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CHAPTER ONE

Partisan Linkages and Social Policy
b&@m@ in Argentina and Chile

-

ERNESTO CALVO AND MARfA VICTORIA MURILLO

Widespread democratization since the 1970s has generated a reassessment of the lir:
erature on party-voter linkages, with a special emphasis on whether distributive tie:
should be characterized as programmaric or clientelistic (see the introduction to this
volume). As the delivery of private and public goods for electoral gain has become
the subject of scholarly scrutiny, researchers have sought a better integration of the
programmatic and clientelistic incentives that determine the strategies of parties and
the behavior of voters.! The early literarure on distributive politics saw program-
matic and clientelistic parties as analytically and historically distinct. Consequently,
mnro?,a proposed competing theories to explain the electoral strategies of distinctly
programmatic or clientelistic parties. Distinct theories, in turn, demanded different
characterizations of programmatic and clientelistic voters.

Drawing heavily from Responsible Party models of U.S. politics, scholats char-
acterized programumatic linkages as a policy tie where parties deliver public goods
to ideologically committed voters. These voters relied on informational shortcuts
(cues) to make voting decisions and develop- policy expectations consistent with

the clectoral platforms of programmatic parties.” As it was eloquently described by
H,S.EQ and Stokes:

Under a system of party government the voters’ response to the local legislative
candidates is based on the candidares’ identification with party programs. These
programs are the substance of their appeals to the constituency, which will act
n the basis of its information about the proposals and legislative record of the
parties. Since the party programs are of domihant importance, the candidates are
.mmun?nm of any independent basis of support. They will not be able to build in
‘their home districts an electoral redoubt from which to challenge the leadership
.of their parties.?
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By contrast, a separate literature described clientelistic linkages in starkly differ-

ent terms, explaining the non-programmatic distribution of particularistic benefits

to a restricted menu of voters on sociohistorical grounds. As described by Kitschelt

and Wilkinson:
In a cliencelistic relationship, in contrast, the politician’s delivery of a good is
contingent upon the actions of specific members of the clectorate. . . . What makes
dlientelistic exchange distinctive is not simply the fact thac the benefits are rar-
geted. Rather, it is the fact thar politicians target the benefits ondy to individuals
or identifiable small groups who have already delivered or who promise to deliver

their electoral support to the partisan benefactor.™

The publication of Cox and McCubbins's Electoral Politics as a Redistributive
Game® began to bridge the gulf berween the clientelistic and programmatic party
liceratures. For the next twenty years, an increasing number of scholars recognized
the programmatic and non-programmatic behavior of parties as complementary
strategies.® Rather than a distinguishing trait of party systems, programmatic and
non-programmatic distributive incentives became theoretically and empirically inter-
twined. However, we have yet to see an equally integrated model that explains the
distriburive preferences of voters.

In this chapter we £l chis gap in the literature, showing that voters develop
programmatic and non-programmatic expectations in regard to the delivery of pri-
vate, club, and public goods. We demonstrate the distinct role of partisan networks
and ideological attachments to explain the distributive expectations of voters by
emphasizing how access to publicly provided benefits shapes voters distriburive

expectations. .

Wi argue that, just as parties offer voters a portfolio of benefits that include pro-
ic policies and non-programmatic goods, voters develop distributive expecta-
ds. We describe distinct mecha-

grammati
tions in regard to the delivery of public policies and goo

nisms that explain the programmatic and non-programmaic Components of voters
attitudes. We provide evidence that clientelistic linkages are mediared by partisan net-
works that screen deserving voters. By contrast, programsatic linkages result from

ideological attachments that may be orthogonal to partisan distribution nerworks.
To SUppOIt our aIguIment, We Center oux empirical analyses on two well-know

case studies: Argentina and Chile. While researchers tend to characterize Chilean
parties as programmatic and Argentine partes as clientelistic, this chapter shows
that votess in these countries have distributive expectations that include both deter:
minants of distributive expectations. Finally, we explain how partisan networks an

ideological affinity differ in voters of both counuries.

Argentinag nx& Chile o

First, we describe the formation of party-vorer linkages in Latin America, which
are characterized by partisan networks that connect voters to party members as well
as by policy affinity traits. In the following section, we explain bow these existing
partisan linkages shape the distributive expectations of voters in Latin America. We
then analyze party-voter linkages in Argentina and Chile and conclude by discussing
the policy implications of our analysis.

