addition, using geographic informatiorge demonstrate below that median voter

positions in Europe do indeed approximate eachr @ih@ cluster in space.
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median voter positions and the random componemntezfian positions is low variance, one
median voter will approximate that of the othermioy and, hence, be near to foreign
incumbents’ positions. However, ignoring systemdifterences between median positions
(item ii) leads to bias that is equal to the wesghsum of termack over other parties and the
systems in which they are located. For most coes@;j there will be some countries, sy
whose median voter is systematically to the lethefr own QAc;is negative) and others, sky
where the median voter is systematically to thbtr{gck is positive). Thus iC’s median voter
systematically tends to be at or near the centethar countries’ medians, the bias could be
quite low, as positive and negative terms cancelvéver, ignoring systematic differences could
lead to large errors {€'s median was systematically much to the left ghtiof other countries’
medians. Based on the statistical model, we carfest the basis of the competitive advantage
of the follow-the-foreign-leader heuristic is thiais likely to position parties nearer their own
median than other possible heuristics such as weghll foreign parties equally.

Although following foreign leaders may seem plalesdnd reasonable ex-ante, it could
nevertheless be misleading. Kahneman and Fred@@€R) emphasize that relying on heuristics
can lead to poor decision making, in part, becaasentially relevant and available information
is deliberately ignored. This can bring about bibaed misleading conclusions (see also, e.g.,
Adams et al. forthcoming). With respect to follogiforeign incumbents, it is thus easy to see
why learning from thencould lead to biaserelative to best-response strategies, because it
ignores information that is relevant to making msaésfactory inferences. On the other hand,
parties have other information at hand to estimdtere the center-ground is, deriving from
domestic sources, and bias from following the fgmdeader will be reduced to the extent that

domestic sources predominant and give sound gueddmareover, like other heuristics,
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following the foreign leader economizes on costgaihering and processing information. Even
if, in principle, parties could gather the informoat on the systematic and random components
on differences between medians necessary to matex lrferences, it might not actually pay
them to do so.

In sum, the above discussion leads to the folloviipgothesis:

Follow the Foreign Leader HypothesRolitical parties that respond to the left-right
position of political parties that were recentlygming coalition members in foreign countries

will be more successful electorally.

Research Design
Data and Methodology
Our empirical analysis is based on time-seriessesegtion data comprising information
on 215 parties in 26 established European demaesraetween 1977 and 2010. Our substantive
interest lies in explaining parties’ electoral segxin light of learning and emulation from
foreign incumbent parties and several alternateterninants of election outcomes. It seems
plausible that parties first decide whether ortoamulate a foreign incumbent and then seek to
change their party positions, i.e., moving closethie median voter, in order to do well in the
next election. Thus, there is a two-stage datargéing process: first, there is the impact of a
party learning from and emulating a foreign leaoleits own policy position; second,
conditional on learning from and emulating foreigopumbents, the distance to the median voter

and, in turn, how well a party does in the nextetm is affected. Based on such a two-stage

16



process, we model the way in which learning from amulating foreign incumbents affects the
outcome of electoral campaigmslirectly, operating through its impact on party positions.
Modeling this two-stage process is not withoutidifity due to potentially long temporal
lags associated with learning from and emulatitgoparties and translating this into a party
manifesto, and since our setup does not have attiratment variable that divides the sample
into parties that learn from and emulate foreigrtipa and those that do not. We address the first
issue by allowing for longer temporal lags in tlagiable that pertains to learning from and
emulating foreign incumbents (as we explain belkbwg will be the spatial lag in the first stage).
The second problem is circumvented by modelingetfect of party policy diffusiomndirectly.
That is, our theory suggests that foreign incundgudrty policy positions indirectly affect a
focal party’s degree of electoral success via timduence over that focal party’s policy. Hence,
we treat learning from and emulating foreign incemttparties’ policy positions as an
instrumental variableo identify the effect of a focal party’s policpgtion — and specifically,
its distance from the median voter — on electanatsss, i.e., vote share and governmental
participation. Spatial interdependence of obseowatintroduces endogeneity unless it is
explicitly allowed for by the estimation strategyed (Franzese and Hays 2008). In this
particular circumstance, if we did not instrumeatti@s’ positions we would not address the
(endogenous) pathway through which foreign incurhpeficy positions affect a focal party’s
policy position (Béhmelt et al. 2016). The two-stggocess is modeled so that we are able to
make substantive statements about how increasenpdiicy distance between a party and the
median voter affects that party’s electoral suc¢esstage 2), conditional on whether a party
learns from and emulates foreign incumbents (asattd by the instrument in stage 1).

