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The study of political regimes has largely overlooked variation within countries, despite
empirical evidence showing that the same regime type does not necessarily exist
throughout a country. Scholars have uncovered this variation mostly in countries
labeled as democratic or democratizing, finding that some territories in these countries
experience a high degree of democracy while others qualify as “authoritarian
enclaves.”1 Residents of one province enjoy free and fair elections and numerous civil
liberties, for example, while residents of a neighboring province do not. Similar
subnational regime variation, or unevenness, can exist within authoritarian countries.

Unevenness adds a new dimension to our understanding of regimes and regime
change. A better understanding of unevenness can help scholars improve regime
typologies and conceptions of democracy.2 Currently countries with minimal and
substantial subnational regime variation are treated identically in regime typologies and
conceptions of democracy, overlooking countries’ degrees of subnational unevenness.
Examining unevenness also has the potential to improve theories of regime change.
Territorial unevenness is one of the obvious obstacles to regime consolidation; the
“deepening” of democracy, for example, is partly a question of making democracy
homogeneous at all levels of government.3 Understanding unevenness can therefore
help open the “black box” between theories of regime transition and regime
consolidation. A clearer picture of unevenness can also illuminate regime breakdown.4

That is, democratic or democratizing countries might be susceptible to breakdowns due
to authoritarian enclaves, and authoritarian national regimes might be vulnerable as a
result of democratic enclaves. Undergirding these theoretical payoffs are normative and
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practical concerns: in countries with democratic or democratizing national regimes, all
citizens, regardless of their location, should enjoy the benefits of democratic institutions
and liberties. A better understanding of subnational regime variation can be helpful to
democracy advocates and policymakers who are trying to extend these benefits to all.

As a step toward improving understanding of unevenness, this article offers an
explanation for why some countries are more prone to subnational regime variation than
others and provides data depicting how common this unevenness is. These contributions
do not supplant existing work, but rather complement it. The existing subnational
democracy literature5 has addressed a different question—why do some regions within
a country have a lower level of democracy than others—rather than our question of why
some countries are more susceptible to subnational regime variation.6 The questions are
related, but not identical. The factors that make a country prone to variation might differ
from the factors that make a particular region an outlier. The subnational democracy
literature has mostly pointed to proximate causes of subnational levels of democracy.
By labelling these “proximate,” we mean those causes near the outcome end of the
causal chain and endogenous to government and elites. The factors identified by
existing works include political institutions that reduce the national government’s
interest in democratizing regions and economic monopolies created by subnational
elites and used to restrict political freedoms.7

Our theory, by contrast, focuses on national, distal causes of unevenness. By
“distal” causes, we mean those causes far from the outcome end of the causal chain and
exogenous to government and elites. We show that countries that are hard to govern by
virtue of their diversity, topography, and/or size are prone to unevenness. These
demographic and geographic features increase social heterogeneity and challenge the
national government’s control over subnational units, contributing to variation across
subnational regimes.

We agree that actors are important, as emphasized in previous subnational
democracy studies, but in this article our focus is on a prior link in the causal chain. The
features we identify are exogenous to government. They promote unevenness directly,
and they also contribute to it indirectly by constituting fundamental structures that
condition the behavior of elites. Our examination of distal causes complements the
existing subnational democracy literature’s focus on proximate causes to provide a more
comprehensive understanding of subnational regime variation.

Our different question and theory necessitate a methodological approach unlike
those of prior subnational democracy studies. Unevenness is a country characteristic, so
we rely on a cross-national analysis, employing national-level data. By contrast,
investigations of subnational outliers examine one or two countries and use subnational-
level data. As is typical for large-N cross-national studies, our analysis does not test
causal mechanisms; however, it does test the extent to which particular distal factors
increase the likelihood that countries experience unevenness. And, the findings are
consistent with our theory about how distal factors and unevenness are linked.

We are also interested in whether these distal factors are influential when taking
into account proximate factors. Our models include numerous proximate factors from
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the subnational democracy literature. Global data do not, however, exist to include in
our models one proximate factor: the will of national government leaders to exert
national control and democratize subnational political units. Subnational democracy
studies have shown that it can be politically beneficial to national government leaders
and their agents, such as police forces and bureaucrats, to allow subnational regimes
distinctive from the national government to endure.8 Similarly, the civil war and state
capacity literatures have shown that national government leaders sometimes lack the
incentives to extend territorial reach.9 This lack of will is compatible with our argument
because the will to exert national control and democratize subnational units is
endogenous to capabilities, which are a function of distal factors, such as diversity,
topography, and size. If national leaders and their agents know that extending territorial
control is going to cost them resources,10 with uncertain success, it is rational for them
to pursue an indirect rule strategy that results in greater unevenness. If we could test
will, in addition to capabilities, perhaps we could explain more variance, but the
absence of such as test does not invalidate what we have found. As our results show, on
average, in a large sample, a significant portion of the variance in unevenness is
explained by variables that are more consistent with the difficulty of imposing
uniformity. A final way that our analysis departs from existing work is by encompassing
the past century, rather than just the contemporary period.

To conduct this analysis we enlist the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset,
which includes measures of unevenness in nearly all countries of the world, with annual
data beginning in 1900.11 This enables us to provide the first global and historical study
of unevenness. To take maximum advantage of this dataset, we employ a statistical
model that distinguishes the “within-country” and “between-country” effects of time-
varying observations. This approach avoids the kind of omitted variable bias that
plagues most random effects models, without discarding time-invariant observations, as
one would in a fixed-effects model.12 Our approach is also innovative because, as a
robustness check, our statistical analysis takes into account measurement uncertainty,
thus providing a better estimate of overall uncertainty in reported results.

This article provides empirical evidence about subnational regime variation not yet
revealed by earlier work. Prior research investigated a small number of countries with
fairly similar characteristics. Most are located in Latin America or the post-Soviet
region, have newly democratic or hybrid regimes, are federal states, and are examined in
the contemporary era. We find that the unevenness exists in all regions of the world,
though it is more common in some regions than others. It is most common in countries
with hybrid national regimes—regimes with both democratic and authoritarian
elements—and it exists in both unitary and federal states and in different time periods.13

In sum, this article offers a new question, theory, approach, and empirical findings
to understanding subnational regime variation. The article advances two related
literatures: investigations of regime types and change and studies of subnational
democracy. Our elucidation of the phenomenon of unevenness adds a new dimension to
our understanding of regime typologies and conceptions of democracy, helps connect
theories of regime transition and regime consolidation, and highlights a possible cause
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of regime breakdown. Our theory of distal causes of unevenness illuminates why some
countries are prone to subnational regime variation, whereas the subnational democracy
literature’s focus on proximate causes explains why specific subnational units differ.
Our theory thus complements prior subnational democracy studies, and together that
work and ours achieve a more comprehensive understanding of subnational regime
variation.

