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Abstract
The degree of party system nationalization, defined as the extent to which parties compete with similar strength across sub-
national geographic units, is an important but understudied issue. We attempt to make two contributions to this topic. First, we
provide a two-dimensional conceptual map of party system nationalization, consisting of the dimensions of ‘inflation’ and ‘disper-
sion,’ while previous studies only considered the inflation dimension. Second, we introduce alternative measures to gauge these two
dimensions. We also combine these two to measure overall party system nationalization. The paper demonstrates the relevance of
this two-dimensional conception and the usefulness of our measures by applying them to some real-world examples, including the
US party system development from 1870 to 2002.
� 2007 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Since the 1960s, American politics scholars have
been concerned with the issue of party system national-
ization (Stokes, 1967; Claggett et al., 1984; Brady,
1985; Kawato, 1987). Recently, comparative politics
scholars have started to pay attention to the same issue
(Cox, 1997, 1999; Chhibber and Kollman, 1998, 2004;
Jones and Mainwaring, 2003; Caramani, 2004; Moenius
and Kasuya, 2004). ‘Nationalization of party systems’
here refers to the extent to which parties compete with
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equal strength across various geographic units within
a nation. Strongly nationalized party systems are sys-
tems where the vote share of each party is of similar
size across geographic units (e.g., districts, provinces,
and regions), while weakly nationalized party systems
exhibit large variation in the vote shares of parties across
sub-national units.

This issue is of vital importance in understanding
party competition. For example, consider two countries
in which the patterns of party competition at the
national-level are similar. In the first country, this pat-
tern of multi-party competition at the national-level is
the result of roughly similar patterns of multi-party
competition across sub-national units. In the other
country, the same pattern on the national-level may

mailto:ykasuya@law.keio.ac.jp
mailto:johannes_moenius@redlands.edu
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/electstud


1 Party system inflation is a term introduced by Cox (1999) in his

measurement of party system linkage. Under certain conditions,

deflation is also possible (see Moenius and Kasuya, 2004).
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arise when some parties dominate certain regions but
are unimportant in others. In the former case the party
system is highly, and in the latter lowly nationalized.
Without considering the degree of party system nation-
alization, we cannot have an accurate understanding
about the nature of a country’s party competition. More-
over, different levels of party system nationalization
have important political implications. For example,
when a governing party’s support is relatively uniform
across the country (the highly nationalized case), it is
likely that the party addresses policies of nationwide
concerns. When the support base of a ruling party lies
in a particular geographic region (the low nationaliza-
tion case), the party may tend to emphasize policies
that favor the region of its support (see Jones and Main-
waring, 2003: 143e145 for a fuller discussion of poten-
tial implications).

This paper makes two contributions to this topic.
First, we propose a new way to conceptualize party sys-
tem nationalization by decomposing it into two dimen-
sions, namely ‘inflation’ and ‘dispersion.’ The former
refers to the extent to which the average size of
district-level party systems is inflated to the national-
level. The latter refers to the extent to which the contri-
bution of each district’s party system to the size of the
national-level party system varies across districts, thus
addressing the heterogeneity of party system competi-
tion across districts. Previous studies only focused
upon the inflation dimension and omitted the dispersion
aspect, although, as we will demonstrate later, the
second dimension is indispensable for an accurate
understanding of party system nationalization. More
precisely, a strongly nationalized party system occurs
only when both inflation and dispersion are low, but
not with any other combination on this conceptual map.

Our second contribution concerns the measurement
of party system nationalization. Based on the above
conception of party system nationalization, the paper
introduces new ways to measure inflation and dis-
persion, and offers a measure of party system national-
ization consisting of a combination of these two
dimensions. We constructed the measures to be scale-
invariant, and this property allows for cross-national
and/or inter-temporal comparisons of the degree of
nationalization of party systems. We do not, however,
analyze the causes or the consequences of variation in
party system nationalization in this paper. Such inquires
are left for future research.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 dis-
cusses conceptually how a county’s national-level party
system can be characterized by using the dimensions of
inflation and dispersion. Section 3 introduces our
suggested measurements of inflation, dispersion, and
party system nationalization. Section 4 applies these
three measures to real-world cases.

