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 Endogenous Institutions and Tier Valuation in Mixed-Member Electoral Systems
 Joel Selway, Brigham Young University Ray Christensen, Brigham Young University
 Draft: Do Not Cite Without Authors’ Permission
 Abstract: To what degree are mixed-member electoral systems candidate- versus party-centered? We introduce a new concept, which we refer to as tier valuation, that captures a country’s degree of party-centeredness on a uni-dimensional scale. Comparing elections in the Thai and Japanese mixed-member systems, we highlight the inadequacy of relying on the two main distinguishing features used in the literature: tier linkage and relative size of tiers. We argue that other formal rules (legislative and internal party) as well as the endogenous preferences of politicians during the reform process are crucial in understanding the overall PR-majoritarian balance of a system and that our concept of tier valuation best captures that complexity in a simple, comparative manner. We provide a detailed analysis of how tier valuation captures the degree of party-centeredness in both Japan and Thailand and how that affects the composition of government spending. In addition we discuss the measurement and theoretical potential of tier valuation, and explore its applicability to three other mixed-member systems—South Korea, Germany and Mexico—demonstrating the concept’s superiority to alternatives.
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 1. Introduction Over the past few decades, the discipline has generated a vast amount of knowledge regarding the effect of electoral rules on a variety of social, economic and political outcomes. One of the most influential concepts in this literature is the degree an electoral system is party-centered as opposed to candidate-centered with high-magnitude-district, closed-list proportional representation (PR) systems being the most party centered and multi-member-district majoritarian systems being the most personality-centered (Carey and Shugart 1995; Wallack et al. 2003). Party-centered systems are associated with a variety of positive economic outcomes such as higher economic growth, provision of public goods, and lower corruption (Hicken and Simmons 2008; Bagashka 2012; Kunicova 2006; Edwards and Thames 2007; Teorell and Lindstedt 2010). But what about mixed-member electoral systems that incorporate a tier of politicians elected under majoritarian rules and another tier with politicians elected under PR rules? How can we tell the degree to which they are party- or candidate-centered?
 Past efforts have highlighted the linkage of the PR and majoritarian tiers and the tiers’ relative size (Thames and Edwards 2006). Briefly, a linked tier system means that seats on the PR tier are awarded to compensate for any disproportions on the majoritarian tier; relative size simply refers to the proportion of members elected on each tier. We find these concepts unable to explain outcomes in two mixed-member systems, Japan and Thailand, that are highly similar on these two dimensions. In the 1990’s, both Thailand and Japan moved to a mixed electoral system which was both unlinked and had a similar ratio of majoritarian and PR representatives. Existing theory, therefore, would predict the Japanese and Thai electoral systems to produce similar outcomes in terms of degree of party-centeredness and, ultimately, the public goods provided.
 What we find, however, is the complete opposite. Despite similar features at the broader level, other aspects of the formal electoral rules as well as the internal party procedures of each nation have produced parties in Thailand dominated by politicians elected off the party lists but parties in Japan dominated by politicians who owe their victory to their performance in district races. As a result, we observe policy outcomes more similar to PR systems in Thailand but outcomes more similar to majoritarian systems in Japan. Analyzing the composition of government spending, we find that Thai politicians provide higher levels of public goods than Japanese politicians who remain, to the extent that other fiscal constraints allow, committed to pork barrel politics.
 From this analysis we develop a new concept, tier valuation, that we posit captures the numerous formal (legal and party) rules and informal party practices that determine the extent to which a mixed system is party-centered. We also introduce a method with which to measure it: the proportion of the cabinet chosen from the each tier. Applying this concept to three other mixed-member systems—South Korea, Germany and Mexico—we demonstrate its superiority to alternative ways of measuring party-centeredness. Our measure of tier valuation also helps transcend the difficult task of sorting out the endogeneity of politician preferences

Page 3
                        

3
 in response to electoral reform. Thus, we consider tier valuation as superior to other intermediate characteristics such as proportionality or incentives to cultivate a personal vote (ICPV), in evaluating party centeredness in mixed member electoral systems. The data necessary to calculate a tier valuation is also easy to collect and facilitates comparison among countries (a uni-dimensional scale along which all countries can be placed). This concept, moreover, could easily be incorporated into the existing ICPV framework, also allowing comparison with all electoral systems.
 2. Mixed Systems and Party- vs. Candidate-Centeredness From the birth of the first mixed member system (Germany) in the post-
 WWII era to the present, we have witnessed an explosion in this type of electoral system across the world. The Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) currently lists 30 countries as having a mixed system, many in East Asia or the countries of the former Soviet Union. With this increasing use of mixed systems, political scientists have responded with an increased interest in categorizing the varieties, explaining the origins, and predicting the effects of these complex electoral rules.
 The most simple definition of mixed electoral systems is “A system in which the choices expressed by voters are used to elect representatives through two different systems [tiers], one proportional representation system and one plurality/majority system” (Reynolds, Reilly, and Ellis 2005). As Shugart and Wattenberg (2003) note, however, mixed systems tend towards one of the two tiers in terms of the overarching dynamics of the system. They argue that the primary separating variable that determines whether the system is more proportional or more majoritarian is the presence of linkage between the tiers. Linkage refers to the calculation of seats awarded on the PR tier based on the proportionality of seats awarded compared to the percent of vote obtained in the majoritarian tier. More list seats are awarded if a party wins fewer district seats than its proportion of vote suggests it should have got. Because of this mechanism, others have referred to systems with linkage as compensatory systems. We agree that linkage is highly correlated with the proportionality of seats-to-votes. However, we suggest that tier valuation rather than proportionality is a better measure of the party-centeredness of mixed electoral systems that are linked, and we test this proposition in our German case.
 A second feature that Shugart and Wattenberg note is the proportion of seats in each tier. In both linked and unlinked systems, if the PR tier is too small, it can compensate only partially for disproportionality in the majoritarian tier. A PR tier that has only 10 percent of the total number of seats would reduce disproportionality only slightly and would likely not produce proportional results, even in a linked system. In contrast a PR tier with 50 percent of the seats would produce proportional results in a linked system and would halve the disproportionality of an unlinked system.
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 Building on Shugart and Wattenberg’s landmark study, scholars have increased our understanding of how mixed systems affect the degree of party- vs. candidate-centeredness. Some have identified clear differences in the behavior of politicians elected from each tier. Stratmann and Baur (2002) in the German context and Pekkanen, Nyblade, and Krauss (2006) in the Japanese context present evidence that cabinet and committee assignments are apportioned based on the needs of politicians in campaigning to their constituents: majoritarian tier politicians needing to supply local goods to their district tend to get the more pork-barrel portfolios.
