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1 Introduction
This paper outlines the logic of the institutional preferences of the right (liberals, and, especially, conservatives and religious parties) during early democratization. The electoral system was consequential for their alliances and coalitions taking into account the consequences of electoral systems for their alliances and coalitions, in addition to the more conventional effects in the seats to votes function induced by each system. 
This paper deals with the interaction of third-dimension politics and institutional choice in the coordination of the center-right in early democracies. PR was a natural option for religious parties, given the nature of their division from the liberal voters, but not for secular conservatives. The territorial pattern of competition, the relative balance of Liberal and Conservative forces and idiosyncratic factors can greatly affect the preference of the parties of this group.
The focus is on party preferences. In the process of electoral reform in early democracies, there seems to be more structure in preferences than in collective choices. Some institutional collective choices were contingent to contextual factors that cannot be generalized, such as the Swiss institution of referendum, the Conservative privileges in the Swedish legislature, or the Spanish Presidential power to dissolve the Chamber. It is possible to argue that some majority systems might have survived, and some others might have disappeared, if some political manoeuvres had been more (or less) skilful than they were. Yet, electoral systems were, by and large, the outcome of party preferences, and party preferences did show a structure that can be explained. At least that is assumed in this paper.
However, the first wave of papers on the origins of electoral systems tended to overlook or dismiss the actual preferences and intentions of actors.  Most recent papers on the issue correct for this. Some pay careful historical attention to the actors involved and their strategies (e.g. Kreuzer 2010a 2010b, Amel 2010). Others have tried to find all-encompassing explanations of preferences assuming seat maximization under heterogeneous territorial distribution of the vote (Boix 2010, Rodden 2010). 
The last generation of papers also correct for another recurrent fault in early studies, the neglecting of district data (and hence of the actual conditions of electoral competition). By looking at them, rather than a coordination problem for the parties of the right and centre (or what Rodden calls the “traditional view”) the more recent perspective finds different scenarios according to the particular way in which the entry of new parties disrupted the electoral competition in the old party system (Penadés 2005, Calvo 2009, Rodden 2010). Boix’s (2010) new perspective, distinguishing competitive and segmented electoral markets, is also close to this view. Although this line of argument can be regarded so fundamental as to appear almost trivial now, district data and geographical arguments were rarely discussed in comparative perspective before Caramani (2000) made a large amount of data available (Caramani 2003 is an early overview; some older case studies were, for instance, Sperber 1997, Cox 1987, Mastropaolo 1980, Verhoef 1974).

Still, some papers (Cusack, Iversen, and Soskice 2007; Blais, Dobrzynska, and  Indridason 2005) tend to be dismissive about actors’ preferences, stressing the consensual element of many of the collective choices. The formidable critique put forward by Kreuzer (2010) is an effective warning against the selective use of the evidence in some general arguments of this kind. 
2 Coordination: votes, seats, and government
There were no natural majorities in the process of early democratization, although some socialists may have believed in them for some time. For a majority to be formed, to decide over policy, heterogeneous groups had to coalesce. This was true if we took as building blocks the basic social groups  that appear more or less informally in the literature on the origins of rules (workers, farmers, urban middle class, urban elite, and so on), but it would be true for almost any partition that is not made completely ex post.
The strategic space for parties, in the face of increasing competitiveness, did not consist only of reforming/not reforming the electoral system. It also included alliances and coalitions. Moreover, different rules offered different opportunities and constraints for the coordination of political groups, at the electoral, parliamentary and government level. In my view, preferring proportional representation or majority system indicated, in most cases, a choice between different kinds of pacts.
There are various ways of combining. For my purpose, from the point of view of the elites, it suffices to distinguish alliances that are made in parliament from alliances that are made for the purpose of competing elections, from tactical pacts to permanent cartels to eventual fusion of parties. Voters of course may realign without explicit pacts, given incentives to strategic voting (UK), or they may resist the incentives to realign their votes even despite of elite pacts (Germany), but this should be seldom observed (for it generally counts as a mistake on the part of the political elites).  In any case, even the strategy of rejecting both pacts and rule change might constitute an attempt to expand the electorate of the party by attracting new groups to one’s favour (by offering convincing “supra-class” appeals, or persuasive strategic voting arguments). 
Hence, even if the strategies available for parties in the changing electoral situation of early democracies can be summarized as either resist, or join forces, or reform, the three strategies point to different ways of combining groups. The basic distinction is between combinations ex ante, at the electoral level, or combinations ex post, at the parliamentary level. Majority systems provide incentives for the former, proportional representation for the latter.