Theoretical Framework

To explain unevenness—a country characteristic—our theoretical framework focuses
on national-level factors. We argue that greater social heterogeneity of a country and
structural challenges to the state’s ability to govern the periphery result in subnational
regime variation. Research from anthropology, biology, economics, and political
science has identified three key country characteristics—ethnic diversity, a rugged
topography, and a large population—that promote social heterogeneity and challenge
the state’s ability to govern the periphery, so we employ these.14 We expect that ethnic
diversity, a rugged topography, and a large population directly promote the
development of subnational political units with different regime characteristics. These
characteristics also, we argue, make it more difficult for the state, when it aims to, to
exert control outside the capital and thus effectively bring subnational regimes in line
with the laws and practices of the national government.15 As a consequence, there is
greater subnational regime variation.

We expect that ethnic diversity promotes unevenness in two ways, as depicted in
Figure 1. First, this diversity can directly result in subnational political units having
different regime characteristics. This proposed mechanism is supported by one strand of
the subnational democracy literature, which has shown how local cultural conditions
can shape subnational regime type. For example, scholars have demonstrated that in
recent decades, indigenous groups with strong patriarchal norms in the Mexican state of
Oaxaca created municipal institutions that prohibited women’s participation in the
selection of mayors for several years; whereas, those with more progressive norms did
not do so.16

A second way we expect that significant ethnic diversity can promote unevenness is
by challenging the national government. Studies of nation- and state-building support
this idea, showing that subnational elites, and sometimes average residents themselves,
will defend their political practices and thus can be hostile to national government
homogenization efforts.17 Moreover, research on civil war indicates that when a
particularly distinct group is concentrated in a subnational territory rather than dispersed
throughout a country, its resistance is likely to be even more effective.18 As an
illustration of this, consider the Thai province of Pattani. Since its integration into
Thailand in the early 1900s, the majority Muslim Malay population there has struggled
against homogenization, including national efforts to end local governance by Sharia
law. A separatist movement—the country’s strongest minority resistance—and the Thai
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Comparative Politics July 2021



military response have resulted in gross violations of civil liberties and local elections
marred by voter intimidation, unseen in most provinces of the country.19

The national government can also face structural challenges that result in higher
unevenness. We argue that a rugged topography and large population can promote
unevenness through the same two pathways as ethnic diversity.20 First, a rugged
landscape and large population directly promote the development of subnational
political units with different regime characteristics, and, second, this variation
challenges the national government’s extension of power over the territory when that
is an objective. Research by anthropologists, biologists, and economists suggests that a
rugged landscape encourages the development of distinctive cultural traits (other than
just ethnic identity).21 Economist Kuznets’s (1960) work indicates that a large
population results in a greater diversity of preferences, norms, and practices (besides
ethnic ones).22 Madison underscored this point in The Federalist Papers.23 Both a
rugged topography and a large population result in a greater diversity of political
institutions and practices and thus directly promote unevenness. The greater challenge
of governing different, rather than similar, units and the greater likelihood of
subnational elites and average residents defending their distinctive institutions and
practices make it more difficult for the national government to extend power territorially
and eliminate variation when that is an aim. In addition, as actual physical obstacles, a
rugged landscape and a large population are also challenges to national government
capabilities, as studies of civil war, economic development, and state-building have
demonstrated.24 Regardless of state wealth and other measures of state strength, it is
more difficult to extend control over a rugged country as opposed to a topographically
more forgiving one, and it is more difficult to maintain authority over a large population
as opposed to a smaller one. This has been true for India, a country with the world’s
second largest population and some of the Earth’s tallest mountains and densest forests.
For example, the national government failed to bring the former state of Jammu and

Figure 1 Depiction of Argument
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Kashmir, covered by five mountain ranges, into the democratic national fold since the
country’s independence. Instead, a non-democratic regime ruled the state, engaging in
election fraud and violating civil rights and fueling violent separatism by prohibiting
legal means of protest.25 In sum, we theorize that the degree of ethnic diversity, the
ruggedness of the landscape, and the size of the population each has a positive, direct,
independent effect on subnational regime variation.

Challenges to state capabilities reduce the national government’s control over the
periphery and thus the likelihood of it making effective efforts to homogenize
subnational regimes and bring them into line with national laws and practices. This
holds true whether those national laws and practices lean democratic or authoritarian.

Including the effort of national officials in our theoretical framework, as shown in
Figure 1, connects our argument with prior work: it acknowledges that agency matters
and links the distal causes we have identified with the elite behaviors others have
examined. Our explanation underscores that these exogenous factors condition national
leaders’ behavior (as well as directly promote unevenness). National leaders’ effort to
exert uniform control over their countries can vary: some may find it politically
beneficial to allow regimes distinctive from the national government to endure.26

However, ethnic diversity, a rugged landscape, and a large population directly promote
unevenness, we argue, and they will make efforts to exert uniform control less effective
when these efforts do occur. Given two national leaders attempting to exert control over
their countries’ peripheries, the efforts of the one facing greater ethnic diversity, a more
rugged landscape, and a larger population will be less effective. Effort is important, but
these distal factors also have an effect.

Our focus on exogenous factors clarifies the causal pathways to unevenness. The
factors we identify contribute to unevenness, not the reverse. It is unfathomable that
unevenness caused ruggedness in countries. It is also difficult to imagine that the
variation affected population size. There might, however, be a feedback mechanism
between unevenness and ethnic diversity: distinct local political practices might help
preserve ethnic differences. For the purposes of this article, our interest, however, is in
ethnic diversity’s impact on unevenness.

Hypotheses

According to our theoretical framework, unevenness is a product of two intertwined
factors: social heterogeneity and structural challenges to the state’s ability to govern. It
follows that any factor contributing to one or the other (or both) should also affect the
level of unevenness in a country. Drawing on the research from anthropology, biology,
economics, and political science, we propose three hypotheses.

First, we expect that ethnic diversity fosters greater unevenness by cultivating
varied political institutions and practices within a country and hindering the national
government’s efforts at homogenization. We use the measure Ethnic fractionalization,
which defines ethnicity as a combination of racial and linguistic characteristics and
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represents the probability that two people chosen at random will not share any
characteristic.27 Unlike other measures of ethnicity, or, more broadly, culture, Ethnic
fractionalization measures variation within countries, rather than their aggregate
characteristics. This variation better captures the concept of social heterogeneity.
Additional details about this and other measures appear in Table A1 in the online
appendix.28

Second, we hypothesize that a country’s rugged topography is an incubator for
distinctive cultures and a barrier to involvement by the central government, thus
promoting varied political institutions and practices and also hindering the national
government’s extension of power territorially. We measure ruggedness by the
percentage of land covered by Mountains within a country, transformed by the natural
logarithm. Rather than looking simply at elevation, this measure also considers relative
relief, steepness, and other factors, so that high elevation plateaus, for instance, do not
count as rugged.29 Although other physical challenges such as dense forests and
archipelagos exist, our measure identifies a key dimension of ruggedness and has been
used by other researchers for this purpose.30

Third, we posit that the demographic size of a country should lead to greater
diversity of preferences, norms, and practices—thus fostering greater heterogeneity in
political institutions and practices across regions and also complicating the central
government’s task of governing. Demographic size is measured by Population,
transformed by the natural logarithm.31

Proximate Factors and National Regime Type

We are interested in whether the distal factors from our theoretical framework are
influential even when taking into account proximate factors, so we include models that
have both sets of factors. Proximate factors refer to those causes near the outcome end
of the causal chain and endogenous to government and elites. The proximate factors we
examine include those that the subnational democracy literature has emphasized and
those that might explain the failure to extend national government control uniformly.
We also investigate whether unevenness is simply explained by national regime type.
The subnational democracy literature has identified center-periphery political
institutions, subnational economic heterogeneity, and international influences as
explanations for the existence of authoritarian or democratic enclaves within a country.