 But most scholars see the tiers as inter-dependent and thus note “contamination” effects from one tier to the other. In the Japan case, Hirano et al. (2011) posit that the portfolio assignment observed by Pekkanen et al. does not mean that majoritarian-tier politicians are responsive to their districts’ preferences. More generally, we know that majoritarian-tier politicians sometimes vote along party lines to the same extent as PR-tier politicians (Ferrara 2004; Herron and Nishikawa 2001), that PR-tier members may engage in constituency service duties in hopes of aiding majoritarian-tier election/reelection in a certain district (Barker et al. 2001; Klingemann and Wessels 2001), and that parties adopt election strategies based on specializing in one tier (Ferrara and Herron 2005; Moser and Scheiner 2004; Thames 2001). None of this variation is systematically attributed to the existence of linkage and relative tier size.
 One constant theme is the influence of party leaders in the whole process. Control over resources and the candidate selection process have reined in would-be mavericks defending district interests with the awarding of safe seats on the PR tier (Ferrara 2004), or punished those who refuse to toe the party line by consignment to an opposition stronghold (Klingemann and Wessels 2001). But how can we tell what party leaders want? Gschwend et al. (2009) posit that German parties reward legislators who have a strong local focus regardless of which tier they run on, which leaves us confused over whether the German system is party-centered because of the influence of party leaders, or candidate-centered because the outcome resembles what we expect from a candidate-centered system.
 This attention to theoretical development with the detailed use of case studies has not translated into much cross-country comparative analysis. Indeed, only a few studies empirically examine mixed-member electoral systems on a cross-national basis (Nishikawa and Herron 2004; Moser and Scheiner 2004; Thames and Edwards 2006; Moser and Scheiner 2009). Thames and Edwards conduct the only cross-national study of spending, showing that unlinked tiers reduce overall government expenditures and expenditures on social protection but only when the majoritarian tier is above 50% of the total. They thus give strong support for Shugart and Wattenberg’s two most important dimensions. Given the narrow coverage of this data, however, this evidence should be considered preliminary. But we are more troubled by the authors’ underlying assumption that mixed systems that lean to the PR end of the spectrum have similar outcomes to full PR systems. In non-mixed (or pure) systems, scholars routinely use proportionality as a proxy for how party-centered a system is. This is because there is an almost direct correlation between proportionality and the degree to which the party’s electoral
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 appeal is more important than a candidate’s personal electoral appeal. Highly proportional non-mixed systems require voters to select a party rather than a candidate, whereas less proportional systems require voters to select a candidate by name. This close relationship, however, breaks down in mixed systems. Since most mixed systems require that voters select both a party and an individual, the level of proportionality is no longer correlated directly with party-centeredness. It could be; but, mixed systems provide parties with many options in deciding the overall balance of party-candidate centeredness. Given the plethora of studies cited above that demonstrate how this flexibility has transformed into a variety of behaviors that affect party-centeredness, we have serious doubts that proportionality is correlated with party-centeredness in mixed systems. Moreover, parties use this flexibility, often without obvious explanation.
 A broader look at other variables with which the electoral system could vary is needed. The literature explores numerous possible modifying variables, such as level of democracy (Riera 2012) and existence of gender quotas (Hennl and Kaiser 2008). Crisp (2007) postulates that “Given the shared patterns of behavior [politicians] developed during their earlier legislative careers, recently adopted electoral reforms may not be sufficient to make them behave differently.” We go one step further than this. Leaning on the emerging literature on the endogeneity of institutional origins, we argue that politicians explicitly try to manipulate the reform process to their advantage. Others have noted that the ruling party influences the choice of electoral system (Remington and Smith 1996; Boix 1999; Bawn 1993). More subtly, incumbent parties institutionalize how parties respond to the new institutional environment. Mixed systems offer more flexibility than pure systems in determining the party-centeredness of the new electoral rules, and informal rules can be as powerful as formal ones.
 Our central argument is that tier linkage and relative size are inadequate to determine the degree of party centeredness in mixed systems. We discuss the ability to dual list, as well as internal party rules, but the simple addition of these to linkage and tier size is still insufficient to fully characterize a system as party- or candidate-centered. We thus suggest an alternative concept, which we refer to as tier valuation. This is an intermediate concept, similar to proportionality and incentives to cultivate a personal vote (ICPV), which can be directly measured by actual behavior. Tier valuation captures the degree that party leaders give primacy to members of a tier by their awarding of cabinet and committee posts. This observable outcome, then, distills the huge complexity observed by numerous scholars into a simple, uni-dimensional measure.
 3. The Puzzle: The Japanese and Thai Mixed Electoral Systems We test the concept of tier valuation by using it to answer a striking analytical puzzle in comparing electoral reform and public works spending in Thailand and Japan. Both countries share several important similarities. Historically, both were located and forged cultures on the periphery of Chinese
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 influence and political control; unlike most of Asia, both developed feudal political systems in medieval times and also avoided Western colonialism; and in the post-war era, both nations chose a rare type of electoral rule: majoritarian multi-member electoral districts that analysts all agree contribute to high levels of candidate-centeredness(Carey and Shugart 1995; Wallack et al. 2003). Japan gave voters a single, non-transferrable vote in these multi-member districts meaning that politicians of the same party competing in the same district had strong incentives to compete against each other (Curtis 1971; Thayer 1969). Thailand gave voters as many votes as there were seats, but allowed voters to split their ticket amongst candidates from various parties. Again, there were strong incentives to compete against members of one’s own party to the extent that in some districts, members of different parties would actually campaign together (Arghiros 2001). The result in both countries were high levels of personal politics that took the form of candidate-centered rather than party-centered elections, high levels of particularistic or pork-barrel spending by legislators intent on wooing supporters by bringing home the bacon to their home districts, and low levels of party loyalty as candidates found it easy to switch parties with relative impunity (Ockey 1994; Hicken 2009). In response to the perceived excesses of both systems, reform efforts also simultaneously took root in the 1990s, resulting in nearly identical changes to mixed electoral systems in both countries. The new electoral systems combine a portion of the legislature that is elected off PR party lists and another portion of the legislature that is elected from majoritarian single-member election districts.1 Theory predicts that these two portions of the electoral system produce different policy preferences among politicians, depending on which tier they were elected from. For example, German politicians who are elected from party lists are more likely to be members of committees that provide public goods such as national defense (Stratmann 2002). Similarly Japanese candidates who win on party lists without running in a district are also more likely to serve on those same committees that have little to do with local district patronage (though as we show below these types of candidates are rare in Japan) (Pekkanen, Nyblade, and Krauss 2006). Thus, the new electoral system should have produced two different groups of legislative perspectives: a group elected off party lists that was more concerned about public goods provision and a group elected from districts that was more concerned about pork barrel benefits for district voters. One of the appealing features of a mixed electoral system is that politicians can adjust the ratio of seats in either half of the system to make the system more or less dominated by district politicians and also affect the advantage that the largest parties have under the system. Japan has elected 60-63% of its Japanese lower house from districts, and Thailand has elected 75 to 83% of its lower house from districts.2 In the most recent election Japan elected 37% of its House members off 1 In the 2007 elections, Thailand reverted to multi-member majoritarian districts, but switched back to single-member districts in the 2011 elections. 2 Japan has had five elections under its new electoral system. In the first election (1996) the ratio was 300 district seats to 200 party list seats. In the four subsequent elections the ratio was 300 district seats to 180 party list seats. In Thailand’s four post reform elections, the ratio was 400 district seats to 100 party list seats in the 2001, 2005, and 2006 elections. In 2007, the ratio was changed to 400
