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7I n this paper, we examine consequences of party system nationalization. We argue that the
8degree to which party systems are nationalized should affect the provision of public benefits by
9governments. When political competition at the national level occurs between parties that
10represent specific sub-national constituencies, then the outcomes of policy debates and conflicts
11can lead to an undersupply of nationally focused public services. We test our argument using data
12on DPT and measles immunization rates for 58 countries. We find that low party system nationali-
13zation is a barrier to improvements in these health indicators. Specifically, a substantial presence
14of regionalized parties hinders states’ convergence toward international heath standards.

15In this paper, we examine several important consequences of the nationalization of party
16systems. A party system is nationalized when the major political parties at the national level
17are locally competitive across a country’s constituencies and regions whereas, alternatively,
18a regionalized party system is one where parties gain a significant share of seats in the national
19legislature by running competitively in only a select few electoral constituencies and/or regions.
20In essence, the distinction between the two is the extent of cross-district coordination among
21politicians. In nationalized systems, politicians from diverse constituencies across the country
22have strong incentives to run for office under the same party label. As a consequence, parties are
23able to field candidates and run reasonably competitively across most of a country’s electoral
24constituencies. In regionalized systems, incentives for such cross-district coordination are weak
25and this gives rise to parties with geographically limited political support.1 We propose that the
26degree to which party systems are nationalized affects the delivery of public services by
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27governments. After offering an argument for why this should be the case, we show evidence
28that party system nationalization in fact covaries with the delivery of health benefits after
29controlling for other commonly studied factors.
30Our research builds on an extensive literature on the causes and consequences of party system
31nationalization. An earlier generation of research focused attention on electoral system
32characteristics as the main drivers of the number of political parties (Duverger 1954; Rae 1967;
33Taagepera and Shugart 1989; Lijphart 1994; Cox 1997; Morelli 2004). More recent empirical work
34has examined other factors (both national and local) that may hinder or facilitate nationalization.2

35In this paper, we shift the focus from the causes of party system nationalization, to the
36consequences. We want to know whether the degree of party system nationalization matters for
37important policy outcomes. Does a nationalized party system have distributive and
38redistributive consequences? Is it good or bad for the delivery of public benefits and services to
39the population? Given that we know a good deal about the causes of party system
40nationalization from previous work, if we learn that more or less party system nationalization
41has serious consequences for citizens’ well-being, then we can begin to make normative
42arguments about the kinds of institutions that are likely to promote (or discourage)
43nationalization, and hence promote or discourage the provision of certain kinds of policies.
44A number of recent studies have explored the effect of party system nationalization on other
45political and policy outcomes. For example, Crisp, Olivella and Potter (2012) analyze data from
4620 countries showing evidence that nationalized governing parties, when countries have
47electoral constituencies that are similar demographically, tend to adopt non-geographically
48targeted public policies when compared with regionalized government party coalitions. Simi-
49larly, Castañeda-Angarita (2013) uses data from seven Latin American countries to support the
50claim that nationalized party systems lead to more non-geographically targeted
51budget allocations by central government as compared with regionalized party systems.3 Lago-
52Peñas and Lago-Peñas (2009) find that the degree of nationalization affects the ease of altering
53the composition of budgets.
54A common approach in this growing literature is to focus on the budgetary consequences of
55party system nationalism: how does degree of nationalization affect budget allocation deci-
56sions? We build on this existing work and take it a step further. Specifically, our research
57focuses on whether party system differences translate into measurable end-of-line policy out-
58comes (health outcomes in our case). In other words, we investigate whether the degree of
59nationalization, which has been shown to affect budgeting, also affects human welfare. Our
60motivation stems from the plausible assumption that human welfare outcomes can depend on
61whether budgets are allocated in a geographically targeted way or in a more nationally com-
62prehensive way. Consider a regionalized party system, where each party who happens to be in

2 Scholars have discovered that societal cleavages (e.g., ethnicity, religion, class) hinder nationalization,
especially when cleavage groups are geographically concentrated (Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Kim and Ohn 1992;
Ordeshook and Shvetsova 1994; Amorim-Neto and Cox 1997; Cox 1999; Brancati 2003). As for facilitation
factors, Chhibber and Kollman (Chhibber and Kollman 1998; Chhibber and Kollman 2004) argue that political
and economic centralization cause party system nationalization. Similarly, Brancati (2008) argues that political
decentralization increases the strength of regional parties within the national legislature. Caramani (2004) shows
evidence that cross-regional sectoral and religious similarities actually promote party system nationalization,
whereas Meguid (2008) demonstrates that mainstream party strategies affect the fortunes of minor/niche parties.
In addition, Hicken (2009) and Hicken and Stoll (2013) expand the study of party system nationalization by
focusing on factors that affect the distribution power within the national government.

3 He also finds the mirrored result that regionalized party systems lead to geographically targeted
budget allocations by central governments as compared with nationalized party systems. Furthermore, the effects
of party system nationalization interact with the size of the presidential party coalition in parliament.
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63government targets central government spending to the particular regions of the country from
64which they tend to derive their political support. Ideally, if each party allocates that spending
65relatively efficiently and there is enough alternation in the incumbent party, over a long enough
66span of time human welfare outcomes will likely be similar to outcomes in nationalized party
67systems. We argue here, however, and show in our empirical analyses, that the ideal situation of
68efficiency and comprehensive distribution of public services is not typical in regionalized party
69systems. In fact, there are real human welfare implications to party system regionalization. Our
70argument proposes that geographically targeted spending tends to be easily reversed, inefficient,
71and typically fails to take advantage of important economies of scale. Over a long enough span
72of time, these problems cause human welfare outcomes to suffer appreciably. This complements
73nicely Crisp et al., and Castañeda-Angarita, whereas also providing a useful extension of those
74arguments. In addition, our study of the effects of nationalization draws from the largest sample
75of countries to date. Our results draw from samples between 43 and 57 countries, depending on
76the specific model specification. Thus, we can demonstrate that the degree of nationalization has
77an effect outside of developed democracies and Latin American—where most of the existing
78work has focused.
79Our work is firmly embedded in a larger literature that links institutional variation to public
80goods outcomes. Existing work has focused on the role of regime type (Lake and Baum 2001) and,
81among democracies, the number of actors or veto players in the policy process (e.g., Cox and
82McCubbins 2001; Hallerberg 2002; MacIntyre 2002; Tsebelis 2002; Keefer and Stasavage 2003),
83features of the electoral system (e.g., Milesi-Ferretti, Perotti and Rostagno 2002; Persson and
84Tabellini 2003; Chang and Golden 2007; Hicken and Simmons 2008); and the nature of the
85relationship between the national and sub-national governments (Burki, Perry and Dillinger 1999;
86Robalino Picazo and Voetberg 2001; Gimpelson and Treisman 2002; Enikolopov and Zhur-
87avskaya 2003; Samuels 2003; Khaleghian 2004), among other institutional differences. Perhaps
88closest to the logic of our argument is the growing literature on how the nature of politicians’
89constituencies shapes their incentives to provide broad public goods. Specifically, this line of work
90demonstrates the intuitive result that the broader the constituency to which decision makers are
91accountable, the stronger the incentives to provide services to a large, national population.
92Alternatively, where decision makers have very narrow constituencies, they prefer goods and
93services that can be targeted to smaller groups (e.g., Olson 2000; Cox and McCubbins 2001; Lake
94and Baum 2001; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2004; Franzese, Jusko and Nooruddin 2007; Stasavage
952005; Hicken and Simmons 2008). Our argument is that the degree of party system nationalization
96is one key determinant to the breadth of politician’s constituency.
97To summarize our findings, we show compelling evidence that party system nationalization
98facilitates the distribution of public services to broader constituencies. Controlling for various
99economic and political factors, the governments of countries with nationalized party systems are

