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abstract
Can governments elected under mixed-member majoritarian (mmm) electoral systems 
use geographically targeted spending to increase their chances of staying in office, and if 
so, how? Although twenty-eight countries use mmm electoral systems, scant research has 
addressed this question. The authors explain how mmm’s combination of electoral systems 
in two unlinked tiers creates a distinct strategic environment in which a large party and 
a small party can trade votes in one tier for votes in the other tier in a way that increases 
the number of seats won by both. They then explain how governing parties dependent 
on vote trading can use geographically targeted spending to cement it. These proposi-
tions are tested using original data from Japan (2003–2013) and Mexico (2012–2016). In 
both cases, municipalities in which the supporters of governing parties split their ballots 
as instructed were found to have received more money after elections. The findings have 
broad implications for research on mmm electoral systems, distributive politics, and the 
politics of Japan and Mexico.

I. Introduction

WHEREAS the switch from majoritarian electoral systems to 
proportional representation (pr) was the most common electoral 

reform of the twentieth century, the switch to a mixed-member electoral 
system is proving to be the most common of the twenty-first.1 Mixed-
member electoral systems are part of a broader class of multiple-tier 
electoral systems. In a multiple-tier system, seats are allocated in two or 
more overlapping sets of districts and voters are afforded either one or 
two votes to influence the allocation of seats in both tiers. For a multiple- 
tier electoral system to qualify as a mixed-member electoral system, 
one tier must allocate seats nominally, meaning that voters choose 
candidates by name and votes accrue to candidates, and the other must 
allocate seats to a party list, meaning that voters choose from among 

1 Bormann and Golder 2013; Shugart and Wattenberg 2003a.
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2 Herron, Nemoto, and Nishikawa 2018; Shugart and Wattenberg 2003b.
3 Bawn and Thies 2003; Herron, Nemoto, and Nishikawa 2018; Reilly 2007; Shugart and Wat-

tenberg 2003c.

lists of candidates.2 Most mixed-member systems use a first-past-the-
post system in single-seat districts (hereafter, fptp-ssd) in the nominal 
tier and closed-list pr in the list tier. Of the thirty-eight countries 
using mixed-member systems to choose members of their legislatures’ 
lower houses today, twenty-eight use a variant called mixed-member 
majoritarian (mmm). At first glance, mmm systems resemble the more 
well-known variant of mixed systems, mixed-member proportional 
(mmp) systems. There is a critical distinction between the two, however. 
Under mmm systems, the total number of seats a party wins is the sum 
of those it wins in both tiers, whereas under mmp systems, the number 
of seats is determined solely by the number it wins in the list tier. 
This means that under mmm systems, parties seeking control of the 
government must be able to win seats in both tiers, as opposed to parties 
under mmp systems that need only to concentrate on the list tier.3 

In this article, we explain how mmm electoral systems create a stra-
tegic environment in which a large party and a small party can increase 
the number of seats won by forming an alliance and trading votes in 
one tier for votes in the other tier. Specifically, they can assign the can-
didacy in each nominal-tier district to one party and have both parties’ 
supporters cast their nominal-tier votes for this candidate and their 
list-tier votes for the other party’s candidate. With this trade, the party 
fielding the nominal-tier candidate increases its chances of winning an-
other seat in this tier. The party stepping back from this competition 
increases its chances of winning another seat in the list tier. We also ex-
plain how, when parties dependent on vote trading are in government, 
geographically targeted spending can be used to encourage their sup-
porters to comply with their vote-trading strategy. We point out that 
changes in vote shares can be used to discern whether party supporters 
in a given geographic location complied.

To evaluate these propositions, we turn to Japan and Mexico. To-
gether, these countries make up 20 percent of voters worldwide who 
elect members of their legislatures’ lower houses under mmm systems. 
We put together original data on voting behavior, government trans-
fers, and other demographic and fiscal features of Japanese and Mexi-
can municipalities. We use fixed-effect regressions to show that in both 
countries, municipalities in which supporters complied with the dom-
inant coalition’s vote-trading strategy received more money after elec-
tions. Concretely, Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party (ldp)–Komeito 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


670	 world politics 

4 Ferrara and Herron 2005; Riera 2013; Wang, Lin, and Hsiao 2016.
5 Ferrara and Herron 2005; Rich 2015.
6 To do this, parties fielding jointly supported candidates must be permitted to present voters with 

separate lists.

governing coalition used transfers to reward ldp supporters for switch-
ing their list-tier votes to the Komeito in nominal-tier districts in which 
the parties were running an ldp candidate. In nominal-tier districts in 
which the parties were running a Komeito candidate, the reverse was 
true; the governing coalition used transfers to reward Komeito sup-
porters for switching their list-tier votes to the ldp. In Mexico’s mmm 
system, voters cast a single fused vote that translates into a vote for the 
candidate in the nominal-tier district and a vote for the candidate’s 
party in the list tier. We find that the Institutional Revolutionary Party–
Ecological Green Party of Mexico (pri-pvem) coalition devised a means 
of splitting this vote into two components. The coalition then used dis-
cretionary transfers controlled by Mexico’s Chamber of Deputies to re-
ward pvem supporters for switching the list-tier component of their 
fused vote to the pri in nominal-tier districts in which the parties were 
running a joint candidate from the pvem.

Our study enriches our understanding of mmm systems and 
contributes to research on mixed-member systems, distributive politics, 
and the politics of Japan and Mexico. Existing research on coordination 
in mmm systems has mostly focused on parties’ decisions to field joint 
candidates in nominal-tier districts.4 We extend this research by 
theorizing that fielding joint candidates in nominal-tier districts is 
likely part of a broader coordination strategy that encompasses trades 
in both tiers. Existing research has also presumed that parties do not 
pursue coordination in fused-vote mmm systems.5 When voters cast a 
fused vote, the only way a party can receive list-tier votes is by fielding 
candidates in nominal-tier districts, which makes standing down 
unpalatable. We explain how parties interested in coordinating can get 
around this problem by fielding the same jointly supported candidate 
in a given nominal-tier district. This means that the candidate appears 
more than once, under the names of all the parties fielding her or him.6 
Parties can then assign the candidacy of the nominal-tier district to one 
party and have both parties’ supporters vote for this candidate on the 
other party’s list. In doing so, parties can channel nominal-tier votes to 
one party and list-tier votes to the other. This increases the chance that 
the party fielding the candidate wins another seat in the nominal tier 
while ensuring that whether or not the candidate wins, the other party 
gets all the list-tier votes. 
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Reflecting the fact that 33 percent of voters worldwide elect repre-
sentatives via mixed-member systems, there is now a vast literature ex-
amining their effects.7 We extend this work to consider the effects of 
mixed systems on distributive politics and on geographically targeted 
spending. The literature offers compelling theories about how majori-
tarian and pr electoral systems influence whether and how governing 
parties use geographically targeted spending to increase their chances 
of staying in office.8 But we do not yet have theories about how the 
combination of electoral rules in a mixed system influences how they 
do so. Research on distributive politics does address mixed systems, 
but scholars have tended to view them as laboratories in which propo-
sitions about a single electoral system can be tested in an environment 
where differences in the types of countries that tend to have each sys-
tem are controlled for.9 We show that the combination of electoral rules 
in an mmm system enables parties to win more seats by having their 
core supporters switch one of their votes to an allied party. Thus, par-
ties can win more seats without having to win over new voters. More-
over, we show that when a large governing party is trading votes with a 
small party, it can make sense to direct spending to places where votes 
for the large party have declined. It is unlikely that we would observe 
either outcome—votes being traded in this manner or spending be-
ing directed in this manner—under any electoral system used in iso-
lation. Our findings thus lend support to the idea that mixed-member 
systems are better conceptualized as distinct strategic environments in 
which outcomes are irreducible to either electoral system in isolation.10 

A large literature shows that majoritarian electoral systems encour-
age more pork-barreling than pr electoral systems11 and that in a ma-
joritarian system, spending is likely to be directed at marginal districts 
where a large governing party needs a few extra votes to get over the fin-
ish line.12 Under an mmm system, the presence of a second tier in which 
votes are also valuable gives large parties the option of using their core 
supporters to win them extra votes in marginal districts. By having their 

7 See, for example, Bawn and Thies 2003; Herron, Nemoto, and Nishikawa 2018; Krauss, Nemoto, 
and Pekkanen 2012; Moser and Scheiner 2012; Naoi and Krauss 2009; Reilly 2007; Rich 2015; Shugart 
and Wattenberg 2003c; Thames and Edwards 2006.

8 Ames 1995; Carey and Shugart 1995; Dahlberg and Johansson 2002; Rickard 2012; Tavits 2009.
9 Kerevel 2015; Moser and Scheiner 2012; Pekkanen, Nyblade, and Krauss 2006; Stratmann and 

Baur 2002.
10 Cox and Schoppa 2002.
11 Carey and Shugart 1995; Funk and Gathmann 2013; Lancaster and Patterson 1990; Lizzeri and 

Persico 2001.
12 McGillivray 2004; Ward and John 1999; Dixit and Londregan 1996; Golden and Min 2013; 

Stokes 2005.
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supporters as well as the small party’s supporters split their votes, large 
parties can win more votes in marginal districts without having to con-
vince non-supporters to vote for them. Under an mmm system, then, 
geographically targeted spending is likely to be directed at both parties’ 
core supporters but will be a function of the degree to which they split 
their votes as instructed.

A central question in the electoral systems literature is the extent to 
which mixed-member systems offer voters the best of both worlds: leg-
islators who are attentive to local concerns and capable of represent-
ing local interests, an advantage of majoritarian systems, and parties 
capable of aggregating broad, society-wide interests, an advantage of 
closed-list pr.13 Our study implies that an mmm system might be closer 
to what Mažvydas Jastramskis labels the “worst of all worlds.”14 Why? 
The way votes are converted into seats under an mmm system generates 
incentives for large parties and small parties to form alliances with each 
other based on the complementary nature of their support bases. That 
any small party with the right number of supporters in the right geo-
graphic area could be useful to a large governing party creates incen-
tives for small parties to form and to function as mercenaries. The more 
mercenary parties in a system, the more options a large governing party 
has when choosing an alliance partner. Because large governing parties 
control state resources, mercenary parties will usually prefer to make a 
deal with a large governing party rather than with a large opposition 
party. Opposition parties may therefore face an uphill battle when try-
ing to unseat the government.

Our findings also shed new light on the inner workings of the co-
alitions that dominated Mexican and Japanese politics during the peri-
ods of study. Beyond the fact that vote trading likely contributed to the 
dominance of the ldp and pri, it may also help to explain why the coali-
tion’s policies do not always reflect the preferences of the smaller coali-
tion partner. In Japan, the ldp-Komeito coalition has enacted changes 
to Japan’s security policy that have left pundits scratching their heads 
as to why the Komeito, a pacifist party, acquiesced. It is possible that 
in addition to facilitating vote trading, geographically targeted spend-
ing helps buy the smaller partner’s backing for policies it finds unpalat-
able. As evidence of this, we point out that the communities in which 
Komeito supporters switched their list votes to the ldp received con-
siderably more spending than communities in which ldp supporters 

13 See, for example, Kerevel 2010; Shugart and Wattenberg 2003c.
14 Jastramskis 2019.
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switched their list votes to the Komeito. The amount necessary to buy 
off the junior coalition partner may also vary with the availability of al-
ternative small parties with which the large party could forge trades. We 
leave these important topics to future research.

II. Theory

Why Tier Linkage Matters

Mixed-member electoral systems vary according to the electoral systems 
used in the nominal and list tiers, the magnitude of the districts used 
in each tier, the number of legislators elected in each tier, the number 
of votes each voter casts, and other factors. A particularly important 
distinction is whether the results in each tier are kept separate or linked. 
When they are kept separate, a party’s seat tally is the sum of the seats 
it wins in both tiers.15 If it wins 50 percent of votes in the list tier, it is 
entitled to 50 percent of the seats in that tier, plus the number of seats 
it wins in the nominal tier. This is an mmm electoral system. When 
results are linked across tiers, a party’s seat tally is determined primarily 
by its performance in the list tier, with seats won in the nominal tier 
functioning mostly as a mechanism to decide which of its candidates 
enter the legislature.16 In a linked system, if a party wins 50 percent of 
votes in the list tier, it is entitled to 50 percent of seats overall, regardless 
of how many it wins in the nominal tier. In a hundred-seat parliament, 
then, it would be entitled to fifty seats. If, in addition to capturing 50 
percent of list-tier votes, it captures thirty seats in the nominal tier, 
then its fifty seats would be filled by its thirty nominal-tier winners, 
plus twenty candidates from its list. The tiers are “linked” because the 
number of seats a party receives in the list tier is partially determined by 
the number it wins in the nominal tier. This is an mmp system. 

Tier linkage corrects vote-seat distortions that arise from the nomi-
nal tier. Most mixed systems use an fptp-ssd system in the nominal tier. 
Under this system, the country is divided into numerous geographically 
defined districts, voters each have one vote, and the candidate capturing 
the most votes wins the seat. Because votes cast for losing candidates 
are wasted, outcomes can be wildly disproportionate, with larger parties 
typically winning a much higher share of seats than ought to accrue to 

15 The separate yet relatively equal nature of the tiers in unlinked systems is one reason not to use 
the term, as the implied meaning of it is that one is higher than the other (Gallagher and Mitchell 
2005). We call them “tiers” herein while acknowledging that this is imperfect terminology.