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 party lists and Thailand elected 17%. Party lists in Japan and Thailand are also both closed lists, with the order determined by the party. According to the most prominent features of the electoral system’s rules, the Japanese and Thai electoral systems should produce similar outcomes. Indeed, at a purely superficial level of analysis, we might actually expect there to be more public goods provided in Japan than in Thailand under the new electoral system because Japan allocates more seats to its party lists: 37% in contrast to Thailand’s 17%. However, despite their similar electoral systems, only Thailand’s politics has changed to give greater emphasis to public goods. Japan’s politicians seem as committed to pork barrel politics under the new electoral system as they were under the old electoral system. What can account for this different outcome? Overview of Argument
 What led to Japanese parties valuing the majoritarian tier while Thai politicians valued the PR tier? First, the Japanese system allowed dual candidacy, which made it possible for parties to preserve the dominance of district interests among most MPs. Individual politicians obviously preferred dual listing as a safeguard for candidates who lost their district races. The strength, however, of social interests pushing for electoral reform was not as vigorous in Japan as it was in Thailand (Reed and Thies 2001; Christensen 1994), opening the door for Japanese parties and politicians to subtly manipulate the reform process, making it more district centered. Japanese reformers also made it possible for parties to place dual-listed candidates at the same position on the party list, using the tie-breaker mechanism of how well the candidates did in their district level races. These rules, which have been used with increasing frequency by Japan’s two largest parties, effectively subordinate a large number of PR tier seats to their simultaneous district races. Candidates win these list seats based on their relative performance in their district races. Since reform, Japan’s two largest parties have used these rules extensively, showing the higher valuation that they give district seats over party list seats.
 In contrast, Thai parties could not dual list their candidates and, although there is nothing explicit preventing them from placing candidates at the same position and resolving these ties through some internal party mechanism, there was no obvious way to resolve such ties due to the prohibition of dual listing. Thai parties, therefore, had greater pressure to place their more senior, nationally-recognized members on the party list or risk losing out on the name recognition payoff. This meant, however, that popular local candidates who were placed on the party list might make it difficult for the party to also win the local district race. As such, Thai MP’s simply placed family members, relatives, or close members of their clique in the district seat. Sons or daughters were the most popular option. But ultimately, this meant that many candidates running in district seats, even safe district seats, were subordinate to their mentors who ran on a party list.
 district seats and 80 party list seats. In the 2011 election the ratio was 375 district seats and 125 party list seats.
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 A final piece of the story remains, however, and this is the strength of social interests behind the reform movements in each country. Following the emerging literature on endogenous institutions, we posit that existing political interests had strong incentives to shape the reform process in ways to maximize their political advantage. Would it have been possible for Thai politicians, who like their Japanese counterparts were strong district MPs who had relied on pork-barrel goods for years, to have manipulated the formal rules and valued the majoritarian tier as in Japan? Yes. Could Japanese parties have decided to place their influential politicians in safe PR spots, without dual listing? Yes. In fact, both sets of MP’s in Japan and Thailand had strong incentives to continue the same pattern of politics on which they had built their political careers. Internal party change is hard. Nationally-minded, policy-oriented politicians do not simply appear out of the woodwork. Although both reform movements emerged from a desire to transform the perceived excesses in the system, the Thai reform movement was spurred by the country’s most serious financial crisis. The crisis broke in July 1997 and by October 1997 the new constitution had been promulgated. As such, the criticism of politician excesses at the height of the country’s worst crisis to date put extreme limitations on traditional MP’s who might otherwise have tried to manipulate the formal rules to their advantage. Thai parties also realized that the nature of their constituents’ preferences had changed. No longer would they simply be bought off with local pork barrel projects.
 In contrast, the political reform movement in Japan was much more a case of politicians using public anger over scandals to refashion the electoral rules in their favor than a genuine attempt to reform the negative features of the Japanese political system. Though the main instigator of reform, Ozawa Ichiro, and his allies intended to create a two-party political system with stronger political parties and greater accountability to the voters, their efforts did not extend to serious efforts to reduce corruption or the role of money in politics (Reed and Thies 2001, Christensen 1994). Similarly, their calls for issue-oriented elections were more of a rallying cry for public support rather than a genuine call for change in Japan’s electoral politics.
 This is not just a story about dual listing and internal party procedures, which we could add to linkage and tier size in an expanded typology. Nor is it about the nature of politicians in the pre-reform era and their relative influence in the reform process. Even these elements alone would lead to a 2x2x2x2x2x2 (64-cell) typology; not exactly conducive to fruitful cross-country research, especially when the universe of existing cases is only 30. Moreover, as we begin to discuss the South Korea, Germany and Mexico cases, the complexity only multiplies. We argue that we can capture the complexity from all these cases within a single concept, tier valuation. Thus, Japan developed a mixed system that “values” the majoritarian tier much more than the PR tier and is thus less party-centered than Thailand, which values the PR tier over the majoritarian tier. By “values”, we mean the extent that parties place their party and legislative leaders on either the PR or majoritarian tier in contrast to the placement of party backbenchers and subordinates. We develop a cross-country measure for tier valuation that takes the ratio of the proportion of cabinet members elected on the majoritarian and PR tiers. Again, this measure
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 enables us to distinguish between the five cases in this article. Moreover, it captures complexity that even a country expert who is versed in all the dimensions we cite above may not be able to induce.
 4. Valuation of the Majoritarian Tier in Japan
 The difference between tier valuation and other methods of evaluating party centeredness is shown clearly by the different outcomes that each method produces in evaluating the party-centeredness of Japan’s legislators. 63 percent of the Lower House is elected from single member districts and Japan’s two tiers are unlinked, suggesting a mild bias towards a majoritarian system. However, looking at tier valuation, Japan is the equivalent of a majoritarian system with 95 to 100 percent of recent cabinet positions allocated to district-oriented candidates. This stunning difference in outcomes is created by several electoral rules in Japan and the differing responses of Japan’s political parties to each of those rules.