In multiparty contests, plurality rule favours pre-electoral agreements, and we find many in history, although these agreements impose some “organizational contradiction”. Plurality fosters relatively decentralized parties while, at the same time, pre-electoral agreements are unlikely to develop locally and have to be approved and crafted by the central organizations, if only because they require that many local party organizations renounce their candidates. A possible development out of this situation is party fusion; another is electoral reform. Two ballots majority allows, indeed favours, that electoral agreements be crafted at the local level. Again, agreements need not be pre-electoral but may be taken contingently on electoral results (they are in-election agreements). Agreements may also be needed to form government, but in this case they are likely to be conducted by not severely disciplined parliamentary parties.
Lastly, it is obvious that PR favours post-electoral agreements directed by party headquarters. Proportional rules have other effects that are co-lineal: by employing fewer districts it fosters party centralization  and by employing larger districts it also fosters campaigning on public goods rather than private favours, and hence the abandonment of clientelistic practices.
In a previous paper (2009) I tried to show that the institutional preferences of early social democratic parties could not be mechanically explained in terms of seat maximization, not so much because of uncertainty, as it is also reasonable to suppose (***), but because the choice of the electoral system was part and parcel of the party long term strategy in democratic politics. I contended that the strategy of alliances foreseen by socialist parties was crucial to understand their institutional preferences. Union based parties did clearly embrace a supra-class strategy aimed to electoral coordination with centre voters, either attracting them to their platforms or cooperating with liberal parties at the grass root level, by means of electoral alliances. Those parties tended to be relatively cohesive (they typically endured small communist splits in the interwar period) and ideologically moderate. Majority systems suited well their supra-class strategy. Parties attached to weak unions, or weakly attached to any union, were reluctant to cooperate with liberal parties, and less able, or less interested, in attracting their voters. Those parties tended to be internally divided and they usually adopted more radical platforms. Proportional representation was their preferred electoral system, for it permitted but did not demand electoral growth beyond their core constituency, and facilitated party discipline. Not surprisingly, non proportionalist parties were more deeply involved in government, during the interwar period, than proportionalist socialists. To put it sharply, their institutional preferences showed the kind of party they wanted to be.
In a similar vein, in these paper I wish to outline part of the general logic of institutional preferences for the parties of the right (and the centre) paying particular attention to the alliances they were willing or able to forge with each other. Seat maximization is, for good reasons, a driving force of any explanation of preference over electoral systems. But seats are also instruments to influence over policy. By and large, proportionalist parties were parties representing that either did not want or could not reach electoral alliances with other parties. 
3 Rokkan and the right
The argument, as so many others, easily takes some resemblance to Rokkan’s, at least in as much as  he asserts that majoritarian systems could have been kept in place if old parties had been able to put up a common front in the face of socialist competition. He contends that what prevented this from happening in the Nordic countries and in many countries of the continent was the tradition of “hostility and mistrust” between, in the latter cases, Catholics and liberals and, in the former, rural and urban interests. He compares that kind of situation with the gradual fusion of rural and urban interests in Britain, which allowed for the permanence of plurality rule with a realignment of the right (Rokkan 1970, 158).