16 There are other ways in which the results in each tier can be linked, which we discuss below.
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them based on vote share, with the opposite being true for smaller par-
ties. A small party could capture a significant share of votes overall, but 
if none of its candidates place first, it would win no seats. By using list-
tier votes to determine a party’s overall seat allocation, an mmp system 
dramatically reduces how much parties have to worry about outcomes 
in the nominal tier and produces seat shares that are more proportional 
to a party’s vote share.

Numerous scholars have pointed out that because parties in mixed 
systems without tier linkage (mmm systems) have to win seats in both 
tiers, they behave differently than parties in mixed systems with tier 
linkage (mmp systems), which can concentrate on winning votes in the 
list tier.17 We agree that parties are likely to behave differently across 
the two systems, but highlight a new reason for them doing so. When 
tiers are linked, votes in the nominal tier matter so little for deciding a 
party’s seat allocation that a party could capture no votes in the nomi-
nal tier but still win a majority of seats if it captures enough votes in the 
list tier. Because votes in the list tier are vastly more valuable than votes 
in the nominal tier, parties are unlikely to be convinced to give them 
up. In contrast, when tiers are unlinked, votes in both tiers are valuable 
from the perspective of allocating seats, which creates a strategic envi-
ronment in which it can pay off for a party to give up votes in one tier 
for votes in the other.

How Vote Trading Can Work

We expect that large parties will find trades with small parties particu-
larly fruitful under an mmm system, and vice versa. The mechanics of 
how votes translate into seats in unlinked systems mean that large par-
ties are likely to focus on winning additional seats in the nominal tier.18 
By virtue of being large, these parties will be capturing a significant 
share of votes in the list tier and placing first in an enviable number 
of districts in the nominal tier. For them, the marginal impact of ad-
ditional votes is highest in marginal districts in the nominal tier.19 The 
winner-take-all nature of the electoral systems used in nominal-tier 
districts means that in close races, a handful of additional votes can be 
sufficient to net the party an additional seat. Because votes translate 
into seats in a more proportional manner in the list tier, a similarly small 

17 See, for example, Bawn and Thies 2003; Christensen and Selway 2017; Ferrara and Herron 
2005; Herron, Nemoto, and Nishikawa 2018; Reilly 2007; Riera 2013; Shugart and Wattenberg 2003c; 
Thames and Edwards 2006; Wang, Lin, and Hsiao 2016.

18 Ferrara and Herron 2005.
19 McGillivray 2004; Ward and John 1999.
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number of additional votes will never net the party an additional seat. 
Large parties, then, will covet trades that will give them extra votes in 
close races in the nominal tier.

To solicit these additional votes, they can approach a small party. 
Small parties are likely to win the bulk of their seats in the list tier, 
where votes translate into seats in a more proportional manner than in 
the nominal tier. They will have supporters in nominal-tier districts, but 
those supporters will rarely be numerous enough to make the parties’ 
candidates competitive there. Knowing this, a large party could ask a 
small party to stand down in nominal-tier districts where its candidates 
are in close races and then ask the small party to instruct its supporters 
there to cast their nominal-tier ballots for the large party’s candidate.20 
Because small parties can expect extra list-tier votes in the nominal-
tier districts in which they field candidates,21 they are unlikely to stand 
down without receiving something in return. The large party could 
offer to ask its supporters in those districts to cast their list-tier votes 
for the small party. Such a trade would entail the supporters of both 
parties splitting their votes in these districts. If realized, such a trade 
would net the large party extra votes in close races in the nominal tier 
and the small party extra votes in the list tier. As a result, both could 
increase their seat share.

Thus far, we have presumed that voters have two votes to cast. But in 
some unlinked systems, voters cast a single (fused) vote. Under a fused 
vote, parties can only receive list-tier votes when they field nominal-
tier candidates. Thus, stepping back from competition in a nominal-
tier district also means stepping back from competition in the list tier 
in that district. Studying the conditions under which parties field joint 
candidates in the nominal-tier districts of mixed-member electoral sys-
tems, Federico Ferrara and Erik Herron reason that fused ballots will 
dampen any incentives to do so.22 Subsequent work on coordination in 
mixed-member systems has focused on systems in which voters cast 
separate votes.23

We posit, in contrast, that because unlinked systems with fused votes 
still allocate seats in two parallel tiers, large and small parties in those 
systems have incentives to trade votes in ways that increase the number 
of seats won. A large party and a small party can agree to field a joint 
candidate in a given nominal-tier district but present voters therein 

20 Golder 2006; Nemoto and Tsai 2016; Wang, Lin, and Hsiao 2016.
21 Cox and Schoppa 2002; Ferrara and Herron 2005.
22 Ferrara and Herron 2005.
23 Liff and Maeda 2019; Nemoto and Tsai 2016; Wang, Lin, and Hsiao 2016.
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with separate party lists. Voters thus receive a ballot on which the name 
of a single candidate appears twice, next to the names of both coordi-
nating parties. This gives voters who intend to vote for this candidate 
the ability to decide which of the two parties they want their fused vote 
to translate into a list-tier vote. If the parties strike a deal in which one 
party receives the candidacy in a nominal-tier district in return for both 
parties’ supporters voting for this candidate under the other party’s list, 
then they have effectively parsed the fused vote into two components, 
one of which is cast for each party. With such a trade, the party receiv-
ing the joint candidacy increases its chance of capturing an additional 
seat in the nominal tier, whereas the other party increases its chance of 
capturing an additional seat in the list tier.

In sum, regardless of whether voters cast one vote or two, the fact 
that votes in both tiers matter for allocating seats under an mmm sys-
tem means that a large party and a small party can gain from trading 
votes. Large parties have reason to trade list-tier votes for nominal-tier 
votes, whereas small parties have reason to trade nominal-tier votes for 
list-tier votes. At minimum, whether such trades are realized will be a 
function not only of parties’ relative sizes, but also of synergies between 
their geographic distributions of support.

Why Geographically Targeted Spending?
Even though vote trading can pay off in terms of seats, it places a bur-
den on voters who ordinarily support only one of the coordinating 
parties. These voters have to be told that to maximize their preferred 
party’s chances of winning the next election, they need to cast one of 
their votes for a different party. Further, vote trading carries risks for the 
coordinating parties. Each fears that the other will exploit them—that 
is, fail to hold up its end of the agreement.24 Not only would this yield 
fewer seats for the exploited party, but it would also cause that party to 
lose credibility in the eyes of its supporters. 

For these reasons, we expect that parties trading votes will use 
the material benefits under their control to encourage supporters to 
comply. A large literature shows that governing parties have recourse 
to geographically targeted spending and are adept at using it to further 
their chances of remaining in office.25 We expect that governing 
parties dependent on vote trading will promise to deliver spending to 
supporters who comply and to withhold it from supporters who do not.26 

24 Nemoto and Tsai 2016.
25 See, for example, Dahlberg and Johansson 2002; Tavits 2009.
26 We assume that supporters are made aware of this.

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


	 geographically targeted spending	 677

Withholding money until after votes have been counted eliminates the 
risk that supporters will pocket the money but not follow through on 
their promise to comply, and the risk that the coordinating partner will 
renege on the agreement.

If material benefits are needed to cement vote trading, then why would 
a large governing party not use those benefits to purchase the additional 
votes it needs in close races in the nominal tier from non-supporters? 
Simply put, mobilizing supporters is cheaper than mobilizing non-
supporters, 27 which is why, where possible, parties prefer to work 
through their core supporters.28 To gauge whether voters are splitting 
their votes as instructed, parties can observe changes in vote shares in 
particular geographic units. For example, a large party could verify that 
its supporters switched their list-tier votes to a small party by examining 
whether list-tier votes for itself decreased as those for the small party 
increased. Using change in vote shares to discern compliance rests on 
the assumption that perfect compliance—all supporters splitting their 
votes—has not yet been reached. Given that parties come together to 
supply each other with votes and not necessarily because of ideological 
affinity or policy congruence, we anticipate that voters may initially 
resist requests to split their votes. We anticipate this will diminish as 
the regime of rewards and penalties kicks in. 

III. Cases of Mixed-Member Majoritarian Electoral Systems

Table 1 lists countries using mmm electoral systems divided into three 
categories: pure mmm, mmm with partial compensation, and mmm with 
majority-assuring provisions. All mmm systems allocate seats in two 
separate tiers, but some mmm systems try to reduce the size of the bonus 
accruing to large parties by adopting what is known as “partial linkage” 
based on vote transfers.29 These systems adjust the number of votes 
used to determine a party’s seat allocation in one tier by the number of 
votes it receives in the other, with the goal of redistributing seats away 
from larger parties toward smaller ones. Because partial linkage reduces 
large parties’ seat bonuses to a much lesser degree than linkage based 
on seats under mmp systems, Matthew Shugart and Martin Wattenberg 
call these systems “mmm with partial compensation.”30

27 Dixit and Londregan 1996.
28 Cox and McCubbins 1986.
29 Shugart and Wattenberg 2003b.
30 Shugart and Wattenberg 2003b, p. 15.
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Among countries using pure mmm systems (no partial linkage), the 
electoral systems vary. In the nominal tier, Georgia, Guinea, Italy, Ja-
pan, Lithuania, Nepal, Niger, Pakistan, Panama, the Philippines, Rus-
sia, the Seychelles, Sudan, Taiwan, Tajikistan, Ukraine, and Zimbabwe 
use an fptp-ssd system, with Georgia, Lithuania, and Tajikistan requir-
ing runoffs if no candidate wins a majority in the first round. Libya, 
Mauritania, Senegal, and Venezuela use a combination of an fptp-
ssd system and other electoral systems in multi-seat districts.31 An-
dorra’s nominal-tier districts are all two-seat districts for which it uses 
party bloc voting. In the list tier, Andorra, Georgia, Guinea, Italy, Ja-
pan, Libya, Mauritania, Monaco, Nepal, Niger, Pakistan, Panama, the 
Philippines, Russia, Senegal, the Seychelles, Sudan, Taiwan, Tajikistan, 
Ukraine, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe use closed-list pr.32 Lithuania al-
lows voters to cast preference votes for candidates on a party’s list. Niger 
reserves nominal-tier seats for underrepresented minorities, whereas 
Pakistan and Zimbabwe use list-tier seats for this purpose. In the Phil-
ippines, the number of seats parties can win in the list tier is limited, 

31 In their multi-seat districts, Senegal and Mauritania use party bloc voting; Libya uses a single 
nontransferable vote (SNTV) system; and Venezuela uses bloc vote. Under party bloc voting, voters 
choose from among party lists and the list winning the most votes wins all available seats. Under an 
SNTV system, voters choose a candidate and the top M place-getters receive seats, where M is district 
magnitude.

32 Monaco’s electoral system is complex. It uses the same geographic district for both tiers. Lund-
berg 2009 classifies it as MMM.

Table 1
 Countries Using a Mixed-Member Majoritarian  
Electoral System for Lower House Electionsa

Type of MMM                                      Countries

Pure MMM Andorra, Georgia, Guinea, Japan, Italy, Libya, 
Lithuania, Mauritania, Monaco, Nepal, Niger, 
Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Russia, Senegal, 
Seychelles, Sudan, Taiwan, Tajikistan, Ukraine, 
Venezuela, Zimbabwe

MMM with partial compensation Hungary, Korea, Mexico 
MMM with majority-assuring 

provisions
Cameroon, Chad

Sources: ACE 2013; International Institute for Democracy and Election Assistance 2017; Kollman 
et al. 2019; Inter-Parliamentary Union 2016; Carr 2021; Shugart and Wattenberg 2003b; Jastramskis 
2019; and Hicken 2016.

a Note that until electoral reform in 2016, Italy employed vote transfers, which would have placed 
it in the MMM with partial-compensation category. 
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but approximately 80 percent of legislators are elected via an fptp-ssd 
system in the nominal tier.33 

The three countries that have mmm systems with partial compensa-
tion, Hungary, Korea, and Mexico, use an fptp-ssd system in the nom-
inal tier and closed-list pr in the list tier. Hungary adjusts the votes used 
to determine a party’s seat allocation in the list tier by the number of 
votes it wins in the nominal tier. Korea has allocated thirty of its forty-
seven list-tier seats on a compensatory basis since 2019, but these seats 
are a small fraction of the three hundred–member legislature. Mexico 
places caps on the number of seats parties can win, which we describe 
below. 

Chad and Cameroon, the two countries using an mmm system with 
majority-assuring provisions, use an fptp-ssd system in the nominal 
tier and closed-list pr in the list tier, but grant parties capturing a ma-
jority of votes in any list-tier district all available seats in that district.

What distinguishes these systems from mmp systems is that votes in  
both tiers are valuable from the perspective of allocating seats. All coun- 
tries in Table 1, with the exception of Andorra, Lithuania, and Monaco, 
use an fptp-ssd system, not always exclusively, in the nominal tier, and 
closed-list pr in the list tier. To evaluate our theory, we turn to two of 
these countries, Japan, where the lower house has used a separate-vote 
mmm system since 1994, and Mexico, where the lower house has used 
its current version of a fused-vote mmm system since 1996.

IV. A Separate-Vote MMM System in Japan

Japan is a bicameral parliamentary system in which the lower house, 
the House of Representatives, is more powerful than the upper house, 
the House of Councillors. Representatives serve four-year terms, but 
prime ministers can dissolve the House of Representatives at any time. 
As noted above, the House of Representatives has used a separate-vote 
mmm system to elect its members since an electoral reform in 1994.34 
Initially, three hundred members were chosen via an fptp-ssd system 
and two hundred were chosen from party lists in eleven regional blocs 
according to closed-list pr. Over time, the number of members elected 
in both tiers has been reduced. As of 2017, 289 are chosen in ssds and 
176 via pr, for a total of 465. The number of seats in each pr bloc has 

33 Note that the reservation of seats for underrepresented groups may affect the likelihood of ob-
serving the vote-trading strategy we outline, especially in cases like the Philippines, where there are 
restrictions on which parties are allowed to compete in the list tier; Hicken 2016.