 At the time of Japan’s electoral reform, commentators quickly recognized that Japan’s dual listing and tie breaking provisions would make it possible for parties to convert party list seats into the equivalent of district seats (Reed 1995; McKean and Scheiner 2000). Thus, many of those elected on Japan’s party lists win their seats not because of their position on the party list but because of how close they came to winning their simultaneous district race. When Japanese politicians are categorized by whether they won their seat because of their position on a party list (list-reliant victors) or by their performance in a district race (district-reliant victors), the majoritarian character of the Japanese legislature increases. The number of district-reliant MPs is 70 percent in initial elections under the new system and rises to more than 80 percent in the three most recent elections.3
 In addition, Japan’s electoral rules also create a second-class or backbencher status for some of the rapidly dwindling numbers of list-reliant MPs. These rules govern which dual-listed candidates can be elected from a party list. For example, one recently enacted rule requires that dual listed candidates must win at least ten percent of the winner’s vote in their district races to be eligible to win a seat on a party list. The Socialists dual list nearly all their candidates, placing them at the same position on party lists, but many of these candidates fail to meet the 10 percent threshold, disqualifying them from the party list. The party, therefore, puts “placeholder” candidates at the bottom of their party lists, candidates that are not dual listed and therefore are exempt from the threshold vote requirement. If all of the Socialist’s dual listed candidates in a region fail to meet the required threshold, the placeholder candidate takes the seat that the Socialist Party won.
 3 The number of district oriented candidates were 71 percent in the 1996 election; 73% in 2000; 84% in 2003; 83% in 2005; and 82% in 2009. In a few cases the classification of candidates can be difficult. For example, if a candidate was given a preferential position on the party list but also won her district seat, we classified that candidate as district-reliant even though she could have also benefited from favorable placement on the party list.
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 The larger parties face a similar problem when they win a landslide election. Under Japan’s rules, dual listed candidates are removed from the party list if they win a district seat. If all of the dual-listed candidates in a region win their district races, there will not be enough names on the party list to fill the seats that the party also wins in the PR tier. To cover this eventuality, the parties also put placeholder candidates on the bottom of their party lists. In the LDP’s 2005 landslide victory, the party elected 13 placeholder candidates. The Democratic landslide in 2009 elected 44 placeholder candidates. It would be a mistake to ascribe any political influence to these placeholder candidates, even though they do boost the numbers of list-reliant victors in Japan’s legislature. For example, not one of the 13 placeholder candidates elected from LDP lists in 2005 was reelected in 2009. One ran in a district race and lost; eight ran again at the bottom of LDP lists as placeholder candidates. If placeholder candidates are excluded from calculations, 85.4 percent of Japan’s MPs were district reliant in 2005, rising to 90.6 percent in 2009. A third factor that affects party centeredness is the extent to which different political parties use or do not use each of these rules in their placements of candidates on party lists or in district races. Japan’s two largest parties and the smaller Socialist Party all give priority to district candidates over list candidates. They do this by using dual listing and tie breaking provisions extensively. All three parties rarely give any candidate a safe position on a party list. In contrast the Komei Party and the Communist Party give priority to list reliant MPs. Both parties dual list candidates less, and they rarely list candidates at the same list position. The bulk of their MPs are list reliant. Figure 1 shows how parties have hardened in their preferences over time, with the Komei and Communist Parties becoming more list reliant and the other three parties becoming more district reliant.4
 4 The numbers reported in Figure 1 include placeholder candidates which inflate the numbers of list reliant MPs for the Democrats in 2009, the LDP in 2005 and the Socialists in both elections.
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 The party biases either for or against list reliant MPs is also shown by the
 nomination policies that each party uses. For the LDP and the Democrats, a favored position on the party list is typically used as a one-time reward for certain politicians (Reed 1995). In the long run, however, such politicians are expected to win their own reelection in a district and not continue to rely on favorable placement on the party list. In contrast, in the Komei and Communist Parties consistently give safe list positions to their most influential MPs, ensuring their continued reelection. Figure 2 shows how these different nomination patterns have become more established over time.
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 These different party practices account for the remaining difference in the low number of list reliant MPs in positions of power in Japan. In the two major parties, it is impossible to gain seniority and be eligible for a cabinet position without winning all or most of elections as a district reliant MP. In the smaller Komei and Communist Parties, it is similarly impossible to gain seniority and eligibility for a cabinet position without winning all or most elections as a list reliant MP. Because the government is dominated by the two major parties, nearly all of the positions of significant power in Japan are occupied by district reliant MPs. For example, only 112 politicians have won all five elections under Japan’s current electoral system. 86 were district reliant MPs in all five elections and all 86 came from the LDP, the Democrats, or independent/minor parties. Thirteen were list reliant MPs in all five elections, and all thirteen came from the Komei or Communist Parties. The remaining 13 (from the LDP and the Democrats) won a mixture of types of races, skewed towards district-reliant rather than list-reliant victories.5 These same patterns appear in an analysis of cabinet positions. As the LDP and the Democrats have become more entrenched in nomination policies and dual listing policies that give priority to district races, fewer and fewer members of Japan’s cabinets have been list-reliant politicians, giving nearly all political power to politicians who owe their election to how well they did in a district race.6 5 Eight of the thriteen won four of their five races as district reliant victors. Only one candidate each won three or four of their five races as list reliant victors. Pekkanen, Nyblade, and Krauss (2006) also use seniority to explain committee leadership positions. In contrast, we argue that party nomination policies also determine seniority, indirectly making those policies an explanation of which type of politicians become party leaders. 6 The percent for the Diet does not include place holder victors in the calculations
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 Figure 3, however, still exaggerates the influence of list-reliant MPs in Japan’s cabinets because it ignores the past and subsequent elections of a cabinet member who happened to be given a safe list seat as a one-time dispensation. Of the 193 MPs who served in a cabinet position from 1996 to 2009, only 21 were list reliant (10.9 percent) and only five of the 193 (2.6 percent) were list reliant in both the preceding and subsequent election. Three of these five were from the Komei Party; one was a cabinet member who only served one term in office; the final list reliant cabinet member was an LDP veteran who was favorably placed on the party list his last three elections after having previously won district races in the five previous elections. Despite that fact that nearly 40 percent of Japan’s lower house is elected from party lists, in practice all political power in concentrated in the hands of the district reliant MPs that dominate Japan’s two major political parties.