Center-periphery political institutions have been shown in the subnational democracy
literature to help subnational officials maintain regimes that differ from the national
regime. Federalism and electoral and party rules have received the most attention.

Federalism Most studies of subnational democracy postulate, or at least implicitly
assume, that unevenness across regions of a country is primarily a product of federal
systems of government. This is reflected in the frequency by which federal states are
selected for study. Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Russia, and the United States are the most
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commonly examined.32 The central idea is that greater autonomy allows for greater
subnational diversity. We test this idea with Federalism, using the Regional Authority
Index (RAI) from Hooghe et al.33 Unlike binary or categorical measures of federalism,
the RAI is a continuous measure that captures the degree to which subnational units are
autonomous.

Electoral and Party Rules The subnational democracy literature suggests that local
leaders are sometimes able to maintain non-democratic regimes by ensuring that na-
tional leaders do not get drawn into local political conflicts, an event that might compel
them to enforce national laws and disrupt local power structures.34 Thus, we assume
that when conflict is localized, it will generate greater unevenness across regions. Since
electoral and party rules help to structure competition in a way that either nationalizes or
localizes political conflict, they may have an important impact on the overall level of
unevenness. For example, malapportionment in national legislatures may afford non-
democratic subnational leaders additional protection by enabling those governing
overrepresented territories to exercise greater influence in national politics.35 Malap-
portionment is measured by summing the difference between each district’s share of
legislative seats and its population.36 Proportional representation (PR) electoral rules,
especially if combined with a closed party list, are likely to centralize power within
political parties by enhancing national party leaders’ influence over candidate selection
and by encouraging party-centered, rather than candidate-centered, voting decisions.37

This limits subnational leaders’ ability to put in office national legislators who will
prevent national government interference in their locales. This concept is measured with
Gerring and Thacker’s Closed-list PR trichotomous measure.38

Economic Heterogeneity Some subnational democracy literature has attributed
authoritarian and democratic enclaves to subnational economic heterogeneity. These
prior studies of one or two countries reveal a variety of causal mechanisms for non-
democratic enclaves, including limited economic opportunities and high levels of in-
equality, but all highlight the general idea that poorer economic conditions promote
non-democracy.39 From these findings, we can surmise that greater variation in the
economic strength of subnational political units might result in greater unevenness in
subnational regime type within a country. This could be true in countries with either
democratic- or authoritarian-leaning national regimes. To test for Economic heterogeneity,
we use Lee and Rogers’ measure of regional inequality within countries, equal to the
variance in subnational regions’ GDP weighted by population.40 For our cross-national
time series analysis, this is the best measure of varied economic strength across subnational
political units.

International Influence Studies of individual countries have shown that neighboring
democratic countries can contribute to the democratization of subnational units in
nearby non-democratic countries and thus promote unevenness in subnational regime
type.41 We test this possibility by developing a measure, Diverse regime neighborhood,
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that reflects differences in regime type between a country and its neighbors. The measure is
equal to the average difference(s) in democracy scores between a country and each of its
contiguous neighbors, weighted by GDP per capita, using the V-Dem Electoral De-
mocracy index. We use data about national regime types to construct the measure
because prior studies have focused on the influence of a neighboring country with a
more democratic national regime. The weighting by GDP helps to capture the idea in
the literature that an economically powerful country in the region would be more
influential than an economically weak one. A positive relationship between Diverse
regime neighborhood and measures of unevenness would provide support for this ex-
planation. In other words, it would show that the greater the difference in regime type
between a country and its neighbors, the greater the likelihood of unevenness in the
country.

Beyond subnational democracy research, other literatures have provided clues as to
what may account for a national government’s (in)ability to uniformly control
subnational units, when it aims to do so. These include internal armed conflict,
economic development, and corruption—factors more proximate than the three we
consider.

Internal Armed Conflict Rebels, drug cartels, and similar groups engaged in armed
conflict with the national government challenge its ability to exert control over its
territory.42 The conflict destroys infrastructure and expends government resources,43

which could otherwise be used to bring the periphery into line, when that is a national
government objective. Rebel groups that control and govern territory form distinctive
subnational political regimes.44 For these reasons, armed conflict might promote
subnational regime variation. We test this using the measure Internal armed conflict
from Clio Infra.

Economic Development It seems plausible that economic development could reduce
unevenness in countries with authoritarian- or democratic-leaning national govern-
ments. Economic development, by providing more resources to the state, may enhance
national governments’ abilities to bring subnational outliers into line with national
institutions and practices, when that is an objective. This is consistent with the state-
building literature, which emphasizes that a wealthier state can more easily extend its
rule territorially.45 We measure economic development using GDP per capita, trans-
formed by the natural logarithm.46

Corruption Corruption can reduce a national government’s ability to uniformly
control subnational units because corrupt bureaucrats and subnational officials will not
carry out directives when they conflict with schemes for personal enrichment, or they
will manipulate their implementation for personal gain. Both democratic- and
authoritarian-leaning national governments focused on bringing subnational institu-
tions and practices in line with national ones will be stymied when subnational bu-
reaucrats and officials prioritize their own personal profit instead. This does not
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presuppose that the national officials are good people, merely that they are trying to
consolidate their regimes. We test this possible proximate cause using an index com-
prised of V-Dem measures of political corruption, Corruption control. Because of the
coding of the component variables, a high score on this index indicates a low level of
corruption.

National Regime Type Distinct from the proximate factors is the possibility that
unevenness in subnational regime type is merely a function of the national regime type.
Countries might be prone to unevenness simply because they have hybrid national
regimes. In other words, nationally, neither an authoritarian nor a democratic regime has
fully consolidated so subnational regime variation is possible. This is not a satisfying
explanation because it explains “by definition,” rather than by providing a causal
explanation. Moreover, we expect that, even controlling for national regime type, there
is unexplained variation that our three factors account for. We test this by including the
variable Democracy, which is measured using the V-Dem Liberal Democracy Index and
its quadratic. If our expectations are correct, we will find that unevenness is least likely
to occur at low values (in essentially closed autocracies) and high values (in liberal
democracies) of the index and most likely to occur at middling values (in hybrid
regimes), and we expect to show that, controlling for this, Ethnic fractionalization,
Mountains, and Population are nonetheless influential.