34 Prior to 1994, it used SNTV in multi-seat districts.
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been adjusted over time for population changes and currently ranges 
from six to twenty-eight. Votes cast in each pr bloc are used to apportion 
seats in that bloc, which is done using the d’Hondt method (highest 
averages). In House of Representatives elections, voters receive two 
ballots. On one, they write the name of their preferred ssd candidate. On  
the other, they write the name or abbreviation of their preferred party.

Formed in 1955, Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party captured major-
ities in every House of Representatives election from 1958 to 1990, 
giving it uninterrupted control of government. In the 1993 election, it 
captured a plurality but lost control of government when other parties 
won enough seats among them to form a coalition government. In early 
1994, this government introduced an mmm system. Midway through 
1994, the ldp reentered government via a coalition of its own. Toward 
the end of 1999, the ldp convinced a small party, the Komeito, to join its 
coalition. The Komeito’s religious underpinnings made the parties un-
likely bedfellows. Just three years earlier, ldp candidates made the slo-
gan, “The Enemy is Komei,” the centerpiece of their campaigns.35 And 
for years, ldp politicians argued that the Komeito’s existence threat-
ened the constitutional principle that religious organizations could not 
exercise political authority.36 Helpfully for the ldp, the Komeito had a 
history of preelectoral coordination.37 The ldp-Komeito coalition has 
proved durable. The two parties have governed together since 1999, 
with the exception of 2009–2012.38

The ldp and the Komeito began coordinating in 2000, the first elec-
tion they faced as partners. Initially, leaders concentrated on how to 
divvy up ssds. The ldp reportedly floated the idea of standing down in 
as many as twenty-five ssds in favor of Komeito candidates.39 It ended 
up running in 271 ssds, and the Komeito ran in eighteen. In four of the 
eighteen, both parties ran candidates. By the 2003 election, they had 
stopped competing against each other in any ssds. In this and all sub-
sequent House of Representatives elections, ldp candidates have run 
in approximately 90 percent of ssds and Komeito candidates have run 
in approximately 3 percent of them.40 Moreover, in the vast majority 
of ssds, the party standing down has given its supporters explicit rec-

35 Reed and Shimizu 2009, p. 38.
36 Liff and Maeda 2019, p. 59.
37 Christensen 2000; McLaughlin 2018.
38 The LDP-Komeito coalition lost the 2009 election, but regained control of government with a 

landslide win in 2012.
39 Reed and Shimizu 2009. 
40 Calculated from the number of SSDs where LDP candidates ran and Komeito candidates did 

not and where Komeito candidates ran and LDP candidates did not, respectively; Smith and Reed 
2018.
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ommendations to cast their ssd votes for the other party’s candidate. 
Whereas in 2000, the ldp recommended fourteen of the Komeito’s 
eighteen ssd candidates, since 2003 it has recommended all of them. In 
2000, the Komeito recommended 156 (or 58 percent) of the ldp’s 271 
ssd candidates. This percentage has risen since then, reaching 96 per-
cent in 2017.41

Newspaper articles from the 2000 election describe how the par-
ties went about exhorting their supporters to split their votes. Around 
the country, local Komeito chapters held town halls, often attended by 
thousands, in which they explained to supporters that they needed to 
cast their ssd votes for the ldp candidate. The chapters invited prom-
inent members of the ldp candidate’s camp to attend and had them 
publicly pledge to deliver pr votes to the Komeito in return for Komeito 
voters’ support of the ldp candidate.42 As our theory predicts, ldp can-
didates in close races were especially solicitous of Komeito ssd votes 
and thus made more of an effort to deliver pr votes in return.43 In many 
cases, ldp candidates relied on ldp-affiliated local assembly members 
and organizations to deliver these pr votes to the Komeito. Local as-
sembly members held small meetings in which they asked their sup-
porters to vote Komeito in the list tier.44 Organizations like the Japan 
Trucking Association, prefectural hospitals, and agricultural coopera-
tives publicly pledged to deliver “every single one of [their] organiza-
tion’s pr votes to the Komeito.”45 On occasion, ldp candidates shared 
their supporters’ names and addresses with the local Komeito chapter, 
whose members proceeded to visit supporters’ homes to solicit their 
votes.46 In other cases, ldp candidates attended a Komeito town hall 
with their supporters and had both sides publicly pledge to split their 
votes.47 

In ldp ssds, then, the Komeito instructs its supporters to cast their 
ssd votes for the ldp’s candidate and their pr votes for the Komeito in 
exchange for the ldp candidate instructing its supporters to cast their 
pr votes for the Komeito and their ssd district votes for the ldp’s can-
didate.48 Less is known about Komeito ssds where ldp candidates stand 
down. We concentrate on explicating the benefits to a large party of 

41 Liff and Maeda 2019, p. 61.
42 Asahi Shimbun 2000d; Asahi Shimbun 2000f.
43 Asahi Shimbun 2000a. 
44 Asahi Shimbun 2000e. 
45 Asahi Shimbun 2000c; Asahi Shimbun 2000d.
46 Reed and Shimizu 2009.
47 Asahi Shimbun 2000b.
48 Klein 2013; Smith 2014.
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having a small party stand down in nominal-tier districts in which its 
candidates need extra votes. As a result of differences in parties’ geo-
graphic distributions of support, however, it is possible that a small par-
ty’s candidate could be stronger than a large party’s candidate in certain 
ssds, such that the large party could decide to stand down in those ssds 
in exchange for pr votes from the small party. Our theory leads us to ex-
pect that in such ssds, ldp supporters will be instructed to cast their ssd 
votes for the Komeito’s candidate and their pr votes for the ldp in ex-
change for the Komeito instructing its supporters to cast their pr votes 
for the ldp and their ssd votes for their party’s candidate.

We expect that the ldp-Komeito coalition will try to elicit compli-
ance by making the distribution of valued geographically targeted fund-
ing conditional upon it. In Japanese elections, votes are counted at the 
municipality level and almost every municipality is contained within 
one ssd.49 Being able to observe how many pr votes were cast for each 
party in each municipality gives the coalition the tools to verify whether 
their supporters complied. In ldp ssds, compliance can be verified by 
examining whether pr votes for the ldp declined as those for the Ko-
meito increased in municipality m relative to the previous election. In 
Komeito ssds, compliance can be verified by examining whether pr 
votes for the Komeito declined as those for the ldp increased.

Our claim that members of the House of Representatives make the 
distribution of government resources to municipalities contingent upon 
their voting behavior has support in the Japanese politics literature.50 
The literature credits a potent mix of conditions facilitating the tying 
of government resources to voting behavior: municipalities’ dependence 
on the central government for resources; the large pool of national 
treasury disbursements made available by the central government each 
year, which are allocated at the discretion of bureaucrats for funding 
projects in municipalities; and the ability of ldp incumbents to discern 
how municipalities vote and to lean on bureaucrats to allocate national 
treasury disbursements in ways that benefit certain municipalities more 
than others.51 There is no question that national treasury disbursements 
are a valued resource. Approximately 16 percent of the average 
municipality’s revenue in 2015 came from this type of transfer.52 We 
test the following hypotheses:

49 Our empirical analysis focuses on the 2003, 2005, and 2012 House of Representatives elections. 
In these, 1 percent, 3.6 percent, and 9 percent of municipalities, respectively, spanned more than one 
SSD. The percentage changed because municipal mergers reduced the number of municipalities.

50 Catalinac, Bueno de Mesquita, and Smith 2020; Saito 2010.
51 See, for example, Hirano 2006; Horiuchi and Saito 2003; Reed 1986; Saito 2010; Scheiner 2006.
52 Yamada 2018.
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—H1. Municipalities in ldp ssds where ldp candidates run and Ko-
meito candidates stand down are rewarded with more national treasury 
disbursements after elections when they increase pr votes for the Komeito 
and decrease them for the ldp.

—H2. Municipalities in Komeito ssds where Komeito candidates run 
and ldp candidates stand down are rewarded with more national treasury 
disbursements after elections when they increase pr votes for the ldp and 
decrease them for the Komeito. 

V. A Fused-Vote MMM System in Mexico

Mexico is a presidential federal republic with a bicameral legislature. 
Parties seek a majority of seats in the five hundred–member Chamber 
of Deputies, the lower house, to shape the legislative process and lead 
negotiations over the federal expenses budget, which is proposed by the 
president but requires approval of the lower house. The upper house, 
the Senate of the Republic, is smaller, comprising only 128 members. 
Senators do not have the same influence over the federal expenses bud-
get as deputies. A mixed-member system has been used to select depu-
ties since 1964. The current version is mmm with partial compensation, 
which has been in place since 1996.53 Its incorporation of a cap against 
overrepresentation disqualifies it from being pure mmm.54 In the cham-
ber, three hundred deputies are elected via an fptp-ssd system and two 
hundred are elected via closed-list pr in five regional constituencies. 
Each of these constituencies elects forty deputies. Deputies serve three-
year terms. Following an electoral reform in 2014, deputies elected in 
and after 2018 are, for the first time since the 1930s, permitted to seek 
consecutive reelection.55 In elections, voters receive a single ballot on 
which appears a series of party-candidate combinations. They mark 
the combination for which they wish to vote. This translates into a vote 
for the candidate in the ssd race and a vote for the candidate’s party in 
the pr race.56

Formed in 1929, Mexico’s Institutional Revolutionary Party (pri)
controlled an absolute majority in the chamber until the 1997 election, 
when economic crisis and social unrest prompted enough voters to cast 
their ballots for other parties.57 This proved the harbinger for the elec-

53 Weldon 2003.
54 This cap is explained in section A of the supplementary material; Catalinac and Motolinia 2021b.
55 Motolinia 2021. 
56 Other pertinent details of Mexico’s MMM system are explained in section B of the supplemen-

tary material.
57 Magaloni 2006.
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tion in 2000 of Vicente Fox, the first president unaffiliated with the pri 
in more than seventy years. This result was widely credited as evidence 
of Mexico’s transition to democracy. The pri held onto a plurality in 
the chamber during Fox’s administration, only to lose it in 2006, when 
a presidential election held concurrently with legislative elections gave 
momentum to two opposition parties. The pri became the third-larg-
est party, a position it held until 2009, when it regained a plurality. It 
controlled more than 40 percent of chamber seats until 2018, when an-
other concurrently held election saw a coalition of parties excluding the 
pri regain the presidency and majorities in both houses.

At least since Mexico’s transition to democracy, coordination has 
been a staple among parties contesting elections at all levels.58 In 2003, 
the pri convinced the Ecological Green Party of Mexico (pvem), a small 
party, to ally with it in the chamber and to coordinate with it in elec-
tions. But in the 2000 election, the pvem (founded in 1993) had allied 
with the National Action, which helped to facilitate the alternation of 
power. Although the pvem leans further right than the pri, its choice 
of coordinating partner appears to be motivated mainly by the desire 
to survive.59 Since 2003, the pri-pvem coalition has coordinated in all 
elections.60

As noted above, under a fused-vote mmm system, coordinating par-
ties can field joint ssd candidates. Since 2007, parties fielding joint ssd 
candidates have also been permitted to present separate party lists. Do-
ing so means that in alliance ssds, voters are presented with a ballot on 
which the same candidate appears under the names of all coordinating 
parties. Voters voting for the joint candidate thus have the option of 
choosing which of the candidate-party combinations they prefer. They 
can choose all or a subset of these. When a voter chooses the joint can-
didate under more than one coordinating party, one vote is recorded for 
the joint candidate in the ssd race and one vote is divided up among 
the chosen coordinating parties for the purpose of allocating pr votes.61

Our theory leads us to expect that in this setting, the pri will pro-
pose fielding joint candidates with the pvem in ssds where it anticipates 
tough races. In such cases, it can offer the candidacies of some of those 
alliance ssds to the pvem in exchange for the pvem instructing its sup-
porters in those ssds to vote for the joint candidate exclusively under 

58 Kellam 2017.
59 Spoon and Pulido Gómez 2017.
60 Casar 2012.
61 How votes cast for more than one coordinating party translate into PR votes for those parties is 

explained in section C of the supplementary material.
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the pri’s list. With this strategy, the pvem benefits from having all votes 
cast for both parties count as votes for its ssd candidate and the pri in-
sures itself against the possibility that the pvem-affiliated joint candi-
date will lose. When all votes for this candidate are cast under the pri’s 
list, then regardless of whether the candidate wins, the pri gets to keep 
these votes, which translate into pr seats.62

Studies of pri-pvem coordination have focused on coordinated en-
try into ssds.63 Evidence that pri politicians incorporated pr votes into 
trades forged with other parties in previous periods comes from Jeffrey 
Weldon. He cites interviewees in 1985, when the Chamber of Depu-
ties used a version of a separate-vote mmm system, who told him that 
voters were instructed to cast one of their ballots for the pri and the 
other for its coordinating partner.64 More recently, local newspaper ar-
ticles describe how the pri and the pvem exhort their supporters to 
comply. Their strategies include directly instructing supporters to cast 
their votes for the other party,65 forming brigades to promote voting for 
one party but not the other in ssds where the parties have fielded joint 
candidates,66 and distributing flyers encouraging supporters to vote for 
both parties.67

Further evidence, albeit indirect, comes from the affiliations of the 
two parties’ joint candidates. In the first two elections in which joint 
candidates were fielded, 2003 and 2006, the pri kept more than 92 per-
cent of the joint candidacies. After the 2007 electoral reform permit-
ting coordinating parties to present separate lists,68 we expect that the 
pri would have begun to exchange ssd candidacies for pr votes. In ev-
ery election since 2007, the number of joint candidacies that the pri has 
kept for itself has declined. Whereas it kept 90 percent in 2009, this 
share dropped to 78 percent in 2012 and to 77 percent in 2015.69

When the pri-pvem coalition controlled enough seats to dominate 
62 Mexico’s proportionality restriction and rules governing the allocation of publicly provided cam-

paign funds generate additional incentives for large parties to seek PR votes. These are explained in 
section A of the supplementary material.