Partisan Linkages and Social Policy Delivery
in the New Latin American Democracies

The literature on Latin American political parties has always erophasized their non-
ideological character and weak.institutionalization.” After the return of democracy
and its coincidence with dramaric shifts in models of economic development, recent
contributions have focused on the increasing reliance of Latin American politi-

 cal parties on clientelism and patronage for electoral gain. Throughout the 1990s
- the combination of intense electoral competition and tighter fiscal nbéoggﬂh
| made political parties increasingly dependent on the distribution of handouts—
clientelismn—and public jobs-—patronage. According to this literature, the conver-
- gence toward market reforms in the 1990s limited the ability of polirical parties to

nmm.&mnn more universal redistributive policies, thereby increasing the pressure to
eliver private goods'to particular constituencies in order to muster political sup-
port.® In a context of state retrenchment, populist parties became ever more reliant
n the access and distribution of particularistic benefits.

: The expanding literature on clientelistn in the region has benefited from an em-
hasis on the strategies of political parties and governments in using private goods
istribution to foster political support. This literature provides important insights
n the design of programs,’ the portfolio of goods being distributed, the shift from
rogrammatic to clientelistic strategies,” the impact of differential access to fiscal re-
irces,” and the mobilization strategies that underlic the choice of different targets
f distribution.” Our research, by contrast, focuses on the demand side by Hooﬁbm.
oters’ distributive expectations and how they are shaped by prior experiences in
distribution of publicly financed benefits. In so doing, we assume that voter-
ty linkages are not spot exchanges of vote buying as described in Stokes, but
ed on longer-term interactions with political organizations and public officials.
interactions shape voters’ perceptions in regard to the political venues to ac-
publicly funded benefits and their assessment of political parties.

In our view; votess are self-interested social actors, embedded in a complex web
litical networks, who update their preferences based on information about the
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likelihood of receiving public and private benefits from parties. We distinguish dis-
tributive prefevences from distributive expectations, with preferences being explained by
voters social and economic traits such as income, education, or skills, and. expecza-
tions being explained by the perceived likelibood that parties will deliver goods and
the mechanism shaping their access to such benefits. Such expecrations, we argue,
have a crucial role in defining voters’ electoral behavior and thereby the program-
matic and non-programmatic linkages connecting voters to parties.

Whereas most of the prior literature on voter-party linkages has focused on the
delivery of different types of goods—public or private—for distinguishing program-
matic from clientelistic parties, our classification probes the question of how voters
access benefits, For example, while conditional cash transfers are now prominent in
much of Latin America,’s access to benefits could result from voters being proximate
to party brokers or from bureaucratically defined rules chat identify a targer popula-
tion. Access to unemployment insurance could be mediated by party brokers in one
country and by bureaucratic agencies in another. Public sector posts could be filled
by open searches undeér civil service rules or at the discretion of senior party figures.
In other words, the same public or private goods may secve diverse political goals in
different political environments depending on how policy access is defined in the
letter of the law and, more importantdly, in its implementation.

Differences in the role of party organizations for delivering publicly funded re-
sources, in turn, are shaped by institutional constraints on policy implementation.

This distinction is crucial to assess, whether or not the distributive expectations of

voters are associated with specific delivery mechanisms. Consequendly, while we do
not ignore differences in the excludability of goods, our focus is on whether policies
are implemented in 2 manner in which benefits depend on a voter’s proximity to
party members or are independent of such a connection. _

Voters’ Distributive Expectations and Political Linkages

Voters' distributive expectations result from. their prior interactions with political
networks, as described in the ethnographic literature,'® and from retrospective as-
sessments of policy implementation that determine eligibility to publicly provided
benefits. Consequently, party-voter linkages vary both across countries (depending
on institutional constraints on policy implementation) and across parties (depend-
ing on organizational capacity to deliver benefits through networks or to credibly
commit to programmaric redistribution using ideological cues).

Based on prior distributive experiences, voters assign importance or weight to
their connectionis to members of different parties as a critical mechanism for ac-
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cessing benefits. Voters also assign varying levels of significance to their ideological
distance from candidates of different parties. Consequently, voter-specific distribu-
tive expectations result from the relative proximity of voters to partisan networks
and their relative policy distance. Consequently, whereas preferences for redistribu-
tion may be explained by socioeconomic traits such as income, class, or education,
partisan networks and policy positioning play a key role in shaping the distributive
expectations of voters. :

We assume that voters perceive political parties as providers of benefits that are
independently delivered through public policy and partisan networks. Differences
in the import voters attach to each of these mechanisms in accessing publicly funded
goods, we argue, allows us to distinguish between programmatic and clientelistic
linkages. The emphasis on access to excludable private goods is of critical impor-
tance since the same benefit can be delivered through general criteria (either univer-
sal or group-based) or through personal connections between voters and members
of parties. However, the weight that voters attach to their proximity to party mem-
bets and/or their ideological affinity to platforms vaties greatly, given that voters
neither share the same connection to all parties nor obtain identical returns from
clientelistic or programmatic distribution.