(Furthermore, we can evaluate the extent to whédlatting this endogenous component of

17



party position biases conclusions about electaredess in “regular” regression models that do
not account for it.) More formally, we define thest stage of our model as follows:
Party Position= Lo + B;/Party Position] +
[/Median Voter Position] +
[s/Economic Globalization)] +
L4/Median Voter Position - Economic Globalization] +

Ls/Party and Year Fixed Effects] +

WY, 1+ €. (8)
whereParty Positionis our dependent variable in the first stage, ite focal party’'s policy
position. For the covariates, we include a one-yeaporally lagged dependent variable, items
on the median voter position and economic globatngboth of them also temporally lagged
by one year), their interaction, as well as a spédg that captures the influence of foreign
incumbents’ policy position from the year beforeitiast election on a focal party’s policy
position. We discuss these variables’ operatioatibns and their data sources below. After this
first stage, we then calculate the predicted valoeRarty Positionand use these to estimate
each party’s absolute distance from the mediarrvdtes new variablenstrumented Abs.
Distance to Mediancomprises the information from the first stagevasdirectly take into
account the endogeneity stemming fromitidérect effectof learning from and emulating
foreign incumbents. We usestrumented Abs. Distance to Med@sa predictor in the second-
stage equation that models electoral success, hetatter is defined either as a party’s vote

share in an election or whether a party belongse@overnment after an election:
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Vote Shargeor Incumbency Sy + 5/ Vote Sharg; or Incumbency] +
L4Instrumented Abs. Distance to Med]an
Ls/Incumbent Experienget
L4/iIncumbent;] +
[5/GDP Growth] +
Le/ Incumbent; //GDP Growth] +
[7[Effective Number of Partigst+
LsfYear Fixed Effects] & (9)
Both equations are estimated with OLS. The sectagkds an instrumental-variable
estimation that takes into account that the absdaligtance to the median voter is partially
endogenous (as one of its components is drivehédlearning from and emulation of foreign
incumbents) and this is corrected by the instruadergriable 0Wy..; from the first stage. It is
important to note thg@Wy._; should be a strong predictor of the endogenougssgr Party
Position) and only affect electoral success through thahokl after controlling for other
covariates at the first stage (i.e., the mediaery@conomic globalization, the interaction term,
and fixed effects). The learning from and emulatdforeign incumbents’ party policy
positions, as operationalized via the spatialdde.;, meets both criteria. As we demonstrate
below, oWy.1is a strong predictor in the first stage, and tlagemo theoretical reasons to
believe that foreign incumbents’ policy positiorsssaich have direct effect on electoral
success. This makes the spatial Jady.., a reasonable source of exogenous variation.
The two stages differ in the unit of analysis. While rely on the party-year in the first
stage, the unit of analysis in the second staga Eection-party-year. The reason for this
approach is that while party policy diffusion cartor in non-election years, the electoral
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success of a party is only observed when theratigta an election (or in the immediate post-
election period). Hence, we exclude non-electicaryéor the second stage, although the
predicted values d®?arty Positionare based on a model and a sample that considgeéng
between elections. Since party-policy positionsifiter-election periods are missing in the
sample pertaining to equation 8, they are intetpdladvioreover, in that eighth equation
constituting our spatial learning-emulation model mclude year and party fixed effects as well
as a one-year temporally lagged dependent varialdddress several possibilities. In order to
ensure that we do in fact capture a genuine ddfuprocess, any unit-level effects that may
shape parties’ policy positions, common shockscéfig all parties in the system, and
idiosyncratic path dependencies must be contrétlecand these items address this as
thoroughly as possible (Franzese and Hays 2008)200

Finally, and as explained below, the second stageation 9) builds on standard models
of electoral success (e.g., Laver 2005; Adams amde®Topcu 2009; Adams 2012; Bawn and
Somer-Topcu 2012; Somer-Topcu 2015; Williams andtin 2015), while including a lagged
dependent variable (capturing either vote shareaumbency status at the last election), year
fixed effects, and our main explanatory variabtstrumented Abs. Distance to MediaWe
expect to find a negative and statistically sigmifit coefficient for this instrumented variable.
Conversely, we expect estimate to be insignifiéanthe coefficient when estimating a model
with Abs. Distance to Medigrbecause this variable daast take the instrument from the first

stage and thereby does not model the endogengigriies’ policy position8.

