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Abstract

Many political scientists have examined the relationship between competition and participation.  This paper reviews that relationship and then a multivariate version of this theory which says that the relationship between competition and voter turnout is affected by the institution for which one is voting for with a particular emphasis on Egypt.
Introduction

Happy birthday, Egypt!  It has been just over a year, 7 September 2005, since Egypt held its first presidential election that allowed “other” candidates on the ballot (Shmelev, 2005: 1).  The executive branch of Egypt
 is following President Husni Mubarak’s intuition on creating greater democratic elections.  Will Mubarak’s plan to increase competition in elections lead to greater participation by the Egyptian people?  


Will the increase in competition have an effect on participation in Egypt altogether?  Does the relationship between competition and voter participation change during presidential and parliamentary elections?

Egypt’s election system has individually executed elections for the parliamentary and the executive branches.  This allows one to observe the institution’s (or the branch of government one is voting for) effect on competition and participation.  Egypt’s parliament has been allowing competition on the ballots since 1976; it consists of two houses: the lower house, called The People’s Assembly, and the upper house, known as The Shura Council (Hendriks, 1985: 11).

To better organize the multi-variant situation between the institutions of government, competitiveness of an election and participation, four main theories will be examined.  The first theory favors a direct relationship between the amounts of competition on the population’s participation.  The second theory argues that there is no relationship between competition and participation.  The third theory speculates that one would not find a solid or consistent relationship between competition and participation because one has to consider the various institutional roles when looking at the role competition might have on participation.  The final theory suggests that if there is a relationship between competition and participation it exists independently of the type of institution one is voting for.  These theories will be explained.  The variables will be identified.  Several hypotheses will be derived.  Finally a test will be conducted using the Vanhanen
 data set and subsequent updates to that set, analyzing the variables of Egypt from 1976 to 2005.


To better define the relationships between the variables, one must first define terms in regards with one’s theories.  For this study, “competition” in an election is measured by the percentage of support gained by the opposition.  “Participation” will be looked at in the percentage of voter turnout.  Finally, the “institution” will be judged as, the type of election, either the executive branch with the presidential elections, or the parliamentary branch with the People’s Assembly elections.


For comparative value when translating the theories into hypotheses a consistent pattern between variables will be used.  The first theory states, “Competition effects or is a factor of participation results.”  Competition would explain participation; thus, competition is the “independent variable” and participation is the “dependent variable.”  The second theory proclaims that there is not a relationship between competition and participation; so no matter if the competition increases or decreases, there will be no correlation between participation.

Theory 1: “Competition” = “Participation”

Theory 2: “Competition” ≠ “Participation”

The third and fourth theories include a third variable.  These theories question whether the “institution” for which one is voting for has an effect upon the relationship between “competition” and “participation.”

Theory 3: “Institution” + “Competition” = “Participation”

Theory 4: “Institution” + “Competition” ≠ “Participation”


The thought that competition affects participation is extremely complicated and difficult to test.  In the best effort to determine a relationship between the two variables, specific, testable hypotheses have been created.

In relation to the first theory, I have created the hypothesis that a change in the success of the opposition will affect the percentage of voter turnout in Egypt.  Though my idea might be applied uniquely, I am not the first to think that competition affects voter turnout.

Looking at the effects of competition on the “individual,” why do people vote?  Some would say to make a difference.  It is reasonable to believe that a person would feel that they made a greater amount of difference if they were the deciding vote in a situation.  This leads to a proposition, if a person feels that their vote counts more, he or she will be more likely to vote.  Thus, elections where the race holds greater competitiveness, or oppositional influence, will result in a greater number of people voting.

Following the logic of G. Bingham Powell, Jr’s study on competition and voter turn out in the United States, not only does the individual play a role in determining voter turnout, but the “opposition” affects it, too(1986, 17-43).  In order for opposition to have a chance at winning, they need to challenge the group in power or majority.  To challenge that factor, the competition needs to have support, and to get that support, they need to have people at the polls voting for them.  Therefore, an increase in competition is indicative of greater voter turnout.
For every point there is a counterpoint.  In direct contrast to the theory of “opposition” one might not see competition as the main factor influencing voter turnout.  There are others reasons people vote that are independent of how competitive the election is.  For example, in Australia every citizen is required to vote under the penalty of heavy fines (Gratschew, 2001).  No matter how competitive the election is, voter turnout will not change.  The only change you might find to voter turnout in Australia would be a change in population.

Australia demonstrates Virginia Gray’s “ceiling effect (1976, 156).  Gray believes that there is a limit on how many people can vote, where there is not a limit on how strong or weak competition can be.  Her “ceiling effect” tries to convey that “a relatively high turnout rate depresses the immediate effect of competition on turnout in a particular election” (156).