100more likely to distribute public resources in ways that do a better job of improving public health
101outcomes. Put simply, public health improvements are more pronounced in those countries with
102more party system nationalization.
103Why this pattern? Our interpretation of these results is that party systems that are geo-
104graphically more regionalized (or localized) can be barriers to the types of public service
105provision that benefits much if not all of the population. We contend that when party systems
106are nationalized, political conflict can occur over issues that unite interests across geographic
107boundaries, and political cleavages are more likely to fall along functional, ideological, or class
108lines, rather than along lines that correlate with geography, which in many countries means
109along tribal, ethnic, religious, or linguistic lines. Compared with non-nationalized systems,
110nationalized political conflict is more likely to produce nationalized, comprehensive policy
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111programs and less likely to produce particularistic programs implemented for political purposes.
112In contrast, regionalized/sub-national party systems will tend to lead to policy implementation
113driven by more particularistic, political purposes, and less efficient, less geographically
114comprehensive, and/or more easily reversible. We probe deeper into this argument later; in the
115next section we describe our measurement of party system nationalization.

116THE MEASUREMENT OF PARTY SYSTEM NATIONALIZATION

117Recall our earlier definition of nationalization: the major political parties at the national level are
118locally competitive across a country’s constituencies and regions. By locally competitive we
119mean the same political parties compete, and their shares of the vote are approximately the
120same, in most localities nationwide (focusing here on competition for seats in the national
121parliament). Given this conceptualization, two comments are in order. First, similarity can be a
122matter of degree, and our measurement reflects this. Second, the level of vote aggregation used
123to compare the local to the national level can affect the degree of similarity according to our
124measure. For instance, if we were measuring the degree of nationalization of the US party
125system, and we compared precincts with the national level, this would give us a
126different measure than if we compared states with the national level. States, because they are
127larger units of aggregation, would tend to look more similar to national-level electoral data. We
128have chosen to use electoral constituencies—the smallest unit for which there is representation
129to the national parliament—as our units of comparison with the national level. This offers a
130relatively straightforward way to compare across countries, and has the advantage of being
131consistent with much previous work in this area (see Cox 1997; Caramani 2004; Chhibber and
132Kollman 2004).
133In our measure of nationalization, we compare the effective number of parties in the national
134party (ENPnat) with the average effective number of parties across the electoral
135districts (ENPavg). The difference between the two is a measure of the extent of party system
136nationalization. Next, following Cox (1999, 17), we compute a measure F = (ENPnat−
137ENPavg)/ENPnat, which tells us what portion of the size of the national party system is owing
138to poor nationalization, and what percentage reflects the extent of coordination within districts.4

139If F is 0.10, this suggests that 10 percent of the size of the national party system
140can be attributed to different parties garnering votes in different parts of the country
141(poor nationalization), with the other 90 percent ascribable to the average number of parties at
142the district level. The larger the F, the lower (higher) the level of nationalization
143(regionalization).5

144The intuition for the measure we use can be simply demonstrated. Imagine two countries—
1451 and 2 (see Figure 1). In each country, there are two regions (X and Y), each of which is also
146an electoral district for the purposes of electing the national legislature. In each country, there
147are four parties that compete in national elections, A, B, C, and D. Let the distribution of those
148parties across districts vary between Countries 1 and 2. In Country 1, parties A and B compete
149for votes nationally—campaigning and winning votes in both region X and Y. C and D by

4 Note, this is equivalent to Cox’s (1997) inflation score (I). See also Moenius and Kasuyo (2004). As the
word inflation can be confusing due to its use as an economic term, we avoid this usage here.

5 There are other measures of nationalization used in the literature (Jones and Mainwaring 2003; Morgenstern
and Swindle 2005; Kasuya and Moenius 2008; Lago-Peñas and Lago-Peñas 2009; Morgenstern, Swindle and
Castagnola 2009) most of which are highly correlated with our own. Below, we show that our main results are
robust to the use of Bochsler’s (2010) Gini-based measure of party system nationalization.
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150contrast compete only in one region, C in X and D in Y. In Country 2, none of the
151parties are national parties—each competes in only a single region. Assuming the parties in each
152region split the votes evenly, the F score for Country 1 is 0.17 and for Country 2 is
1530.5—reflecting the fact that Country 1 has a more nationalized/less regionalized party system
154than Country 2.
155There are two concerns with this particular measure of party system nationalization (Bochsler
1562010). First, the measure does not take into account cross-national variation in the number of
157districts across countries (having only a few districts might overstate the degree of nationali-
158zation in a country). Second, averaging the effective number of parties across the districts might
159conceal more than it reveals about the degree of nationalization.6 To account for these concerns
160Bochsler (2010) develops a Gini-type measure of party nationalization, where values closer to
161one indicate a more nationalized system, which controls for the number of units (constituencies,
162regions, provinces, for example). We use this alternative measure in robustness checks and
163show that using either measure the data support our hypothesis.