Measuring Unevenness

Prior to testing our hypotheses, alongside these proximate factors and national regime
type, we will first explain our methods for measuring subnational regime variation and
summarize general patterns. We measure within-country unevenness using an index
created from two measures in the V-Dem dataset, one focused on the freeness and
fairness of subnational elections (Subnational election unevenness) and the other
focused on government officials’ respect for civil liberties (Civil liberties unevenness).
These measures provide the only global, time series data available on unevenness, and
they capture the concept well. Subnational election unevenness and Civil liberties
unevenness measure two central conceptualizations of democracy: the electoral
conceptualization and the liberal conceptualization.47 Poor electoral quality or respect
for civil liberties indicates a less democratic, more authoritarian regime. The measures
do not capture every conceptualization of democracy or authoritarianism (e.g.,
egalitarianism), nor do they capture every component of democracy or authoritarianism
(e.g., judicial independence). However, they measure conceptualizations and compo-
nents central to understanding regime type. They also exclude concepts such as
sovereignty and stability that are not part of regime type and thus would impede our
ability to identify generalizable factors that make a country prone to unevenness.
Validity tests of these two subnational measures show that they capture the underlying
concepts well.48 Because our focus is on explaining the phenomenon of unevenness,
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regardless of national regime type, it is fine that these measures do not distinguish
between unevenness in countries with democratic- versus authoritarian-leaning national
regimes. Together, the measures provide an overall picture of the extent to which
subnational regime type varies within a country.

The structure of the two questions that generate the data is identical. Question one
asks “Does the freeness and fairness of subnational elections vary across different areas
of the country?” Question two asks “Does government respect for civil liberties vary
across different areas of the country?” There are three possible response categories: 0 5
equivalence across most or all subnational units, 1 5 subnational units differ from each
other in the country, and 25 subnational units differ significantly from each other in the
country. It is important to note that these values, as printed here, are reversed from the
original questions in the V-Dem dataset in order to facilitate discussion of unevenness,
rather than evenness. As the complete text of the two questions and various response
categories indicate (see Table A1 in the online appendix), the variables measure how
severe the differences are among subnational units, but they do not quantify how many
subnational units differ.49 Also, we emphasize that these indicators measure dispersion
within countries, and they are not derived from separate measures of each, individual
subnational political unit. Although the measures do not capture all dimensions of
subnational variation, their geographic and temporal coverage do enable us to begin to
study this phenomenon globally and across different eras.

Data for these two measures come from country-expert coders, generally academics
or members of nongovernmental organizations and typically residents or citizens of the
country they are coding. For each indicator, an average of five coders with expertise in
elections or civil liberties are enlisted, resulting in five separate codings. Coders’
responses are aggregated in a measurement model that employs Bayesian item response
theory (IRT) modeling techniques to estimate latent polity characteristics from each set
of expert ratings. This model provides point estimates as well as estimates of
uncertainty, which are based on inter-coder reliability and other features of the coders.50

The resulting variables are only moderately correlated (Pearson’s r50.54),
suggesting that they measure different dimensions of regime type at the subnational
level. To evaluate overall unevenness, we average the two measures for each country-
year to form the variable Unevenness, which favors cases that are uneven on both
dimensions. In the analysis section, we estimate effects on the variable Unevenness and
also these dimensions separately. Histograms of each component variable, as well as the
resulting index, demonstrate a continuous distribution (see Figures A1, A2, and A3 in
the online appendix). This justifies our use of linear models in subsequent analyses.

General Patterns

We expand upon the existing literature to show the scope of subnational regime
variation. This variation exists around the globe and across time. Also, it has persisted
despite waves of democratization.
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Unevenness is a global phenomenon. In 2018, approximately 66 percent of all
countries experienced significant unevenness in either civil liberties or freedom and fairness
of subnational elections.51 Subnational regime variation is not limited to particular regions
of the world. Significant unevenness, as illustrated with black in Figure 2, and some
unevenness, depicted with dark gray, exist in every region of the world. To systematically
test for susceptibility to unevenness across different regions of the world, we include a
regions dummy variable in our models, as described in the analysis section below.

Subnational regime variation exists throughout the observed period, as shown in
Figure 3 by the solid line. This unevenness has persisted despite the so-called third wave
of democratization, as depicted with the V-Dem Liberal Democracy Index, the dashed
line in Figure 3.52 Although more countries than ever before transitioned to democracy
during the third wave, there remains subnational regime variation in these countries, as
well as in those governed by national authoritarian regimes.

The persistence of unevenness, evident also when examining individual countries, is
consistent with our theoretical framework that emphasizes the importance of more static
factors. Ruggedness of a country does not typically change, and ethnic diversity and population
size change relatively slowly. To better evaluate how well these factors account for why some
countries are more prone to unevenness than others, we conduct a series of statistical tests.

Analysis

We test our three explanatory factors, Ethnic fractionalization, Mountains, and
Population, both individually (Models 2–4) and all together (Model 5) in Table 1. We

Figure 2 Unevenness across Countries in 2018

Note: Darker shades indicate greater unevenness. No shading indicates missing data.
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also test these explanatory variables, which measure distal factors, alongside more
proximate factors and national regime type (Models 6–15) in Table 2. Taken together,
the results indicate that ethnic diversity, ruggedness, and population size have a
profound influence on the level of unevenness in a country and that the influence of
these distal factors is apparent even after controlling for more proximate causes and
national regime type. Again, our purpose is not to disconfirm the impact of proximate
causes, but to demonstrate that distal factors are also influential.

We test our hypotheses using time-series cross-sectional data from 155 countries
between 1900 and 2018. In order to consider the effect on unevenness of both time-
varying and time-invariant variables, we employ a “within-between” random-effects
model.53 Where appropriate, we estimate both a within-country effect (i.e., by country
mean centering) and a between-country effect (i.e., by grand mean centering) for time-
varying variables. For time-invariant variables, only the between-country effect is
estimated. This approach is particularly useful when testing our time-invariant distal
factors alongside time-varying proximate factors as in Models 6–15. All models include
year fixed effects and lag right-side variables by one year in order to model time-
dependent relationships and block potential confounders.

We have shown above that unevenness is not limited to particular regions of the
world. However, it could be that some parts of the world, by virtue of a shared culture,
religion, or historical experience, are more prone to unevenness than others. Indeed, one
might infer from the focus of subnational democracy studies—many of which examine
Latin American countries or Russia—that these regions are more susceptible to

Figure 3 Unevenness over Time

Note: This figure provides the annual, global means. It uses interval measures helpful to exam-
ining relative change across time, but not to interpreting absolute values.
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unevenness than others. To account for these complex cultural and historical
determinants of unevenness, we also include region dummies in all models.54

In devising plausible specifications, we begin in Table 1 with Model 1, which sets a
benchmark for model fit by including only region and year fixed effects.55 Model 2 adds
Ethnic fractionalization, which is significant in the predicted direction, confirming that
countries with greater ethnic heterogeneity experience greater unevenness across
regions. Models 3 and 4 add our remaining two variables of theoretical interest:
Mountains and Population (logged), respectively. As hypothesized, the results
demonstrate a positive and statistically significant association between Mountains and
unevenness.56 The between-effect of Population is positive and significant, indicating
that larger countries also tend to experience greater unevenness.57 These hypotheses are
tested alongside each other in Model 5, and, again, the findings are consistent with our
expectations. In models not depicted here, we also performed tests of interaction effects
between each of these three variables, which produced null findings. As our theoretical
framework predicts, each appears to act independently on unevenness.