2. A two-dimensional conception of party system
nationalization

It is difficult to find an established definition of party
system nationalization. As reviewed by Jones and
Mainwaring (2003: 141e143), the concept was first in-
troduced in the American politics literature in the
1960s, and has been used with two different meanings.
The first refers to the similarity of cross-district partisan
voting patterns from one election to the next, and the
other refers to the geographic homogeneity of partisan
voting patterns in a single election. Comparative party
politics scholars have used different terms to describe
similar phenomena. Referring to the second meaning
of party system nationalization above, Cox (1997,
1999) uses the term ‘linkage,’ while Chhibber and Koll-
man (1998, 2004) use ‘party aggregation.’ In this paper,
we define party system nationalization as the extent to
which the vote shares that parties obtain across electoral
districts are homogenous within a country. This defini-
tion is equivalent to the second meaning of party system
nationalization in the American politics literature. Jones
and Mainwaring (2003: 140) also employ a similar def-
inition of the term.

We propose a two-dimensional characterization of
party system nationalization consisting of ‘inflation’1

and ‘dispersion’. The former concerns the extent to
which inter-party competition in each district is differ-
ent from inter-party competition at the national aggre-
gate level. It is called inflation because it measures
the extent to which the size of the national-level party
system becomes inflated in comparison to the average
size of the district-level party systems. The second di-
mension refers to the variation across districts of the ex-
tent of each districts’ contribution to national-level
party system inflation. When dispersion is low, each dis-
trict contributes equally to national-level party system
inflation. When dispersion is high, the contribution of
each district to national-level inflation is different:
some districts may contribute much to national-level
party system inflation, others may contribute very little,
while some other districts may even have a negative
contribution.
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Earlier studies only considered the inflation aspect of
party system nationalization (Cox, 1999; Moenius and
Kasuya, 2004). Combining inflation with dispersion in-
forms us more precisely about the nature of sub-na-
tional variation in inter-party competition. To
understand why the inflation dimension alone does
not accurately capture the nature of nationalization,
consider the following argument. National-level party
system inflation is an aggregate of district-level contri-
butions to the inflation rate. As such, we do not know
the nature of the components contributing to national-
level party system inflation. A low rate of party system
inflation at the national-level can be the result of highly
homogenous party competition. Alternatively, it can be
the result of some districts contributing to the national-
level inflation rate in a positive manner while others
contribute in a negative manner, with the latter offset-
ting the effects of the former. Only by considering dis-
persion together with inflation can we know whether
offsetting effects are present. Consequently, we cannot
provide an accurate explanation of the homogeneity
of party competition across districts with the inflation
measure alone. For this reason, we propose to consider
both dispersion and inflation when assessing party sys-
tem nationalization.

Plotting the degree of inflation on the Y-axis and that
of dispersion on the X-axis, we characterize the patterns
of party system nationalization (or non-nationalization)
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using the four types illustrated in Fig. 1. These are
merely schematic examples; in reality, the degrees of in-
flation and dispersion should be considered as a contin-
uum. In Fig. 1, only the case that scores low on both the
inflation and dispersion axes (Type III) can be regarded
as a strongly nationalized party system. Hereafter we
discuss each type in more detail.

We characterize a party system as uniformly local-
ized or Type I when dispersion is low and inflation is
high, which is illustrated in the upper left-hand corner
of Fig. 1. This is a case in which there are two equally
sized districts (same number of votes) in a nation. In
each district, two parties uniformly compete with equal
strength, but their names are different: Parties A and B
compete in District 1, while Parties C and D are the only
two competitors in District 2. When votes are aggre-
gated at the national-level, the number of parties at
the national-level is twice as large as the average num-
ber of parties at the district-level. Thus this is a highly
inflationary case. With regards to the variation in each
district’s contribution to national-level party system in-
flation, each district’s contribution is the same: half of
the national-level inflation comes from District 1 and
the other half comes from District 2; thus dispersion
is low in this case.