The distributive expectations of voters are characterized by three main compo-
nents, First, voters have different tastes for distribution, which are largely explained
by socioeconomic traits that determine the marginal value of the benefit received.
A second component is the weight that individual voters attach to the probability
of receiving benefits based on their ideological proximity to partes—independent
of party membership. In this case, targered discribution js the resulr of policies that
voters perceive as beneficial to their group category. Finally, the third component is
the importance that each individual voter attaches to his or her connection to party
“members in developing expectations for accessing benefits conditional on patterns
of policy implementation thar allow parties discretion in the delivery of publicly
provided benefits:

Itis important to note that proximity to party members is not simply need-based.
Even if a voter is eager to receive goods from a party; he or she may be far removed
from parry members thar are in position to provide access to those goods. Addition-
ally, in contrast to ideological affinity, connection to political networks is a function
of the size of an individual’s personal network, of each party’s organizational capac-
ity, and of the ties that connect voters to members of each party. Because networks
© evolve slowly over time and require considerable effort 1o absorb new entrants,
voters may more easily take on new ideological or programmatic positions than
* expand the number of ties to party members within a political network. Hence, in
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weighing parties” distributive promises, voters internalize the impact of institutional
and organizational constraints that shape the delivery of publicly funded benefits.

Voters distributive expectations depend on the additive combination of goods

delivered, through ideological and network proximity, by parties who control dif-
ferent agencies and levels of government and by differences in labor market en-
dowments (e.g., income, education, skills, etc.). Voters with similar distributive
preferences and skills can still draw different benefits from these partisan nerworks.
Whereas 2 low-skilled worker would perceive significant benefits from receiving 2
public sector job, access to such job depends critically on his or her proximity to
party members in a position to deliver employment. By contrast, citizens are likely

' to benefit from more progressive tax policics, regardless of their connections to party
members.

Voters' perceptions of the distributive benefits of partisan networks, in turn, are
shaped by the organizational capacity of partes to deliver excludable goods as well
as by institutional constraints on their ability to access public resources and utilize
partisan networks for disutbution. Subject to cleasly differentiable budget con-
straints, not all parties will be in the same position to provide voters with equivalent
combinations of goods delivered through networks and through nondiscretionary
criteria. Because political parties face budgetary constraints related to the access and
distribution of excludable benefits, the supply of clientelistic resources affects parties
differently and is independent from programmatic decisions to implement general
redistributive policies. Therefore, whereas political parties with dense organizational
networks can choose between clientelistic and programmatic i es, those lacking
such networks are restricted to the larter.

Voters experiences with each mechanism for accessing benefits shape the nature

of their linkages to parties. If they peceive networks as the crucial means for ac-
cessing benefits, they will place more value on. their proximity to parcy members in
forming their distributive expectations. By contrast, if electoral platforms cue voters
to policies that parties will likely implement, voters may rely on ideological proxim-
ity when defining their diswibutive expectations. Whereas the former process will
foster clientelistic linkages berween parties and voters, the latter will contibure to
building programmatic linkages associated to ideological cues. In short, because
political systems vary in terms of the institutional constraints they impose on the
partisan distribution of excludable goods, and parties differ in organizational capac-
ity to access and deliver resources, we expect variation in party-voter finkages across
and within. countries. In the following section we use this framework to explain
variation in the distributive expectations of Argentine and Chilean voters, which in
turn shapes the different types of rb_Smom we observe in those countries.

Argentina and Chile 23

Clientelistic and Programmatic Views of Partisan
Politics in Argentina and Chile

Current research considers Chile and Argentina as characterized predorminantly
by distinct prograsumatic and clientelistic parties, respectively.” Similar on many
factors theorized to affect voter-party linkages, both countries have democratized
recently—Argentina in 1983 and Chile 1990-—and have well-established mass par-
ties that rely on cleacly identifiable party labels and on their power over candidate
nominations.” Both countries have a presidential executive, multiparty environments,
similar levels of economic development, and ethnic, religious, and cultural legacies.