 5. Valuation of the PR Tier in Thailand
 The contrast with the Thai mixed system could not be more striking. First, in Thailand dual listing was not allowed. It was not given, however, that Thai parties would use this newly-created PR tier to place their party leaders. As in Japan, there is variation in the extent that parties followed this internal party practice. The largest and most successful parties in the new constitutional era would, however, give primacy to the PR tier. The smaller parties, uncertain as to whether they would gain any PR list seats, understandably chose to put their party leaders in safe districts. We have data on the 2001, 2005, 2007, 2008 and 2011 governments.7 Nominally, a different party led four of these five governments, though the Thai Rak Thai, People’s Power and Pheu Thai parties are essentially the same party. Being
 7 There was no cabinet installed after the 2006 elections, which the major opposition party, the Democrats, boycotted.
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 subject to a string of dissolutions by the Constitutional Court, party leaders simply registered a new party keeping the core of the leadership mostly intact. Districts PR Lists Non-MP’s Total Cabinet
 Positions District/PR Ratio
 Thai Rak Thai (TRT), Feb 2001-Mar 2005
 1 26 11 38 0.04
 Thai Rak Thai (TRT), Mar 2005-Sep 2006
 0 9 27 36 0.00
 People’s Power (PPP), Feb 2008-Dec 2008
 4 11 22 37 0.36
 Democrat, Dec 2008-Aug 2011
 16 5 15 36 3.20
 Pheu Thai (PT), Aug 2011-Present
 15 12 12 39 1.25
 We begin with Thai Rak Thai (TRT), the first party to take office after the new
 electoral rules came into play in 2001. We see strong evidence that the PR tier was the most valued by the TRT leadership. Only one cabinet member, Sontaya Khunpluem (Roi Et), was elected in a district. She took up one of the less important posts, Minister of Science, Technology and the Environment. Of the remaining 37 positions, 26 came from the PR tier and 11 were non-MP’s appointed by the Prime Minister. We could easily consider these 11 non-MP’s as equivalent to the PR-tier members of the cabinet in terms of being wholly reliant on the party leadership for their post. Indeed, in TRT’s subsequent government, Prime Minister Thaksin Sinawatra selected 27 non-MP’s. Many of those had run on the PR tier in the previous elections; others were party executives with the remainder TRT affiliates in the Senate (who legally were not allowed to run under a party banner) and other important supporters of the party.
 The first elections following the coup saw TRT’s main successor party, the People’s Power party (PPP) take office. To form a government, however, PPP had to join forces with other small parties (five in total, though not all were vital). These smaller parties saw the PR list as highly uncertain, which was essentially a contest between the country’s two largest parties, PPP and the Democrats. It was inevitable, then, that some cabinet members would be drawn from the district tier once these small parties were incorporated. In total, still only 4 of the 37 cabinet positions came from the district tier. Two of these four were from the small parties. Two were PPP members. Moreover, three of these four positions were deputy ministerial positions with the last being the low-ranked Minister of Science and Technology. This is still a very low proportion of district MP’s taking cabinet seats.
 The Democrat Party took office just once in December 2008 after the Constitutional Court had dissolved PPP. Given that the Democrats had just 165/480 seats in the legislature, they had to rely much more on the smaller parties and even required some defections from PPP. The Democrat party itself, moreover, never really expecting to form a government, relied less on the PR tier than PPP or TRT. It is perhaps, then, not the best test of our theory and no surprise that we see the highest ratio of district to PR list seats in this period. Sixteen of the thirty-six seats
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 came from district MP’s: eight Democrat, three Chart Thai, two Pheu Paen Din, and one Neutral Democrat. Only five came from the PR tier and they were all Democrat candidates. However, there were an additional 15 non-MP’s who owed their position directly to the leadership of the Democrat Party.
 Was this anomaly simply a characteristic of the Democrat Party’s style of leadership? To examine this possibility, we look at the only two times the Democrat Party set up a shadow cabinet (the only party to do so to date in Thailand).8 The first shadow government was in February 2008, following the PPP’s selection of Somsak Wongsawat as Prime Minister (their first Prime Minister following the 2007 elections, Samak Sundravej, had been disqualified by the constitutional court on the grounds of violating the conflict of interests law). This first shadow cabinet has a much lower ratio than the actual Democrat-led government, but still much higher than the TRT and PPP governments. However, the most recent shadow cabinet looks much more like the pattern we expect. Only two positions in the shadow cabinet are given to district MP’s compared to 18 straight from the PR list and 17 non-MP’s.
 We can thus conclude that a reliance on the district tier seems to be related to this period of time in Thai history. We suggest two factors that made this period different. First, it was a highly uncertain period of time. This was the first set of elections following the military coup in September 2006. Political parties were unsure of their role in society and were being challenged by strong opposing social movements, the Red and Yellow shirts, that lessened their connection with citizens. This uncertainty likely gave district MP’s more weight vis-à-vis the Democrat Party leadership who continued to struggle with the continuing popularity of TRT’s successor party, PPP. In addition to the general political climate, the military made two changes to the electoral rules for this election with the explicit goal of weakening political parties. First, they reverted the district tier back to the multi-member majoritarian districts of the pre-1997 era (Thailand changed single-member districts again in 2011). Second, the military leaders broke up the single PR national tier into eight regional tiers. In addition to weakening the clout of party leadership more generally, these rule changes would have added to the uncertainty of party fortunes on the PR list. Would the new rules change voter preferences and lead to smaller regional parties that broke up the national parties? The risk of being on the PR list, then, increased for all parties. If we ignore this period, however, Thailand seems to fit our theory’s expectations strongly. But even during this period, the district tier was nowhere nearly as important as it is in Japan. Districts PR Lists Non-MP’s Total Cabinet
 Positions District/PR Ratio
 Democrat Party, Feb 2008-Dec 2008
 18 15 4 37 1.2
 Democrat Party, Aug 2011-Present
 2 18 17 37 0.12
 8 Shadow governments are a new phenomenon in Thailand and currently have no legal status as do shadow cabinets in the United Kingdom.
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 These same arguments also explain why the present Thai government, installed following the July 2011 elections, has a higher district/PR ratio than 2001/5. Still, the ratio is half that of the Democrat government in 2008, and indicates a return in the direction of the lower district/PR ratios characteristic of before the coup. While there are still slightly more district MP’s than PR list MP’s in the cabinet, 9 of the 16 district MP’s hold junior ministerial positions and none of the remaining 7 posts are from the top ministries of Defense, Foreign Affairs, Finance, Commerce, and Interior (all these go to PR list MP’s or non-MP’s). Only 4/12 PR list MP’s have junior ministerial positions. The composition of the current cabinet still represents a shift, however, and we point to the same two factors as above: first, the political climate in 2011 was still quite uncertain and followed violent uprisings in the capital, Bangkok. Second, although the country switched back to the single-member districts as in the 2001/5 elections, the regional PR lists remained.