® Note that the second-stage models witumbencyas the outcome variable are also based on
OLS and, therefore, are linear probability mod&lse results do not change when using logistic

regression or probit models, though. Moreover, tlogedifference between the lagged
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Variables and Data Sources — First Stage

The dependent variable in the first stage captpaety positions in terms of “left” and
“right.” We use the Comparative Manifestos Projgit1P) data on party positions (Budge et al.
2001; Klingemann et al. 2006; Volkens et al. 2018)ich offers reliable and accurate
statements about parties’ positions at the timglextions. These measures are consistent with
those from other studies (Hearl 2001; McDonald siethdes 2001; Laver, Benoit, and Garry
2003; see also Marks et al. 2007). The additivesoneeof left-right ideological scores reported
in the CMP ranges from -100 (extreme left) to +{&&reme right), and we recalibrated it to
make it consistent with the 1-10 median voter s(dicussed below).

Coming to the explanatory variables in equatiow follow Adams and Somer-Topcu
(2009) and Ward et al. (2011) including variabkesiing to the median voter, economic
globalization, and an interaction between the tumual data on median voter preferences
come from the Eurobarometer’s (Schmitt and ScH005) survey item that asks respondents to

place themselves on a left-right scale from 1 XleftLO (right). The degree to which a country is

dependent variabléricumbency;) andincumbent; in the second-stage models with
Incumbencyas the outcome variable. While the former capttlresncumbency status of a party
at the last election, the latter captures the irlmemay status in the year before the current
election. These variables can, but do not necég$eave to overlap then. In fact, the pairwise
correlation betweemcumbency; andincumbent, stands at 0.469 — far from perfect
collinearity. Omitting the lagged dependent varatdpturing either vote share or incumbency
status at the last election in any second-stagaasbn -- also in light of the potential problems
in fixed effects models such as Nickell bias (Plémgroeger, and Manow 2005) -- does not

affect the substance of our key result.
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integrated in the global economy may affect parpesitions, because they fear withdrawal of
investment if they adopt certain policies (War@le2011). We thus consider a lagged indicator
for economic globalization that is based on theneatic component of Dreher’s (2006)
Globalization Index. As the effects of economiclgllization on parties’ policy position vary
conditional on the median voter position (Wardle@11), we also include a multiplicative
interaction term betwedragged Median VoteandLagged Economic Globalization.

Finally, equation 8 comprises the itakfy 9" "cUmbentyyhich is a spatial lag pertaining
to all foreign incumbents’ policy positions. Thiagnable is our instrument and it captures that 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 jggrand the
relevant linkages between parties. The spatiaisléige product of a connectivity matrivg and
a temporally lagged dependent varialyley), i.e.,Wy._1is a spatial lag angthe corresponding
coefficient. When estimating spatial lags, we Umegosition of parties in the year before the last
election held in their country before tingaccordingly, we use subscrigtl).’ In our case, each

elementw;; of the underlying connectivity matrix fal/y 9" "eumbentaceives a value of 1 if

partiesi andj are not based in the same country, apavés part of the government (or the

® Our rationale is that it takes time for informatiabout the positions of parties to influence
positions. Specifically, developing party manifesi® a “time-consuming process [...] which
typically takes place over a two-three year pedadng which party-affiliated research
departments and committees draft sections of thisuscript, which are then circulated for
revisions and approval upward to party elites amdrdvard to activists” (Adams and Somer-

Topcu 2009: 832).
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governing coalition) during the year before the &sction in its own system before tim@

otherwise). The data on incumbency status come Bénng and Manow (2012).