The Gray’s reasoning leads me to the second theory.  This theory claims that there is no relationship between competition and participation.  Similar to the first theory, the second theory has been broken down into a testable hypothesis.  According to this hypothesis neither an increase nor decrease of the oppositions’ strength, as judged by competitiveness of elections, will influence voter turnout in Egypt.

This hypothesis is widely supported by others, especially members of the press like Bertus Hendriks, who reported on the 1984 parliamentary elections.  He believes that voter turnout is “directly” influenced by the police who stand before the polling stations intimidating voters in Egypt.  During Hendriks’ visit to the parliament’s polls he also found a number of polling stations had missing names on the registrar list, which is a hard copy list of who is allowed to vote, and many people, “mostly peasants,” had their voter identification cards rejected.  The government claimed that the individuals were trying to cheat the system (1985, 12-13).

Even if there is not a direct relationship between the overall effects that competition has on participation, there is still a chance that the institution for which one is voting changes the relationship of competition to voter turnout.

The third theory looks at the institutions role in the effects of competition on participation.  In the United States of America, one can observe a tremendous difference in voter turnout during presidential years, where the US is voting upon the President, and mid-term elections, where the population is electing congressional members.  In the 2004 presidential elections, 122,197,231
 people showed up at the polls to have their say in who would be the next President of the United States (World Almanac, 2006: 607).  Yet that number is about 35%
 higher than the number of voters that turned out for the 2002 congressional elections, 79,830,119.

Voter turnout in the United States elections varies between presidential elections and mid-term elections, but where does the influence of competition come into play?  It is my contention that in Egypt, more people will vote just to vote during presidential elections, due to national pride and public recognition of the elections, than in parliamentary elections where there are many candidates and less media support.  I feel that in order to have a greater turnout during the parliamentary elections, higher competition is needed to motivate voters.

To test the main theory on the institution’s effect upon the relationship between competition and participation, two hypotheses have been formed.  First the strength of the opposition directly affects voter turnout during parliamentary elections.  The second hypothesis contends that during presidential elections the strength of the opposition will not have a strong influence on voter turnout.

Despite whether or not the relationship is positive or negative, there are many reasons why parliamentary elections would have a greater relationship between competition and voter turnout.  The first is the extended history allowing competition in Egypt’s People’s Assembly.  When the Free Officers established independence for Egypt in 1952 they banned all opposing political parties.  Until 1973, no other political parties were legally allowed to form (besides the Arab Socialist Union, ASU).  Then, according to Hendriks (1985, 11), former President, Anwar Al Sadat, “in an effort to enlarge his political base, undertook the first steps towards liberalization after the October War of 1973 by ‘reforming’ the ASU.  He (Sadat) encouraged three ‘tribunes’ to form which eventually [became] parties…”  This step allowed legal opposition to the majority.

Another example of how competition can shape voter turnout during parliamentary elections would be the numerous organized boycotts by the opposition parties.  “The secondary parties boycotted the 1990s parliamentary elections because of lack of judicial supervision” (El-Ghobashy, 2004: 57).  Supporters of the boycott did not vote.  Thus this event demonstrated a decrease in opposition parties, participation in the elections and reduced voter turnout.

There are many reasons why parliamentary elections might inspire a greater relationship between competition and participation.  But why wouldn’t executive elections do the same?  It is my belief that a greater number of factors affect voter turnout during executive elections.  During the executive election, there are more programs supporting get-out-and-vote efforts.  There is more media coverage or publicity of the elections, and more people feel a moral duty to vote (Hendriks 1985, 14).

But to complete a rounded study, the fourth theory concludes that even if there is a relationship between competition and participation, the institution for which you are voting for will not be a factor.  The hypothesis states that a relationship between the percentage of opposition and voter turnout will not be affected by whether one is voting for a presidential or parliamentary election.
Examining four concise theories, five testable hypotheses have developed (Listed on Table A).  In the next section of this study the formed hypotheses will be tested, using the Vanhanen dataset for Egypt’s elections from 1976 to1999 and the author’s classifications between parliamentary and executive elections of Vanhanen’s years and the author’s update of the 2000-2004 elections to the dataset.