I would like to put something more consistent, or at least more easily observable, in place of “hostility and mistrust”, but for the rest this seems to be common sense. Even more, if it were true that majoritarian systems reduced redistribution (by inducing some kind of leaders, some kind of platforms, some kind of governments, or what not), the outcomes could be ranked, for openly pro-market parties, in the same way as Rokkan implicitly does: the expected preference would be for fusion/realignment, and only if this is not possible PR would be seen as an option. Rokkan does not make conjectures about the expected result of PR over policy, he just seems to find evident that the electoral progress of socialism could be more easily contained in that way.
I will presume that the natural propensity for Catholics and Liberals is to stay apart, at least at the electoral and grass-root level. This is part of what a Catholic party is about. On the contrary, I presume that the natural propensity for Conservatives and Liberals would be to coalesce, if the socialists are a big enough challenge.  This was the more true the more equal the parties were, and the more uniformly distributed their voters across the territory (the implicit conditions for PR in Boix 1999). The fusion of unequals was possible, but strategically more complex. All else being equal, the minority prefers to be an independent minority than a minority within a larger party.
4 Catholics
Every catholic party was instrumental in the introduction of PR. This statement can be qualified, for some parties appeared divided at some moments, but together they offer an empirical regularity that cannot be found in any other party family. To the extent of my knowledge only the German Zentrum temporarily opposed PR, in 1913, before helping introducing it in 1918; the Swiss Catholics also opposed to it in some Cantons were they were hegemonic, but not at the Federal level, where they strongly campaigned for it. Even Boix’s “traditional view” (Boix 1999) admitted that strongly committed voters, as in religious parties, somehow escaped his coordination argument, and made a direct case for PR. This includes seven of his 20 cases, or half of the PR subsample; or more if we also counted Finland and Ireland as cases of strongly committed voters, albeit for other reasons.
If we take seriously that religious parties were, in an important sense, religious parties, and not just economic parties in disguise, then their preference for proportional representation is perhaps not particularly difficult to understand. The fact that Catholic mobilization depended on explicit Catholic lay organizations and on the Church, in ways that were not essentially different to the relationship of socialist parties and worker unions, is sufficient evidence of their specificity (Kalyvas 1996).