Variables and Data Sources — Second Stage

The unit of analysis in the second stage is thetiele-party-year. For the dependent
variables in that equation and, hence, our outcavhederest, we focus on vote share and
whether a party is part of the government oraftdr an election. We capture the first outcome
with the vote share data from the CMP (Budge €2@01; Klingemann et al. 2006; Volkens et
al. 2013). After including the lagged dependentalde and accounting for missing values on
our covariates, we have information on 167 eleeparty-years, while the vote-share item
ranges between 0 and 47.261 (mean value=17.44@asthdeviation=14.087). The second
dependent variable is based on the incumbencysstiatia by Doring and Manow (2012). This
variable measures in a dichotomous fashion whetlparty is part of the government or not
after an election. For the sample based on 167 elep@oty-years, this variable has a mean
value of 0.599 with a standard deviation of 0.482indicated above, we include a lagged
dependent variable in all second-stage models,hnthien capture either the vote share of a focal
party or its incumbency status at the last eledtimt in the year before an election under study).
Finally, year fixed effects control for temporabsks in election years.

The second stage’s substantive explanatory vasavkebased on earlier studies
modeling electoral outcomes (e.g., Laver 2005; Asland Somer-Topcu 2009; Adams 2012;
Bawn and Somer-Topcu 2012; Somer-Topcu 2015; Wiiand Whitten 2015). First, we

incorporate information on the effective numbepafties at the seats level using the formula

23



proposed by Laakso and Taagepera (1979). The aatiai$ variable are taken from the
Comparative Political Data Set (Armingeon et all@0

Second, we include a variable on the governing empee of a focal party since the year
of its party foundation and with constant valuasrfon-incumbency years. That is, imagine a
party is formed in year 1 and is part of the gowsent in years 2, 3, 4, 9, and 10 — but not in 1,
5, 6, 7, and 8. Our variable then simply countsyters in government since party formation, but
the count remains constant at the last year of mowent participation for those periods in which
the party is in opposition. Hence, we would getftiilowing variable values for the simple
example above: 0, 1, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 4, and & iém is constructed in such a way that it does
not omit what happened before a specific term. Agae use the data on incumbency status
from Doring and Manow (2012) to create this varalbtelying on the same data, we also coded
a binary variable that captures whether a partyimwgevernment in the year before an election
under study (1) or not (6f.Hence, while the first variable measures goverrnai@xperience,
the second one controls for the mechanisms thatnbents may find it generally easier to win
elections.

Third, taking data from the World Bank Developmedicators, we include economic
growth. Specifically, we first compiled the WorldaBk’s GDP data, which captures the sum of
gross value added by all resident producers irtio@omy plus any product taxes and minus any
subsidies not included in the value of the produgtda are in constant 2000 US Dollars. In turn,
we subtracted this variable’s lagged values frantifrrent ones to obtain the growth measure.

Generally, the more favorable the economy, theebé&ttthe election outcome for the incumbent.

19 As indicated, the lagged dependent variable ofrtbembency outcome variable captures

incumbency status at the last election and, thexethffers from this item.
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Hence, we also include a multiplicative specifioatof this variable and the incumbency
variable Ruled Last Year

Finally, our core variable of interest in the setstage (equation 9) is the absolute
distance between the predicted valueBarfty Position(which is instrumented) and the position
of the median voter. Using information from the &warometer (Schmitt and Scholtz 2005) and
the predicted party positions from the first stage,calculated for each party its absolute
distance to the median. Hence, we subtracted gparedictedpolicy position value from the
median voter’s value and then calculated the abse®iue. However, this item includes the
indirect effect of learning from and emulating figreincumbents. Higher values of the absolute-
distance variable signify greater distances betveeparty and the median voter and, therefore,
we expect a negative impact of this item on theeddpnt variables. Note that we also calculated
Abs. Distance to Mediafor comparison. This variable is based on the Barometer (Schmitt
and Scholtz 2005) and the CMP (Budge et al. 200ihgKmann et al. 2006; Volkens et al.
2013), and there is no first stage or predictedesbf party positions that are instrumented. That
is, we use the actual data from the CMP for catougeabsolute distances to the median voter —
not predicted values that are based on the insttumequation 8. The corresponding variable,
Abs. Distance to Mediamhen serves as a reference point, which allovts assess the degree
of bias in coefficient estimates when the instrut@erd, hence, learning from and emulating

foreign incumbents’ policy positions anet taken into account.