164EFFECTS OF PARTY SYSTEM NATIONALIZATION ON PUBLIC SERVICES

165The first part of our argument is the commonsense assertion that the degree of party system
166nationalization affects the breadth and nature of the constituency to which political parties
167respond. Whether in or out of government political parties choose or advocate for policies that
168are designed to appeal to their supporters. Suppose a party system is composed of parties with
169national constituencies—examples might include the two American parties, the Congress and

Country 1 

Region 

X 

Region 

Y 

A (0.33) 

B (0.33) 

C (0.33) 

A (0.33)

B (0.33) 

D (0.33)

Country 2 

Region 

X 

Region 

Y 

A (0.50) 

C (0.50) 

B (0.50) 

D (0.50)

Fig. 1. Nationalized and Fragmented Party Systems

6 To illustrate this latter point, suppose at the national level, the effective number of parties equals three and
that half of the constituencies have an effective number of two, whereas the other half have four. Averaging
across the districts yields a value of three, which by our measure would imply a perfectly nationalized system,
but it should be readily apparently that by taking the average we lose some interesting information about the
nature of the party system.
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170BJP in India, and the major center-left and center-right parties in Western Europe. Supporters of
171the national parties will expect those parties to devote some attention to national-level policies
172while in power, and to advocate for such policies while in opposition. The representatives
173within those national parties will have incentives to respond to those expectations. Bargains
174between supporters across regions are embedded within each party and in the decisions by
175voters to support the party. In effect, voters know they are delegating negotiating rights to a
176party representative—geographic representation is subsumed within and secondary to party
177representation. The key here is the breadth of the constituency to which a given collection of
178politicians under a party label respond (and the constituency to which voters believe politicians
179should be responding). Nationalized parties have already managed to accommodate regional
180demands into the process of forming the party, running candidates, and developing a list of
181policy programs. Parties have already internalized the geographic bargaining and so have
182incentives to go into the national government, or campaign for the national governing power,
183with proposals for broad public benefits that cut across geographic lines.7 Consequently, policy
184outcomes will reflect a desire by politicians to please a national constituency and to be evaluated
185according to national criteria. This compels politicians to distribute services, or propose dis-
186tributing services, that are broadly accessible and that have economies of scale in their
187supply—namely, public services with very broad if not universal scope.
188For a system that is not nationalized, we refer again to the simple example shown in Figure 1.
189Supporters of the regional parties (C and D in Country 1, and all of the parties in Country 2),
190will consider geographic and partisan representatives to be one and the same. Voters are sending
191a representative for whom a major task will be to represent a particular geographic region, either
192in the government or in opposition.
193We can divide the effect of the representation of regionalized parties into three general
194categories. Consider first a situation where a set of parties from the same region (e.g., A and C
195in Country 2) can control the government. We would expect government goods and services to
196flow disproportionately to the supporters in that region, as the incumbents derive no electoral
197benefit from providing support to voters in the other region. Such targeted policy provision
198obviously leaves certain segments of the population underserved. In addition, because policy
199that is directed to a narrow constituency is particularly vulnerable to reversals (Author (n.d.)), if
200a government of AC is replaced by BD in Country 2, we might expect BD to scrap many of the
201X region-centric policies adopted by the previous government and pursue instead a pro-Y
202region agenda, at some cost to efficiency and effectiveness. Note, however, that the incentives
203of regional parties do not change if they are in the opposition—we would still expect them to
204propose policies aimed at benefitting their region in an effort to mobilize enough support to
205govern. The critical point is that, under this scenario where governing coalitions come from
206regionally biased groups of parties, the regionalization of the party system drives a less com-
207prehensive government policy regardless of which coalition is in power.
208Now consider, second, the situation where the possible governing coalitions include parties
209from different regions (e.g., A and B in Country 2). Geographic logrolls become possible. Under
210this scenario each region gets some share of national resources, but this could come in one of two
211forms. The set of governing parties could provide nationally targeted policies that benefit voters
212in each region. However, given that such policies, by definition, are not targetable, it is difficult
213for A or B credibly to claim primary credit for providing such policies to voters in their

7 The link between the breadth of an actor’s constituency and that actor’s incentives to press for broad
national policies has been explored elsewhere, though not through the lens of party system nationalization (e.g.,
Cox 1987; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2004; Hicken, Satyanath and Sergenti 2005; Hicken and Simmons 2008).
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214region, leaving them more vulnerable to a challenge from other regional competitors. A politi-
215cally valuable strategy is to provide resources to their supporters in the form of regional parti-
216cularism that can be directly credited to the party, and ward off challengers (e.g., party C as a
217challenger to party A). The competition for support by the regional parties, given overall budget
218constraints, leads to undersupplied nationally comprehensive policies because of the pressure to
219supply some geographically targeted goods. The government, to the extent that resources are
220drawn away to those geographically targeted goods, also loses any economies of scale that might
221arise when goods or services are provided through nationally planned and nationally implemented
222policies that have been turned over for implementation to technicians and experts.
223Third, consider a country composed of a mix of nationalized and regionalized political
224parties. If power alternates between national parties and coalitions of regional parties, we expect
225to see more nationally focused policies under national parties, and more regionally focused
226policies under regional parties. Where national and regional parties are in coalition together, we
227would expect regional parties to extract some regionally targeted policy concessions from the
228national party during the formation of policies. In either scenario, given budget constraints,
229policies will, on average, be less universal than they would otherwise be in a more fully
230nationalized party system.
231To summarize the possible consequences of regionalized parties in the party system (either in
232government or in opposition):

233∙ policy outcomes can be universally but inefficiently supplied because of the need for the
234parties to gain credit locally; that is, voters need to know that their regional parties are
235working for them locally; or
236∙ policy outcomes can be unequally provided across regions because of differences in
237representation by regional parties.

238Note that the second kind of policy outcomes can persist over time and thus some regions are
239perpetually underserved by particularistic policies. This is surely the case in the Chunla region
240in South Korea, for example, or in the Northeast of Thailand. Or regional parties can come in
241and out of government and thus policy benefits can be intermittently supplied to specific regions
242based on political outcomes. This latter can lead to inefficient provision of public services.
243Thus, the patterns of party politics in geographic space will have consequences for policy-
244making processes and outcomes. More specifically, the degree of party system nationalization
245should shape the incentives of policymakers and thus affect policy outcomes.8 Our hypothesis is
246straightforward. For countries with nationalized parties primarily, public services will be con-
247sistently provided to larger swaths of the population, whereas for countries with regionalized
248parties playing prominent roles in government or obtain substantial votes in opposition, public
249services will be less effectively and efficiently supplied, ceteris paribus.