Interestingly, the cases of countries with a Catholic party, all of them adopting PR, nearly exhaust the cases of two-round majority rule as a pre-existing system. The exceptions are France and, with qualification, Spain (two rounds multimember districts were introduced during the II Republic), the only Catholic countries without a Catholic party of any consideration (other countries, like Norway, had experience with two rounds after a tradition of elections by plurality). This regularity of the “two-rounds” precedent of many PR reforms is exploited by Blais et al. (2005) in their attempt to show that multipartism and consensus preceded reform. It is difficult to believe in their argument for the interaction of democratic public opinion and party fragmentation, whereas religious mobilization is clear, direct and fits the evidence much better, accounting for the French and Spanish exceptions.
The mobilization of the Catholics excluded or, at least, severely limited, the attraction of secular liberals, either by electoral pact or by realignment of middle class voters. In fact, before the introduction of PR, Catholic and Liberal parties very rarely joint forces in elections (only very conservative liberals participated, on individual basis, in occasional such pacts), while electoral pacts between liberals and socialists were common, when not the rule. Again, the catholic vote was quickly stabilized, with little inter-temporal variance, compared to other parties, after the suffrage extensions, which may point to the electoral ceiling of religious mobilization. At the same time, in PR democracies, Catholic-Liberal cooperation became perfectly possible in parliament, and even in government, as it was the case for Socialist-Liberal or even Socialist-Catholic cooperation.
Before the introduction of PR, Catholics did have some experience of coordination in clerical alliances with conservative forces. The Zentrum coordinated votes with the conservatives in the 1912 election, and in this very same year the so-called Gentiloni Pact was forged in Italy, to support electorally the most conservative and pro-clerical candidates of the loosely organized Liberals in Italy (the so-called “moderates”). This was not a pact between parties: Gentiloni was the president of the Electoral Union of Catholic Action, acting under surveillance of the Vatican, which did not want to see an independent Catholic party formed (Monloy 1977: 34-35).  In neither case the results were satisfactory for the Catholic forces.
The Italian case is illustrative of the attraction of the PR system to some mass parties that wish to follow an independent course. Indeed, Luigi Sturzo, the founder of the Partito Popolare Italiano (Christian Democrat), with the reluctant tolerance of the Vatican, wrote extensively about the complementarity of the strategy he termed “electoral intransigence” and proportional representation. Electoral intransigence was the attempt to extricate the party from cleric-conservative local alliances, based on individual relations and patronage, and create a central organization with “pure” candidates acting on party lines. For that purpose he championed a list system, large districts, and minimal uncertainty over results. He wrote that only because he could convince his party of this line of action (at the first, Bologna congress, in 1918), the movement for proportional representation gained momentum in the country (De Rosa 1966, 56, 76) And there is no doubt that he could accomplish the “freeing” of the Popolari from the Conservatives, to a large extent, thanks to the system (See, for instance, the instructions given to party branches in the first elections with PR, in 1919. Noiret 1994, 115)
In Italy the proportional electoral reform was supported both by Catholics and Socialists, although opposed by most liberals, and triumphed. In France the socialists also defended PR, but almost no-one else except at the far right. The Radicals were very flexible in their alliances, even though they were an anticlerical party, for the Catholic voters were not mobilized in a specific organization; they were interested in preserving the system of single member districts. For a brief period the system was substituted by a complex list system that worked like winner-takes-all if a party obtained half of the votes, and similar to a limited vote system, with minority representation but large bonus to the winner, if no party reached that threshold. Although it was named “proportional” for rhetorical reasons, it cannot be confused with PR (Cole and Campbell 1989).
The Spanish exception can be more puzzling, for the Spanish Radical Party (a centre party that moved to the right during the 30’s) eventually cooperated with what appeared to some as the embryo of a Catholic formation, the CEDA (Confederación Española de Derechas Autónomas). Yet, the CEDA, founded in 1933, was a relatively loose alliance of nearly 20 political organizations, many of them of provincial scope, claiming to defend agrarian interests, Catholic values or simply “the right”. It was animated by Catholic Action, and, in broad terms, it resembled much more closely to the Gentiloni Pact than to the Partito Popolare. However, the fact remains that, in some provinces, in 1931, the traditionally anti-clerical Radical Party and the CEDA formed a tactical alliance. This was facilitated by the electoral system (common lists open to personal vote under the limited vote system), and did not last too long. The CEDA unsuccessfully demanded Proportional Representation, before and after the 1933 election, but it was the only group consistently pursuing this issue. The socialists and the left-liberals had designed the system precisely to keep themselves together and had no use for PR (indeed, staunchly opposed to it) while the right wing liberals were only convinced too late (de Carreras 1983, Villa García 2009).
In other countries the difficulties for electoral coordination between Catholic and secular middle class seems to have been notorious. The archenemy of the Zentrum in Germany was the National Liberals, despite the conservatism of the latter. The Zentrum only ever entered in an electoral coalition with the secular Conservative party, and only in 1912. In the electoral history of Wilhemine Germany no party group except some national minorities (Poles in particular), had given away voters to the Catholics (Sperber 1997; 205-6, 256).  In the Netherlands the Catholics would rather join electoral forces with the abhorred Calvinists (in what was dubbed the “monstrous coalition”) than with secular liberals. To ask liberal voters to support Catholic candidates, or the other way around, was completely out of the question. The “monster” lost the election, however, because socialists and liberals made a common front, which gave way to a parliament that introduced a number of consequential reforms for the country, including PR (Verhoef 1974; Seip 1979; Glissen 1980).  In Belgium, even some of the most conservative Liberals threatened to join the liberal-socialist cartels if PR was not provided by Catholics (Goblet d’Alviella 1900: Stengers, 1990). While conservative liberals were moving to the conservative parties in UK or Scandinavia, even a provisional cartel of right wing Liberals and Catholics never appeared to have crossed their minds in Belgium. In Switzerland the Liberals cooperated with increasingly reluctant Socialists until IWW, a situation the Catholics (as well as Socialists) wanted to remedy by introducing PR (Luebbert 1991: 34-48; Lutz 2004). 
Although it is unquestionable that political liberalism moved to the right after IWW, I think that that the new phenomenon of Liberal-Catholic cooperation was greatly facilitated by the introduction of PR, which put less severe demands on their respective voters, grass-root organizations and individual candidates. PR also eased the dissolution of what was left of lib-labism. The fact that socialists were welcome as partners in parliamentary coalitions, even with Catholics, shows that the moving to the right of middle-class parties was not the only reason for those phenomena.
Therefore, to answer the question why did PR fail to establish itself in some countries in continental Europe it will be necessary to answer the question why religion was not mobilized in a specific religious party. 