 6. Tier Valuation, Party-Centeredness and the Composition of Public Spending Pork Barrel Politics in Japan Having established that political leaders in Japan are almost exclusively district reliant and that most of Thailand’s political elites are elected off of party lists, it remains to be seen if these differences in pathways to power result in different perspectives toward politics that are consistent with a political leader’s bias toward an election district or towards a party list. The most obvious test for policy implications of party centeredness is the extent to which politicians engage in pork barrel spending. Given Japan’s history of pork barrel politics and party leaders who come primarily from pork-oriented election districts, we should expect to see pork barrel spending largely unchanged in Japan, despite the implementation of a new mixed-member electoral system in 1996.
 There is also a substantial corpus of work linking pork barrel spending with LDP dominance of Japanese elections (Scheiner 2006), committee assignments (Pekkanen, Nyblade, and Krauss 2006), reapportionment (Horiuchi and Saito 2003), party defections (Saito 2009), and electoral system changes (Hirano 2006). None of these works have addressed the interesting question of whether Japan’s new electoral system has caused an overall decline in pork spending in Japan. Scheiner (2006, p. 86) suggest that the best measure of pork barrel spending is the category of “public works” as a percent of national government spending, but this measure gives equivocal results. Yes, as shown in Figure 4, the percent of government spending for public works shows no discernible longitudinal trend, with public works spending in 2010 being similar to public works spending in 1960. Spending in 2010, however, is also at its lowest level in nearly fifty years of government measuring. Of course, public works spending is also affected by a host of other factors that have little to do with electoral systems and the incentives that
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 politicians face. In Japan, these other factors include (1) deficit spending on infrastructure used by the Murayama and Hashimoto administrations of 1994-1998 to stimulate the moribund Japanese economy, (2) the anti-public works spending stance of the administration of Koizumi Junichiro from 2001 to 2006, (3) long-term budget deficits and economic recession and their restraining impact on government spending, (4) the declining role of infrastructure spending in an advanced industrial economy that is transitioning from manufacturing to service industries, and (5) the increasing amount of government spending that must be allocated to social welfare spending in a rapidly aging society.
 All of these factors paint a more complex picture of public works spending in Japan over time. From 1960 until about 1975, the trend was for increased public works spending, with an anomalous spurt in spending coinciding with Prime Minister Tanaka Kakuei in 1972 and his emphasis on using infrastructure spending to “rebuild the Japanese archipelago.” From 1975 to 2012 there is a gradual decline in infrastructure spending as a percent of government expenditures because of increased social welfare spending in an aging society, fiscal pressures on government spending, and reduced infrastructure spending needs in a highly advanced economy. This trend is punctuated upwards by the stimulus spending of the 1990s and downwards by Koizumi’s efforts to cut back infrastructure spending. The enactment of a new electoral system in 1994 corresponds to the peak of infrastructure spending, and though the decline that follows this peak could be explained by the effects of the new electoral system, an equally plausible explanation is contained in the other factors cited.
 Other measures of pork spending help to support the conclusion that the new
 electoral system in Japan appears not to have affected pork barrel politics in Japan. In Figure 4 we report two other measures of pork barrel spending: the percent of
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 prefectural and municipal budgets spent on “ordinary construction” (Local Govt) and the percent of the total of fiscal investments and loans allocated to the categories of roads and local area development (Loans).9 Local government spending shows a similar halving from a 1993 peak to the present, but electoral reform did not change the electoral incentives of Japan’s governors, mayors, prefectural assemblies, or municipal assemblies. These local elected officials are still elected by single or multi-member election districts that retain all of their incentives for pork barrel spending for local constituents. The fact that local government spending mirrors the same decline as national spending, without any change in electoral incentives of local government officials suggests that other factors such as fiscal constraints on government spending and growing government obligations for social welfare spending in an aging society better explain trends in pork spending in Japan. Similarly, though the absolute amount of money allocated through government loans has declined, especially as the result of reforms in the Koizumi administration, the percent of these declining amounts of loans that go to infrastructure spending has actually increased in recent years, showing that pork barrel spending through government loans is actually alive and well, despite the shrinking pie of money available through such loan programs.10 The robustness of pork spending in Japan is further shown by three additional measures reported in Figure 5. The percent of the value of all public and private construction orders spent on roads, ports, airports, or land development (Infrastructure) has remained consistent at about 10 percent of all construction for about forty years, even though total spending on all construction projects is now at less than forty percent of its peak in 1990 and 1991. Similarly the ratio of the value of construction orders that originate from the national government (Natl Govt) has been consistent rather than declining since the early 1990s. In fact, the only indicator to decline since the 1990s is the combined measure of national and local government spending (All Govt) as a percent of all construction spending. Comparing this combined measure to the measure for only the national government shows that the decline in government spending as a ratio of all construction is created exclusively by a decline in construction spending by local governments. Again, this decline maybe occurring for a variety of reasons, but since the electoral system and electoral incentives for local politicians have not changed, it would be difficult to explain this decline based on a change in the electoral incentives of national politicians.
 9 All of our measures of spending for Figures 4 and 5 come from Japan Statistical Yearbook, various years, Tables 9-1, 9-2, 9-3, 5-4, 5-12, and 5-9. 10 The total amount of loans in in 2011 was only 28% of the total of the peak year for loans, 1999.
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 Public Goods Provision in Thailand In contrast, we find that pork barrel politics in Thailand has severely declined since the electoral reform in 1997. This phenomenon is most easily seen by looking at the “Investment” portion of the Thai budget, which mainly constitutes spending on construction, property and equipment—the perfect kinds of pork barrel goods. Figure 6 displays the percent of total government spending on these three budget items. We see a dramatic drop following the 2001 change in electoral rules. Note that even in the couple of years following the 1997 financial crisis that although spending dropped, it was still high. Not until politicians competed under the new rules did we see a drop, which turned out to be permanent. We can see another period of time where the investment portion of the budget dropped below 15% for a few years. This was in the mid-1980’s when Thailand experienced another smaller economic crisis. This drop, however, did not last and in the years leading up to the country’s crisis we observe outlandish spending on pork barrel projects.