Empirical Results
We begin the empirical analysis with an assesswianhether the politicatenter-

ground, i.e., the median voter position, is simdaross the group of countries in our sample. As
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emphasized, we focus on a set of established datiostates within a European context, which
makes it seem plausible that this condition is @ttmet. Still, for a more systematic assessment,
we discuss Figure 1 and Table 1. Figure 1 mapavtbeage median voter positions of all 26
states in our sample for 1977 to 2010. While déferes across countries do exist, they are rather
small as the aggregated median voter position maisianum of 4.495 and a maximum of 5.931.

It is also observed that sub-regional clusterdéhedian voter position do exist: states in closer

proximity to each other seem to have more similadian voter positions.

Figure 1. Median Voter Positions, 1977-2010

[ ][4.495; 5.157]
[ 1[5.157; 5.305]
I [5.305; 5.535]
B [5.535; 5.931]

-

° Ts Vs . . .
Notes The data used for this graph are based on thebBtometer data described in the research
design. Median voter positions are averaged acatisgears between 1977 and 2010, with the
aggregated variable ranging in [4.495; 5.931]
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Table 1. The Spatial Clustering of European Stated¥edian Voter Positions

Moran’s |
Median Vote 0.04<
(2.63%)***
Median Vote.; 0.04:
(2.602)***
Observation 481

Notes.Estimates based on country-year as the unit dysisaand the period 1977 to 2010; z-
values in parentheses.

**x n<0.01

Table 2. Follow the Foreign Leader — Foreign Emulabn Model

Model 1
Constar -1.79¢
(0.883)**
Lagged Party Positic 0.751
(0.013)***
Lagged Median Vot 0.501
(0.159)***
Lagged EconomiGlobalizatiot 0.03:
(0.011)***
Lag Median Voter -0.00i
Lagged Economic Globalizati (0.002)***
WyForeign Incumbel 0.00¢
(0.001)***
Observation 2,71¢
R? 0.87:
RMSE 0.32¢

Notes.Table entries are OLS regression coefficientsidaed errors in parentheses; year- and
party-fixed effects included, but omitted from pretation; the scale for party position is
recalibrated from the left-right estimates repottgdhe CMP to fit on the 1-10 median voter
scale; all explanatory variables are one-year Isgatial lag captures foreign incumbent parties’
policy positions of the year before the last etatti

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
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As a more systematic test for the regional clustem median positions, we calculated
Moran’s| using the median voter (in current and tempodalyged values) and an underlying
non-standardized connectivity based on geographigssinking units, i.e., the inverse of the
capital-to-capital distance (Gleditsch and Ward1)0Uhis test statistic is a measure of spatial
autocorrelation and appropriate for our purposeseaare not interested in whether there is a
genuine diffusion effect for states’ median votesifions, but merely want to find out whether
there is spatial clustering or not (Buhaug and et 2008). In general, Moranfssalues range
in [-1; +1], with negative values indicating negatispatial autocorrelation (dispersion) and
positive values pertaining to positive spatial @otoelation (clustering). Table 1 shows that
there is a strong, positive, and statistically lyghgnificant geographic clustering: median voter
positions in countries that are geographically etde each other do merge and approach each
other; dispersion, conversely, does not existndtely, we conclude from these two empirical
examinations that there is evidence suggestingledian voter positions in our sample do
indeed cluster in space; hence, the central assomipehind our theoretical framework is met.

Table 2 summarizes our findings for the first stdgis important thayvy™e9" reumbeg 5
strong predictor of a party’s policy position ahé imodel as a whole should predict parties’
policy positions reasonably well to meet two of thquirements for a good instrument. In fact,
we obtain a positive and significant effect of thésiable, which demonstrates that parties do
indeed learn from and emulate foreign incumber&teral strategies and incorporate them in
their own party manifestos. In substantive terme,doefficient estimate points to a short-term
effect of 0.08 (0.004*22.30, where the second nunsbthe average number of neighbors for
this spatial lag). The asymptotic long-term effiedd.34 (which is calculated when taking the

temporally lagged dependent variable into accodmtgse estimates, 0.08 and 0.34, are
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statistically significant. In our data, the averggety left-right policy position is 5.322 in the

first stage’s sample. If all foreign incumbent pestwould then adopt an average left-right
position of 6.322 in the year before the last @ectthe effect on a focal party would be a
rightward shift of 0.08 in the short-term and 0iB4he long-term. Alternatively, when raising
VyyForeian incumbente gy one standard deviation below its mean tostaedard deviation above its
mean,Party Positionincreases by 0.36 in the short run (90 percentidente interval in [0.167,
0.558]). This result mirrors the findings in Bohtned al. (2016). All other covariates’ effects are
similar as well: the more the median voter is @ ttight, the more right-wing a political party
will position itself; economic globalization alsedds to party shifts toward the right, although

this diminishes with higher values on the mediatevwariable.

