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1 Introduction

Using level of inclusiveness as the main explanatory variable, Kenig (2009)

reevaluates the relationship between intra party democracy and the

competitiveness of leadership selection and his empirical analysis suggests that

wider selectorate size (within the party) did not bring with it more competitive

contests. To better evaluate his claim, Kenig constructs an index called effective

number of candidates (ENC ) based on the commonly used ENP index developed

by Laakso and Taagepera (Laakso and Taagepera, 1979) and to distinguish how the

number of candidates affects the distribution of vote, he adds “the absolute number

of candidates” term (denoted by N ) into the denominator of the ENC formula

which, according to Kenig, reflects the extent to which the number of candidates

had shrunk Kenig (2009, 246).

∗Occasional writing, comments welcome.
†email hktseng@gwmail.gwu.edu.
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2 Critique

As my friend Sergiu has noticed, there is something strange (in terms of theoretical

interpretation from numerical score) in Kenig’s ENC/N index, for instance, for two

hypothetical parties having the following post-election results:

Table 1: Number of parties and vote share: Two hypothetical scenarios
v1 v2 v3 v4 N

S10.64050.35210.060.014 4

S20.89680.1032 2

where S = {S1, S2} is the scenario and V = {v1, v2,..., vn} is the vote share for

candidate i, s.t.
∑n

i=1vi = 1.

We then calculate the ENC for S1 and S2 using Kenig’s ENC/N index1, which

is defined as

ENC

N
=

1

N(
∑n

i=1 vi
2)
, ∀i whose vi > 0,

and
ENC

N
∈ (0, 1), (2.1)

to obtain the expected competitiveness score for S1 and S2, which are 0.467 and

0.613, respectively. Naturally, we will conclude that contests in S2 is more

competitive than that in S1!

This is counterintuitive because in Table 1 we know that candidate 1 in S2 has

an almost 80 percent margin of victory over the underdog candidate (i.e.,

candidate 2) and the corresponding weight of candidate 1 (v1
2) is therefore 8 times

that of candidate 2. The contest in S2 is not competitive at all.

1In fact, the ENC/N index is nothing but the anti-thesis of Herfindhal-Hirschman concentration
index and is conceptually similar to Rae’s fractionalization index (Rae, 1967) (similar operational-
izations are pursued in Sartori (1976) and Lijphart (1994), among others). Dumont and Caulier
(2005) propose “Effective Number of Relevant Parties” (ENRP) measure using transformed Banzhaf
power index an alternative party power index.
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Figure 1: ENC/N as a function of
∑
V 2 and N

 

 

         

 

So what seems to be the problem? It is intuitive from (2.1) that ENC/N is a

convex function of vi
2 is strictly decreasing in the latter. Kenig applies an N term

with an effort to neutralize the effect of the absolute number of candidates on the

original ENC operationalization, but perhaps he did not pay sufficient attention to

the behavior of the marginal effects of an interaction term whose two components

are evaluated at the opposite extreme. The left panel in Figure 1 shows how the

curvature of the ENC/N surface changes when
∑n

i=1Vi
2 and N are evaluated acorss

their full range of values. Note in particular, at high value of
∑n

i=1Vi
2 (high

concentration of votes), lower N (say, one) makes the election more competitive

(note the quick “jump” in curvature in the direction of N as N decreases).

Apparently, Kenig’s adjustment fails to achieve its intended purpose.

As a response to this problem, I here provide a temporary, non-rigorous

adjustment technique. The problem for the original ENC index is that it is

relatively insensitive to the number candidates, Kenig tried to remedy that but his

specification does not meet his theory; rather than untangling the intra-party

democratization arguments and understanding the link between the number of

candidates and cumulative vote share (let alone its square term), I try to focus on

how deviation from the idealized situation of equal distribution of votes between
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two candidates (i.e.,
∑n

i=1Vi
2 = 0.5 since ∂ENC

∂
∑

V 2

∣∣∑
V 2=0.5

= 0). To approximate this

(and to a lesser extent, to facilitate future model testing), we can make use of the

concept of shrinkage estimator from random intercept model by defining the

shrinkage factor as (assuming the idealized situation of equal distribution of votes

as our prior for level of competitiveness):

η =
0.5

0.5 +
(∑n

i=1 Vi
2
) , (2.2)

then using η to calculate the weighted cumulative vote shares (which is denoted by

Vw)

Vw = 0.5η + (1− η)


 n∑

i=1

Vi
2

− 0.5

 . (2.3)

The property in η is desirable because η is decreasing in
∑n

i=1 Vi
2 and as∑n

i=1 Vi
2 increases, the estimate of Vw is being pulled toward the more equal vote

distribution scenario which drives down the ENC estimate, thus making the

election less competitive; on the contrary, when
(∑n

i=1 Vi
2
)
< 0.5, then the reverse

would be the case.2

Substituting (2.2) and (2.3) into the denominator of the original ENC index

formula, gives (a very simple expression though)

ENCw =
ENC

Vw
. (2.4)

By (2.4) and using the examples given in Kenig (2009, 245) as well as the two

hypothetical scenarios mentioned earlier, I calculate the competitiveness of each

2In statistical parlance, we can think of Vi as sampling variance: as the difference in candidates’
vote shares increases, the distribution of votes becomes less equal and the total sum of variance
(i.e.,

∑n
i=1 Vi

2) becomes larger.
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scenario and present the results in Table 2.

Table 2: Share of votes and competitiveness of elections in 6 empirical and hypo-
thetical contexts

Conservatives Socialists Labour Labour S1 S2
(UK) 2005 (ESP) 2000(NL) 2002(UK) 1983

V1 0.313 0.418 0.606 0.713 0.64 0.8969
V2 0.283 0.409 0.318 0.193 0.35 0.1032
V3 0.212 0.105 0.047 0.062 0.06 N/A
V4 0.192 0.068 0.029 0.032 0.014 N/ÂENCw 2.39305 2.26943 2.05708 0.474873 3.876722.5975

As we can tell from Table 2, my proposed index gives a rather decent measure of

competitiveness in most of the 6 intra-party contests without attending to the

intricacy of the effect of “the number of absolute number of candidates” (though I

have to admit that my index should have had give Socialists (ESP, 2005) higher

competitiveness score than the Conservatives (UK, 2005) one and that my index

gives extremely low score for the Labour’s 1983 contest).

3 Conclusion

I thank Ofer Kenig for raising an oft-neglected theoretical issue in the intra-party

democratization literature and I kindly appreciate Sergiu Gherghina for bringing to

my attention the measurement problem in Kenig’s index. More works remain to be

done to unravel the causal nexus underneath the link between intra-party

democratization and competitiveness of party leadership selection.
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