As shown in the upper right-hand corner of Fig. 1,
a strongly localized or Type II party system is character-
ized by high degrees of both inflation and dispersion.
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Again, there are only two districts, but in this case Dis-
trict 1 is half the size of District 2 in terms of the number
of votes cast. In District 1, Party A has no competitor,
while in District 2, Parties B and C are equally strong
competitors. Since the parties competing in each district
are different, the number of parties at the national-level
is 3, which is twice as large as the average size of the
district-level party system (¼(1þ 2)/2¼ 1.5). Thus in-
flation is high in this situation. At the same time, each
district’s degree of contribution to national party system
inflation varies, leading to high dispersion.

In (strongly) nationalized or Type III cases, both in-
flation and dispersion are low; the lower left corner of
Fig. 1 illustrates this pattern. Districts 1 and 2 are of
equal size, and the parties running in each district are
exactly the same. Parties A and B are equally strong
in both Districts 1 and 2. When the votes are aggregated
at the national-level, the national-level party system is
an exact mirror of District 1, as well as of District 2.
In this case, there is little difference between the aver-
age number of parties at the district-level and the num-
ber at the national aggregate level. At the same time, the
degree of each district’s contribution to national-level
inflation is also zero. Since there is no variation in the
degree of contribution to national-level party system in-
flation, this is also a case without dispersion.

Finally, weakly localized or Type IV cases occur
when inflation is low and dispersion is high as illus-
trated in the lower-right corner of Fig. 1. Districts 1,
2, and 3 are of equal size in terms of the number of votes
cast within each district. In District 1, Party A monop-
olizes the election. In District 2, Parties A and B are
equally strong competitors. In District 3, Parties A, B,
C, and D divide the total district-level vote evenly.
Here, the average size of the district-level party system
is 2.3 (¼(1þ 2þ 4)/3). When the district-level votes
are aggregated at the national-level, the number of ‘se-
rious’ parties as calculated by the index of effective
number of parties (explained below) is 2.4.2 Conse-
quently, inflation is very low in this case and thus would
be erroneously classified as highly nationalized by mea-
sures that only consider inflation aspects of party na-
tionalization. With regards to each district’s
contribution to the national-level party system inflation
rate, there is large variation. Thus we characterize this
as a case of high dispersion. We also note that the rela-
tively low inflation rate observed in this situation is the
2 Suppose that each district has 100 voters. In the given setting, at

the national aggregate level, Party A receives 175 votes, Party B re-

ceives 75 votes, and Parties C and D obtain 25 votes each. Applying

the Laakso and Taagepera (1979) index discussed below, this combi-

nation yields a value of 2.4.
result of an offsetting effect of high dispersion. In other
words, the positive and negative district-level contribu-
tions to the national-level inflation rate cancel each
other out, and consequently bring down the national-
level inflation rate at the aggregate level.

Thus far we have schematically illustrated possible
variations in the patterns of party system nationaliza-
tion. Only when inflation and dispersion are both low,
as in Type III cases, can we consider that inter-party
competition across districts is nationalized.3 All other
cases exhibit heterogeneous cross-district competition,
implying a localized party system. In Section 3, we sug-
gest ways to empirically measure the degrees of infla-
tion and dispersion, as well as the overall degree of
nationalization, which we define as a combination of
the first two.

3. Measuring inflation, dispersion, and
nationalization

Several scholars have introduced measures to gauge
the degree of party system nationalization (see Moenius
and Kasuya, 2004 for a review). Our measure of infla-
tion is the weighted inflation measure Iw, which is sug-
gested in Moenius and Kasuya (2004) as follows:

Iw ¼
�

ENPnat �ENPw-avg

ENPw-avg

�
100

¼
 

ENPnat �
Pn

i¼1 ENPiWiPn
i¼1 ENPiWi

!
100 ð1Þ

where ENPnat¼ the effective number of parties at the
national-level4; ENPw-avg ¼

Pn
i¼1 ENPiWi; ENPi¼

the effective number of parties in district i;
Wi ¼ voti=votnat; votnat¼ total number of votes at the
national-level voti¼ number of votes in district i.