5 Liberals and secular conservatives

Within the group of cases without a Catholic party, the secular conservatives pushed for PR in the Nordic countries, where they were urban-based, and favoured the old system otherwise. For most of the time, in Scandinavia, Liberals and Conservatives had opposite institutional preferences, although “at the finishing line”, to use the expression that Cusack et al.(2010) (selectively) use, they normally accepted an institutional bargain including PR. In Britain, Australia and New Zealand the reverse happens: liberals and conservatives had the same institutional preferences most of the time (although liberals flirted with institutional reform rather more often), but at the finishing line they had second thoughts, most clearly in the British case (to this day). Explaining liberal preferences, in such cases, implies explaining change of preferences.
Where Conservatives were urban-based, in Scandinavia, socialists mobilized to a large extent in conservative districts, eroding their electoral power to a greater extent than they were a threat to the Liberals. Where Conservatives and Liberals were less segmented in the territory, or were predominantly urban, socialists either did not alter substantively the relative equilibrium (like in France) or indirectly favoured the Conservative position by eroding Liberal support. This is now the conventional wisdom, and it is hard to contest it.
¿Why did Conservatives and Liberals not always fuse in a large centre-right party? It is not because hostility, I think, for some liberals moved to the Conservative party in almost every case, sometimes a faction, sometimes the entire party. It is assumed as a matter of fact that “loser” conservatives prefer PR, and that Liberals change opinion as they were squeezed in some countries. For Rodden, in a typical statement, in NZ and UK Liberals “held on to the belief that they could beat back the new workers’ parties in the urban constituencies and maintain their dominance of the left, and pushed furiously for proportional representation only after it was too late” (2010). However, this overlooks the fact that the liberals formed pacts and coalitions with the conservatives before that in UK and other countries, and that this was always an option.
5.1 Cases of realignment 
In Australia both things happened in sequence: fusion of right-wing parties and electoral reform. Australian Labor is the earliest party to have achieved important success in a parliamentary regime. It organized in pre-Commonwealth politics after a series of defeats in the Great Strikes of 1889-94. In New South Wales it held the balance of parliament in the first elections it competed, in 1891 (Overacker 1949), starting a three party system to last until 1904, when a Liberal/ Labor party system established itself through absorption of the weakest (Loveday, Martin and Weller 1977). In Queensland, Labor held a minority cabinet for seven days in 1899 (Alexander 1962; 10). In Victoria it worked long as a branch of Liberals, until 1902, then forcing both an imperfect fusion of anti-Labor forces and a later electoral reform (alternative vote, AV) to hold the block together (Rawson 1977). In the first Commonwealth Australian elections of 1901, Labor scored 19,4% of the vote, but jumped to 31%, forming a four month minority cabinet in 1904, then to 36,6% in 1906, forming another minority cabinet, and finally 50% of the vote in 1910, a result the Swedish Social Democrats only attained 30 years later. If ever there was a strong electoral threat from a Labor party, entering a fairly evenly divided two party system, this is the one. The reaction of the “old” liberal and conservative parties was eventually to coalesce into a single organization, 

But fusion did not come soon or easily. After the first Commonwealth elections, conducted under a variety of State electoral laws, the Liberal minority cabinet, which was supported by Labor, drafted a bill in 1901 providing for single transferrable vote (STV) in the Senate and AV in the House of Representatives. Labor initially agreed “for reasons that remain obscure” (Graham 1962, 168), but eventually voted it down in 1902, together with the conservative opposition (Free Traders). It is important to remark that many held a fusion of Labor and Liberals to be a desirable effect of PL (Graham 1962); and that Liberals in their Victoria stronghold still considered Labor as a branch of liberalism (until 1902, which may help explaining Labor’s change of mind). Hence, Liberals were likely to have regarded AV as a device to cope with “internal” division against the Free Trader opposition; and Free Traders are likely to have opposed AV for that reason.

Liberals would eventually move from “left” to “right”, but it took several years of party division, with the conservative wing supporting a Free Trade cabinet in 1904 and the bulk of the party obtaining Labor support for a minority cabinet in 1905, a favour reciprocated in 1908. Electorally weakened, the Liberals skilfully resisted absorption and successfully bargained a fusion with Free Traders with Deakin (Liberal) as the new party leader in 1909 (to lose the elections of 1910). Liberals, an scarcely organized party, seemed doomed to disappear, as it had happened in New South Wales; the key of the bargain with Free Traders was a timely organizational effort and infusion of funds by employers groups of Victoria, an electoral stronghold in which Liberals could credibly commit to stay (Loveday 1977a).