250Alternative and Additional Causes

251We acknowledge that institutional factors besides nationalization might matter in determining
252public services provision. Some scholars, for example, have compared the provision of public
253goods in proportional representation systems versus plurality systems, and argue that the former

8 It should also affect their capabilities. We know that less nationalized party systems will have more political
parties, ceteris paribus. The more parties there are in a given party system, the more actors there are likely to be
in the policy-making process. The more actors are involved in the policy process the more difficult it is for any
single actor to change the status quo unilaterally. Where there are multiple actors (veto players) one actor’s
attempts to change the status quo can be blocked by other actors with different interests (Tsebelis 2002).
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254provide more (e.g., Lizzeri and Persico 2001).9 Others have drawn a link between fiscal
255federalism—the degree of autonomy given to sub-national governments to tax and spend—and
256overall public goods production by the national government, arguing that fiscal decentralization
257induces more overall government spending on education and health (but not necessarily
258at the national level) (Arze, Martinez-Vazquez and McNab 2005). Moreover, some (as we
259previously discussed) have focused on the same independent variable we have, arguing, for
260example, that party nationalization affects the structure of spending in countries (Lago-Peñas
261and Lago-Peñas 2009; Crisp, Olivella and Potter 2012; Castañeda-Angarita Forthcoming). We
262control for these factors in our analysis (described below) and show that even when doing so
263party system nationalization remains a key factor explaining variance in public services
264provision.
265Note that we do not argue here that nationalized party systems will lead to centralized
266political and economic systems, or that regionalized party systems will lead to decentralized or
267devolved political and economic systems. This is an interesting proposition and is essentially
268the reverse of the Chhibber and Kollman (2004) thesis (see also Filippov, Ordeshook and
269Shvetsova 2004). However, centralization and decentralization is about authority across levels
270of governments, whereas our interest here is in the mix of national policies versus sub-national
271pork/logrolls, holding fixed the level of (de)centralization. One implication of our argument is
272that, regardless of the level of national government spending relative to sub-national units, the
273distribution of that spending should vary across countries according to their level of
274nationalization.

275RESEARCH DESIGN

276We use indicators of the provision of health services to assess the arguments made above. To
277start we use the two immunization variables. In addition, we estimate a model using the infant
278mortality rate, as that variable is closely associated with a host of public spending programs,
279including improvements in the quality of drinking water and sewage treatment, epidemic
280control, and the delivery of antibiotics and basic health that, per our argument, are expected to
281correlate with the degree of party system nationalization.10 To make consistent the interpretation
282of the coefficient estimates reported below, we convert the two immunization variables into the
283percentage of the under 12-month population that is not immunized. Thus, for all three variables
284higher values correspond with worse health outcomes. Our key independent variable is the
285extent of party system nationalization, which we measure using the regionalization score (F)
286discussed earlier.11 Note that our study is global and includes many developed and developing
287countries together, relying on the largest number of countries and cases to date for such an
288analysis. Previous results linking nationalization to policy-making focused specifically on Latin
289America (Catañeda-Angarita 2013), Europe (Lago-Peñas and Lago-Peñas 2009), or developed
290democracies (Crisp, Olivella and Potter 2012).

9 See also Milesi-Ferretti, Perotti and Rostagno (2002) and Persson and Tabellini (2003).
10 The DPT immunization includes immunizations for diphtheria, pertussis, and tetanus. These data come

from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators database. The two immunization variables measure the
percent of children under the age of 12 months that have been immunized for measles and diphtheria, respec-
tively. Infant mortality records the number of deaths/1000 live births.

11 The primary source for the election data we use to calculate the nationalization scores is the Constituency-
Level Electoral Archive (CLEA) (Kollman et al. 2011). CLEA is a multi-institutional effort housed at the
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor with the goal of collecting, archiving and making public all available
constituency-level electoral results. There data are available at http://electiondataarchive.org/.
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291Estimation

292To begin testing our hypotheses, it is worth pointing out that globally, there is a clear trend of
293improving public health (Ross 2006). Furthermore, public health outcomes exhibit
294convergence, whereby the worst performers at some period of time improve more rapidly in
295subsequent years than the best performers (Kenny 2005). It should not be surprising that countries
296that have high immunization and low infant mortality rates experience comparatively small
297improvements as these countries simply have less room to improve. For their part, the countries
298with the worst levels show faster improvement because they are targets of foreign aid organi-
299zations seeking to improve health outcomes. In addition, we might expect that public health
300resources may have larger marginal effects on outcomes in developing countries as many of the
301causes of poor public health are readily solved with existing relatively inexpensive technologies.12

302Accordingly, the poorest performers should exhibit faster improvement than the best performers.
303At issue is how we test our argument in light of the convergence process. Ross (2006) warns
304that failing to account for global health trends can lead to biased estimates and erroneous
305conclusions. Our strategy draws from growth economics. In that discipline, investigating
306whether poor countries grow faster than rich ones do typically proceeds with a model that
307regresses countries’ average growth rates on their income levels at the beginning of the period
308or some earlier point in time:

ΔYi;a ¼ α + β1Yi;t1 + εi;a; (1)

309310where ΔYi,a is the Country i’s average growth rate and Yi,t1 the Country i’s income at the start of
311that period.13 If convergence is occurring β1 will be negative and statistically significant.
312We use a modification of Equation 1 to test our argument. As in Equation 1, we estimate models
313that take the average of the dependent variable over some period of time and include the lagged
314level of the dependent variable on the right-hand side. However, in light of the convincing
315evidence that health outcomes are converging (Kenny 2005), rather than asking whether health
316outcomes are converging, we estimate the pace at which they are doing so. One implication of
317our argument is that even as countries are converging to the same health outcomes (i.e., full
318immunization or zero infant mortality) the rates at which they do so will depend on the degree
319of party system nationalization. If, as we have argued, nationalized party systems lead to more
320public services being provided, then we expect that the factors that make the worst performers
321show faster improvements in subsequent periods will have different effects in regionalized
322versus nationalized systems. Namely, they will have a less substantial impact in the latter.
323Consider a country that is the recipient of public health-related foreign aid. A highly
324regionalized party system in the recipient country will reduce the effectiveness of that aid, by
325allocating the donated resources inefficiently, say, choosing to prioritize disproportionately the
326regions from which the governing party draws its electoral support. A nationalized system will
327supply more public services and will do so more efficiently to appeal to as broad a constituency
328as possible, thus generating more return for each aid dollar.
329This logic implies that changes in health outcomes are the joint function of a country’s
330starting level of the health statistic in question and party nationalization/regionalization.
331As such, we estimate

ΔHealthi;a ¼ α + β1Healthi;t1 + β2Nati;a + β3ðHealthi;t1 ´Nati;aÞ + βX + εi;a; (2)

12 For research on the effects of international technology diffusion, see Papageorgiou, Savvides and
Zachariadis (2007) and Owen and Wu (2007).