Iw measures to what extent the district-level party
system size (effective number of parties) on average dif-
fers from party system size at the national-level, irre-
spective of district sizes (number of votes cast in one
district). If the size of the national-level party system
is larger than the average size of party systems across
districts, Iw indicates that there is party system inflation
3 Note that this categorization can also be used on the regional

level. For example, if within regions party competition is Type III,

but across region party competition is Type I, we would call this a

uniformly regionalized party system.
4 ENP is defined as ENP¼ 1/(

P
vj

2)where vj is the vote share of the

jth party (Laakso and Taagepera, 1979).
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from the district-level to the national-level. Conversely,
if the average size of the district-level party system
is larger than the size of the party system on the
national-level, we observe party system deflation.

With regards to the measurement of dispersion, we
suggest using the following. Our starting point is the lo-
cal inflation measure Ii (see Moenius and Kasuya,
2004):

Ii ¼
�

ENPnat�ENPi

ENPi

�
100 ð2Þ

Ii measures how much the party system size in dis-
trict i differs from the national-level party system size.
As such, Ii informs us of the extent of each district’s
contribution to national-level party system inflation.5

In order to gauge the dispersion of each district’s
contribution to the national-level party system inflation
rate, we need a measure that is invariant to party system
size as well as to the absolute level of inflation. Such
a measure allows us to compare dispersion rates across
countries and over time. Unfortunately, neither the stan-
dard deviation nor variance, two commonly used mea-
sures of distribution spread, has this invariance
property for our inflation measure Ii: these two mea-
sures will increase together with the degree of party sys-
tem inflation. Put differently, the higher the average
inflation rate, the higher its standard deviation.6 This
problem can be resolved7 by dividing the standard devi-
ation by the mean, commonly known as the coefficient
of variation. We therefore employ the coefficient of var-
iation (CV) as one of the measures of dispersion, which
is calculated as follows:

CVðIiÞ ¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiPn
i¼1ðIi� IwÞ2 ~Wi

q
Iw

ð3Þ
5 Ii can be calculated for any district or sub-national geographic

unit, such as province or region. See Kasuya (in press) for an exam-

ple of using Ii to study causes of party system nationalization.
6 The theoretical reason for this is that the inflation measure is con-

vex for the average effective number of parties at the district-level.

To see this, assume that the effective number of parties at the

national-level is given at a and let x denotes the effective number

of parties at the district-level. Then Ii can be rewritten as

ða� xÞ=x ¼ ða=xÞ � 1. It follows from Jensen’s inequality (Krantz,

1999) that the standard deviation increases when the inflation rate in-

creases. In our data set of 27 countries, the correlation between party

system inflation Iw and the standard deviation of Ii is 0.68.
7 Strictly speaking, using the coefficient of variation resolves this is-

sue only for special cases, but works well when inflation rates are not

too large. We will therefore use the coefficient of variation throughout

the paper. See the discussion on this issue on the authors’ web pages.
Consistent with our previous argument, we use weights
to calculate the standard deviation, which is the term under
the square root. Since we also calculate the standard devi-
ation from the weighted mean Iw, we have to find the
correct weights to aggregate the individual Ii into Iw. It
can be shown that the following weights ~Wi,
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n
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have this property, since Iw can be rewritten as:
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While the coefficient of variation measures the mean
deviation from the average Ii, it does not account for an
important feature of the distribution of Ii. Specifically,
the coefficient of variation does not gauge how compact
the distribution is, or how extensive the presence of out-
liers is. Conceptually, however, the more outliers there
are, the less nationalized a party system is, independent
of the value of the coefficient of variation. We therefore
complement the coefficient of variation with the kurto-
sis of the distribution of Ii, since this measure nicely de-
scribes how narrow or wide the distribution of inflation
rates is across districts. It also has the desired property of
allowing for comparisons across districts and over time.
In particular, a normal distribution will have a kurtosis
of 3, independent of the mean or the variance of the dis-
tribution. Kurtosis values smaller than 3 indicate a com-
pact distribution of local inflation rates with slim tails,
a distribution that suggests a more nationalized system.
Values larger than 3 indicate a more dispersed, and
therefore more weakly nationalized, party system.