63 Montero 2016; Spoon and Pulido Gómez 2020; Spoon and Pulido Gómez 2017.
64 Weldon 2003, p. 4.
65 Ciudadanía Express 2012.
66 Parola 2016.
67 Escamilla 2018.
68 Until 2007, parties fielding joint candidates had to present joint lists. Because these lists were 

closed, parties had to decide ahead of time which party’s candidate would fill each position. We an-
ticipate that coordination would have involved exchanges of SSD candidacies for good positions on 
the joint list.

69 Even if we treat watermelon candidates (PVEM affiliates who had previously been PRI politi-
cians) as PRI candidates, the share of SSD candidacies that the PRI kept for itself was identical in 2003 
and 2006 (96 percent) and began declining after the reform (95 percent in 2009, 91 percent in 2012, 
and 87 percent in 2016); Spoon and Pulido Gómez 2020.

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


686	 world politics 

the Chamber of Deputies, our theory leads us to expect that it tried to 
elicit compliance with its vote-trading strategy by making the distribu-
tion of geographically targeted spending conditional upon it. Votes in 
Mexican elections are counted and reported at the polling station and 
easily aggregated to the municipality. As noted above, the great ma-
jority of municipalities are nested within ssds.70 Compliance can be 
verified by examining whether, in ssds with pvem-affiliated joint can-
didates, votes cast for the joint candidate under the pri label increased 
as votes cast for the joint candidate under the pvem label or under both 
parties’ labels decreased in municipality m relative to a previous election. 

Beatriz Magaloni writes that for many years, government resources in 
the form of “patronage, pork and spoils” were the “glue” that bound voters 
to the pri’s “party-led hegemonic regime.”71 Almost every study to date 
has focused on how presidents have wielded geographically targetable 
resources like allocations to municipalities under the poverty relief 
program Programa Nacional de Solidaridad (pronasol),72 conditional 
cash transfers,73 and other federal transfers.74 Jonathan Hiskey provides 
evidence that these resources are distributed after elections, once vote 
shares have been verified.75 The fact that a president’s budget requires 
approval from the Chamber of Deputies, however, creates room for 
deputies to add amendments furthering their interests. Yann Kerevel 
finds that deputies alter the president’s budget to “a substantial degree” 
and documents a relationship between the number of amendments 
targeted at ssds added by deputies and the tier from which they are 
elected.76

We expect that the pri-pvem coalition used the Municipal and State 
Infrastructure Strengthening Fund (fortalece), which we are the first 
to study, to elicit compliance. Dubbed the “handouts fund” (fondo para 
moches) by the news media,77 it fell under the Economic and Salary Pro-
visions section of the federal budget and consisted of annual allocations 
to municipalities that deputies added as amendments.78 Like national 

70 Our empirical analysis focuses on the 2012 and 2015 Chamber of Deputies elections. In these, 
only 2.5 percent of municipalities spanned more than one SSD.

71 Magaloni 2006, p. 122.
72 Collier 1992; Hiskey 1999; Molinar and Weldon 1994.
73 De La O 2015.
74 Campos, Garcia, and Ruiz 2018; Costa-i-Font, Rodriguez-Oreggia, and Lunapla 2003;  

Rodriguez-Oreggia and Rodriguez-Pose 2004.
75 Hiskey 1999.
76 Kerevel 2015, p. 147.
77 See, for example, Jiménez and Alcántara 2016.
78 An official from Mexico’s Budget Transparency Agency confirmed that this fund is entirely under 

the control of deputies (telephone interview with Lucia Motolinia, August 22, 2018).
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treasury disbursements in Japan, these allocations were awarded to fund 
specific projects that municipalities had to apply for.79 In 2015, a total 
of MX $10 billion (approximately US $500 million) was allocated to 
municipalities under this fund.80 Municipalities value fortalece allo-
cations. In 2016, 70 percent of the average Mexican municipality’s in-
come came from federal transfers.81 Unlike Japan’s national treasury 
disbursements, which have been available for decades, fortalece funds 
appeared in the budget only in 2013–2017, which limits our analysis to 
this period.82 We test the following:

—H3. Municipalities in ssds with pvem-affiliated joint candidates are 
rewarded with more fortalece allocations after elections when they in-
creased votes for these candidates under the pri label exclusively and de-
creased votes for these candidates under the pvem label or both parties’ 
labels.

VI. Data

We assembled original data on all municipalities in Japan (1996–2013) 
and Mexico (2011–2016). For Japan, election returns come from the 
jed-m data set83 and data on national treasury disbursements come from 
the Nikkei needs data set, supplemented where necessary with data 
from official government sources.84 We also used Nikkei needs for the 
standard control variables used in research on transfers:85 per capita 
income, population, fiscal strength, proportion of residents employed 
in agriculture, proportion of residents age fifteen and under, proportion 
of residents age sixty-five and over, and population density.86 Mexican 
election data are from the National Electoral Institute.87 For fortalece, 
we relied on the relevant section of the federal expenses budget for 
allocations in 201388 and on data collected by the Ministry of Finance 

79 This fund consisted of four separate funds until 2016, when they were merged into one; Garcia 
2017. We combine allocations under each of the four for the years before 2016.

80 Cervantes 2017.
81 IMCO 2018.
82 In late 2017, the head of the PRI’s parliamentary Chamber of Deputies group, César Camacho, 

announced that the PRI had decided to “remove any present or future temptation” for deputies to “steer 
funds toward municipalities of their choosing” by eliminating the fund; Expansion 2017.

83 Mizusaki and Mori 2014.
84 The NEEDs data is described at http://www.nikkei.co.jp/needs/contents/regional.html, ac-

cessed June 17, 2021.
85 Horiuchi and Saito 2003.
86 The first three are measured annually. The second three are measured in censuses every five years. 

For values in off-years, we use the value in the census year closest to the off-year. The last variable, 
population density, is measured by dividing a municipality’s population by its size in square kilometers. 
Fiscal strength is a government calculation of the proportion of the cost of delivering services that a 
municipality can finance with revenue derived from taxation.

87 INE 2018.
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and Public Credit’s Budget Transparency Project for allocations from 
2014 through 2017.89 We collected data on the following control 
variables: state of emergency declarations, population, poverty, area 
size, and designation as urban or rural.90

VII. Rewarding Vote Trading in Japan

To examine hypothesis 1, we restricted our analysis to Japanese munici-
palities located entirely within ldp ssds (those with ldp candidates and 
without Komeito candidates) in the 2003, 2005, and 2012 House of 
Representatives elections.91 Table 2 presents the results of fixed-effect 
regressions using this sample of 4,497 municipalities. In all four mod-
els, the dependent variable is Log(Transfersm,t+1), the logarithm of per 
capita national treasury disbursement received by municipalities in the 
fiscal years following the 2003, 2005, and 2012 House of Representa-
tives elections. We have three independent variables of interest. The 
first, ∆Komeito PR VSm,t , is the change in share of municipality m’s 
voting population who cast their pr votes for the Komeito at time t (the 
current election) relative to the previous election, with higher scores 
indicating greater increases in share of voting population who voted 
Komeito in the list tier. The second, Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t), is 
the change in share of municipality m’s voting population who cast 
their pr votes for the ldp at time t (the current election) relative to 
the previous election, multiplied by –1, with higher scores indicating 
greater decreases in share of the voting population who voted ldp in pr. 
The third variable, the interaction of ∆Komeito PR VSm,t and Negative 
(∆LDP PR VSm,t), captures the effect of a simultaneous increase in the 
share of a municipality’s voting population who voted Komeito in pr 
and decrease in the share of its voting population who voted ldp in the 
list tier.92

88 Cámara de Diputados 2012.
89 Transparencia Presupuestaria 2018.
90 For the first variable, we used data from the Governance Ministry’s Civil Protection Office 

(SEGOB 2018). For the second and third, we relied on data compiled by the National Population 
Council (CONAPO 2017). For the fourth and fifth, we relied on the National Institute of Statistics 
and Geography (INEGI 2017). Municipalities are defined as rural if they contain fewer than 2,500 
people and as in a state of emergency if a natural disaster has placed a municipality at imminent risk.

91 We begin our analysis in 2003 because this was the first election after the two parties began co-
ordinating where our three independent variables are observed (the Komeito did not run as a separate 
party in 1996, meaning that ∆Komeito PR VSm,t is not observed in 2000). We exclude 2009 because 
the LDP-Komeito coalition lost the 2009 election, and thus was not in control of transfers in 2010.

92 We use shares of eligible voters rather than raw numbers of PR votes to account for the fact 
that municipalities vary greatly in size, even within the same SSD. Descriptive statistics are in section 
D of the supplementary material. We present summarized results here. The full specification, which 
includes coefficients on the control variables, is presented in section E of the supplementary material.
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In all four models, ssd-year fixed effects control for features of a 
municipality’s ssd in a given election that could influence the amount 
of transfers received by all municipalities in that ssd. These could in-
clude whether the coalition’s candidate was victorious or whether the 
ssd ended up with two representatives due to a candidate from one 
party winning and a candidate from another party losing but then en-
tering parliament via the pr tier.93 Our inclusion of ssd-year fixed ef-
fects means that we are comparing the amounts of transfers received by 
municipalities in the same ssd-year. In models 2 and 4, we add munic-
ipality fixed effects, which controls for time-invariant features of a mu-

93 Japan permits dual candidacy, meaning candidates can run in an SSD and appear simultane-
ously on a party’s list, enabling them to win a list seat in the event that they lose their SSD; Pekkanen, 
Nyblade, and Krauss 2006.

Table 2
Rewarding Vote Trading in Japan: LDP SSDsa

      Dependent Variable: Log (Transfersm,t+1)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

∆Komeito PR VSm,t* 
Negative  
(∆LDP PR VSm,t)

0.00249***
(0.00093)

0.00211**
(0.00081)

0.00249***
(0.00093)

0.00210***
(0.00081)

∆Komeito PR VSm,t –0.00518
(0.00778)

–0.00018
(0.00851)

–0.00518
(0.00808)

–0.00111
(0.00859)

Negative  
(∆LDP PR VSm,t)

–0.00996**
(0.00399)

–0.00913**
(0.00434)

–0.00997**
(0.00420)

–0.00717 
(0.00497)

∆LDP SSD VSm,t   —   — –0.00001
(0.00203)

0.00162
(0.00210)

Log (Transfersm,t) 0.72027***
(0.02646)

0.49787***
(0.03422)

0.72027***
(0.02647)

0.49762*** 
(0.03409)

Constant 1.82202***
(0.29620)

9.14976***
(3.27514)

1.82202***
(0.29612)

9.36568*** 
(3.30196)

Controls yes yes yes yes
SSD-year FE yes yes yes yes 
Municipality FE — yes — yes 
Observations 4497 4497 4497 4497
R-squared 0.80792 0.75881 0.80792 0.75888
Number of municipalities — 2293 — 2293

*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05; robust standard errors clustered at the district level in parentheses
a In LDP SSDs, municipalities that increased PR votes for the Komeito while decreasing them for 

the LDP were rewarded with more money after the 2003, 2005, and 2012 House of Representatives 
elections. Municipalities that decreased PR votes for the LDP (without changes to Komeito PR vote 
share) were penalized with less money, while municipalities that increased PR votes for the Komeito 
(without changes to LDP PR vote share) were neither penalized nor rewarded.
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nicipality that could influence the amount of transfers it receives, such 
as its ability to put together proposals for projects for which to seek 
funding and to build consensus around those projects. Municipality 
fixed effects enable us to leverage changes in the same municipality’s 
level of compliance with the coalition’s vote-trading strategy over time.

All models in Table 2 also include the following time-varying munic-
ipality-level controls: population (logged), per capita income (logged), 
proportion of residents employed in agriculture, proportion of residents 
who are dependent (ages fifteen and under or ages sixty-five and over), 
population density, and fiscal strength. All models also include the log-
arithm of per capita transfers received by the municipality the year of 
the election. The lagged dependent variable helps us to guard against 
the possibility that a municipality’s voting behavior has no independent 
effect on transfers once the transfers it received the year of the election 
are accounted for. If this was the case, it would suggest that another 
factor was causing municipalities to both exhibit greater compliance in 
elections and receive more transfers.94 Models 3 and 4 include an addi-
tional control, ∆LDP SSD VSm, ,t , which captures the change in share of 
municipality m’s voting population who cast their ssd votes for the ldp 
candidate at time t relative to the previous election. This controls for the 
possibility that changes in electoral support for the ldp’s ssd candidate 
could be driving any observed effect of ∆Komeito PR VSm,t∗ Negative 
(∆LDP PR VSm,t) on transfers. Because the nature of a municipality’s 
ssd determines how ldp and Komeito supporters are supposed to cast 
their pr votes, we cluster standard errors by ssd.