In addition to be being statistically significant and in the hypothesized direction, the
magnitude of these effects is substantial. Consider a country with a relatively low degree
of unevenness such as Sweden (unevenness index 5 0.11 in 2018).58 Now, consider the
impact of raising that country’s ruggedness, ethnic fractionalization, and population by
one standard deviation. Model 5 predicts that this hypothetical set of changes would
result in a level of unevenness roughly equivalent to the actual level of Canada
(unevenness 5 0.24). An additional increase of one SD across these three variables
would raise the level of unevenness to that of the United States (unevenness 5 0.36).
And a third increase (to a total of 3 SDs) would result in a level of unevenness
equivalent to that of Serbia (unevenness 5 0.52). A fourth increase (to a total of 4 SDs)
would result in a level of unevenness close to that of Russia (unevenness 5 .68) or
Mexico (unevenness 5 0.69). The marginal effects produced by changes in these key
variables are also demonstrated in Figures A4 through A6 in the online appendix.
Taking each measure separately, these figures illustrate our main findings: change in
ruggedness, ethnic fractionalization, or population size has a clear and substantial
impact on unevenness.

In Table 2, tests of our explanatory factors alongside measures of Federalism,
Malapportionment, Closed-list PR, Economic heterogeneity, Diverse regime neighbor-
hood, Internal armed conflict, GDP per capita, Corruption control, and Democracy
provide additional support for our hypotheses. These tests use the specifications in
Model 5 in Table 1. The number of observations, both years and countries covered, in
these models varies depending on the availability of data for the measures of proximate
factors and national regime type. These tests demonstrate the impact of our variables of
interest, which, in most cases, is not disturbed or overwhelmed by additional factors; the
direction of the relationship and the magnitude of the effect remain largely consistent.
These tests also enable us to assess whether a variable omitted in our models might be
causing social heterogeneity and other challenges to state power in addition to
unevenness.
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Specifically, Models 6–13 introduce a single proximate factor alongside our three
distal factors, and in each case the direction of the relationship for the distal factors
remains unchanged and the magnitude of their effect remains largely consistent. While
several of the proximate factors demonstrated the expected effect on unevenness, it is
important to note that Models 6–13 are designed to test for the influence of our
hypothesized distal factors in the presence of proximate factors, not to provide a
definitive test of the proximate factors. That said, our results do not substantiate the
expected relationship between each of the following proximate factors and unevenness:
Malapportionment (Model 7),59 Closed-list PR (Model 8),60 and Diverse regime
neighborhood (Model 10).61 We also tested for the possibility that Malapportionment
and Closed-list PR might be influential only in countries with democratic-leaning
national governments as those national legislatures tend to be more powerful than their
counterparts in countries with authoritarian-leaning national governments. To do so, we
included an interaction term with Democracy; however, these results also failed to
substantiate the expected relationships (see Table A3 in the online appendix.)

Our results do provide at least some support for hypotheses related to Federalism
(Model 6),62 Economic heterogeneity (Model 9), Internal armed conflict (Model 11),
GDP per capita (Model 12),63 and Corruption control (Model 13). With the exception
of Federalism and GDP per capita, where only the within component conforms to
theory, each variable demonstrates the expected relationship with unevenness and
reaches statistical significance. Even when taking these proximate factors into account,
however, our three distal factors continue to demonstrate a separate effect on the
outcome.64 Furthermore, results for these proximate factors are largely consistent with
our theoretical framework. Economic heterogeneity, for example, may act similarly to
ethnic diversity: subnational differences, ethnic or economic, can promote varied
subnational regime types, and it is more difficult for national leaders to exert control
over different rather than similar subnational regimes. Similarly, Internal armed conflict
is likely to hinder a national government’s ability to extend its authority territorially and
to create distinct rebel-governed subnational regimes. Although a more proximate and
potentially endogenous factor, the results for Corruption Control are also consistent
with our theory: corruption can reduce a national government’s ability to extend
uniform control over the country because corrupt bureaucrats and subnational officials
will not carry out directives when those directives conflict with schemes for personal
enrichment or they will manipulate their implementation for personal gain.

To examine the potential impact of national regime type, we include Democracy
and its squared term in Model 14. This specification accounts for the greater prevalence
of unevenness among hybrid regimes. The results show that democracy has a
curvilinear relationship to unevenness, with the greatest unevenness occurring near the
middle of the democracy scale. However, unevenness is not merely a result of national
regime type: Ethnic fractionalization, Mountains, and Population continue to
demonstrate a separate effect on unevenness. Thus, national regime type is not a
stand-alone explanation. It is also not a satisfying one because it does not provide a
causal explanation, but rather a definitional one—neither an authoritarian nor a
654

Comparative Politics July 2021



democratic national regime has fully consolidated so subnational regime variation is
possible.

Finally, Model 15 includes all the distal and proximate factors and national regime
type together in one model, using multiple imputation to address the large number of
missing observations for particular measures of proximate factors, especially
Malapportionment and Economic heterogeneity. The results, aggregated across five
imputed data sets, further demonstrate the robust relationship between unevenness and
Ethnic fractionalization, Mountains, and Population.

In sum, we still find strong relationships between unevenness and our three distal
factors even when proximate factors and national regime type are included.
Interestingly, the proximate factors that produce significant results—economic
heterogeneity, internal armed conflict, corruption control—are consistent with our
theoretical approach. These findings lend further support to our hypotheses about distal
factors and our theoretical framework.

Regarding tests of region dummies, we find that, compared to Western Europe and
North America—a region of the world where unevenness is rarely identified—
unevenness is significantly more likely to be found in Latin America, the Middle East
and North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, Southeast Asia, and South Asia (see Table A4 in
the online appendix).65 It is possible that we omitted a variable that could explain
greater levels of unevenness in all these regions, but, due to the diversity of the regions
and the many alternative explanations we test, we suspect that there might be
idiosyncratic factors that operate within particular regions. Either way, our analysis
boosts confidence that the factors we have identified are important determinants of
unevenness, even though there is still more variation left to explain.66

Naturally, there are alternate approaches one might take to modeling the complex
relationships of theoretical interest. One might employ pooled ordinary least squares,
between-effects ordinary least squares, or simple random effects in order to emphasize
the cross-sectional component of the analysis. This makes a certain amount of sense
with respect to fixed covariates, such as those measuring geography or ethnicity. Tests
conducted with these estimators confirm the results posted in Tables 1 and 2, although
naturally the size of the estimated coefficients depends upon the structure of the model.
As an alternative to including Democracy and its squared term, we reproduced the
analysis including only hybrid regimes, and these factors remained influential. We also
performed these tests on the two individual components of the unevenness index, with
similar results (see Tables A7 through A10 in the online appendix.)