When calculating the kurtosis, we again use
weighted measures. The kurtosis is thus defined as:

kðIiÞ ¼
Pn

i¼1ðIi� IwÞ4 ~Wi�Pn
i¼1ðIi� IwÞ2 ~Wi

�2
ð6Þ

where the weights are defined as above. k(Ii) measures
how much party system inflation varies across districts
in a particular manner. A large k(Ii) indicates that the
distribution of local inflation rates has ‘fat tails’, mean-
ing that there are many outliers relative to the individual
district’s contributions to national-level party system



131Y. Kasuya, J. Moenius / Electoral Studies 27 (2008) 126e135
inflation. This implies that a considerable portion of dis-
tricts is contributing to the national-level inflation rate
at a rate substantially higher than average, and/or that
a considerable proportion of districts is contributing at
a substantially below-average rate. We combine
CV(Ii) and k(Ii) as our measure of dispersion D:

D¼ CVðIiÞgkðIiÞ1�g ð7Þ

Absent any theoretical reason, the parameter g is
completely arbitrary.8 Therefore, we give equal weight
to both components, choosing g¼ 0.5 in all the graphs
below. Building on the inflation and dispersion mea-
sures, we also suggest a single composite measure of
party system nationalization N, which combines the in-
flation measure Iw and D and is defined as:

N ¼ Ia
wCVðIiÞbkðIiÞ1�a�b¼ Ia

wD1�a ð8Þ

where b¼ g(1� a). The measure N is the index of
party system nationalization we propose. Theoretically,
as in the case of g, the values of a and b are arbitrary
numbers unless they can be approximated by election
data. We therefore give equal weight to our inflation
and dispersion parameters, implying a¼ 0.5, g¼ 0.5,
and consequently b¼ 0.25.9

The measures we have suggested thus far can best be
contrasted with those advanced by Jones and Mainwar-
ing (2003), whose research introduces one of the most so-
phisticated indexes of party system nationalization in the
contemporary literature. Thevalue that they call the Party
System Nationalization Score (PSNS) is obtained by
adding all the values of inverted Gini-coefficients for in-
dividual parties, after multiplying them by the vote shares
of each party. The inverted Gini-coefficient for individual
parties is called the Party Nationalization Score (PNS)
and it measures the extent of individual party nationaliza-
tion in their vote shares across sub-national units. Our
suggested measures (Iw, D, N) are similar in the sense
that they can be used in cross-national, as well as inter-
temporal comparisons, irrespective of district sizes (the
number of voters in each district) or party system sizes.
8 Which value to choose for g may depend on one’s research ques-

tion. A large g gives more weight to the districts that are closer to the

aggregate party system inflation rate, while a small g gives more

weight to those districts that depart from it.
9 At the authors’ web pages, we suggest how to obtain values of g and

a based on empirical data, as well as a sensitivity analysis of employing

different values of g and a. In particular, we compare the empirically

obtained values to our choice of equal weights for all components for

a data set of 27 countries. Our results suggest that without further infor-

mation, using the value of 0.5 for both g and a is a reasonable choice.

For details, see authors’ homepages listed in Fig. 2.
A slight difference between our measures and those intro-
duced by Jones and Mainwaring is that PSNS ranges be-
tween 0 and 1, with a higher PSNS indicating a strongly
nationalized party system. Our measure N, on the other
hand, is always larger than zero but does not have an up-
per bound, and a lower N indicates a more strongly na-
tionalized party system.