The positive, significant coefficients on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t∗ Neg-
ative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) (all models) show that in ldp ssds, controlling 
for time-invariant and time-varying municipality-level features as well as 
features of the municipality’s ssd-year and changes in electoral strength 
of the ldp’s ssd candidate, municipalities that increased pr votes for the 
Komeito while decreasing them for the ldp in the 2003, 2005, and 2012 
House of Representatives elections received more money after elections. 
Substantively, model 1 shows that a one percentage point increase in 

94 The inclusion of municipality fixed effects and a lagged dependent variable in models 2 and 4 
means that coefficients in these specifications are vulnerable to a bias first described in Nickell 1981. 
Unfortunately, no good solution exists. We include both because we have reason to worry about both 
time-invariant and time-varying municipality-level attributes. Angrist and Pischke 2009, chap. 5, 
however, suggest that researchers can increase confidence in their results by presenting similar results 
across slightly different specifications. In Table 2, the results in models 1 and 3, which use the lagged 
dependent variable but not the fixed effects, are similar to the results in models 2 and 4, which use both 
the lagged dependent variable and the fixed effects. In section E of the supplementary material, we 
present models 2 and 4 without the lagged dependent variable (but with the fixed effects). The coeffi-
cients on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) remain significant and increase slightly in size.
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∆Komeito PR VSm,t in a municipality where the share of eligible voters 
casting pr votes for the ldp declined by 10 percent (Negative (∆LDP 
PR VSm,t) = 10) is predicted to increase the amount of national treasury 
disbursements received by ¥1,139 per person (approximately $10.50). 
In contrast, the same one percentage point increase in ∆Komeito PR 
VSm,t in a municipality where the share of eligible voters casting pr votes 
for the ldp increased by 10 percent (Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) = –10) 
is predicted to decrease the amount of national treasury disbursements 
received by ¥1,695 per person (approximately $15.60). These average 
marginal effects, with their 95 percent confidence intervals, are dis-
played in Figure 1. Their substantive effects are summarized in Table 
3.95 Jens Hainmueller, Jonathan Mummolo, and Yiqing Xu explain why 
valid inferences as to the effects of an interaction with at least one con-
tinuous variable can be drawn only after researchers have verified that 
the interaction effect is linear and that there is sufficient common sup-
port for the moderator.96 Section E of the supplementary material im-
plements their diagnostics, which support both assumptions.97

We also examined whether the effect of ∆Komeito PR VSm,t∗ Neg-
ative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) could be explained by other parties’ supporters 
switching their pr votes to the Komeito and the ldp’s pr vote share de-
clining for another reason. We created Negative (∆Non-LDP/Komeito 
PR VSm,t), which is the change in the share of municipality m’s voting 
population casting their pr votes for neither the ldp nor the Komeito 
at time t relative to the previous election, multiplied by –1, with higher 
scores indicating greater decreases in share of the voting population 
who voted for another party in pr. We reran the models in Table 2 with 
Negative (∆Non-LDP/Komeito PR VSm,t) instead of Negative (∆LDP 
PR VSm,t), keeping everything else about the specifications identical. 
The results are in section F of the supplementary material. None of the 
coefficients (on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t , Negative (∆Non-LDP/Komeito 
PR VSm,t), or ∆Komeito PR VSm,t ∗ Negative (∆Non-LDP/Komeito 
PR VSm,t)) are significant in any specification. This suggests that our 
results are not attributable to other factors bringing about changes in 
the two parties’ vote shares. In sum, these results support hypothesis 1. 

Next, we examined whether a similar reward regime, but in reverse, 
operates in the small number of ssds where the ldp stands down and a 
Komeito candidate runs (hypothesis 2). In these ssds, we expected mu-

95 Average marginal effects were calculated with other continuous variables held constant at their 
sample means.

96 Hainmueller, Mummolo, and Xu 2019.
97 Catalinac and Motolinia 2021b.
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Figure 1 
Average Marginal Effects of ΔKomeito PR VSm,t with 95 Percent 

Confidence Intervals in LDP SSDsa

aAverage marginal effects of a one percentage point increase in ∆Komeito PR VSm,t
 with 95 percent 

confidence intervals (shown with vertical lines) at different levels of Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) in 
LDP SSDs (see Table 2, model 1).
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Table 3
Substantive Effects on Transfers in Japan: LDP SSDsa

                            Predicted Effect on Transfersm,t+1

At Sample  
Means

Neg. (∆LDP  
PR VSm,t) = 10

(LDP Votes Decrease)

Neg. (∆LDP  
PR VSm,t) = –10

(LDP Votes Increase)

Marginal effects of 
a one percentage 
point increase in 
∆Komeito PR VSm,t

–¥342
(–$3.15)

¥1,139
($10.50)

–¥1,695
(–$15.60)

Difference: ¥2,834 ($26)

a Substantive effects on transfers of the average marginal effect of a one percentage point increase 
in ∆Komeito PR VSm,t at different values of Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) in LDP SSDs (from Table 2, 
model 1). Marginal effects are calculated with continuous variables held constant at sample means. 

nicipalities that decreased pr votes for the Komeito while increasing 
them for the ldp to receive more money. Table 4 presents the results 
of a regression on the sixty-three municipalities in Komeito ssds in the 
2003, 2005, and 2012 House of Representatives elections. The specifi-
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cation is identical to that in model 1 of Table 2.98 The negative, signif-
icant coefficient on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t∗ Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) 
demonstrates that in Komeito ssds, controlling for time-varying mu-
nicipality-level features and features of the municipality’s ssd-year, mu-
nicipalities that increased pr votes for the Komeito while decreasing 
them for the ldp in the 2003, 2005, and 2012 House of Representatives 
elections received less money the year after the election. While this pat-
tern of behavior is rewarded in ldp ssds, it is penalized in Komeito ssds.

Substantively, we predict that in a Komeito ssd, a one percentage 
point increase in ∆Komeito PR VSm,t in a municipality where the share 

98 We present the summarized results here and the full specification, which includes coefficients 
on the control variables, in section G of the supplementary material. We cannot conduct the other 
specifications in Table 2 (models 2–4) because the number of observations is too low. Controlling for 
∆Komeito SSD VSm,t (change in share of a municipality’s eligible voters who cast their SSD votes for 
the Komeito candidate), for example, reduces the number of observations to just twenty-three.

Table 4
Rewarding Vote Trading in Japan: Komeito SSDsa

Dependent Variable:  
Log (Transfersm,t+1)

Model 1

∆Komeito PR VSm,t* Negative 
(∆LDP PR VSm,t)

–0.008***
(0.001)

∆Komeito PR VSm,t –0.007
(0.010)

Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) –0.057***
(0.002)

Log (Transfersm,t) 0.530***
(0.053)

Constant –2.663***
(0.227)

Controls yes
SSD-year FE yes
Observations 63
R-squared 0.659

*** p < 0.01; robust standard errors clustered at the district level in parentheses
a In Komeito SSDs, municipalities that increased PR votes for the Komeito 

while decreasing them for the LDP were penalized with less money after the 
2003, 2005, and 2012 House of Representatives elections. Municipalities that 
decreased PR votes for the LDP (without changes to Komeito PR vote share) 
were also penalized, while municipalities that increased PR votes for the Ko-
meito (without changes to LDP PR vote share) were neither penalized nor 
rewarded.
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of eligible voters casting pr votes for the ldp declined by 10 percent 
(Negative (∆LDP PR VSmt) = 10) will decrease the amount of national 
treasury disbursements received by ¥10,525 per person (approximately 
$96.80). In contrast, we predict that the same one percentage point 
increase in ∆Komeito PR VSm,t in a municipality where the share of 
eligible voters casting pr votes for the ldp increased by 10 percent 
(Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) = –10) will increase the amount of national 
treasury disbursements received by ¥9,651 per person (approximately 
$88.80). These average marginal effects, with their 95 percent confidence 
intervals, are displayed in Figure 2. Their substantive effects are 
summarized in Table 5.99 Like Table 2, section G of the supplementary 
material reveals that the assumptions of linearity and common support 
for the moderator are met. It is striking that we observe a statistically 
significant coefficient on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t∗ Negative (∆LDP PR 
VSm,t) in the expected direction and in a specification controlling for 
prior transfers and ssd-year fixed effects on a sample of only sixty-three 
observations. In sum, these results support hypothesis 2.

What else can our results tell us about transfers? In ldp ssds, mu-
nicipalities where pr votes increased for the Komeito as they decreased 
for the ldp received more money after elections. In Komeito ssds, the 
reverse was true; municipalities where pr votes increased for the Ko-
meito as they decreased for the ldp received less money after elections. 
This supports our claim that in our period of study, the ldp-Komeito 
governing coalition used transfers to motivate ldp supporters to switch 
their pr votes to the Komeito in ldp ssds and Komeito supporters to 
switch their pr votes to the ldp in Komeito ssds. The coefficients on 
the uninteracted variables can tell us more about how the coalition used 
transfers.

To begin, we take a closer look at ldp ssds. In Table 2, the coefficients 
on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t are negative and insignificant. In other words, 
municipalities where pr votes increased for the Komeito and stayed the 
same for the ldp were neither penalized with less money nor rewarded 
with more. This suggests that the coalition rewarded ldp supporters 
for switching their pr votes to the Komeito (the positive, significant 
coefficient on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t∗ Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t), but 
did not reward Komeito supporters for mobilizing more pr votes for 
their own party. This implies that Komeito supporters were unable to 
get more money for their communities by mobilizing more pr votes for 
their party in ldp ssds. 

99 Average marginal effects were calculated with other continuous variables held constant at their 
sample means.
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The coefficients on Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t), by contrast, are neg-
ative and significant, except in model 4, where they are negative and in-
significant. A negative, significant coefficient on Negative (∆LDP PR 
VSm,t) means that municipalities in ldp ssds where pr votes decreased 
for the ldp and stayed the same for the Komeito were penalized with 

Figure 2 
Average Marginal Effects of ΔKomeito PR VSm,t with 95 Percent 

Confidence Intervals in Komeito SSDsa

aAverage marginal effects of a one percentage point increase in ∆Komeito PR VSm,t with 95 percent 
confidence intervals (shown with vertical lines) at different levels of Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) in 
Komeito SSDs (see Table 4).
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Table 5
Substantive Effects on Transfers in Japan: Komeito SSDsa

Predicted Effect on Transfersm,t+1

At Sample  
Means

Neg. (∆LDP  
PR VSm,t) = 10

(LDP Votes Decrease)

Neg. (∆LDP  
PR VSm,t) = –10

(LDP Votes Increase)

Marginal effect of a 
one percentage point 
increase in ∆Komeito  
PR VSm,t

¥490 
($4.50)

–¥10,524.5
(–$96.80)

¥9,651 
($88.80)

Difference: ¥20,176 ($185.60)

a Substantive effects on transfers of the average marginal effect of a one percentage point increase 
in ∆Komeito PR VSm,t at different values of Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) in Komeito SSDs (from Table 
4). Marginal effects are calculated with continuous variables held constant at sample means.
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less money after elections. This implies that transfers may also have 
been used to encourage ldp supporters to cast their pr votes for the ldp. 
In the model that leverages over-time variation in the same municipal-
ity’s voting behavior and also controls for changes in the share of eligi-
ble voters casting ssd votes for the ldp candidate (model 4), however, 
∆Komeito PR VSm,t∗ Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) remains positive and 
significant, whereas Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t) loses its significance. 
This means that the coalition rewarded municipalities where ldp sup-
porters switched their pr votes to the Komeito and not municipalities 
where they increased pr votes for the ldp.

Turning to Komeito ssds (Table 4), the coefficient on Negative 
(∆LDP PR VSm,t) is negative and significant, which means that mu-
nicipalities where pr votes decreased for the ldp and stayed the same 
for the Komeito were penalized. In Komeito ssds, then, transfers are 
used to motivate ldp supporters to mobilize more pr votes for the ldp. 
The coefficient on ∆Komeito PR VSm,t, by contrast, is negative and in-
significant. This means that municipalities where pr votes increased 
for the Komeito and stayed the same for the ldp were neither penal-
ized nor rewarded. In Komeito ssds, then, the coalition rewards munic-
ipalities in which Komeito supporters switch their pr votes to the ldp 
(as indicated by the negative, significant coefficient on ∆Komeito PR 
VSm,t∗ Negative (∆LDP PR VSm,t)), but refrains from penalizing mu-
nicipalities where pr votes for the Komeito increase. This implies that 
in Komeito ssds, Komeito supporters can gain more money for their 
community only by switching their pr votes to the ldp, not by casting 
them for the Komeito.