It is instructive to see that electoral reform in Australia was considered, and finally enacted, mostly because of internal party reasons, first in the States and later in the Commonwealth. Whereas Labor had a firmly established candidate selection procedure,  Australian non Labor parties found problems in disciplining their members not to compete against each other (Rydon 1956). The choice of AV, two ballot majority-rule (2BMR), or even single STV, may be tempting to avoid internal strife, although it definitely imposes a cost to consolidate party organization. If the party can commit to plurality, its disciplining effect will be felt on candidates, but if candidates commit to contest elections regardless of plurality rule, the party may be better advised to adopt a more flexible rule. It is not surprising that the final boost came from farmer’s organized dissent, at least in New South Wales (adopting 2BMR in 1910) and in the Commonwealth (AV in 1918). Farmers had their own independent organizations to support their candidates, and they credibly threatened to launch them, thus forcing reform (Graham 1962). This was the origin of the Country parties.

In New Zealand everything happened later. Over 20 years of hegemonic liberalism (Hamer 1988), following a reformist, “socialistic” program (Sinclair 1988, 172-188), delayed the rise of Social Democracy (later Labour). It became a significant force after 1919, obtaining about a quarter of the vote in the following decade (Lipson 1948, 226-7). As in Australia, fusion of non Labour parties was immediately preceded by a Liberal minority cabinet supported by Labour in 1929. In the face of economic crisis, Liberals shifted towards the right forming a coalition government with Reform (conservatives), followed by an electoral alliance in 1931. The two parties decided to create a single organization in 1935, as a result of Labour’s first electoral victory (Gustafson 1986, ch.1). As in Australia, this failed to halt Labour’s growth, which reached 55,8% of the vote in 1938.

In Britain, the only party to resolutely advocate either PR or AV in UK was the Liberals, and only in time of crisis. Labour was divided, but the partisans of plurality were majority both in party conferences (Chadwick 1996) and in Parliament  (Butler 1986, 10-43). Conservatives consistently resisted PR and, particularly, AV, which it is only natural since it was clearly proposed to ease an electoral lib-lab alliance. The Lords helped to block attempts at reform (Butler 1986; Bogdanor 1990, 346).

In 1918 Liberals had good reasons to fear the impact of the rise of Labour (Cox 1997, 356-7). Before that time, Liberals attempted to prevent “division” with Labour, which Lloyd George is recorded to have pointed out in 1909 as the end of Liberalism in other countries (Cox 1997, 356). The Gladstone-MacDonald pact of 1903 is a well known fruit of this strategy (***). Labour grew electorally and eventually surpassed the Liberals, but it never won a clear majority in the interwar period and could only form two minority and short lived cabinets (both with Liberal support). The liberals split before the 1918 election and each side pursued a different strategy: coalition with conservatives, with an eye on eventual fusion, was now Lloyd George’s option, the minority of the party defending electoral reform. Both strategies failed, much to Lloyd George’s bewilderment (References***).

5.2 Cases of reform
In Scandinavia, proportional representation was an initiative of the secular conservatives in every country, to which the social democrats unmistakably contributed in only one case (Norway) and with the resistance, normally passive, on the part of mainstream liberals. It was introduced shortly after the main liberal party had lost the majority of the seats in the lower chamber in each country. In Sweden it took two elections with liberals obtaining a minority, but they were supported by the socialists, not particularly inclined to introduce PR. In Iceland and in Denmark it was introduced first in urban districts and, in a subsequent reform, generalized to the country. In every country the Liberals benefitted from conspicuous over-representation.
	The introduction of PR in Scandinavia
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5.3 Realignment or reform?
In countries like Denmark or Norway the large advantage of the Liberals was provoked, to a considerable extent, by the malapportionment of seats to districts, because of strong rural over-representation. This is roughly captured by the difference between the real percentage of the vote and the average of effective percentages in each constituency (although this gap is also affected by differences in participation across districts).  Conservatives and Socialists, as parties with a stronger urban base, suffered a negative bias in this regard.
Yet, for the Liberals, the positive bias induced by an efficient distribution of their votes across the territory was as important as malapportionment, or even more (in Denmark). This malapportionment-corrected advantage is captured by the difference between the average vote in the districts and the share of the seats. Liberals tended to have few wasted votes.
The efficiency effect for other parties was not different en each case. Socialists were further penalized by wasted votes in Norway, but not in Denmark. The opposite was true for the Conservatives, who were additionally penalized in Denmark, but in Norway recovered a large part of their malapportionment losses. Norwegian Conservatives ended up with more votes, and fewer seats, than the Liberals, a situation hardly acceptable for any party, but their territorial distribution of the vote was clearly not as disadvantageous as in Denmark. (In a comparison of the territorial correlation coefficients of Socialist and Conservative votes, it figures as an intermediate case between the Anglo countries and the rest of Scandinavian countries: Penadés 2005).
Partisan bias in Denmark. Election 1913.