There are two important differences between our
measures and PSNS/PNS. First, our measures build on
the variation of district-level inter-party competition,
while PSNS/PNS is constructed from the variation in
the strength of individual parties. Thus, our measures al-
low for an assessment of the degree to which each dis-
trict (or any geographic unit) contributes to party
system nationalization. One can use Iw, D, and Ii in an-
alyzing the district-level determinants or consequences
of party system nationalization by matching our mea-
sures with variables that vary across districts. However,
if one is interested in studying the party-level determi-
nants or consequences of party system nationalization,
the Gini-coefficient-based Party Nationalization Score
(PNS) is the relevant measure to use. We see it as an ad-
vantage of our measure that it includes both the average
effect (inflation) and heterogeneity effect (dispersion),
while Jones and Mainwaring’s measures rely on the
Gini-coefficient, which gauges cumulative deviations
from perfectly, and equally, strong competition. Ulti-
mately, however, PSNS/PNS and our measures should
be considered complementary.

4. Some applications of the suggested measures

In this section, we apply our measures to some real-
world examples. Fig. 2 shows how the inflation (Iw) and
dispersion (D) measures can be used for cross-national
comparison. The scatter-plot presentation of 27 coun-
tries is based on Iw and D, where we employed our
‘‘rule of thumb’’ value of g¼ 0.5 in order to calculate
D. The election data used to calculate these figures are
taken from elections conducted around the year 1995.

The axes drawn in Fig. 2 intersect at the respective
median values of inflation and dispersion and can there-
fore be viewed as thresholds dividing high and low rates
of inflation and dispersion. Countries located above the
median inflation line can be considered to have a high in-
flation rate, while those below have a low inflation rate.
The same applies for dispersion. The four areas that are
created by the intersection of the two axes correspond to
Type I through Type IV as illustrated in Fig. 1.

Based on these criteria, Austria and Germany pos-
sess highly nationalized party systems, while the
party systems in Finland and Slovakia are localized,
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since they exhibit both high inflation and high disper-
sion. But how should we classify the cases that are
not so clear-cut? For example, Argentina and India
are high inflation but low-dispersion cases (Type I),
and Japan and New Zealand have low rates of infla-
tion but high dispersion scores (Type IV). Fig. 1 pro-
vides only a crude classification. Our uniform
measure of nationalization, N, as defined in Eq. (8),
allows us to provide a more discriminative answer
to this question. If a country lies below the median
of N, its party system is regarded as highly national-
ized, while if it is above the median, it is localized.
This classification scheme is reflected in Fig. 2 in
the following manner. Countries with nationalized
party systems are represented with empty diamonds
and those with localized party systems are shown
with filled diamonds. The figure shows that all low
inflation, low-dispersion cases are represented with
empty diamonds while all high inflation, high disper-
sion cases are represented with filled diamonds.

Fig. 2 does not suggest that there is a co-linear rela-
tionship between degrees of inflation and dispersion,
but rather that there is a trade-off. Countries with low
inflation very often exhibit high dispersion or vice
versa. These results confirm the relevance of our claim
that not only inflation but also dispersion needs to be ac-
counted for in order to have an accurate understanding
of party system nationalization.

Our inflation and dispersion measures (Iw and D) can
also be used to plot the historical development of party
system nationalization in a single country. In Fig. 3, we

http://www.law.keio.ac.jp/&percnt;7Eykasuya/research/reserch_top.html
http://www.redlands.edu/Johannes_Moenius.xml
http://www.redlands.edu/Johannes_Moenius.xml
http://clerk.house.gov/members/election_information/
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document the evolution of American party system na-
tionalization using House election results from 1870
to 2002 as our data set. Fig. 3 suggests that the inflation
and dispersion combinations for each election during
certain periods seem to cluster along separate trade-
off curves. In other words, it appears that we can
draw iso-nationalization curves (analogous to indiffer-
ence curves) through these clusters of points. In order
to highlight this insight, we differentiated the shape of
dots in Fig. 3 depending on the periods that constitute
the discernible trade-off curves.