Table 1: Theories and Hypotheses

	Category
	     Statement

	 
	 

	Theory A:
	Competition = Participation

	Hypothesis A:
	     Success of opposition will affect the percentage of voter turnout

	     Argument A1:
	          "Individual" responsibility

	     Argument A2:
	          "Oppositional" influence

	Theory B:
	Competition ≠ Participation

	Hypothesis B:
	     Neither and increase nor decrease of the oppositions' strength will influence voter turnout

	     Argument B1:
	          There are other reasons, besides competition, that people vote (“ceiling effect”)

	     Argument B2:
	          In Egypt the elections are controlled and thus your vote does not matter

	Theory C:
	Institution + Competition = Participation

	Hypothesis C:
	     During parliamentary elections the strength of the opposition directly affects voter turnout

	Argument C1:
	          Extended history of competition in parliamentary elections

	Argument C2:
	          Organized measures by the secondary parties

	Hypothesis D:
	      During Presidential elections the strength of the opposition will not have a effect on voter

      Turnout

	     Argument D1:
	           Greater amount of voting promotion

	     Argument D2:
	           Greater amounts of media or publicity in elections

	Theory D:
	Institution + Competition ≠ Participation

	Hypothesis E:
	     The relationship between competition and participation exists outside of the institutional 
      Influence


Part II: Research Design

Does competition influence voter turnout and would the institution for which one is voting for affect the previous relationship?  Many have reviewed the relationship on many fields [G. Bingham Powell, Jr. 1986, Virginia Gray 1976] in primarily American studies but few have examined the concepts abroad, especially in “developing democracies,” often democracies that are not widely accepted as fully democratic.

The layout of this second essay will step away from theorizing and actually test the hypotheses.  In the first section, I will operationalize the variables from the five hypotheses defining how they will be measured.  Next, I will take some time to explain my spatial-temporal domain, and justify why I choose to study certain cases.  After clarifying the indicators that I will be using and applying, I will conduct a two part review of the information.  In the first section of testing, I will present descriptive statistics on competition and participation, with a combination of both presidential and parliamentary elections, and then look for an overall relationship.  During the second set of testing, I will break down descriptive statistics for presidential and parliamentary elections and analyze both of the groups independently and comparably.  Finally, I will discuss the results of my hypotheses tests and review their applicability, before I remark on my ideas for future studies involving foreign application of competition and voter turnout relationships.

Hypotheses

In the introduction, I reviewed the relationship between competition and participation.  Then I went a bit further by adding an additional factor that the institution for which one was voting for effects the correlation of competition to voter turnout.  From these theories, five hypotheses were reviewed using strength of opposition to indicate competition, and voter turnout as a measure of participation.  The first two hypotheses looked at the strength of competition, compared to voter turnout.  The last three hypotheses evaluated how the type of election affects the previous comparison of competition and voter turnout.

The first hypothesis states that success of the opposition will affect the percentage of voter turnout in Egypt.  The second hypothesis proclaims that neither an increase nor decrease of the oppositions’ strength, as judged by competitiveness of elections, will influence voter turnout.  A third hypothesis asserts that parliamentary elections will show a greater relationship between competition and voter turnout.  A fourth hypothesis corresponds to the third, saying that if a relationship between competition and voter turnout does exists then, that relationship will be weaker during a presidential election.  The finally hypothesis review the possibility that the institution has no role in the relationship between competition and voter turnout.

Defining the Variables

Moving from theory to hypothesis, “strength of the opposition” will be measured to mimic the layout of the Vanhanen data set, which defines the “competition variable [as] calculated by subtracting the percentage of votes won by the largest party from 100” ( 2000a: 253).  This mention of determining the strength of the opposition can be universally applied to both presidential and parliamentary elections.  For example, examine the 2005 presidential elections of Egypt.  The “largest party” is considered to be the majority party or the party that wins the election.  Since President Mubarak won the election with 89.48%
 of the vote, we can then subtract that amount from 100 to get the percentage of oppositional strength.  In the 2005 presidential election the opposition strength is 100- 89.48 which equals 10.52.


Voter turnout will be used to measure participation.  Turnout will be defined by comparing the total number of people who voted and dividing it by the total population.  Going back to the 2005 Presidential elections, 7,059,010
 people participated in the election.  To measure voter turnout 7,059,010 is divided by the total population of Egypt in 2005, 77,505,756
, which results in a participation score of 9 percent
.  Many factors could possibly deter one from getting a “true” voter turnout figure.  An example would be countries with higher rates of individuals that are un-eligible, such as countries with a higher youth population.  Despite instabilities in the method I have chosen to determine participation it has the greatest potential of being applied to most countries with elections.


The “institution” will be defined as the branch of government for which the election is being held.  Commonly the two subcategories will be Executive elections, and Parliamentary elections.  For this study the executive branch will be measured using the Presidential elections.  The parliamentary elections will consist of the election results from Egypt’s lower house, the People Assembly.