A final concern is measurement error. While mountains and population seem fairly
secure, one might wonder about measurements of concepts such as ethnic
fractionalization and democracy. Reassuringly, alternate measures of ethnic fraction-
alization and democracy show identical patterns, suggesting that the results posted in
Tables 1 and 2 are not the product of idiosyncratic errors in measurement (though
naturally we cannot rule out systematic errors in measurement).67

As a final robustness check, we reproduce our analyses in Tables 1 and 2
incorporating measurement uncertainty for all V-Dem variables. Although measurement
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uncertainty is rarely taken into account, we do so here by running each model on 900
draws from the posterior distribution of each V-Dem variable (including both left- and
right-side variables).68 These results, shown in Tables A11 and A12 in the online
appendix, are largely consistent with results in Tables 1 and 2. Incorporating
measurement uncertainty increases our confidence that our results reveal true
relationships.

These findings support our theoretical framework, which posits that countries are
more prone to unevenness primarily—though of course not exclusively—because of
societal heterogeneity and structural challenges to the state’s ability to govern the
periphery.

Conclusion

In examining unevenness, this article makes three contributions. First, it demonstrates
theoretically and empirically how social heterogeneity and structural factors under-
mining the national government’s ability to extend uniform control promote subnational
regime variation. It offers an explanation for why countries are prone to unevenness,
whereas prior subnational democracy studies have investigated why certain subnational
units of a country are outliers. In doing so, this article reveals underlying exogenous
factors for this variation within countries, while much of the existing literature examines
more proximate, endogenous causes. Our empirical results demonstrate that countries
that are rugged, more populous, and more ethnically diverse are more likely to exhibit
unevenness. Our theoretical framework proposes how this collection of fundamental
geographic and demographic characteristics diversifies the political practices and
institutions in countries while also challenging national governments’ abilities to impose
uniformity when they choose to do so. Statistical analysis using within-between
regression models and the innovation of incorporating measurement uncertainty provide
support for our theory.

Second, the article reveals the scope of the phenomenon. Something that previous
works have been unable to do due to the limited number of countries, parts of the globe,
state structures, and eras examined. We show that unevenness exists in all regions of the
world, though it is more common in some than others. Our findings also indicate that
unevenness exists in both unitary and federal states. This finding likely relates to our
point about the causal importance of the national government being able to extend its
power into the periphery. Just because a country has a unitary system of government
with relatively great powers granted to national leaders does not mean that they have the
ability to act on those de jure powers. Further, this article has shown that unevenness is
not a contemporary phenomenon, but something that existed during different
democratization waves and reversals and despite the influences of different eras, such
as the post-war periods and the Cold War.

Third, our development of benchmark models and introduction of global measures
of unevenness from the V-Dem dataset will hopefully encourage new lines of inquiry.
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Looking forward, in-depth country studies will continue to be important for developing
new hypotheses and revealing causal mechanisms. Our models and measures will be
useful for the testing of hypotheses and uncovering cross-national patterns. The models
and measures can also help us to examine additional questions, for example, how is
unevenness overcome and when does it result in breakdowns of democracy. Ultimately,
this cross-national approach, coupled with in-depth country studies, can improve our
understanding of regime type and regime change by illuminating how politics outside of
national capitals impacts entire countries.
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APPENDIX

Table A1. Variable Definitions

Dependent Variables

Unevenness. Average of Civil liberties unevenness and Subnational election unevenness. If no
subnational elections are held in a given country-year, the index is equal to the level of civil
liberties unevenness. Source: V-Dem, Coppedge et. al 2019a. CL_SE_mean

Civil liberties unevenness. Note that in this paper, the values are reversed from the original
questions appearing in the V-Dem dataset in order to facilitate discussion of unevenness,
rather than evenness. Does government respect for civil liberties vary across different areas of
the country? 0: No. Government officials in most or all areas of the country equally respect
(or, alternatively, equally do not respect) civil liberties. 1: Somewhat. Government officials in
some areas of the country respect civil liberties somewhat more (or, alternatively, somewhat
less) than government officials in other areas of the country. 2: Yes. Government officials in
some areas of the country respect civil liberties significantly more (or, alternatively,
significantly less) than government officials in other areas of the country. Source: V-Dem,
Coppedge et. al 2019a. v2clrgunev

Subnational election unevenness. Note that in this paper, the values are reversed from the
original questions appearing in the V-Dem dataset in order to facilitate discussion of
unevenness, rather than evenness. Does the freeness and fairness of subnational elections
vary across different areas of the country? Subnational elections refer to elections to regional
or local offices. 0: No. Subnational elections in most or all areas of the country are equally
free and fair (or, alternatively, equally not free and not fair). 1: Somewhat. Subnational
elections in some areas of the country are somewhat more free and fair (or, alternatively,
somewhat less free and fair) than subnational elections in other areas of the country. 2: Yes.
Subnational elections in some areas of the country are significantly more free and fair (or,
alternatively, significantly less free and fair) than subnational elections in other areas of the
country. Source: V-Dem, Coppedge et. al 2019a. v2elsnlsff

Independent Variables

Closed-list PR. This is measured with a trichotomous measure that incorporates district
magnitude and ballot structure. Coding: 0 5 majoritarian or preferential-vote; 1 5 mixed-
member majority (MMM) or block vote; 2 5 closed-list PR. Source: Gerring and Thacker
2008. PR

Corruption control. Five V-Dem indicators (v2exbribe v2exembez v2exthftps v2lgcrrpt
v2jucorrdc) are included in a principal components factor analysis, the first component of
which provides the index. Scale: Higher value means less corruption. Source: V-Dem,
Coppedge et. al 2019a. v2exbribe v2exembez v2exthftps v2lgcrrpt v2jucorrdc

(Continued)
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Table A1. (continued)

Dependent Variables

Democracy. This variable uses the V-Dem Liberal Democracy Index, which captures both
electoral and liberal democracy principles. Source: V-Dem, Coppedge et. al 2019a. v2x_
libdem

Democracy2. Quadratic form of Liberal Democracy index. See above.
Diverse regime neighborhood. Average gap (as an absolute value) between the Democracy
score of the country of interest and that of each of its contiguous neighbors, weighted by GDP
per capita. Source: V-Dem, Coppedge et. al 2019a. demo_neighbors_gdppc

Economic heterogeneity. Measures regional inequality within a country using a population
weighted coefficient of variance. Source: Lee and Rogers 2019. covw

Ethnic fractionalization. An index of ethnic heterogeneity reflecting the probability that two
randomly selected individuals from a country are from two different groups, based on ethnic
data from Encyclopedia Britannica and additional sources. Scale: value ranging from 0 to 1,
with a greater value indicating greater diversity in a country. Source: Alesina et al. 2003. al_
ethnic