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 Figure 6. Spending on Construction, Property and Equipment, % of Government Budget
 Other scholars have noted this dramatic change in the composition of government spending in Thailand following the electoral reform. Selway (2011) notes that this same pattern of spending can be observed in the Ministry of Public Health’s (MOPH) budget, perhaps one of the most pork-ridden ministries in Thailand in the pre-1997 era. Reaching a peak in 1997 of 38.7% of the MOPH budget, spending on construction almost ground to a halt, reaching a low of 4.4% in 2003. Selway’s analysis stops in 2004, but over the past 8 years we can see that this has remained low. The investment portion of the MOPH dropped as low as 1.9% of the ministry’s budget in 2010, though seems to have been compensated for with a post-electoral reform high of 16% in the following year. The average investment portion of the MOPH budget was 21.84% prior to electoral reform compared to 6.1% following the first elections
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 2005 77.3 15.2 2.8
 2006 81.5 11.2 3.2
 2007 76.3 13.2 3.5
 2008 76.6 13.0 5.2
 2009 76.4 12.7 5.5
 2010 77.7 15.5 1.9
 2011 65.3 13.0 16.0
 2012 68.2 16.0 10.3
 Average, 2002-2012 66.4 23.6 6.1
 Table XXXXX. Ministry of Public Health Budget by Allocation % Source: Selway (2011) and Thailand Budget Bureau
 *Line represents first budget made under new electoral rules
 7. Comparison to other Countries with Mixed Electoral Systems A cursory analysis of three other mixed electoral systems, South Korea, Germany and Mexico, help illustrate the importance of this new concept of tier valuation and its implications for policy outcomes. As in the Japan and Thailand analyses, these three cases show the importance of both formal rules and the endogeneity of politician preferences as they respond to the rules in shaping the type of politician that wields power in these mixed electoral systems. South Korea The South Korean electoral system provides an interesting test of the usefulness of tier valuation because its electoral system most closely resembles the Thai electoral system, but evidence about party priorities suggests that South Korean parties favor district candidates rather than party list candidates. South Korea, similar to Japan and Thailand, previously used an electoral system with multi-member districts that created incentives for pork barrel spending. Like both nations, it also changed to a mixed system, also with about 80 percent of its seats elected from single member districts. South Korea, like Thailand, also prohibits dual listing of candidates. Despite these similarities in electoral rules, Jun and Hix (2010) report that party list seats are used primarily for one-time candidates, with winners on the list expected to either run as a district candidate in the next election or not run for reelection. This pattern of preferences is similar to the major parties in Japan, which also give priority to district seats over party list seats. It is likely that district-reliant MPs dominate party leadership positions in Korea’s major political parties. Thus, the party-centeredness of South Korea’s mix of electoral rules and party preferences is best explained by tier valuation rather than either an analysis of the actual electoral rules, the number of seats allocated to each tier, or the presence or absence of linkages between those tiers.
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 Germany In Germany, regionalism in combination with the linkage between district seats and party list seats remove most of a party’s discretion to give priority to either list or district seats. A tier valuation analysis of German political leaders shows that unlike Thailand or Japan, political leaders have the same distribution of district and list reliant politicians as do the rank and file MPs. Germany’s electoral rules largely dictate that both the MPs and party leaders from party strongholds will be district reliant and the MPs and party leaders from areas where the parties are weak will be list reliant. Unlike many other electoral systems, parties have roughly equal numbers of politicians from both types of areas, producing a balance in the ratio of list reliant and district reliant politicians.
 In Germany, party-list seats are awarded to parties only after subtracting from that total any seats that the party won in the districts of that province. Thus, in a party’s stronghold, the party will win most or all of the district seats, and not be entitled to any additional party list seats. In the opposing party’s stronghold, the party will win few if any district seats, winning their seats in that province on their party list. For example, in Saxony in 2005, the Christian Democrats won eleven districts by more than a 10 percent margin, but the party didn’t win any party list seats in 2005 or the previous two elections. Similarly, the Social Democrats won seven districts in Brandenburg in 2005 by more than a 10 percent margin, but they also hadn’t won a party-list seat in Brandenburg in the three elections from 1998 to 2005. Despite these differences, German parties dual list most of their candidates.11 In looking at CDU/CSU cabinet members and members of the party presidiums, of the 22 people elected in the 2009 election that held any of these positions, ten had safe districts but not a safe position on the party list. Seven had safe positions on a party list but not safe districts. Four, including Chancellor Merkel, had both a safe district and a safe position on a party list. In the CDU/CSU’s strongest provinces of Bavaria, Baden-Württemburg, and Saxony the party had only two safe list seats. In nine other provinces the CDU/CSU had 42 safe list positions but only two safe district seats. The battleground provinces of Rhineland-Palatinate and North Rhine-Westphalia were the only two provinces where the CDU/CSU had comparable numbers of both safe district and safe list seats.
 Similarly, the party leadership of the Social Democrats was also split among four leaders who had safe list seats but not a safe district and three leaders who had safe district seats but not a safe list seat. One leader had neither a safe district nor a safe list seat. The Social Democrats have safe district seats but no safe list seats in 7 provinces and only safe list seats in 3 provinces with roughly equivalent numbers of both types of safe seats only in North Rhine-Westphalia. Bawn and Thies (2003, 21) found that equal numbers of German MPs (43 percent) were elected exclusively from either districts or party lists. We extend their finding in two ways: (1) that the political leadership of Germany’s two major parties mirror the distribution of district reliant and list reliant politicians among rank and file MPs, and (2) these distributions are determined by regional party strength. Thus,
 11 In the 2009 election the CDU/CSU dual listed 75 percent of their candidates; smaller parties dual listed more than 90 percent of candidates; the Social Democrats dual listed all of their candidates.
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 if district reliant MPs and party leaders respond to pork incentives, then we should see patterns where each major party concentrates its pork spending in its strongholds because each party concentrates its district reliant MPs in those provinces. Our findings also shed light on whether Germany’s linked system mutes the candidate-centeredness that is correlated with district reliant politicians. Only Germany’s smaller parties are dominated by list-reliant politicians. The leaders of Germany’s major parties are nearly equally divided between district reliant and list reliant politicians. This use of tier valuation supports those who have claimed Germany’s mixed system has significant candidate centeredness (Stratmann 2002; Klingemann and Wessels 2001; Shugart 2001, 41; Lancaster 1990) in contrast to those claiming that the linkage mechanism makes even the district candidates party-centered (Bawn and Thies 2003; Moser and Scheiner 2004). Our finding also parallels Bochsler’s (2012) claim that party-led strategic voting can undermine the proportionality of a linked, mixed electoral system by showing that country-specific rules and responses by parties to those rules can dramatically change the expected effects of a particular type of electoral system. Mexico The Mexican example also shows the importance of country-specific electoral rules that make tier valuation useful as a method to analyze the party-centeredness of politics in different nations. Three important Mexican electoral rules are: (1) the prohibition on reelection, (2) a maximum of 60 percent of the Chamber of Deputies that any one party can win, and (3) an additional seat maximum of eight percent above the party vote share that any one party can win. The first rule dilutes the effect that being elected in a district or off of a party list might have on the incentives that particular politician faces. None of Mexico’s politicians actually face any incentives in running for reelection (Weldon 2002). The second and third rules make Mexico’s unlinked system similar to a linked system such as Germany’s because these rules make party list seats partially contingent on party victories in district seats (Weldon 2001, 457), explaining why scholars have disagreed as how best to characterize the Mexican system (Reynolds, Reilly, and Ellis 2005; Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) 2012; Nishikawa and Herron 2004)(Shugart and Wattenberg 2001, p. 21). As in Germany, a party that wins significant numbers of district seats can expect to win none or few seats from the party lists. Similarly, a party that wins few district seats can expect to win a substantial number of party list seats (Calvo and Medina 2002). Thus, categorizing Mexico as an unlinked system would give an erroneous result on the dimension of party centeredness, because the actual functioning of the unlinked Mexican electoral system is similar to the functioning of the German linked system.