13 See, for example, Barro (1997). Cross-sectional samples are preferred in these models to annual TSCS
samples because the former better smooths the trend from anomalous years.
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where Health refers to one of the three dependent variables discussed above, Nat the measure of
332party nationalization/regionalism (F), and X a set of control variables. The dependent variable,
333Nat, and the control variables are averaged over the years 1990–2000 and Healthi,t1 is the value
334in 1990 or the first year in the period 1990–2000 that the country enters the sample.
335Our estimations include a set of economic and political control variables. We include per capita
336GDP to account for the correlation between per capita income and health statistics. In addition, per
337capita GDP proxies for state capacity, which we also expect correlates with health outcomes.14

338Although our sample only includes countries that have minimally democratic elections—those
339that average a Polity score >0 on the −10 to 10 scale—we want to control for any differences that
340may exist between marginally democratic countries and those with fully democratic elections and
341so we control for a country’s Polity score. We also control for the age of the regime to capture any
342difference between new and well-institutionalized democracies. Next, because there is good
343reason to believe that party system regionalization is correlated with coalition governments, we
344control for the effective number of government parties to weed out the correlation between
345multiparty governments and spending priorities. We include a full set of regional controls (with
346the industrialized democracy “region” being the excluded category) to account for regional trends
347in the data. Per capita GDP and the age of the regime enter the model as natural logarithms.
348Table 1 provides summary statistics for all variables that we include in the model.
349If our arguments are right, β1 should have a negative coefficient. This would tell us that when the
350party system is very nationalized (more exactly, when F = 0), poor performers exhibit more rapid
351improvements in infant mortality and the percent of the population unimmunized than better per-
352formers do. β3, however, should be positive. As the party system becomes increasingly regionalized,
353politicians provide fewer national public services and focus their attention on specific geographic
354constituencies, with the consequence being slower health improvements in the population as a whole.

355RESULTS

356Models 1–3 in Table 2 present our main results. Altogether, they provide strong support for our
357arguments. Consider Model 1, which uses the average change in the percent of the population

TABLE 1 Summary Statistics

Variables Observation Mean SD Minimum Maximum

ΔMeasles 57 −0.0093 0.014 −0.063 0.01
ΔDPT 57 −0.0055 0.012 −0.041 0.021
ΔInfant mortality 43 −0.59 0.65 −2.90 1.1
Measles initial value 57 0.179 0.15 0.0056 0.81
DPT initial value 57 0.148 0.15 0.0056 0.8
Infant mortality initial value 57 28.03 30.10 4.4 135
Party system nationalization 57 0.17 0.14 −0.050 0.56
Regime age (log) 57 2.43 1.51 0.69 5.21
Polity score 57 8.45 1.82 2 10
Number of government parties 57 1.76 0.80 1 4.15
GDP per capita (log) 57 8.96 0.94 6.64 10.27

14 To better model the effects of state capacity, we have also estimated models including tax revenues as a
percent of GDP as a regressor. Using this alternative measure does not change appreciably the results we present
below and the tax revenue variable never achieves statistical significance. For these reasons, and because
including the tax revenue variable causes our sample to shrink, we do not present these results here. We thank an
anonymous reviewer for encouraging us to address the issue of state capacity in more detail.
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358not immunized for measles as the dependent variable. The coefficient on the lagged level of
359immunization is negative and statistically significant, telling us that in highly nationalized
360systems (more exactly, when Nat = 0) the countries with the worse immunization levels show
361faster improvement in subsequent years than countries with lower levels to start. Notice,
362however, that the interaction term has a positive and significant coefficient. This is evidence of
363the negative consequences of regionalization. The interaction term reveals that as regionalism
364increases, the pace of convergence beings to slow—the marginal effect of the lagged level tends

TABLE 2 Party System Nationalization and Health Outcomes

Models 1 2 3 4 5 6

DV ΔMeasles ΔDPT
ΔInfant
Mortality ΔMeasles ΔDPT

ΔInfant
Mortality

Health initial value −0.092*** −0.089*** −0.058*** −0.094*** −0.089*** −0.065***
(0.018) (0.025) (0.0064) (0.019) (0.031) (0.007)

Party nationalization 0.003 −0.005 −0.41 −0.002 −0.018 −1.78
(0.021) (0.014) (0.36) (0.025) (0.017) (0.50)***

Health initial 0.089 0.21*** 0.065*** 0.10 0.22** 0.086***
value × nationalization (0.087) (0.065) (0.0085) (0.082) (0.098) (0.014)

Regime age 0.004 0.001 0.084 0.004** 0.001 0.075*
(0.002)* (0.002) (0.051) (0.002) (0.002) (0.040)

Polity score −0.000 0.001 −0.022 0.001 0.001 −0.063
(0.001) (0.001) (0.034) (0.002) (0.002) (0.043)

Number of government parties −0.001 −0.004* −0.039 −0.007 −0.001 0.066
(0.002) (0.002) (0.078) (0.003) (0.002) (0.060)

GDP per capita −0.005 0.000 −0.14 −0.009 −0.004 −0.30
(0.004) (0.003) (0.19) (0.006) (0.004)* (0.20)

East Asia −0.000 0.007 – 0.007 0.012 –
(0.012) (0.007) (0.010) (0.007)

South Asia 0.003 0.012 0.39 0.016 0.017* 0.30
(0.012) (0.009) (0.46) (0.013) (0.009) (0.32)

Latin America −0.008 0.008 0.29 −0.010 0.011* 0.39
(0.006) (0.006) (0.43) (0.009) (0.006) (0.35)

Eastern Europe −0.002 0.003 0.19 −0.000 0.005 0.10
(0.007) (0.007) (0.29) (0.008) (0.006) (0.22)

Middle East 0.012** 0.025*** −0.084 0.016** 0.020*** 0.064
(0.005) (0.005) (0.32) (0.007) (0.006) (0.28)

Africa −0.004 0.01 −0.14 −0.008 0.014 −0.49***
(0.009) (0.008) (0.16) (0.011) (0.0090) (0.16)

District magnitude 0.001 −0.005* −0.16**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.074)

President/Parliament −0.001 0.002 0.13
(0.003) (0.002) (0.093)

SMSP/PR 0.003 −0.006 0.093
(0.005) (0.005) (0.11)

Rural population −0.000 −0.000 −0.002
(0.000) (0.000) (0.005)

Total population −0.002 0.000 −0.075
(0.002) (0.002) (0.047)

Federalism −0.001 −0.003 0.29
(0.004) (0.005) (0.17)

Constant 0.048 −0.006 1.48 0.089 0.032 4.23**
(0.032) (0.031) (1.89) (0.054) (0.043) (2.04)