VIII. Rewarding Vote Trading in Mexico

We next examine hypothesis 3. Table 6 presents the results of fixed-effect 
regressions. The dependent variable is Log(Transfersm,t+1): the logarithm 
of per capita fortalece received by municipalities in the years following 
the Chamber of Deputies elections held in 2012 and 2015. Model 1 
focuses on municipalities located exclusively within alliance ssds with 
pvem-affiliated joint candidates (that is, the type of municipalities 
hypothesis 3 addresses), model 2 focuses on municipalities located 
exclusively within alliance ssds with pri-affiliated joint candidates, and 
model 3 focuses on municipalities in nonalliance ssds, where each party 
fielded its own candidates.100

100 We present the summarized results here and the full specification, which includes coefficients 
on the control variables, in section I of the supplementary material.
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In models 1 and 2, there are three independent variables of interest. 
The first is ∆PRI VSm,t, or change in share of municipality m’s voting 
population who selected the joint candidate under the pri label exclu-
sively at time t (the current election) relative to the most recent simi-
lar election.101 The second is Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI VSm,t), 
or change in share of municipality m’s voting population who selected 

101 Some Chamber of Deputies elections are concurrent with presidential elections, which has con-
sequences for levels of support and turnout. We anticipate that the PRI-PVEM coalition would have 
compared municipality m’s vote shares with its vote shares in the most recent similar election, meaning 
that they would have compared 2012 to 2006 (both were concurrent) and 2015 to 2009 (neither were). 
Our independent variables were constructed to reflect this. Comparing municipality m’s vote shares 
in 2012 with those in 2006 would have presented an additional wrinkle; coordinating parties had to 
present joint lists in 2006, meaning that only the number of votes cast for the PRI-PVEM coalition 
is observed. Our construction of the independent variable for 2012 reflects what we can expect a

Table 6
Rewarding Vote Trading in Mexicoa

Dependent Variable: Log (Transfersm,t+1)

Model 1
Alliance  

District (PVEM 
Candidate)

Model 2
Alliance  

District (PRI 
Candidate)

Model 3

Non-Alliance 
District

∆PRI VSm,t * Negative (∆PVEM or  
PVEM-PRI VSm,t)

0.00214*
(0.00117)

0.00000
(0.00051)

∆PRI VSm,t 0.01261
(0.01849)

0.01169*
(0.00618)

0.01760**
(0.00755)

Negative (∆PVEM or  
PVEM-PRI VSm,t)

0.02680*
(0.01370)

0.01310
(0.00848)

∆PRI VSm,t * Negative  
(∆PVEM VSm,t)

–0.00037
(0.00214)

Negative (∆PVEM VSm,t) 0.01486
(0.01942)

Constant 10.211***
(0.83591)

11.623***
(0.41986)

12.345***
(0.41195)

Controls yes yes yes
SSD-year FE yes yes yes
Observations 170 1,135 635
R-squared 0.67101 0.62542             0.72780

*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1; robust standard errors clustered at the district level in parentheses
a In alliance SSDs with PVEM-affiliated joint candidates, municipalities that increased votes for 

these candidates under the PRI’s label exclusively while decreasing them for these candidates under 
the PVEM label or both parties’ labels were rewarded with more money after the 2012 and 2015 elec-
tions (model 1). In alliance SSDs with PRI-affiliated joint candidates (model 2) and in non-alliance 
SSDs (model 3), municipalities that increased votes for the PRI (exclusively, in the case of model 2) 
were rewarded with more money.
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the joint candidate under either the pvem label or both parties’ labels at 
time t relative to the most recent similar election, multiplied by –1. The 
third is the interaction of the two previous variables, which captures the 
effect of a simultaneous increase in votes for the joint candidate under 
the pri label exclusively and decrease in votes for the joint candidate un-
der the pvem label or both parties’ labels. In model 3 (nonalliance dis-
tricts), our three independent variables of interest are ∆PRI VSm,t, or 
change in share of municipality m’s voting population voting pri at time 
t relative to the most similar recent election; Negative (∆PVEM VSm,t), 
or change in share of municipality m’s voting population voting pvem at 
time t relative to the most similar recent election, multiplied by –1; and 
the interaction between the first and second variables.

In all models, ssd-year fixed effects control for features of a mu-
nicipality’s ssd in a given election that could influence the amount of 
transfers received by all municipalities therein after the election. Our in-
clusion of ssd-year fixed effects means that we are comparing amounts 
of transfers received by municipalities in the same ssd-year. All models 
include the following time-varying municipality-level controls: popu-
lation (logged), a dummy variable indicating whether the municipality 
is rural or urban, population density, surface area of the municipality 
in square kilometers, poverty index, and a dummy variable indicating 
whether the municipality is in a state of emergency. We cluster standard 
errors by ssd.

In model 1, the positive, significant coefficient on the interaction 
shows that controlling for features of a municipality’s ssd-year and 
other time-varying differences, municipalities in alliance ssds with 
pvem-affiliated candidates that increased votes for the joint candidate 
under the pri’s label exclusively while decreasing them for this candi-
date under the pvem label or both parties’ labels received more money 
the year after elections. Substantively, model 1 shows that a one per-
centage point increase in Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI VSm,t)—
which corresponds to a one percentage point decrease in the share of 
voters choosing the joint candidate under the pvem label or under both 
parties’ labels—in a municipality where the share of voters choosing the 
joint candidate under the pri label exclusively increased by 10 percent, 
the amount of fortalece the municipality received was increased by 
MX $9.9 per person (approximately US $0.50). The same one percent-
age point increase in Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI VSm,t) in a mu-

oalition interested in verifying the extent of compliance would have done, and is detailed in section I 
of the supplementary material.
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102 Average marginal effects were calculated with other continuous variables held constant at their 
sample means.

nicipality where the share of voters choosing the joint candidate under 
the pri label exclusively decreased by 10 percent is predicted to increase 
the amount of fortalece received by MX $1.1 per person (approxi-
mately US $0.05). These average marginal effects, with their 95 per-
cent confidence intervals, are displayed in Figure 3. Their substantive 
effects are summarized in Table 7.102 Section H of the supplementary 
material shows that the assumptions of linearity and common support 
for the moderator hold.

The positive, significant coefficient on Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-
PRI VSm,t), by contrast, shows that decreases in votes for the joint can-
didate under the pvem label or both parties’ labels are, when ∆PRI VSm,t 
is zero, rewarded with more money after elections. Substantively, a one 
percentage point decrease in votes cast under the pvem label or both 
parties’ labels results in a per person gain of MX $5.44 (approximately 
US $0.30). The nonsignificant coefficient on ∆PRI VSm,t means that 
increases in votes for the joint candidate under the pri label exclusively 
are neither penalized nor rewarded. Viewed together, these results show 
that in alliance ssds with pvem-affiliated candidates, the coalition uses 
fortalece to encourage supporters choosing the joint candidate un-
der the pvem label or both parties’ labels to switch to casting them un-
der the pri’s label only.

In Table 6, models 2 and 3 serve as placebo tests. In alliance ssds 
with pri-affiliated candidates (model 2), neither the coefficient on the 
interaction nor the coefficient on Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI 
VSm,t) is significant. In nonalliance ssds (model 3), neither the coefficient 
on the interaction nor the coefficient on Negative (∆PVEM VSm,t) is 
significant. This means that only in alliance ssds where the pri has 
forfeited the joint candidacy to the pvem (model 1) does the coalition 
use fortalece to encourage voters to switch their votes from the joint 
candidate under the pvem label or under both parties’ labels to the joint 
candidate under the pri label. These results support hypothesis 3.

What else can our results tell us about transfers? In ssds where the 
two parties fielded a joint candidate who was pri affiliated (model 2), 
the coefficient on ∆PRI VSm,t is positive and significant, whereas the 
coefficient on Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI VSm,t) is insignifi-
cant. This means that the coalition rewarded increases in votes cast 
for the pri-affiliated joint candidate under the pri label alone, but nei-
ther rewarded nor penalized increases in votes cast for the pri-affiliated 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


700	 world politics 

joint candidate under the pvem label or under both parties’ labels. Sub-
stantively, a one percentage point increase in votes for the pri-affiliated 
joint candidate under the pri label translated into an extra MX $2.65 
per person (approximately US $0.15). In these ssds, the allied parties 

Figure 3 
Average Marginal Effects of Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI VS m,t ) 

 with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals in Alliance SSDs with  
PVEM Candidatesa

aAverage marginal effect of a one percentage point increase in Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI 
VSm,t) with 95 percent confidence intervals (shown with vertical lines) at different levels of ∆PRI VSm,t 
in SSDs in which the PRI and PVEM ran a joint candidate from the PVEM (see Table 6, model 1).
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Table 7
Substantive Effects on Transfers in Mexicoa

Predicted Effect on Transfersm,t+1

At Sample Means ∆PRI VSm,t = 10 ∆PRI VSm,t = –10

Marginal effect of a one  
percentage point increase  
in Negative (∆PVEM or  
PVEM-PRI VSm,t) (votes  
for PVEM/both lists  
decrease)

MX $6.9
(US $0.34)

MX $9.9
(US $0.50)

MX $1.1
(US $0.05)

Difference: MX $8.8 (US $0.45)

a Substantive effects on transfers of the average marginal effect of a one percentage point increase in 
Negative (∆PVEM or PVEM-PRI VSm,t) at different values of ∆PRI VSm,t in alliance SSDs with PVEM 
candidates. Marginal effects are calculated with continuous variables held constant at sample means. 
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used transfers to encourage supporters to cast both components of their 
fused vote for the pri. Presumably because votes cast for the joint can-
didate under the pvem label or under both parties’ label in ssds where 
the joint candidate was pri increased the chance of the pri’s candidate 
winning the ssd, the pri did not dissuade voters from casting their votes 
this way. But neither did it encourage them to do so.

In model 3, the coefficient on ∆PRI VSm,t is positive and signifi-
cant, revealing that the coalition rewarded increases in votes cast for the 
pri. Substantively, a one percentage point increase in votes cast for the 
pri translated into an extra MX $4.41 per person (approximately US 
$0.25). Rewards for voting pri were largest in these nonalliance ssds. 
The coefficient on Negative (∆PVEM VSm,t) is insignificant. Thus, in 
nonalliance ssds, the coalition used transfers to encourage supporters to 
cast both components of their vote for the pri.

IX. Conclusion

Our theory is in two parts. First, we explained how an mmm system 
creates a distinct strategic environment in which a large party and a 
small party can form an alliance and trade votes in one tier for votes 
in the other in a way that increases the number of seats won by both 
parties. Second, we posited that governing parties dependent on such 
trades can use geographically targeted spending to cement them. We 
used original data on Japanese and Mexican municipalities to show that 
the ldp-Komeito and pri-pvem coalitions, respectively, did exactly this 
in the period under study. 

For scholars of comparative politics, we have identified a new 
pathway through which governing parties can remain in power under 
an mmm electoral system. A large governing party is likely to prefer this 
pathway when its policies make it unpopular with the median voter. 
Under most other electoral systems, this party would be forced to refine 
its policy positions to make them more palatable to the median voter 
or to provide enough targeted goods to overcome any resistance by the 
median voter. Under an mmm system, however, it can form an alliance 
with a small party, have both parties’ supporters split their votes, and 
use targeted goods as a reward for doing so. With this strategy, the 
only constituencies the large party has to please are its own supporters 
and its ally’s supporters. This strategy is likely to have far-ranging 
consequences for governance and representation. It may mean that non- 
supporters are cut out of the spoils and find government unresponsive 
to their concerns. Although these voters will be drawn to the oppo- 
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sition, they will not necessarily find a viable alternative there. A large 
opposition party aiming to establish itself as a party capable of unseating 
the governing coalition would gain from realizing a similar trade, 
but will have to face the fact that small parties are likely to form and 
function as mercenaries, vying for inclusion in the governing coalition. 
Non-supporters may end up having to bandwagon with the governing 
coalition. 

The first step to investigating whether our theory’s more dire impli- 
cations are borne out is to see whether parties in the twenty-six other 
countries with mmm electoral systems use vote trading and geographically 
targeted spending to win elections. Political science literature and news 
reports reveal evidence of coordination in all but one of these countries 
(Tajikistan). Electoral autocracies and recently transitioned democracies 
tend to seek coordination among opposition parties with the goal of 
unseating the dominant parties.103 Among established democracies, 
stand-down agreements in nominal-tier districts are common. The 
following four cases may be especially instructive to study: Italy, which 
since 2017 has used a fused-vote system similar to Mexico’s but without 
the cap on overrepresentation; Taiwan, which uses a system similar to 
Japan’s; Thailand, which used an mmm system until 2017, after which 
it introduced something closer to an mmp system;104 and Korea, which 
transitioned from a pure mmm system to an mmm system with partial 
compensation in 2019. In Korea, large parties had the audacity to 
create small parties with which they could ally after the passage of an 
electoral reform that ruled that some list seats would be awarded on a 
compensatory basis.105

After evaluating how common vote trading with geographically tar-
geted spending is, future research should investigate how mmm systems 
stack up against alternative electoral systems in the ease with which 
governing parties are voted out of power, the alignment of government 
policies with the interests of the median voter, and the responsiveness 
of governments to crises and changes that influence the median voter. 
In addition, future work should flesh out how the distinct strategic en-
vironment created by mmm systems’ combination of electoral rules in-
fluences other outcomes.

For scholars of Japan and Mexico, our study shows that the long-
standing governing coalitions of both countries contested elections by 

103 Cameroon, Chad, Sudan, Mauritania, and Zimbabwe fall into this category.
104 Hicken and Bangkok Pundit 2019.
105 Yonhap News Agency 2019.
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encouraging supporters to split their votes and by using government 
resources to facilitate this. Future research should focus on three ques-
tions. First, what role did this strategy play in perpetuating the dom-
inance of the ldp-Komeito and pri- pvem coalitions? Central to this 
research would be investigating why the ldp-Komeito coalition lost 
the 2009 House of Representatives election, why the pri-pvem coalition 
lost the 2018 Chamber of Deputies election, and why, in the Japanese 
case, the parties that won in 2009 were unable to replicate the strategy 
to win again in 2012. Second, what, if any, relationship exists between 
the size of the payoffs supporters receive for splitting their votes and the 
policies implemented by the governing coalitions? Is Japan’s ldp neu-
tralizing the Komeito’s opposition to its desired defense policies by in-
creasing the size of the payoffs to Komeito supporters? Third, are the 
parties pursuing similar vote-trading strategies at other levels of govern-
ment, such as for the upper houses, local governments, and, in the case  
of Mexico, the presidency? We urge scholars to tackle these questions.

Supplementary Material

Supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.1017 
/S0043887121000113.

Data

Replication files for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN 
/PYZXLF. 

References

ACE: The Electoral Knowledge Network. 2013. “The ACE Encyclopedia: Par-
ties and Candidates.” At http://aceproject.org/ace-en/topics/pc/pca/pca02/pca 
02b, accessed June 10, 2021.