Table 3. Follow the Foreign Leader — Models on Vot8hare

Model 2 Model & Model £ Model &
Constar 4.13¢ 4.66¢ 2.14( 3.07¢
(3.172) (3.149) (2.320 (2.359
Lagged Dependent Varial 0.90¢ 0.90: 0.89¢ 0.88¢
(0.030)*** (0.030)*** (0.03&)**=* (0.03&)**=*
Abs. Distance to Medic -0.77: -0.73i
(0.667) (0.679
Instrumented Abs. Distan -1.28: -1.317
to Mediar (0.66%)* (0.65€)**
Experience 0.02¢ 0.03C
(0.039 (0.03¢)
Ruled Last Year -2.87( -2.80(
(1.149* (1.129*
GDP Growth -0.001 -0.001
(0.000** (0.000**
Ruled Last Year * GDP Growt 0.001 0.001
(0.000** (0.000**
Effective Number of Parties -0.351 -0.39¢
(0.370 (0.368
Observation 167 167 167 167
R? 0.86¢ 0.871 0.87¢ 0.87i
RMSE 5.10¢ 5.06¢ 4,99 4,947
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Notes.Table entries are coefficients; standard erropmaentheses; year-fixed effects included,
but omitted from presentation.

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

The third table summarizes our results for equadi@amd is based on vote share as the
outcome variable. The models in this table diffewhether we considébs. Distance to
Median(Models 2 and 4) dnstrumented Abs. Distance to Medi@riodels 3 and 5), and in
whether we include the control covariates (Modedsd 5) or omit them (Models 2 and 3).
Table 3 strongly supports the argument thatign incumbents indirectly affect focal parties’
electoral outcomesThe itemAbs. Distance to Mediais negatively signed and statistically
insignificantin Models 2 and 4. Howevdnstrumented Abs. Distance to Mediae., the
variable that is based on the predicted valuesdfgs’ policy positions from the first stage
usingwyorean neumbenig the instrument, is statistically significantahventional levels.
Increasingnstrumented Abs. Distance to Mediayone unit leads to a decrease in a party’s
vote share by 1.287 (Model 3) to 1.317 (Model Scpatage points. We conclude that the
instrumental-variable estimatmgtrumented Abs. Distance to Medias both statistically
significant and larger in magnitude than the nastrimentedibs. Distance to Mediaitem.

Thus, taking the influence of foreign incumbesystematicallynto account helps to explain
electoral success and we provide evidence forttberized indirect effect. That is, the non-
instrumented estimate of distance from the medradyces estimation bias due to endogeneity.
Of course, when subscribing to the claim that fymencumbent party positions influence a focal
party’s position, the non-instrumentads. Distance to Mediawill be influenced by

information on foreign incumbent position. Howeude results in Models 2 and 4 are biased,
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because they are based on model specificationsldhadt model this indirect effect explicitly
and systematically.

To provide a more intuitive interpretation, Fig@r-&ighlights why it is more difficult to
assess the relationship between the absolute déstarthe median and vote share when
endogeneity is not taken into account. This fiquicds the predicted values of vote share on (1)
the instrumented and (2) the non-instrumented erssdf the absolute distance to the median
voter. The curve based on the instruméméttumented Abs. Distance to Mediaminitially
steeper and lower for all but small values of tistaghce to the median voter, stressing that there
is a stronger effect on vote share than for thguia,” non-instrumented variablal§s. Distance
to Mediar) that does not account for endogeneity. As a tethid average vote share loss of a
party that moves away from the median voter isdamghen considering the influence of foreign
incumbents in the first stage. On average, theiffce between the instrumented and non-
instrumented scenarios is 0.04 percent in votessmaeaning that a party can gain an additional

0.04 percent in votes when learning from and erimgdbreign incumbents:

*We discuss in the concluding section that althaihghstatistically significant effects are
modest in size, there are several interestorgditionsto explore under which they may vary
considerably. For example, following the foreigader could arguably be a more effective
strategy for a focal party that looks to a foreigcumbent that competes in countries with

similar electoral systems.
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Figure 2. Running Line Smooth of Vote Share ohnstrumented Abs. Distance to Median and Abs.