Observations 57 57 44 53 53 42
Adjusted R2 0.344 0.168 0.755 0.415 0.171 0.842

Note: standard errors in parentheses. The ‘−’ denotes the fact that, because of missing data, there are no countries
in the East Asian region for this model.
*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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365toward 0. Indeed, at very high levels of party regionalism, the marginal effect of the lagged level
366is almost precisely zero. These coefficient patterns are consistent with our arguments.
367Regionalism in the party system undermines the efficacious provision of public services and
368slows improvements in health outcomes.
369The top left panel in Figure 2 plots these effects to facilitate interpretation. The solid line is
370the marginal effect of the lagged immunization level. It is plotted for the range of party
371regionalism in the sample. The dashed lines are 90 percent confidence intervals around the
372marginal effect. The histogram shows the distribution of cases with respect to party regionalism
373and should be evaluated using the right-hand side y-axis. The results are striking. Although the
374marginal effect line is negative for the entire range of cases, it is significantly so only at low
375values of regionalization. As regionalization increases, the marginal effect slopes upward and
376becomes statistically insignificant. Regionalism, it seems, undermines health improvements,
377consistent with our argument.
378Substantively, the joint effects of the lagged level and the degree of party system
379nationalization can be appreciable. In an extremely nationalized party system (i.e., where
380F = 0), a 1 percentage point increase in the initial level of unimmunized individuals in the
381population corresponds with a subsequent decrease in the percent unimmunized by about 0.09
382percentage points, per year on average. Over the course of a decade, this would mean the
383population of unimmunized individuals would fall about a percentage point. To put that in
384context, it is a larger effect than a similarly proportioned increase in GDP or increase in the
385degree of democracy. However, this convergence slows as regionalism in the party system
386increases. In an extremely regionalized system, for example, say a value of 0.4 (the sample’s
38795th percentile), a higher level of unimmunized individuals at the start of the period leads to
388only a 0.04 percentage point decline on average per year, or less than half of a percentage point
389reduction over the course a decade. Both of these effects are statistically significant; the pace of
390convergence has real consequences and depends on the degree of party system nationalization/
391regionalism precisely as we predict.
392Turning back to Table 2, Models 2 and 3 lend further support to our arguments. In both cases,
393the coefficient on the lagged level is significantly negative, whereas the interaction term is
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394positive. The two remaining graphs in Figure 2 show the relevant graphs. In each, we see that
395convergence is faster in nationalized systems and slows as party regionalism increases.
396Moreover, again the substantive effects are important. Higher initial levels of individuals
397unimmunized from DPT leads to a subsequent reduction of 0.09 percentage points on average
398per year when the party system if very nationalized, but only a 0.02 percentage point reduction
399at nationalization scores of 0.3 (the sample’s 80th) percentile, and there is no convergence at all
400at nationalization scores at 0.4 and greater. The infant mortality results are similar. States with
401higher initial levels of infant mortality see subsequent declines on the order of 0.05 fewer deaths
402per year on average in very nationalized systems, but reductions of only 0.03/year on average at
403nationalizations scores around 0.4. Again, convergence to better human welfare outcomes is
404occurring, but the pace of convergence depends on the condition of the party system.

405Robustness and Sensitivity

406We assess the robustness of these results in three ways. First, we include an additional set of
407control variables to account for additional potential confounds. Models 4–6 in Table 2 control
408for district magnitude, whether a country is parliamentary, assembly-elected presidential, or
409directly elected presidential, whether a country uses plurality or proportional representation
410electoral rules, the percent of the population living in rural areas, the total population, and
411whether a country is federal.15 The population variables partially control for the demand for
412health services, whereas the institutional controls are variables that might plausibly shape the
413nature of policymakers constituency and their incentives to provide different types of goods and
414services (e.g., Cox and McCubbins 2001; Persson and Tabellin 2003; Morelli 2004). The
415federalism control is particularly important as a number of scholars have investigated the link
416between decentralization and public goods outcomes, with a particular focus on heath care (e.g.,
417Burki, Perry and Dillinger 1999; Enikolopov and Zhuravskaya 2003; Khaleghian 2004;
418Treisman 2007).16 The results of these latter studies are decidedly mixed, depending very much
419of the sample used, (developing versus developed, democracies versus all countries, etc.) and
420the way in which decentralization in operationalized. Even so, we find it plausible to expect an
421effect of decentralization on spending. In addition, decentralization is hypothesized to affect
422nationalization (Chhibber and Kollman 1998; Chhibber and Kollman 2004) and so the exclu-
423sion of it from the model may expose the results to omitted variable bias. The attribute of
424decentralization most likely to confound our empirical specification is the share of total public
425health spending for which sub-national units account. Unfortunately, we have reliable data for
426this variable for only a handful of countries and including this variable reduces substantially the
427size of our already small sample. As an alternative, we include the federalism indicator from
428Henisz (2000), in which an observation is coded as “1” if sub-national entities possess
429constraints on national fiscal policy.
430The main results hold in every case. In each case the coefficient on the lagged health outcome
431in question is negative, whereas the interaction term is positive, indicating that by and large

15 The district magnitude variable comes from Golder (2005). Replacing average magnitude with the median
district magnitude does not alter our main results. The parliamentary/presidential and plurality/proportional
representation variables come from the World Bank’s Database of Political Institutions (Beck et al. 2001).
Substituting a presidential/parliamentary variable from Golder for the World Bank’s measure does not change the
substantive results of our main variables. Total population and rural population come from the World Bank’s
(2004) World Development Indicators.

16 See Treisman (2007) for a thorough review of this literature.
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432convergence is occurring as Kenny (2005) points out, but that the pace of convergence depends
433on the level of party system nationalization/regionalization.17 It does not appear then that the
434results of our baseline models are due simply to the set of control variables in those
435specifications.18

436The second test of robustness is to expand the time period covered in our models. Although
437the results in Table 2 are supportive, one might wonder if the time period covered—1990 to
4382000—is long enough to accurately observe the kind of effects about which we hypothesize.
439One might also wonder whether significant improvement was possible for industrialized
440countries for this period regardless of whether the party system was nationalized, given that they
441already had good performance on health outcomes by this time. To explore these possibilities,
442we extend the years covered in our sample. For immunization, we look at 1980–2000 (the data
443are not available before 1980). For infant mortality, we looked at changes over the period
4441960–2000. For these time periods, a country enters the sample if its average Polity score over
445the entire period is >0 and the country has a democratic episode in each decade of the time
446period in question. The dependent variable, as before, is the average annual difference in the
447public health outcome.
448As we extend the starting date backward in this manner, we lose some cases. When we
449extend back to 1960, for example, the sample is largely industrialized democracies. That said,
450using the longer time sweep allows us to see more dramatic changes in the dependent variables
451and should persuade that there is room for substantial improvement in health outcomes, even for
452the Organisation for European Economic Co-operation set of countries. As of the loss of cases,
453we estimate a more parsimonious model. Specifically, we exclude the regional indicators as our
454samples are comprised mainly of industrialized democracies.
455The results for all dependent variables can be found in Table 3. Model 7 uses the measles
456immunization variable between 1980 and 2000 as the dependent variable. At first glance, the
457results do not appear to support our story. Although the coefficient on the lagged level has the
458appropriate sign, that on the interaction term does not. Diagnostics show, however, that this
459result is owing to the presence of an influential outlier. Thailand has Cook’s Distance and
460DFITS scores well above standard thresholds. When that case is dropped from the equation, as
461it is in Model 8, the results once again confirm our hypotheses. Models 9 and 10 also reaffirm
462our hypotheses. The four graphs illustrating the results are displayed in Figure 3.19

463Table 4 presents our last robustness check. Bochsler (2010) critiques measures of
464party system nationalization/regionalization like ours because they do not take into account
465cross-national variation in the number of districts used to compare against the effective number
466of parties at the national level (having only a few districts might overstate the degree of

17 To preserve space, we do not show the marginal effect graphs. A glance at the coefficient estimates and
significance patterns will reveal that the marginal effect graphs look quite similar to those drawn for Models 1–3,
however.