Ames, Barry. 1995. “Electoral Strategy under Open-List Proportional Represen-
tation.” American Journal of Political Science 39, no. 2: 406–33. At https://doi 
.org/10.2307/2111619. 

Angrist, Joshua D., and Jörn-Steffen Pischke. 2009. Mostly Harmless Econometrics: 
An Empiricist’s Companion. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Asahi Shimbun. 2000a. “Byousou Saguru 405 Fun Jimin Sousenkyo Hansei Kai 
Gijiroku no Omona Hatsugen.” September 7: 4.

Asahi Shimbun. 2000b. “Ikku, Nikku (Yamagata Senkyoku Jyosei 2000 Nen 
Sousenkyo): Jyo, Okayama.” Yamagata regional ed., June 10: 27.

Asahi Shimbun. 2000c. “Jikou Kyoryoku (2000 Nen Nara Sousenkyo Moyou), 
Nara.” Nara regional ed., June 10: 31.

Asahi Shimbun. 2000d. “Jikou Kyoryoku, Kennai Ryoto no Honne Ha (Sousenkyo 
2000), Okayama.” Okayama regional ed., June 6: 31.

Asahi Shimbun. 2000e. “Jikou Kyoryoku ni Meian Renritsu Hihan Jyaku Nenso 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


704	 world politics 

ni Tsuyoku Sousenkyo Deguchi Chosa Ishikawa.” Ishikawa regional ed., June 
27: 35.

Asahi Shimbun. 2000f. “Oomono Ouen Ni Omowaku Samazama (Erabu 2000 
Sousenkyo), Oita.” Oita regional ed., June 16: 27.

Bawn, Kathleen, and Michael Thies. 2003. “A Comparative Theory of Electoral 
Incentives: Representing the Unorganized under PR, Plurality and Mixed-
Member Electoral Systems.” Journal of Theoretical Politics 15, no. 1: 5–32. At 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0951692803151001.

Bormann, Nils-Christian, and Matt Golder. 2013. “Democratic Electoral Systems 
around the World, 1946–2011.” Electoral Studies 32, no. 2: 360–69. At https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2013.01.005.

Cámara de Diputados. 2012. “Presupuesto de Egresos de la Federación para el 
Ejercicio Fiscal 2013.” Mexico City, Mexico: México Distrito Federal: Diario 
Oficial de la Federación, December 27. At http://www.dof.gob.mx/nota_det 
alle.php?codigo=5283490&fecha=27/12/2012, accessed March 12, 2019.

Campos, Mariana, Alejandro Garcia, and Liliana Ruiz. 2018. “Arquitectura del 
Ramo 23.” Mexico City, Mexico: México Evalúa, Centro de Análisis de Políti-
cas Públicas. At https://www.mexicoevalua.org/arquitectura-del-ramo-23/, ac-
cessed January 24, 2020.

Carey, John M., and Matthew Soberg Shugart. 1995. “Incentives to Cultivate a 
Personal Vote: A Rank Ordering of Electoral Formulas.” Electoral Studies 14, 
no. 4: 417–39. At https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-3794(94)00035-2.

Carr, Adam. 2021. “Adam Carr’s Election Archive.” At http://psephos.adam-carr 
.net/, accessed June 17, 2021.

Casar, María Amparo. 2012. “El reparto del poder: Otro gobierno sin mayoría.” 
Nexos, August 1. At https://www.nexos.com.mx/?p=14917, accessed July 9, 2020.

Catalinac, Amy, Bruce Bueno de Mesquita, and Alastair Smith. 2020. “A Tournament 
Theory of Pork Barrel Politics: The Case of Japan.” Comparative Political 
Studies 53, no. 10–11: 1619–55. At https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019897 
677.

Catalinac, Amy, and Lucia Motolinia. 2021a. “Replication files for: Geographi-
cally Targeted Spending in Mixed-Member Majoritarian Electoral Systems.” 
Harvard Dataverse, V1. At https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/PYZXLF.

Catalinac, Amy, and Lucia Motolinia. 2021b. “Supplementary material for: 
Geographically Targeted Spending in Mixed-Member Majoritarian Electoral 
Systems.” At https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113.

Cervantes, Jesusa. 2017. “El PRI impulsa la eliminación del ‘fondo de los moches’ 
en San Lázaro.” Proceso, September 26. At https://www.proceso.com.mx/505071 
/pri-impulsa-la-eliminacion-del-fondo-los-moches-en-san-lazaro, accessed 
February 5, 2020.

Christensen, Ray. 2000. Ending the LDP Hegemony: Party Cooperation in Japan. 
Honolulu, Hawaii: University of Hawai‘i Press.

Christensen, Ray, and Joel Sawat Selway. 2017. “Pork-Barrel Politics and Elec-
toral Reform: Explaining the Curious Differences in the Experiences of Thai-
land and Japan.” Journal of Asian Studies 76, no. 2: 283–310. At https://doi.org 
/10.1017/S002191181700002X.

Ciudadanía Express. 2012. “Por escandalo de boletas PRI pide votar por PVEM.” 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


	 geographically targeted spending	 705

June 30. At https://www.ciudadania-express.com/2012/06/30/por-escandalo 
-de-boletas-pri-pide-votar-por-pvem/feed/, accessed January 5, 2021.

Collier, Ruth Berins. 1992. The Contradictory Alliance: State-Labor Relations and 
Regime Change in Mexico. Berkeley, Calif.: International and Area Studies, 
University of California, Berkeley.

CONAPO (Consejo Nacional de Población). 2017. “Datos Abiertos del Índice 
de Marginación.” At http://www.conapo.gob.mx/es/CONAPO/Datos_Abi 
ertos_del_Indice_de_Marginacion, accessed February 20, 2019.

Costa-i-Font, Joan, Eduardo Rodriguez-Oreggia, and Dario Lunapla. 2003. “Po-
litical Competition and Pork-Barrel Politics in the Allocation of Public In-
vestment in Mexico.” Public Choice 116: 185–204. At https://doi.org/10.1023 
/A:1024263208736.

Cox, Gary W., and Matthew D. McCubbins. 1986. “Electoral Politics as a Re-
distributive Game.” Journal of Politics 48, no. 2: 370–89. At https://doi.org/10 
.2307/2131098.

Cox, Karen E., and Leonard J. Schoppa. 2002. “Interaction Effects in Mixed-
Member Electoral Systems: Theory and Evidence from Germany, Japan, and 
Italy.” Comparative Political Studies 35, no. 9: 1027–53. At https://doi.org/10 
.1177/001041402237505.

Dahlberg, Matz, and Eva Johansson. 2002. “On the Vote-Purchasing Behavior of 
Incumbent Governments.” American Political Science Review 96, no. 1: 27–40. 
At https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055402004215.

De La O, Ana Lorena. 2015. Crafting Policies to End Poverty in Latin America: The 
Quiet Transformation. New York, N.Y.: Cambridge University Press.

Dixit, Avinash, and John Londregan. 1996. “The Determinants of Success of Spe-
cial Interests in Redistributive Politics.” Journal of Politics 58, no. 4: 1132–55. At 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2960152.

Escamilla, Federico. 2018. “Piden a priistas votar por el Verde; Panal, excluido.” 
Newsweek México. June 17. At https://newsweekespanol.com/2018/06/piden 
-a-priistas-votar-por-el-verde-panal-excluido/, accessed January 5, 2021. 

Expansion. 2017. “El PRI ‘reflexiona’ tras los sismos y ofrece eliminar el fondo 
de ‘moches.’” September 29. At https://expansion.mx/nacional/2017/09/28/el 
-pri-reflexiona-tras-los-terremotos-y-ofrece-eliminar-el-fondo-de-moches, 
accessed February 5, 2020.

Ferrara, Federico, and Erik S. Herron. 2005. “Going It Alone? Strategic Entry un-
der Mixed Electoral Rules.” American Journal of Political Science 49, no. 1: 16–
31. At https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0092-5853.2005.00107.x.

Funk, Patricia, and Christina Gathmann. 2013. “How Do Electoral Systems Af-
fect Fiscal Policy? Evidence from Cantonal Parliaments, 1890–2000.” Jour-
nal of the European Economic Association 11, no. 5: 1178–1203. At https://doi 
.org/10.1111/jeea.12031.

Gallagher, Michael, and Paul Mitchell. 2005. “Introduction to Electoral Systems.” 
In Michael Gallagher and Paul Mitchell, eds., The Politics of Electoral Systems. 
New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press. 

Garcia, Imelda. 2017. “Fondo de Abundacia y Opacidad.” Reporte Indigo, October 
11. At https://www.reporteindigo.com/reporte/fondo-abundancia-opacidad/, 
accessed February 2, 2020.

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


706	 world politics 

Golden, Miriam, and Brian Min. 2013. “Distributive Politics around the World.” 
Annual Review of Political Science 16: 73–99. At https://doi.org/10.1146/an-
nurev-polisci-052209-121553.

Golder, Sona N. 2006. “Pre-Electoral Coalition Formation in Parliamentary De-
mocracies.” British Journal of Political Science 36, no. 2: 193–212. At https://doi 
.org/10.1017/S0007123406000123.

Hainmueller, Jens, Jonathan Mummolo, and Yiqing Xu. 2019. “How Much 
Should We Trust Estimates from Multiplicative Interaction Models? Simple 
Tools to Improve Empirical Practice.” Political Analysis 27, no. 2: 163–92. At 
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2018.46.

Herron, Erik S., Kuniaki Nemoto, and Misa Nishikawa. 2018. “Reconciling Ap-
proaches in the Study of Mixed-Member Electoral Systems.” In Erik S. Her-
ron, Robert J. Pekkanen, and Matthew Soberg Shugart, eds., Oxford Handbook 
for Electoral Systems. New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press.

Hicken, Allen. 2016. “Thailand and the Philippines under MMM.” In Nathan F. 
Batto, Chi Huang, Alexander C. Tan, and Gary W. Cox, eds., Mixed-Member 
Electoral Systems in Constitutional Context: Taiwan, Japan, and Beyond. Ann Ar-
bor, Mich.: University of Michigan Press.

Hicken, Allen, and Bangkok Pundit. 2019. “Thailand’s New Electoral System.” 
Thai Data Points, June 7. At https://www.thaidatapoints.com/post/thai-elec 
tion-pending-5, accessed December 27, 2020.

Hirano, Shigeo. 2006. “Electoral Institutions, Hometowns, and Favored Minori-
ties: Evidence from Japanese Electoral Reforms.” World Politics 59, no. 1 ( Jan-
uary): 51–82. At https://doi.org/10.1353/wp.2007.0017.

Hiskey, Jonathan. 1999. “Does Democracy Matter? Electoral Competition and 
Local Development in Mexico.” Ph.D. diss., University of Pittsburgh.

Horiuchi, Yusaku, and Jun Saito. 2003. “Reapportionment and Redistribution: 
Consequences of Electoral Reform in Japan.” American Journal of Political Sci-
ence 47, no. 4: 669–82. At https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5907.00047.

IMCO (Instituto Mexicano para la Competitividad AC). 2018. “Índice de In-
formación Presupuestal Municipal,” 9th ed. At https://imco.org.mx/temas/in 
dice-informacion-presupuestal-municipal/, accessed November 12, 2019.

INE (Instituto Nacional Electoral). 2018. “Bases de Datos de los Procesos Elec-
torales Federales en Mexico (1991–2015).” At http://siceef.ine.mx/download 
DB.html, accessed March 17, 2019.

INEGI (Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía). 2017. “Sistema Estatal 
y Municipal de Bases de Datos.” At https:// www.inegi.org.mx/datos/#Micro 
datos, accessed March 17, 2019. 

International Institute for Democracy and Election Assistance. 2017. “Electoral 
System Design Database.” At https://www.idea.int/data-tools/data/electoral 
-system-design, accessed June 10, 2021.

Inter-Parliamentary Union. 2016. “PARLINE Database on National Parlia-
ments.” At https://data.ipu.org/, accessed June 10, 2021.

Jastramskis, Mažvydas. 2019. “Effects of the Mixed Parallel Electoral System in 
Lithuania: The Worst of All Worlds?” Parliamentary Affairs 72, no. 3: 561–87. 
At https://doi.org/10.1093/pa/gsy030.

Jiménez, Horacio, and Suzzete Alcántara. 2016. “Fondos para moches no son una 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


	 geographically targeted spending	 707

sorpresa.” El Universal. December 22. At http://www.eluniversal.com.mx/arti 
culo/nacion/politica/2016/12/22/fondos-para-moches-no-son-una-sorpresa, 
accessed February 5, 2020.

Kellam, Marisa. 2017. “Why Pre-Electoral Coalitions in Presidential Systems?” 
British Journal of Political Science 47, no. 2: 391–411. At https://doi.org/10.1017 
/S0007123415000198. 

Kerevel, Yann P. 2010. “The Legislative Consequences of Mexico’s Mixed- 
Member Electoral System, 2000–2009.” Electoral Studies 29, no. 4: 691–703. 
At https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2010.07.004.

Kerevel, Yann P. 2015. “Pork-Barreling without Reelection? Evidence from the 
Mexican Congress.” Legislative Studies Quarterly 40, no. 1: 137–66. At https://
doi.org/10.1111/lsq.12068.

Klein, Axel. 2013. “Komeito—The First ‘Third Force.’” In Robert Pekkanen, Ste-
ven R. Reed, and Ethan Scheiner, eds., Japan Decides 2012: The Japanese Gen-
eral Election. London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kollman, Ken, Allen Hicken, Daniele Caramani, David Backer, and David Lub-
lin. 2019. “Constituency-Level Elections Archive.” Ann Arbor, Mich.: Center 
for Political Studies, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan. At 
http://www.electiondataarchive.org, accessed June 10, 2021.