Federalism. An index of regional authority in a country, including both the authority exercised
by a regional government over those who live in the region and the authority exercised by
that government or its representatives in the country as a whole. Source: Hooghe et al. 2016.
RAI

GDP per capita, ln. Gross domestic product (GDP) per capita. Source: Maddison 2010. e_
migdppcln

Internal armed conflict. This is coded as 1 in a given year if the country experienced internal
armed conflict and 0 otherwise. Source: Clio-Infra 2012. e_miinterc

Malapportionment. Measures the degree of malapportionment of seats in the lower chambers
of national legislatures. Malapportionment is a discrepancy between an area’s share of
legislature seats and its share of the population. Scale: value ranging from 0 to 1, representing
the absolute value of the difference between each district’s share of legislative seats and
population, summed, then divided by two. Source: Samuels and Snyder 2001.
Malapportionment

Mountains. Measures the percentage of land covered by mountains within a country,
transformed by the natural logarithm. Source: Gerrard 2000. lmtnest

Population, ln. Measures the total population of a country, transformed by the natural
logarithm. Source: Clio-Infra 2012 and World Bank 2018. pop_ln_combined

Regions. A dummy variable was created for each region: Eastern Europe and Central Asia
(includes Mongolia), Latin America (includes Cuba and the Dominican Republic), Middle
East and North Africa (includes Israel and Turkey), sub-Saharan Africa, Western Europe and
North America (includes Cyprus, Australia, and New Zealand), East Asia, Southeast Asia,
South Asia, and the Caribbean (includes Belize, Haiti, Guyana and Suriname). Source:
Quality of Government Standard Dataset, Teorell 2013. e_regionpol

Note: Variable names from the paper’s dataset appear at the end of each entry.
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Table A2. Descriptive Statistics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

VARIABLES N mean SD min max countries

Unevenness 18,575 0.418 0.203 0.023 0.917 183
Civil liberties unevenness 18,575 0.435 0.223 0.000 1.000 183
Subnational election unevenness 13,713 0.390 0.242 0.000 1.000 179

Closed-list PR 5,668 0.755 0.930 0.000 2.000 141
Corruption control 13,677 -0.000 2.037 -4.437 4.472 182
Democracy 18,191 0.249 0.249 0.002 0.914 183
Diverse regime neighborhood 11,440 1.522 1.117 0.000 6.692 172
Economic heterogeneity 1,366 0.341 0.225 0.002 2.490 75
Ethnic fractionalization 17,546 0.450 0.265 0.000 0.930 168
Federalism 3,732 8.835 9.413 0.000 36.990 77
GDP per capita, ln 12,199 8.366 1.129 4.898 12.305 163
Internal armed conflict 14,512 0.085 0.279 0.000 1.000 169
Malapportionment 73 0.064 0.060 0.000 0.262 73
Mountains, ln 16,201 2.113 1.421 0.000 4.557 159
Population, ln 17,621 15.231 1.883 9.792 21.050 177
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Other Subnational Literatures

Other works have examined variation in specific subnational institutions, such as
subnational judiciaries (e.g. Rebecca Bill Chavez, The Rule of Law in Nascent
Democracies: Judicial Politics in Argentina (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
2004); Matthew C. Ingram, Crafting Courts in New Democracies: The Politics of
Subnational Judicial Reform in Brazil and Mexico (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2015)), electoral rules (e.g. Kathleen Bruhn and Steven Wuhs, “Competition,
Decentralization, and Candidate Selection in Mexico,” American Behavioral Scientist,
60 (June 2016), 819-36) and domestic violence laws (e.g. Catalina Smulovitz, “Legal
Inequality and Federalism: Domestic Violence Laws in the Argentine Provinces,” Latin
American Politics and Society, 57 (Fall 2015), 1-26). Other works have focused on
subnational variation in other phenomena, such as municipal governmental performance
(e.g. Matthew R. Cleary, The Sources of Democratic Representation in Mexico (Notre
Dame: Notre Dame University Press, 2010)), state capacity (e.g. Imke Harbers,
“Taxation and the Unequal Reach of the State: Mapping State Capacity in Ecuador,”
Governance, 28 (July 2015), 373-91), and education reform (e.g. R. Douglas Hecock,
“Electoral Competition, Globalization, and Subnational Education Spending in Mexico,
1999-2004,” American Journal of Political Science, 50 (October 2006), 950-61.

Coding of Disputed Territories

The following criteria are considered in making the determination of whether a disputed
territory is coded as a separate country or as part of another country: “n Formal (legal)
sovereignty, or at least claims to sovereignty. . .n Continuity with a contemporary
nation-state. n Defined borders...n A capital. . .n A person or body that exercises
executive powers...n Self-rule, at least with respect to domestic affairs. n A distinct
governing style and/or quality of democracy relative to surrounding territories. . .n A
distinct constitution from the surrounding territories or the wider polity the country
might be subservient to. n Lacking (equal) representation at the central level of the wider
polity it might be subservient to.” The Country Coding Units document describes this
evaluation in greater detail and also provides the decisions about whether specific
disputed territories are treated as independent coding units or parts of other units
(Michael Coppedge, John Gerring, Carl Henrick Knutsen, Staffan I. Lindberg, Jan
Teorell, Kyle L. Marquardt, Juraj Medzihorsky et al., “V-Dem Methodology v9”
(2019b), distributed by Varieties for Democracy (V-Dem) Project, https://www.
v-dem.net/media/filer_public/2b/e8/2be80341-348e-453e-b766-e74f314155d2/v-dem_
methodology_v9.pdf).
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Figure A1. Histogram of Unevenness
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Figure A2. Histogram of Civil Liberties Unevenness
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Figure A3. Histogram of Subnational Election Unevenness
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Figure A4. Marginal Effects of Ethnic Fractionalization on Unevenness

Predictive margins with 95% confidence intervals, based on Model 5 in Table 1.
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Figure A5. Marginal Effects of Mountains on Unevenness

Predictive margins with 95% confidence intervals, based on Model 5 in Table 1.
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Figure A6. Marginal Effects of Population on Unevenness

Predictive margins with 95% confidence intervals, based on Model 5 in Table
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Table A3. Additional Tests with Interaction Effects

(1) (2)
VARIABLES

Ethnic fractionalization (b) 0.128 0.183***
[0.084] [0.070]

Mountains, ln (b) 0.011 0.023**
[0.012] [0.010]

Population, ln (b) 0.041** 0.022**
[0.018] [0.011]

Malapportionment (b) 0.051
[0.242]

Malapportionment (b) x Democracy (b) 0.098
[1.030]

Closed-list PR (w) 0.014
[0.014]

Closed-list PR (b) 0.001
[0.016]

Closed-list PR (w) x Democracy (w) 0.089
[0.068]

Closed-list PR (b) x Democracy (b) -0.059
[0.068]

Democracy (w) -0.205***
[0.057]