18 As an anonymous reviewer pointed out, one might reasonably be concerned about multicollinearity with the
inclusion of the additional variables in Models 4–6. We think it is important to assess whether our results hold
with the inclusion of all variables that can reasonably be considered confounds for the relationship about which
we theorize. Notably, because collinearity amounts to a reduction in the number of independent pieces of
information on which we can rely to draw inferences and thus tends to inflate estimated standard errors, we are
quite comforted by the fact that we continue to find support for our theory in these models.

19 Although coefficients on the interaction term are not statistically significant, this is not particularly infor-
mative. Brambor, Clark and Golder (2006) and Kam and Franzese (2007) note that when one includes a
multiplicative interaction term in a regression equation, the statistical significance of the interaction term is not
the relevant information. A graph like those in Figure 3 is more useful in interpreting the statistical significance
of the marginal effect of interest.
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467nationalization in a country) and because averaging the effective number of parties across the
468districts might conceal more than it reveals about the degree of nationalization. To account for
469these concerns, Bochsler (2010) develops a Gini-type measure of party nationalization where

TABLE 3 Testing the Model in Extended Time Periods

Models 7 8 9 10

DV: ΔMeasles ΔMeasles (Thailand Excluded) ΔDPT ΔInfant Mortality

Time Period 1980–2000 1980–2000 1980–2000 1960–2000

Health initial value −0.042 −0.049 −0.054 −0.014
(0.007)*** (0.005)*** (0.006)*** (0.004)**

Party nationalization 0.029 −0.005 −0.010 −0.64
(0.024) (0.019) (0.015) (1.27)

Health initial −0.041 0.025 0.013 0.003
value × nationalization (0.029) (0.026) (0.023) (0.042)

Regime age 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.044
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)* (0.054)

Polity score 0.003 0.0000 0.000 −0.14
(0.002)* (0.001) (0.001) (0.079)*

Number of government parties 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.095
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.079)

GDP per capita −0.004 −0.001 −0.006 0.058
(0.002)* (0.002) (0.002)*** (0.17)

Constant −0.000 0.004 0.052 0.46
(0.020) (0.015) (0.019)*** (1.56)

Observations 33 32 33 20
Adjusted R2 0.813 0.858 0.838 0.878

Note: standard errors in parentheses.
*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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Fig. 3. Marginal effect for extended time periods
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470values closer to one indicate a more nationalized system.20 We test robustness of our baseline
471result by substituting Bochsler’s measure for our own. Note that because an increase in
472Bochsler’s measure indicates a more nationalized party system, we expect a negative coefficient
473on the interaction term instead of a positive one as before.21 The coefficient estimates are
474presented in Models 11–13 in Table 4, but we focus our attention here on the marginal effect
475graphs in Figure 4. Model 11 shows that at low levels of Bochsler’s measure, that is, in highly
476regionalized party systems, the marginal effect of the lagged level of measles immunization has
477no statistically significant effect on the change in immunization in future periods. That is to say
478that in highly regionalized party systems, there is no convergence in immunization levels. That
479said, the marginal effect lines slopes downward and becomes statistically significant as

TABLE 4 Testing the Model Using Bochsler’s Measure of Nationalization/Regionalization

Models 11 12 13

DV ΔMeasles ΔDPT ΔInfant Mortality

Health initial value 0.042 −0.050 −0.048
(0.070) (0.059) (0.029)

Bochsler 0.007 −0.001 −0.051
(0.008) (0.005) (0.26)

Health initial value ×Bochsler −0.14 −0.015 −0.002
(0.092) (0.081) (0.031)

Regime age 0.004 0.002 0.021
(0.002)** (0.002) (0.038)

Polity score −0.001 −0.001 0.009
(0.001) (0.001) (0.054)

Number of government parties 0.001 −0.002 −0.043
(0.002) (0.002) (0.051)

GDP per capita −0.007 0.000 −0.032
(0.003)** (0.003) (0.24)

East Asia 0.011 0.017 –
(0.006)* (0.006)***

South Asia 0.012 0.045 2.74
(0.009) (0.008)*** (1.08)**

Latin America −0.012 0.006 0.56
(0.006)* (0.005) (0.57)

Eastern Europe −0.003 0.006 0.20
(0.007) (0.006) (0.22)

Middle East 0.002 0.013 0.025
(0.008) (0.011) (0.31)

Africa −0.007 0.006 −0.18
(0.009) (0.008) (0.14)

Constant 0.055 −0.002 0.35
(0.028)* (0.026) (2.03)

Observations 51 51 42
Adjusted R2 0.425 0.181 0.683

Note: standard errors in parentheses. The ‘−’ denotes the fact that, because of missing data, there are no countries
in the East Asian region for this model.
*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.

20 Our measure and Bochsler’s are strongly negatively correlated (r≈0.72).
21 There are still other alternative measures of party system nationalization. Most are highly correlated with F

and Bochsler offers the most prescient critique of nationalization measure like F. In addition, data availability
means that using some of the alternative measures require data that would limit significantly the number of cases
we could analyze.
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480nationalization increases, indicating that convergence happens and does so at an increasingly
481rapid pace in countries characterized by highly nationalized parties. This is consistent with our
482baseline results. Models 12 and 13 show similar patterns and further confirm our hypothesis.22

483SUMMARY AND POSSIBLE EXTENSIONS

484Our results complement recent research that reveals empirical links between party system
485nationalization and government spending (Lagos-Peñas and Lagos Peñas 2009; Crisp, Olivella
486and Potter 2012; Cataneda-Angarita forthcoming). Some of these previous research findings
487rely on attention to interactions with institutional and demographic factors. Although it is
488beyond the scope of this paper to examine the many possible interactions as part of this analysis,
489our results are consistent with these overall findings from others. Party system nationalization
490affects government policy. We take it one step further, showing that party system regionali-
491zation can be a barrier to improved health-care provision and outcomes, especially in areas with
492direct policy-outcome connections such as immunizations. By using health-care measures, we
493intend to capture the degree to which governments are committed to and deliver broad public
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Fig. 4. Baseline results using Bochsler’s measure of nationalization/regionalization