Table 2: Research Design For Testing Hypotheses 1-2

	Theory
	Concept
	Competition
	Participation

	Hypothesis
	Variable
	Electoral Competition
	Voter Turnout

	Research Design
	Indicator
	100-Percent of votes won by the largest party
	Number of voters/ Population


Table 3: Research Design For Testing Hypotheses 3-5

	Theory
	Concept
	Institution
	Competition
	Participation

	Hypothesis
	Variable
	Executive or Parliamentary
	Electoral Competition
	Voter Turnout

	Research Design
	Indicator
	Declaring a 0 (for the institution not being tested) and a 1 (for the institution being tested) and multiplying the number by the competition
	100- Percent of votes won by the largest party
	Number of voters/ Population


Describing the Data


Now that the means by which I will analyze my data has been defined, it is time to look at which cases in Egypt’s elections I will use.  The Vanhanen data set measures Egypt’s competitiveness and voter turnout back to its recognized independence in 28 February 1922 from the United Kingdom (CIA, 2004: 162).  After gaining their independence, Egypt established a monarchy (Geveran, 2006: 775).  The monarchy was overthrown by military coup on 8 June 1953, and Egypt established it self as a republic (Geveran, 2006: 775).  From 1922 to 1955, the participation score is zero, so those cases will not be used.  One note is that even in the beginnings of the republic, public participation was not used to elect the major officials.

I could use the data from 1955 to 2005 but I have chosen not to.  Instead I will look at 1976 to the executive election of 2005.  The reason behind my choice is that in 1976 it became legal for opposition party members to run for the People’s Assembly (Hendriks, 1985).  Vanhanen’s data set only goes through 2000, so for the elections of 2001-2005 I have gathered the data.

Vanhanen has labeled Egypt as having concurrent power between its parliamentary and executive branch (2000a, 256).  Having identified the spatial-temporal domain for this case’s selection, I will move on to testing.  For testing the first two hypotheses I will look at both the executive and parliamentary elections from 1976 to the executive election of 2005.  This gives me 11 cases to test the first two hypotheses with.  Next I will separate the executive elections, 5 cases from 1976 to 2005, and the parliamentary elections, 6 cases from 1976 to 2005
.

Proceeding on with the assistances of the SPSS statistics package to analyze my data on both the parliamentary and executive elections in Egypt, I find the average level of electoral opposition is 11.78%
 from 1976 to 2005.  This might seem low but the number is comparable to the average level of participation of the total population which is 18.5%.  Just like the slightly increased amount of participation the standard deviation for electoral competition is around 3.69, while electoral voter turnout’s standard deviation is 3.99.  A graph output of these statistics is shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics

Reviewing competition and participation in both parliamentary and executive elections Egypt, 1976-2005
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Breaking down the elections into parliamentary and executive, you can note a large difference in levels of participation.  Reviewing the 6 cases in the parliamentary elections in Egypt from 1976 to 2000,
 you find a competition mean of 11.76% and a participation mean of 19.18%.  This difference is huge compared to the difference between Egypt’s overall competition and participation average’s.  As expected the standard deviation for the parliamentary elections electoral opposition is 3.89, where as the electoral voter turnout’s standard deviation is 2.69.  This data is displayed in Table 5.

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics-parliamentary elections

Reviewing competition and participation in parliamentary elections

Egypt, 1976-2000
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Finally looking at the results of just the executive elections you can see some abnormalities in participation.  Close to the overall results and the parliamentary elections results, the average competition score for the executive elections of 1976 to 2005 is 11.81% with a standard deviation of 3.89.  The point of most interest is the mean of the participation scores for executive elections is 17.68% with a standard deviation score of 5.40.  We can now see how the overall score is in-between the low participation score from the executive elections and the higher participation average of the parliamentary elections.  The results of the descriptive analyze of the executive elections can be seen in Table 6; where as a comparative look of the descriptive’s can be seen in Table 7.

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics-executive elections

Reviewing competition and participation in executive elections

Egypt, 1976-2005
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Table 7: Comparison of Descriptive Statistics

	 
	Competition Mean
	Participation Mean
	Std. Deviation-C
	Std. Deviation-P

	Both
	11.78%
	18.50%
	3.69
	3.99

	Parliamentary
	11.76%
	19.18%
	3.89
	2.69

	Executive
	11.81%
	17.68%
	3089
	5.4


Statistical Findings


Is there a relationship between competition and participation? If so, does that relationship change based upon which institution one reviews?  In review of both the executive and parliamentary elections of Egypt will competition influence voter turnout, or will a null relationship be revealed?  When individualizing the institutions will parliamentary participation hold a closer relationship to voter turnout, and will executive elections have a weaker relationship between competition and participation?  Or will the institution not matter at all?  For this next section I have divided the final analysis of the information into two parts: the first will look at Egypt’s overall elections and the second will focus on individualized institutions.