While Fig. 3 clearly highlights our claim that infla-
tion and dispersion jointly determine the level of nation-
alization, it is much harder to see what these levels of
nationalizations are. In Fig. 4 we shed light on this issue
by plotting average inflation and average dispersion for
each of the periods that formed a single trade-off curve
in Fig. 3. The size of the circle indicates the extent of the
importance of outliers. Fig. 4 suggests that, broadly put,
the American party system developed from a system of
high inflation and high dispersion (a strongly localized
or Type II system) towards a system of low inflation and
low-dispersion (a nationalized or Type III system) over
the past 130 years, but has drifted towards higher dis-
persion and even slightly higher inflation since 1960
(a weakly localized or Type IV system).10 An exception
is the period from 1912 to 1916, when an extreme flash-
back to a low level of nationalization can be seen. From
the size of the circles, Fig. 4 also indicates that the im-
portance of outliers decreased between 1926 and 1960,
and then increased after 1960, regardless of the overall
levels of inflation or dispersion.
10 This description is relative to the historical development of the

US case only. In the cross-national analysis presented in Fig. 2, the

mid-1990s US party system scores above the median on both the in-

flation and the dispersion axes, and therefore falls into the Type II

category.
Fig. 5 shows the nationalization measure N for the
US, which is calculated from Iw and D. Again, the expo-
nent values of a¼ 0.5 and g¼ 0.5 have been used.
Lower values of N indicate higher degrees of party sys-
tem nationalization. The plot of N in Fig. 5 basically
conveys the same information as Fig. 3: the American
party system started from localization, and then became
highly nationalized during the period from the 1930s to
the 1960s, while more recent decades have seen more
localized inter-party competition. If the sources of na-
tionalization (inflation and dispersion) are not of inter-
est, one can just use N as a unified measure of party
system nationalization.

Finally, we also compared our nationalization mea-
sure N and Jones and Mainwaring’s PSNS (Jones and
Mainwaring, 2003) as well as the weighted PSNS as
weighted by the population size of the districts using
the same US data.11 All three measures roughly de-
scribed the same pattern of evolution of the American
party system: the correlation coefficient between
PSNS and N is 0.30 and that between the weighted
PSNS and N is 0.76.12 The latter is higher because
PSNS does not take variation in district sizes into con-
sideration, while N and weighted PSNS do. Given that
PSNS, weighted PSNS and N yield similar results, the
question of which measure to use depends on the types
of question addressed by researchers. For example, if
the research question only addresses national-level
issues and/or the issues to which the influence of each
district (seat) is the same, PSNS or the unweighted
equivalent of N should be used. If the research question
11 While Jones and Mainwaring (2003: 161) advocate using the un-

weighted PSNS, we provide a weighted version here. As discussed in

the text, we contend that whether the weighted PSNS is preferred

over the unweighted one depends on the type of questions researchers

address.
12 The correlation coefficient between PSNS and the weighted

PSNS is 0.62.
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is concerned with variations in the size of districts
(or any geographic boundary), such as when the influ-
ence of bigger districts is more reflected in the outcome
of interest than that of smaller districts, then N or
weighted PSNS should be used.
5. Conclusion

The issue of party system nationalization, or the ex-
tent to which inter-party competition is geographically
homogenous, is an important but understudied issue in
the party politics literature. This paper seeks to make
two contributions to this topic. First, we have sug-
gested a new way of conceptualizing party system na-
tionalization, by employing the dimensions of inflation
and dispersion. Party system inflation refers to the
extent to which the national-level party system size is
‘inflated’ in comparison to the average size of the
district-level party system. Dispersion refers to the ex-
tent to which the district-level party system size varies
across districts. While previous studies only considered
inflation, this paper has demonstrated that hetero-
geneity across districts needs to be addressed in order
to have an accurate understanding of party system
nationalization.

Second, we have provided alternative measures of
party system nationalization. In addition to the inflation
indices discussed in Moenius and Kasuya (2004), we
have suggested the dispersion and nationalization indi-
ces, where the latter is the combination of inflation and
dispersion. Our measures allow for a more precise as-
sessment of the degree of party system nationalization,
and enable us to compare party systems across countries
and over time. Our measures are particularly relevant
when one is interested in analyzing how each district
(or any geographic unit) contributes to the overall de-
gree of nationalization. These measures should be use-
ful for scholars studying various political phenomena
related to party system nationalization, including the
development of regional parties, party system realign-
ment, and policy-making processes.
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