Distance to Median

Electoral Success - Vote Share

0 1 2 3 4
Absolute Distance to Median Voter

Notes Graph based on Models 4 and 5 and, thereforéudes the influence of the other
covariates.
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Figure 3. Follow the Foreign Leader — Simulated Cdé&cient (Model 5)

<
o | Simulated Mean Value: -2.498

Density
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0.1

|
o | |
S |
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Simulated Coefficient of Instrumented Abs. Distance to Median
Notes Graph shows distribution of simulated coefficiestimate olnstrumented Abs. Distance to
Median Mean point estimate for is at -2.498 (standandad®n at 1.216). Estimates are based on
simulations N=1,000 of simulated parameters), while holdingather variables at their median
values. Vertical grey dashed line marks simulatesfficient value of O.

In addition, Figure 3 summarizes the simulated faneht estimate ofnstrumented Abs.
Distance to Mediamising the approach suggested in King, Tomz, artteWierg (2000). As the
coefficient is a simulated parameter, we presetarsity plot that captures its distribution. The
graph demonstrates that the simulation does natigmeour conclusion on the statistical
significance of the variable, emphasizing thatreag from and emulating foreign incumbents does
indirectly improve the chances of electoral success — intiiras learning and emulation first affect

the policy position of the focal party as such.sTinterpretation is further supported when

comparing the average distance of a party to thaianevoter in the instrumented case with the
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non-instrumented scenario: for the former, the agedistance is 0.884, while it is 0.904 for the

latter.
Table 4. Follow the Foreign Leader — Models on Inambency
Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model ¢
Constar 0.63¢ 0.677 0.03¢ 0.11¢
(0.257)** (0.252)%** (0.179) (0.179)
Lagged DependelVariable 0.43¢ 0.42¢ 0.271 0.25:
(0.072)**= (0.070)**= (0.095)*** (0.094)**=
Abs. Distance to Medic -0.08¢ -0.07¢
(0.05%) (0.054)
Instrumented Abs. Distan -0.13¢ -0.13¢
to Mediar (0.054)** (0.052)* *
Experience 0.00¢ 0.004
(0.003) (0.003)
Ruled Last Year 0.14: 0.15¢
(0.109) (0.099
GDP Growth 0.001 0.001
(0.000 (0.000
Ruled Last Year * GDP Growt 0.001 0.001
(0.000% (0.000*
Effective Number of Parties 0.01: 0.01¢
(0.02¢) (0.028
Observation 167 167 167 167
R? 0.29( 0.30¢ 0.32i 0.35]
RMSE 0.41¢ 0.40¢ 0.40: 0.39¢

Notes.Table entries are coefficients; standard erroamentheses; year-fixed effects included,

but omitted from presentation.

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

Coming to the second dependent variable, the ineapstatus of a party after an

election, Table 4 demonstrates that our main argtiadeo applies to other electoral success

measures: the findings in Table 4 are qualitativééntical to those in Table 3. Similar to the

latter table, it is onlynstrumented Abs. Distance to Medidat exerts a strongly negative and

statistically significant impact on incumbency; Vehbs. Distance to Mediais negatively
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signed as well, it is not statistically significattconventional levels. In substantive terms, &abl
4 suggests that increasihgstrumented Abs. Distantg one unit and, thus, raising the distance
to the median voter by one point, leads to a deere&about 14 percentage points that a focal
party will be part of the government in the nexd@otion. Again, taking the influence of foreign
incumbents from the first stage into account theip$ito explain electoral success and we do

indeed obtain evidence for the indirect effect wgua for.