Using a bivariate correlation test between the variables of competition and participation, I’ll examine the Pearson Correlation Coefficient and then look at a two-tailed significance.  The Pearson test looks at the direction of the relationship.  If the result is positive then a positive relationship can be concluded.  If the number is negative then a negative relationship is assumed.  As for the Significance Test, the goal is to receive a number between 0 and >0.05.  This would show a 95% chance of accuracy.

Egypt’s Overall Elections


Overall the elections in Egypt show a positive relationship with a Pearson Correlation score of .555.  The only problem with automatically assuming that if competition increases voter turnout will increase is the significance score of 0.076 that the overall results received.  This score is less than 0.10 which means it shows at least a 90% chance of accuracy, but that is not what this study was hoping for especially considering the low number of cases observed.  The results of the overall’s bivariate correlation can be found in Table 8.

Table 8: Bivariate correlation

Reviewing competition and participation in both parliamentary and executive elections Egypt, 1976-2005
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Egypt’s Parliamentary and Executive elections

In comparison, both the parliamentary elections and executive relationships showed a positive relationship between competition and participation.  As hypothesized parliamentary elections showed a greater Pearson Correlation score, 0.609, as compared to the executive elections score of 0.595.  Again a minor problem comes into the fact of stating the findings with confidence.  The Significance Test of the parliamentary elections was 0.199, which holds an 80.1% confidence.  Still outsides of accepted standards, the relationship has a higher degree of confidence as compared to the relationship of executive elections in Egypt.  The executive election’s significance score was 0.289 which means the positive relationship displayed through its Pearson Correlation score only holds 71.1% accuracy.  The results for the correlations of the parliamentary elections are located in Table 9 and the executive results are displayed in Table 10.  Again a comparison of all correlation results can be seen in Table 11.

Table 9: Bivariate correlation -parliamentary elections

Reviewing competition and participation in parliamentary elections

Egypt, 1976-2000
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Table 10: Bivariate correlation -executive elections

Reviewing competition and participation in executive elections

Egypt, 1976-2005

[image: image6.wmf]Correlations

1

.595

.289

5

5

.595

1

.289

5

5

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Competition

participation

Competition

participation


Table 11: Comparison of Correlation Tests

	 
	Pearson Correlation
	Significance

	Both 
	0.555
	0.076

	Parliamentary
	0.609
	0.199

	Executive
	0.595
	0.289


Conclusion & Future Directions

The tests reveal, though with little confidence, that there could be a relationship between strength of opposition to electoral voter turnout in Egypt.  Also, the institution for which one is voting for did affect the relationship between competition and voter turnout.  I believe that greater accuracy can be held through the examination of additional cases and elections.  A separate subject that might be worth examining is if the legalization of competition influenced voter turnout.
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� Egypt’s executive branch holds a concurrent leadership (about 50/50) with parliament.


� The Vanhanen data set goes through 1922 to 1998 in Egypt.  http://www.prio.no/files/file42502_contents.pdf


� The figure was taken from The World Almanac and Book of Fact of 2006. p. 607


� 79,830,119 / 122,197, 231 = 0.65328909948867826636759060440576  about 100%-65%=35%


� The figure was taken from www.infoplace.com/ipa/a0871453.html


� Mubarak won by 6,316,714 as told at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/politics_of_Egypt: page last updated: 11/22/05: Page visited on: 21 Sept. 2006,. (Results similar to those reported in the Washington Post) 6,316,714, the total votes Mubarak received/ 7,059,010, the total votes cast = 0.8948441778663013652056024833435 rounded to 0.8948 or 89.48%


� http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/politics_of_Egypt : Page last updated: 11/22/05: Page visited on: 22 Sept. 2006,. 


� The World Almanac and Book of Facts 2006, World Almanac Education Group, Inc. 2006. p. 775


� 7,059,010 / 77,505,756 = 0.091077235605572313880790995703597 rounded to 0.09 or 9%


� The table is based off the design of Dr. John A. Tures’ unpublished paper “Does Competition Bring Out The Most in Voters?”


� Although data is available for the 2005 parliamentary Election in Egypt, the data is incomplete and thus will not be used.


� All numbers are rounded to the hundredth place.


� Parliamentary elections are held every 5 years.  This has a chance to change if the results of the elections are un-agreeable for example the elections of 1976 we disputed and thus a re-election was held in 1979.  Information for the 2005 parliamentary election is un-available.
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