	
	% Vote
	Average

%
	Malapportionment
	Seats

%
	Efficiency

	Conservatives
	23,23
	21,21 
	-2,02
	6,25
	-14,96

	Liberals
	27,82
	31,94
	4,12
	37,5
	5,56

	Radicals
	18,96
	21,91
	2,95
	28,56
	6,65

	Social Democrats
	29,98
	23,43
	-6,55
	27,57
	4,14


The data correspond to 112 seats of the 114 seats. Another two went liberal, one uncontested and the other without data.

Partisan bias in Norway. Election 1918 (1st round).

	
	% Vote
	Average

%
	Malapportionment
	Seats

%
	Efficiency

	Conservatives
	30,01
	26,91
	-3,1
	38,09
	11,18

	Liberals
	28,03
	35,10
	7,07
	41,27
	6,17

	Social Democrats
	31,30
	29,24
	-2,06
	14,29
	-14,95


The data correspond to 126 of the 234 seats. 

If the source of malapportionment -rural over-representation- had not been constitutionally mandated in Norway, the two-round majority system might well have survived (at least if the Socialists had had institutional preferences more similar to their counterparts in other Scandinavian countries). But reapportionment was out of the question, and liberal dominance over conservatives under majority rule was hence granted, for almost whatever level of socialist support. This is why the Conservatives endorsed PR since late 19th century (Ardal 2002). The occasion of reform only came when Liberals lost the absolute majority of the seats at a time when the Socialists were also agitating for PR.
Danish conservatives were lost in terms of electoral future, and no reapportionment (which was the preferred electoral reform of de Danish Socialists) could rescue them. Most of their votes were wasted against candidates with larger support, even in many of their urban strongholds. 

Why did Conservatives not seek an alliance with the Liberals? There is no talk of hostility. Liberals and Conservatives had had a close electoral pact in 1910, in parallel to the pact that joined Socialists and Radicals (the left wing faction of the old Liberal party) that year. The allied parties supported a unique candidate in most constituencies. The right wing pact secured a majority for the two parties but, alas, for the Conservatives, a majority, in particular, for the Liberal party.
If Conservatives and Liberals had joined forces in 1913 they would have again reached the majority in parliament, increasing their total representation, and preventing the access to government of the Radical minority government that in effect took charge. But the Conservatives had not too much to gain from it. Although the coalition would have obtained about 55% of the seats, according to my data, the conservatives could have secured only about 10%. It is a gain, compared to the 6% they actually obtained, but a meagre one. With the electoral results of 1913, if the PR system of 1918 had been already implemented, the results would have been about the same for the sum of Liberals and Conservatives (around 53% of the seats), but with two important differences: the Conservatives would have won 19% of the seats, and without incurring in the cost of coalition.
Again, as in Norway, the majority system could have survived longer had not other constitutional pieces being part the game: in this case, the power of the Conservative dominated Upper Chamber. Having that bargain leverage in their hands, it made sense for the Conservatives to demand PR.
The importance of the relative position of Conservative and Liberals to prefer realignment or reform can be illustrated with the following table (**). Assuming that Liberal and Conservative voters coordinated themselves to support the best placed candidate, Conservatives would be advantaged in Australia and New Zealand, whereas Liberals would be benefitted in Norway and Denmark. In the latter countries the Liberals dominated in a majority of districts and could secure, in the hypothesis of realignment, a larger number of seats for themselves than the Conservatives (although short of majority). In Australia and New Zealand the Conservatives dominated over Liberals in a majority of districts, but could secure for themselves a smaller number of seats than Scandinavian Liberals and, in the case of New Zealand, were nearly tied with the Liberals in that respect.
	Conservative incentives for reform or realignment in four countries