 Despite the absence of reelection incentives, tier evaluations of leadership positions in the Chamber of Deputies show a preference of parties for party list over district seats (Aparicio and Langston 2009; Kerevel 2010).12 Perhaps this effect is created by the control of the national party over list seats in contrast to the local
 12 The authors differ in whether the bias towards list candidates in leadership positions is statistically significant or not when other variables are controlled for.
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 party organization control over the district seats (Wuhs 2006). Regardless, these results again suggest the utility the tier valuation approach, especially when the unique rules of the Mexican electoral system make a classification of that system according to general characteristics such as the size of tiers, the linkage of tiers, or the relative proportionality of the system less reliable indicators of the overall party-centeredness of the Mexican case.
 The importance of tier valuation as an analytical tool is also shown by Mexico’s rules on the dual listing of candidates. Prior to 1996, dual listing was not allowed; since 1996 each party may dual list only 60 candidates (of 300 district candidates). The absence of dual listing made it difficult for Mexican parties to assign safe seats to preferred candidates. An unexpected increase in party support could make all of the candidates on the party list lose, and a decrease in party support could cause candidates to lose in what were thought to be safe district seats. Dual listing, in contrast, allows parties to put their preferred candidates in safe positions, both in a strong district and in a preferred position on the party list. Thus, we would expect Mexican parties to give priority to dual-listed candidates. Kereval (2010) finds, however, that Mexican parties use dual listing for only 0 to 5 percent of their candidates. In addition, many dual-listed candidates are placed in unfavorable positions on party lists, don’t assume leadership positions, and occupy inconsequential positions as secondary candidates.13 These findings suggest that Mexican parties are not prioritizing dual-listed candidates. Only a tier evaluation of the roles that district reliant or list reliant candidates play would be able to measure the actual influence of these different types of candidates in party leadership. These case studies have shown that the two most popular dimensions of mixed electoral systems are insufficient to adjudicate which types of politicians dominate. The Japan-Thailand comparison shows that the relative size of tiers does not determine party-centeredness. The Germany case shows that linked systems do not necessarily have the closest party-centeredness to closed-list PR systems. The South Korea case shows that even in the absence of dual listing, countries can be highly district-centered. Both the Mexican and Japanese cases show the importance of other electoral rules and the need for an outcomes-based approach such as tier valuation. Our concept of tier valuation captures the endogeneity of social preferences, party preferences and electoral rules that is difficult to capture by merely analyzing the formal rules of a particular country.
 8. Conclusion
 In addition to showing the importance of country-specific electoral rules and party practices, our research has also raised the important question of why these particular rules or party responses to those rules developed in the first place. For
 13 The PRI only dual listed 3 candidates of the 1500 primary candidates that it ran in the 2000, 2003, and 2006 elections. The PRD dual listed 26 and the PAN dual listed 63 of their 1,500 candidates in those elections. Parties may also dual list candidates as supplementary candidates, and the PRD and PAN dual listed an additional 10 and 59 candidates as supplementary candidates in these elections.
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 Japan, the key feature is the best loser provision that coupled with dual listing, allows parties to turn party list seats into the equivalent of district seats. A best loser provision is rare, even among countries with mixed electoral system that allow dual listing. Perhaps Italy is the only other country with such a provision. However, Japan’s best loser provision seems to have developed simply out of the incentives that were in place under the old electoral system. The idea can be traced back to a 1964 electoral reform commission report. The report proposed allowing parties to allocate seats on the party list at the same position, making it possible for parties to use performance in a district race as a tie breaker (Reed and Thies 2001, Asahi Shimbun 1964). When electoral reform became again a topic of discussion in the 1990s, a best loser provision was first included in a subsequent electoral reform commission’s report, and then both the ruling coalition and the opposition party included a best loser provision as part of their competing bills for electoral reform. It does make sense that in a highly candidate-centered electoral system, setting aside a smaller number of seats for party lists would lead naturally to the expectation that dual listing would be allowed so that some of the district losers could still win seats based on the popularity of their parties. In deciding who those party-list winners should be, it is no wonder that the idea occurred and was immediately supported of making it possible for the parties to allocate these seats among the district losers with the losers who came closest to winning being allocated the party list seats. Such an approach might have seemed odd in a country with strong political parties that tightly controlled candidate nominations, but in Japan where, at least in the LDP, nominations were largely controlled by local politicians and faction leaders, allowing for the designation of party list seats to be determined by the results of district races probably made intuitive sense. The takeaway message from this article is that the details matter immensely. Cross-country analyses that simply distinguish between large families of electoral rules will fail to capture the dynamics that matter for the outcomes under analysis. Of course, scholars have made some headway in taking these details into consideration, for example Shugart and Carey’s ICPV (1995), Party efforts to direct strategic voting (Bochsler 2012), candidate strategies for accepting or rejecting dual listing (Krauss, Nemoto, and Pekkanen 2011), or nomination practice differences (Preece 2010). None of these typologies are still able to account for the Thai-Japanese difference or the other cases discussed in this paper. Thus, rather than merely suggesting that scholars add the dual listing rule and party-specific responses to these rules in some kind of extended typology, we posit that the concept of tier valuation more closely captures the degree a system is party- or district-oriented because it incorporates the numerous unobservables (South Korea), idiosyncratic rules (Mexico), and unexpected consequences (Germany) that one would need immense country-specific knowledge to uncover and even then we would be left with how to systematically compare such countries. Our measure of tier valuation also provides much more variation over time, whereas the larger electoral rules tend to not change much over time. Whenever there is a change in cabinet personnel, our measure would be sensitive to this rebalancing of politician preferences amongst policymakers. We thus argue that tier valuation is the superior concept to capture party-centeredness in mixed-member
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 systems. Future data collection efforts should obtain information on the composition of cabinet members and the tier to which they owe their electoral fortunes.
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