22 Compared with our baseline specifications in Models 2 and 3, the results in Models 12 and 13 are less
pronounced; the coefficients in the interaction term are substantively small. The discrepancies owe to the slightly
different samples covered by our measure of nationalization and Bochsler’s. Our sample is larger, but Bochsler’s
includes some cases our measure does not. The difference between Model 2 and Model 12, for instance, owes to
the fact that Bochsler’s indicator includes information for Israel, but our measure does not. Israel is an influential
outlier and when it is excluded from the sample, the results are much closer to our baseline model. The
discrepancies between Models 3 and 13 are owing to the fact that Bochsler has data for Moldova, but we do not.
Moldova is a particularly influential outlier in the sample, however. In addition, in Model 13, a few other
countries are outliers that are not in the baseline model, namely, Argentina, Costa Rica, and Trinidad and
Tobago. When we drop the outlier cases, the results resemble more closely our baseline specification.
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494services to the population in contrast to governments that have problems in the delivery of those
495public services because of the payoffs that need to be made to sub-national groups.
496In the future, one could combine the data presented here with data on spending by the
497national government on these health programs. This would give an estimate of the efficiency of
498that spending, and should shed further light on the way in which party regionalization affects
499the provision of public services. For example, data showing high levels of government
500spending on specific government projects in specific geographic areas without accompanying
501national benefits for the population (especially where combined with evidence of corruption in
502government) provides evidence that the government is not prioritizing broad public services.
503We could also add more nuance to our measurement of outcomes from public services. There
504is no perfect summary measure of policy performance, but we could explore several possibilities
505in order to create useful and comparable measures. For one thing, future research could add
506educational outcomes to this analysis. Other possibilities include using measures of governmental
507commitment to World Health Organization and World Bank programs in health and education
508and measures of portions of government budgets that are universalistic versus narrowly focused.
509Moreover, to understand better the geographic affects of public policies and how those might
510relate to party nationalization, something difficult to quantify in a consistent manner across
511many countries given available data, it would be ideal to conduct in-depth analysis of
512government budgets and sub-national outcomes on a small number of cases in order to trace out
513causal effects.
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652APPENDIX

653

TABLE A1 List of Countries in Measles and DPT Regressions

Country
Polity
Score Nationalization Bochsler Country

Polity
Score Nationalization Bochsler

Argentina 7.2 0.24 0.38 Japan 10 0.20 0.73
Australia 10 0.17 0.83 Latvia 8 0.14 0.74
Austria 10 0.04 0.87 Lithuania 10 0.40 0.20
Bangladesh 6 0.26 . Malawi 7 0.33 0.71
Belgium 10 0.50 0.55 Mauritius 10 0.05 0.88
Bolivia 9 0.21 0.74 Mexico 6.67 0.07 0.90
Botswana 8.4 0.11 0.82 Mozambique 6 0.17 .
Brazil 8 0.31 0.65 The

Netherlands
10 . 0

Bulgaria 8 0.03 0.86 New Zealand 10 . 0.70
Canada 10 0.29 0.80 Niger 7 0.35 .
Chile 8.1 0.36 . Norway 10 0.05 0.86
Colombia 7.8 0.24 0.62 Philippines 8 0.32 0.64
Costa Rica 10 0.02 0.87 Poland 8.67 0.10 0.86
Czech Republic 10 0.02 . Portugal 10 0.05 0.88
Denmark 10 0.02 0.90 Romania 6.33 0.17 0.77
Dominican
Republic

6.67 0.01 0.87 Russia 4 0.30 .

El Salvador 7 −0.04 . Slovakia 7.86 . 0
Estonia 6 0.14 0.74 Slovenia 10 0.02 0.88
Finland 10 0.22 0.76 South Africa 8.43 0.09 0.72
France 9 0.37 0.61 South Korea 6.6 0.27 0.74
Germany 10 0.19 0.79 Spain 10 0.14 0.56
Ghana 2 0.16 0.82 Sri Lanka 5 −0.05 .
Greece 10 0.04 0.93 Sweden 10 0.04 0.90
Guyana 6 . 0.71 Switzerland 10 0.39 0.67
Honduras 6.2 0.03 0.93 Thailand 9 0.51 .
Hungary 10 0.07 0.89 Trinidad and

Tobago
9.4 0.19 0.81

India 8.6 0.56 0.62 Turkey 7.8 0.17 0.83
Ireland 10 0.07 0.82 Ukraine 6.56 0.20 .
Israel 9.2 . 0 United Kingdom 10 0.15 0.85
Italy 10 0.21 0.67 United States 10 0.09 0.86
Jamaica 9.2 0.04 0.90 Uruguay 10 0.04 .

Note: countries in bold are included only in the robustness checks that use Bochsler’s alternative measure of
party system nationalization/regionalism.
The “.” references the fact that the measure of party system nationalization in the column did not have infor-
mation for the country in the row.
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TABLE A2 List of Countries in Infant Mortality Regressions

Country
Polity
Score Nationalization Boschler Country

Polity
Score Nationalization Boschler

Argentina 7.2 0.24 0.38 Romania 6.33333 0.17 0.77
Australia 10 0.17 0.83 Russia 4 0.30 .
Austria 10 0.04 0.87 Slovakia 7.85714 . 0.00
Bangladesh 6 0.26 . Slovenia 10 0.02 0.88
Belgium 10 0.50 0.55 Spain 10 0.14 0.56
Brazil 8 0.31 0.65 Sri Lanka 5 −0.05 .
Bulgaria 8 0.03 0.86 Sweden 10 0.04 0.90
Canada 10 0.29 0.80 Switzerland 10 0.39 0.67
Chile 8.1 0.36 . Trinidad and

Tobago
9.4 0.19 0.81

Colombia 7.8 0.24 0.62 Turkey 7.8 0.17 0.83
Costa Rica 10 0.02 0.87 Ukraine 6.55556 0.20 .
Cyprus 10 0.00 0.86 United Kingdom 10 0.15 0.85
Czech
Republic

10 0.02 . United States 10 0.09 0.86

Denmark 10 0.02 0.90 Uruguay 10 0.04 .
Estonia 6 0.14 0.74
Finland 10 0.22 0.76
France 9 0.37 0.61
Germany 10 0.19 0.79
Greece 10 0.04 0.93
Honduras 6.2 0.03 0.93
Hungary 10 0.07 0.89
India 8.6 0.56 0.62
Ireland 10 0.07 0.82
Israel 9.2 . 0.00
Italy 10 0.21 0.67
Japan 10 0.20 0.73
Latvia 8 0.14 0.74
Lithuania 10 0.40 0.20
Mauritius 10 0.05 0.88
Moldova 6.7 . 0
The
Netherlands

10 . 0.00

New Zealand 10 . 0.70
Norway 10 0.05 0.86
Poland 8.66667 0.10 0.86
Portugal 10 0.05 0.88

Note: countries in bold are included only in the robustness checks that use Bochsler’s alternative measure of
party system nationalization/regionalism.
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