	Electoral reform
	Denmark1913
	Norway 1918

	Districts where C>L
	38
	33,3%
	55
	44,0%

	Districts where L>C
	73
	64,0%
	69
	55,2%

	C majority under full realignment of the right
	10
	8,8%
	43
	34,4%

	L majority under full realignment of the right
	49
	43,0%
	56
	44,8%

	Districts
	114
	
	125
	

	Party fusion
	New Zeland 1928
	Australia 1906

	Districts where C>L
	42
	55,3%
	43
	57,3%

	Districts where L>C
	33
	43,4%
	22
	29,3%

	C majority under full realignment of the right
	28
	36,8%
	28
	37,3%

	L majority under full realignment of the right
	27
	35,5%
	18
	24,0%

	Districts
	76
	
	75
	


The situation in Great Britain was different in an important sense. Even if the Liberal party had stayed united in 1918, the year of the real entry of Labour in Parliament, the Conservatives would have dominated the Liberals in the absolute majority of districts (59%), and could have secured for themselves the absolute majority of the votes in almost all of them (57%) if voters had voted strategically for anti-Labour candidates. Anticipating this, and not having been able to resolutely advance the Alternative Vote or some such formula, Lloyd-George Liberals decided to escape from competition and seek an alliance with the Conservatives. The move was advantageous for those Liberals, for they supplied the leader of the coalition and they prevented Conservatives from obtaining a majority by themselves. 
	Incentives for electoral realignment in Britain  in the Coupon Election,1918

	
	Hypothetical result with Liberals united
	Real result with some Liberals allied to Conservatives

	C>L (non allied L)
	340
	58,7%
	343
	59,2%

	L>C
	213
	36,8%
	82
	14,2%

	C majority under full realignment of the right
	328
	56,6%
	280
	48,4%

	L (non allied L) majority under full realignment of the right
	143
	24,7%
	23
	4,0%

	Districts
	579
	
	579
	


Yet, although Lloyd-George claimed to be presiding over a liberal cabinet, the fact was that liberals were in the minority. His attempt to fuse his group of liberals with the conservatives was first of all rejected by his own backbenchers, who feared the minority position within the organization (***). Later, in 1922, the conservatives reacted to what was seen as a risk of division for the party and broke the coalition, letting him fall. Although Liberals reunited again after this failed attempt at elite-led realignment, they could only wait to see how voters realigned themselves while the party demanded PR.

It is interesting to note that fusion in Australia went through a similar difficulty a decade earlier. The Liberal minority feared a junior status in the new “anti-socialist” party that was proposed and insisted on providing the leader, Alfred Deakin (who most likely was an inspiration for Lloyd George). It was only because of the timely support of business groups from Victoria at a decisive moment that the Liberals could credibly threat the Conservatives to go on putting their own candidates on the field, which was enough to obtain the leadership of the new political group from their reluctant partners, who feared, in very real terms, the victory of Labor. The strategic advantage of Australian liberals over Lloyd George liberals was that the Australian conservatives could not secure a majority for themselves.

It is also interesting to note, or ironic, from the point of view of the traditional argument, that  precisely where the parties were more balanced and the socialist threat was more imminent, fusion and not PR was more evidently seen as a solution: in New Zealand and, with just some extra complications, in Australia.

6 Final comments
If we take seriously that explaining preferences is a basic task for explaining institutional choices, the research should proceed through detailed case studies that are analytically oriented. Third dimension politics are about specific opportunities and costs for coordination among social-political groups in order to influence policy. Electoral systems influence the level at which the necessary coordination might take place. The analysis of district data and territorial configurations should further clarify if the various cleavages have a geographic translation and interact with the class cleavage in interesting ways (not just rural/urban, which is obvious, but religion and nation).  But the claims seems sustained that at least in the case of religious parties, coordination was preferred at parliamentary level (and hence PR) for reasons not necessarily territorial. 
We should not over-explain the phenomenon. Many collective choices, as opposed to preferences, were contingent. At some level of generality, though, there is too much apparent structure in choice. PR imposed itself in most early democracies, and PR is difficult to revert. But for the French exception (and minor ones, like the Spanish Republic) the persistence of majority rule in parliamentary democracies could be seen as a British extravagance.

Yet, despite similar collective choices parties had diverging views. A theory of party formation should inform the understanding of party strategies and electoral system choices. It may turn out that many of the effects that are sometimes attributed to the electoral system are incorporated into it by the parties that preferred such rules.