Democracy (b) -0.619*** -0.455***
[0.094] [0.091]

Year FE U U
Region FE U U
Observations 69 5195
Countries 69 128
Years 1 103
R-squared 0.808 0.647
Within-between models. Dependent variable is an index of unevenness made up of two components: civil
liberties unevenness and subnational election unevenness; larger values represent greater unevenness.
Within-country variables are group mean centered (w); between-country variables are grand mean centered
(b). Cluster-robust standard errors in brackets. All right-side variables measured at t-1. All models include
year and region fixed effects (FE).
*** p,0.01, ** p,0.05, * p,0.10
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Table A4. Region Dummies

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
VARIABLES

Ethnic
fractionalization (b)

0.170*** 0.141**
[0.060] [0.058]

Mountains, ln (b) 0.039*** 0.032***
[0.009] [0.008]

Population, ln (b) 0.037*** 0.030***
[0.009] [0.008]

Region
Eastern Europe and
Central Asia

0.085** 0.056 0.076** 0.104*** 0.068*
[0.041] [0.041] [0.038] [0.040] [0.039]

Latin America 0.300*** 0.267*** 0.267*** 0.328*** 0.267***
[0.050] [0.050] [0.047] [0.047] [0.046]

Middle East & North
Africa

0.261*** 0.227*** 0.260*** 0.295*** 0.259***
[0.043] [0.046] [0.039] [0.041] [0.042]

Sub-Saharan Africa 0.255*** 0.174*** 0.270*** 0.299*** 0.236***
[0.037] [0.050] [0.036] [0.038] [0.049]

East Asia 0.059 0.080 0.020 0.001 -0.002
[0.054] [0.050] [0.047] [0.049] [0.040]

Southeast Asia 0.276*** 0.238*** 0.262*** 0.268*** 0.225***
[0.068] [0.071] [0.058] [0.059] [0.055]

South Asia 0.316*** 0.265*** 0.272*** 0.289*** 0.217***
[0.049] [0.058] [0.061] [0.039] [0.055]

The Pacific 0.238*** 0.206** 0.238*** 0.332*** 0.287***
[0.071] [0.087] [0.034] [0.057] [0.047]

The Caribbean 0.137** 0.080 0.181*** 0.232*** 0.202***
[0.063] [0.073] [0.050] [0.066] [0.064]

Year FE U U U U U

Region FE U U U U U

Observations 15578 15578 15578 15578 15578
Countries 155 155 155 155 155
Years 118 118 118 118 118
R-squared 0.283 0.303 0.352 0.344 0.404

Within-between models. Dependent variable is an index of unevenness made up of two components: civil
liberties unevenness and subnational election unevenness; larger values represent greater unevenness.
Within-country variables are group mean centered (w); between-country variables are grand mean centered
(b). Cluster-robust standard errors in brackets. All right-side variables measured at t-1. All models include
year and region fixed effects (FE). Europe and North America is the reference category for region. ***
p,0.01, ** p,0.05, * p,0.10
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Table A5. Main Tests without Region Fixed Effects

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
VARIABLES

Ethnic
fractionalization (b)

0.286*** 0.318***
[0.047] [0.045]

Mountains, ln (b) 0.037*** 0.037***
[0.010] [0.010]

Population, ln (b) 0.014* 0.015*
[0.009] [0.009]

Year FE U U U U U

Region FE
Observations 15578 15578 15578 15578 15578
Countries 155 155 155 155 155
Years 118 118 118 118 118
R-squared 0.00160 0.120 0.0768 0.0137 0.222

Within-between models. Dependent variable is an index of unevenness made up of two components: civil
liberties unevenness and subnational election unevenness; larger values represent greater unevenness.
Within-country variables are group mean centered (w); between-country variables are grand mean centered
(b). Cluster-robust standard errors in brackets. All right-side variables measured at t-1. All models include
year fixed effects (FE). *** p,0.01, ** p,0.05, * p,0.10
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Table A7. Main Tests with Civil Liberties Unevenness

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Ethnic
fractionalization (b)

0.181** 0.152**
[0.071] [0.069]

Mountains, ln (b) 0.041*** 0.034***
[0.009] [0.009]

Population, ln (b) 0.036*** 0.029***
[0.010] [0.010]

Year FE U U U U U

Region FE U U U U U
Observations 15578 15578 15578 15578 15578
Countries 155 155 155 155 155
Years 118 118 118 118 118
R-squared 0.255 0.275 0.313 0.304 0.358
Within-between models. Dependent variable is civil liberties unevenness; larger values represent greater
unevenness. Within-country variables are group mean centered (w); between-country variables are grand
mean centered (b). Cluster-robust standard errors in brackets. All right-side variables measured at t-1. All
models include year and region fixed effects (FE). *** p,0.01, ** p,0.05, * p,0.10
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Table A9. Main Tests with Subnational Election Unevenness

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Ethnic
fractionalization (b)

0.139* 0.115*
[0.074] [0.070]

Mountains, ln (b) 0.035*** 0.030***
[0.010] [0.010]

Population, ln (b) 0.031*** 0.025**
[0.011] [0.011]

Year FE U U U U U

Region FE U U U U U
Observations 12095 12095 12095 12095 12095
Countries 153 153 153 153 153
Years 118 118 118 118 118
R-squared 0.272 0.284 0.324 0.323 0.366
Within-between models. Dependent variable is subnational election unevenness; larger values represent
greater unevenness. Within-country variables are group mean centered (w); between-country variables are
grand mean centered (b). Cluster-robust standard errors in brackets. All right-side variables measured at t-1.
All models include year fixed effects (FE). *** p,0.01, ** p,0.05, * p,0.
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Table A11. Main Tests with Measurement Uncertainty

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Ethnic
fractionalization (b)

0.110*** 0.092**
[0.042] [0.043]

Mountains (b) 0.024*** 0.020***
[0.006] [0.005]

Population, ln (b) 0.024*** 0.019***
[0.006] [0.006]

Year FE U U U U U

Region FE U U U U U

Observations 15564 15564 15564 15564 15564
Countries 155 155 155 155 155
Years 118 118 118 118 118
R-squared 0.238 .257 0.297 0.293 0.345

Within-between models. Dependent variable is an index of unevenness made up of two components: civil
liberties unevenness and subnational election unevenness; larger values represent greater unevenness.
Within-country variables are group mean centered (w); between-country variables are grand mean centered
(b). Cluster-robust standard errors in brackets. All right-side variables measured at t-1. All models include
year and region fixed effects (FE). *** p,0.01, ** p,0.05, * p,0.10
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el
s
in
cl
ud
e
ye
ar

an
d
re
gi
on

fi
xe
d
ef
fe
ct
s
(F
E
).
**

*
p,

0.
01

,
**

p,
0.
05

,
*
p,

0.
10

N
ot
e:

T
hi
s
ro
bu
st
ne
ss

ch
ec
k
se
ts
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gh
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d
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ra
re
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ot
he
r
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er
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e
in
cl
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r
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