Figure 4. Running Line Smooth of Government Partigbation on I nstrumented Abs. Distance to

Median and Abs. Distanceto Median

0.8

0.6

0.2

0.0

0 1 2 3 4
Absolute Distance to Median Voter

Electoral Success - Probability of Government Participation
0.4
|

Notes Graph based on Models 8 and 9 and, thereforeides the influence of the other
covariates
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Figure 5. Follow the Foreign Leader — Simulated Cdécient (Model 9)

- Simulated Mean Value: -0.128

Density
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|
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-0.30 -0.25 -0.20 -0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.00
Simulated Coefficient of Instrumented Abs. Distance to Median

Notes Graph shows distribution of simulated coefficiestimate ofAbs. Distance to Median
Mean point estimate for is at -0.128 (standard ateva at 0.041). Estimates are based on
simulations N=1,000 of simulated parameters), while holdingo#iiler variables at their median
values. Vertical grey dashed line marks simulatesfficient value of O.

Similar to Figure 2 above, Figure 4 plots the relathip between the absolute distance to
the median and incumbency status when the instruisiéaken into account and not. The curve
based on the instrumenngtrumented Abs. Distance to Mediamagain steeper, demonstrating
that there is a stronger effect on the probabititipe part of the government than in the caseef th
“regular” non-instrumented variablélfs. Distance to MedianThis difference becomes
particularly evident for absolute median distangessat than 2. The average loss of a party that
moves away from the median voter is therefore rsalestantive when considering the influence of

foreign incumbents in the first stage. On averége difference between the instrumented and non-

instrumented scenarios is 0.002 percent in théiided of being part of the next government,
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meaning that a party can increase its chancedioéafhen learning from and emulating foreign
incumbents. Figure 5 then displays our estimaticth@ distribution of the simulated coefficient
estimate ofnstrumented Abs. Distance to MediarModel 9. Again, the simulation does not
guestion our conclusion on the statistical sigaifice of our core variable of interest. We thus
conclude that learning from and emulating foreiggumbentsndirectly improves the chances of
being part of the government.

In terms of the control variables in Tables 3 anthdst of them are statistically
insignificant at conventional levels. The only epiien is essentially the interactidtuled Last
Year * GDP GrowthOur models find strong and robust support thaigsathat ruled in the year
before tend to be more successful in the nextieleet either in terms of vote share or the chances

to be part of the government — in times of a flshimg economy, i.e., when GDP grows.

Conclusion

Our study extends earlier research on party come®nd policy diffusion. The
arguments and empirical analyses supporttiiw the Foreign Leader Hypotheglsat
political parties will be more electorally succegsithen they respond to the left-right positions
of political parties which were recently governicwalition members in foreign countries.

There are several interesting questions to exptofieture research. These will identify
conditionsunder which following foreign leaders is a strongeweaker electoral strategy. For
example, electoral systems are thought to prodintiéas electoral incentives for political parties
(see, e.g., Cox 1990; Dow 2001, 2011). Accordinfgjfowing the foreign leader could arguably
be a more effective strategy for parties that cdmpader similar electoral arrangements.
Taking over party policy positions in order to bectorally more effective may also be more or

less successful along more narrowly defined issmemkions than the left-right, such as
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immigration, the environment, or European integratiFinally, it is within the reach of this
framework to examine whether there are subsamplesrtes for which this strategy is more
effective. For example, it would useful to examivigether following foreign incumbent parties
is equally effective for: governing and oppositjarties, parties with governing experience and
without it, younger and older parties, and so on.

Our theoretical arguments and empirical supporttfeFollow the Foreign Leader
Hypothesisare relevant to parties’ election strategies (Alyarez et al. 2000), because they
imply that parties learning from and emulating plodicies of parties in other states can benefit in
their elections at home. Our findings are alsevaht for scholars of policy diffusion (e.g.,
Elkins and Simmons 2005; Gilardi 2010, 2012). Adoog to several prominent studies of
political representation, the average party pasiiioa country election year will influence public
policy outputs (Kang and Powell 2012; see also Mudidd and Budge 2005; Budge et al. 2012).
This latter finding that parties’ positions feedadirgh to public policy -- combined with our
central conclusion that parties respond to thecgdiof governing parties in other countries (to
compete in their own elections) -- suggests thatpdiffusion occurs, at least in pathrough
political parties Party policy diffusion is thus particularly relavt to the extensive literature on
the diffusion of public policy outputs (e.g., Elkiand Simmons 2005; Dobbin, Simmons, and
Garrett 2007). We conclude that following foreigaders abroad helps parties compete in

elections at home.
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