Krauss, Ellis, Kuniaki Nemoto, and Robert Pekkanen. 2012. “Reverse Contami-
nation: Burning and Building Bridges in Mixed-Member Systems.” Compar-
ative Political Studies 45, no. 6: 747–73. At https://doi.org/10.1177/001041 
4011427881.

Lancaster, Thomas D., and W. David Patterson. 1990. “Comparative Pork Barrel 
Politics: Perceptions from the West German Bundestag.” Comparative Political 
Studies 22, no. 4: 458–77. At https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414090022004004.

Liff, Adam P., and Ko Maeda. 2019. “Electoral Incentives, Policy Compromise, 
and Coalition Durability: Japan’s LDP-Komeito Government in a Mixed Elec-
toral System.” Japanese Journal of Political Science 20, no. 1: 53–73. At https://
doi.org/10.1017/S1468109918000415.

Lizzeri, Alessandro, and Nicola Persico. 2001. “The Provision of Public Goods 
under Alternative Electoral Incentives.” American Economic Review 91, no. 1: 
225–39. At https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.91.1.225.

Lundberg, Thomas Carl. 2009. “Post-Communism and the Abandonment of 
Mixed-Member Electoral Systems.” Representation 45, no. 1: 15–27. At https://
doi.org/10.1080/00344890802709831.

Magaloni, Beatriz. 2006. Voting for Autocracy: Hegemonic Party Survival and Its 
Demise in Mexico. New York, N.Y.: Cambridge University Press.

McGillivray, Fiona. 2004. Privileging Industry: The Comparative Politics of Trade 
and Industrial Politics. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

McLaughlin, Levi. 2018. Soka Gakkai’s Human Revolution: The Rise of a Mimetic 
Nation in Modern Japan. Honolulu, Hawaii: University of Hawai‘i Press.

Mizusaki, Tokifumi, and Hiroki Mori. 2014. “JED-M (Mizusaki, Mori) shūgiin 
giin sōsenkyo dēta : dai 28-47-kai (2014-nen).” At http://id.lib.harvard.edu 
/alma/990142999420203941/catalog, accessed February 1, 2016.

Molinar, Juan, and Jeffrey Weldon. 1994. “Electoral Determinants and Conse-
quences of National Solidarity.” In Wayne A. Cornelius, Ann L. Craig, and 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


708	 world politics 

Jonathan Fox, eds., Transforming State-Society Relations in Mexico: The National 
Solidarity Strategy. San Diego, Calif.: Center for US-Mexican Studies, Univer-
sity of California, San Diego.

Montero, Sergio. 2016. “Going It Alone? An Empirical Study of Coalition For-
mation in Elections.” Working Paper. University of Rochester. At https://
www.sas.rochester.edu/psc/smontero/going_it_alone.pdf, accessed November 
5, 2020.

Moser, Robert G., and Ethan Scheiner. 2012. Electoral Systems and Political Con-
text: How the Effects of Rules Vary across New and Established Democracies. New 
York, N.Y.: Cambridge University Press.

Motolinia, Lucia. 2021. “Electoral Accountability and Particularistic Legislation: 
Evidence from an Electoral Reform in Mexico.” American Political Science Re-
view 115, no. 1: 1–17. At https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420000672.

Naoi, Megumi, and Ellis Krauss. 2009. “Who Lobbies Whom? Special Interest 
Politics under Alternative Electoral Systems.” American Journal of Political Sci-
ence 53, no. 4: 874–92. At https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2009.00406.x.

Nemoto, Kuniaki, and Chiahung Tsai. 2016. “Post Allocation, List Nominations, 
and Preelectoral Coalitions under MMM.” In Nathan F. Batto, Chi Huang, 
Alexander C. Tan, and Gary W. Cox, eds., Mixed-Member Electoral Systems in 
Constitutional Context: Taiwan, Japan, and Beyond. Ann Arbor, Mich.: Univer-
sity of Michigan Press. 

Nickell, Stephen. 1981. “Biases in Dynamic Models with Fixed Effects.” Econo-
metrica 49, no. 6: 1417–26. At https://doi.org/10.2307/1911408.

Parola, Pedro. 2016. “PVEM previene a sus militantes para votar por el Verde, 
no por el PRI.” Cuarta Plana. April 20. At http://cuartaplana.com/nota99 
.php?n=10057, accessed January 5, 2021.

Pekkanen, Robert, Benjamin Nyblade, and Ellis S. Krauss. 2006. “Electoral In-
centives in Mixed-Member Systems: Party, Posts, and Zombie Politicians in 
Japan.” American Political Science Review 100, no. 2: 183–93. At https://doi 
.org/10.1017/S0003055406062095.

Reed, Steven R. 1986. Japanese Prefectures and Policymaking. Pittsburgh, Pa.: Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh Press.

Reed, Steven R., and Kay Shimizu. 2009. “Avoiding a Two-Party System: The 
Liberal Democratic Party versus Duverger’s Law.” In Steven R. Reed, Kenneth 
Mori McElwain, and Kay Shimizu, eds., Political Change in Japan: Electoral 
Behavior, Party Realignment, and the Koizumi Reforms. Stanford, Calif.: Walter 
H. Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, Stanford University.

Reilly, Benjamin. 2007. “Democratization and Electoral Reform in the Asia-Pa-
cific Region: Is There an ‘Asian Model’ of Democracy?” Comparative Political 
Studies 40, no. 11: 1350–71. At https://doi.org/10 .1177/0010414006299097.

Rich, Timothy S. 2015. “Duverger’s Law in Mixed Legislative Systems: The Im-
pact of National Electoral Rules on District Competition.” European Journal 
of Political Research 54, no. 1: 182–96. At https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765 
.12067.

Rickard, Stephanie J. 2012. “Electoral Systems, Voters’ Interests and Geographic 
Dispersion.” British Journal of Political Science 42, no. 4: 855–77. At https://doi 
.org/10.1017/S0007123412000087.

Riera, Pedro. 2013. “Electoral Coordination in Mixed-Member Systems: Does the 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


	 geographically targeted spending	 709

Level of Democratic Experience Matter?” European Journal of Political Research 
52, no. 1: 119–41. At https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2012.02064.x.

Rodriguez-Oreggia, Eduardo, and Andres Rodriguez-Pose. 2004. “The Regional 
Returns of Public Investment Policies in Mexico.” World Development 32, no. 
9: 1545–62. At https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2004.05.002.

Saito, Jun. 2010. Jiminto Choki Seiken no Seiji Keizaigaku. Tokyo, Japan: Keiso 
Shobo.

Scheiner, Ethan. 2006. Democracy without Competition in Japan: Opposition Failure 
in a One-Party Dominant State. New York, N.Y.: Cambridge University Press.

SEGOB (Secretaría de Gobernación). 2018. “Declaratorias sobre emergencia, 
desastre y contingencia climatológica.” At https://datos.gob.mx/busca/data 
set/8bf051bf-8657-423b-8bc3-a94917b160d6, accessed March 17, 2019.

Shugart, Matthew Soberg, and Martin P. Wattenberg. 2003a. “Introduction: The 
Electoral Reform of the Twenty-First Century?” In Matthew Soberg Shugart 
and Martin P. Wattenberg, eds., Mixed-Member Electoral Systems: The Best of 
Both Worlds? New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press.

Shugart, Matthew Soberg and Martin P. Wattenberg. 2003b. “Mixed-Member 
Electoral Systems: A Definition and Typology.” In Matthew Shugart and 
Martin Wattenberg, eds., Mixed-Member Electoral Systems: The Best of Both 
Worlds? New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press.

Shugart, Matthew Soberg, and Martin P. Wattenberg, eds. 2003c. Mixed- 
Member Electoral Systems: The Best of Both Worlds? New York, N.Y.: Oxford 
University Press.

Smith, Daniel Markham. 2014. “Party Ideals and Practical Constraints in Kōmeitō 
Candidate Nominations.” In George Ehrhardt, Axel Klein, Levi McLaughlin, 
and Steven R. Reed, eds., Kōmeitō: Politics and Religion in Japan. Berkeley Ca-
lif.: Institute of East Asian Studies, University of California, Berkeley.

Smith, Daniel M., and Steven R. Reed. 2018. “The Reed-Smith Japanese House 
of Representatives Elections Dataset.” Harvard Dataverse, V1. At https://doi 
.org/10.7910/DVN/QFEPXD.

Spoon, Jae-Jae, and Amalia Pulido Gómez. 2017. “Unusual Bedfellows? PRI- 
PVEM Electoral Alliances in Mexican Legislative Elections.” Journal of Poli- 
tics in Latin America 9, no. 2: 63–92. At https://doiorg/10.1177/1866802X1700 
900203.

Spoon, Jae-Jae, and Amalia Pulido Gómez. 2020. “Strategic Alliances: Red, 
Green, or ‘Watermelon’ Candidates in Mexican Legislative Elections.” Party 
Politics 26, no. 6: 760– 69. At https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068818809529.

Stokes, Susan C. 2005. “Perverse Accountability: A Formal Model of Machine 
Politics with Evidence from Argentina.” American Political Science Review 99, 
no. 3: 315–25. At https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055405051683.

Stratmann, Thomas, and Martin Baur. 2002. “Plurality Rule, Proportional Repre-
sentation, and the German Bundestag: How Incentives to Pork-Barrel Differ 
across Electoral Systems.” American Journal of Political Science 46, no. 3: 506–
14. At https://doi.org/10.2307/3088395.

Tavits, Margit. 2009. “Geographically Targeted Spending: Exploring the Elec-
toral Strategies of Incumbent Governments.” European Political Science Review 
1, no. 1: 103–23. At https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773909000034.

Thames, Frank C., and Martin S. Edwards. 2006. “Differentiating Mixed- 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


710	 world politics 

Member Electoral Systems: Mixed-Member Majoritarian and Mixed- 
Member Proportional Systems and Government Expenditures.” Comparative 
Political Studies 39, no. 7: 905–27. At https://doi./10.1177/0010414005282383.

Transparencia Presupuestaria. 2018. “Recursos del Ramo 23 para Entidades Fed-
erativas y Municipios.” At https://www.transparenciapresupuestaria.gob.mx 
/en/PTP/EntidadesFederativas, accessed March 17, 2019.

Wang, T. Y., Chang Chih Lin, and Yi Ching Hsiao. 2016. “Split-Ticket Voting 
under MMM.” In Nathan F. Batto, Chi Huang, Alexander C. Tan, and Gary 
W. Cox, eds., Mixed-Member Electoral Systems in Constitutional Context: Tai-
wan, Japan, and Beyond. Ann Arbor, Mich.: University of Michigan Press.

Ward, Hugh, and Peter John. 1999. “Targeting Benefits for Electoral Gain: Con-
stituency Marginality and the Distribution of Grants to English Local Au-
thorities.” Political Studies 47, no. 1: 32–52. At https://doi.org/10.1111/1467 
-9248.00186.

Weldon, Jeffrey A. 2003. “The Consequences of Mexico’s Mixed-Member Elec-
toral System, 1988–1997.” In Matthew Soberg Shugart and Martin P. Watten-
berg, eds., Mixed-Member Electoral Systems: The Best of Both Worlds? New York, 
N.Y.: Oxford University Press.

Yamada, Kyohei. 2018. “From a Majority to a Minority: How Municipal Mergers 
in Japan Changed the Distribution of Political Powers and the Allocation of 
Public Services within a Merged Municipality.” Urban Affairs Review 54, no. 
3: 560–92. At https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087416669603.

Yonhap News Agency. 2019. “Main Opposition to Set Up Satellite Party for More 
Proportional Representation Seats.” December 24. At https://en.yna.co.kr 
/view/AEN20191224005700315, accessed December 27, 2020.

Authors

Amy Catalinac is an assistant professor of politics at New York University. She 
studies the impact of electoral and political institutions on distributive politics, fo-
cusing mostly on the case of Japan. Her first book, Electoral Reform and National 
Security in Japan: From Pork to Foreign Policy, was published in 2016. She can be 
reached at amy.catalinac@nyu.edu.

Lucia Motolinia is a doctoral candidate in the Politics Department at New York 
University. In January 2022, she will be an assistant professor in the Department 
of Political Science at Washington University, St. Louis. Her research tries to bet-
ter understand how electoral institutions affect political behavior, with an empha-
sis on the mechanisms driving the behavior of individual politicians and parties. 
She can reached at lucia.motolinia@nyu.edu.

Acknowledgments

For comments on earlier drafts, we thank John Campbell; Christina Davis; Shinju 
Fujihira; Makoto Fukumoto; William Godell; Sean Kates; Kyuwon Lee; Andrew 
Little; John Marshall; Charlie McClean; Gwyneth McClendon; Julia Payson; Su-
san Pharr; Alison Post; Massimo Pulejo; Pia Raffler; Steven Reed; Arturas Roze-
nas; Yuki Shiraito; Tara Slough; Daniel M. Smith; David Stasavage; Steven Vogel; 
and participants at Harvard University’s U.S.-Japan Program Seminar Series; the 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113


	 geographically targeted spending	 711

Noon Lecture Series at the University of Michigan’s Center for Japanese Stud-
ies; New York University’s Comparative Politics Speaker Series; the Comparative 
Politics Speaker Series at the University of California, Berkeley; Midwest Politi-
cal Science Association 2019; and Harvard University’s Symposium on Japanese 
Politics. 

Key Words

coordination, electoral systems, geographically targeted spending, Japanese poli-
tics, Mexican politics, mixed-member majoritarian, stand-down agreements, un-
linked tiers, vote trading 

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

21
00

01
13

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887121000113