The party systers that emerged after their transitions to democracy were based
on political parties and coalitions already in place prior to the repressive military re-
gimes that ruled each country. However, current research views the Argentine party
system as characterized by non-ideological and patronage-prone catchall parties: the
Peronists (Partido Justicialista, or PJ) and the Radicals (Unién Civica Radical, or
UCR).” The two main parties have alternated in the Executive since the return of
democracy in 1983. The Radicals won. the 1983 and the 1999 presidential elections
(the latter in a coalition with a center-left party), and the Peronists won the 1989,
1995, 2003, and 2007 elections. However, unified government—when the party of
the president also controls both chambers of Congress—has only occurred under
some Peronist presidents, because the Radicals have never been able to win control
of the Senate. Moreover, Argentina is a federal country, and the Peronists have con-

- trolled a majority of governorships and municipalities since the return of democ-

tacy, thereby gaining more access to fiscal resources for distribution because most
social policies are implemented at the provincial or municipal level.

In spite of proportional representation (PR), electoral rules enacted by authori-
tatian rulers to minimize the electoral might of Peronists, most votes in Argentina
concentrated in very few parties since democratization. The sum of the vote of the
two main parties, the P] and the UCR, ranged from 88.5% in 1983 to 67.6% in
1995.% In 1997, the electoral growth of a center-left party called FREPASO (Front
for a Country in Solidarity) brought the Radicals to join it in an electoral coalition
to-win the 1999 presidential election. The collapse of a UCR-led coalition govern-
ment in 2001, however, led to a substantive growth in electoral volatility, as both the
ﬁﬂw and the FREPASO were shunned by voters, thus reestablishing the historical
deminance of the Peronists.” As the UCR stuggled to produce credible presi-
dential candidates, new parties emerged in an attempt to attract the non-Feronist

te. However, the UCR remains the most significant alternative to the PJ at the
ovincial level.
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In contrast to Argentinas party system, the Chilean parties have historically
been described as programmaric.” Before the 1973 military coup, the polity was
divided into three ideological blocs (the right, the center, and the left). In 1988, two
electoral coalitions of clear ideological orientation emerged during the campaign
“for a plebiscite on the transition to democracy. The electoral stability of these two
coalitions has been reinforced since the wansition to democracy by its binomial
electoral system. This electoral system tequires the winner 1o double the votes of the
runner up to gain the two seats assigned to the district.? It thus generates an over-
representation of the loser and favors the election of one legislator from each of the
cwo main electoral coalitions that dominated Chilean politics since the transition
to democracy. The center-left coalition is called Concertacion de Partidos por la
Democracia (Coalition of Parties for Democracy) and includes three main. parties:
the Socialist Party (PS), the Christian Democratic Party (DC), and the Party for
Democracy (PPD)—which split from the Socialist Party-—along with other minor
political parties. The Concertacion won four successive presidential clections and held
the executive seat berween 1990 and 2010. During this period, it had the majority
in the lower chamber and gained control of the Senate after a constitutional reform
removed the nonelected senators established by the outgoing military regime in 2005.

The center-right coalition is called Alianza por Chile (Alliance for Chile) and
includes two parties: the National Renovation (RN), which is the heir of the tra-
ditional conservative party, and the Independent Democratic Union (UDI), which
was founded by personnel of the military regime.” With the exception of the 2005’
election, RN and UDI have always coordinated theix presidential candidates and’
Jegislative electoral campaigns because the binominal electoral system favors the
representation of a legislator from each coalition in 2 majority of districts. This
coalition won the 2009 waommmnbmﬂ election and currendy holds the Presidency.

Tn addition to the differences between party system and the political organization
—federal in Argentina and unitary in Chile—there is crucial variation in institu-
tional constraints on the delivery of social policy that further shape the percep-
tions of voters about the importance of ideology and networks in guiding their

disuiburtive expectations. Chilean parties face tighter regulation and grearer difhicul-
ties than their Argentine counterparts in allocating publicly funded goods through
their political networks. Whereas in Argentina the resources of social progratms are
allocared to vorters through political networks, in Chile, social policy distribution
is conducted by bureaucratic agencies.” Differences in the role of networks imply
that two workfare programs with similar designs on paper, such as Chile Solidario
in Chile and Jefes y Jefas de Hogar in Argentina, both of which are implemented and
administered at the municipal level, have very different delivery practices. We as-
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sume these different procedures reinforce perceptions about the role of networks in
access to publicly provided benefits only in Argentina.
In addirion to social policy, the Argentine public sector is more politicized than

- is the Chilean one.# Party brokers depend on patronage to sustain their political

machines,”® and public employees are required to engage in political activities—
especially the large number of temporary employees appointed by current mayors
without guaranteed tenure.” Hence, public sector jobs in Argentina are dependent

on political contacts, theteby shaping voters’ perceptions that the likelihood of ob-

taining a public sector job is related to their connection to party organizations and
especially with active political participation.®® By contrast, the several civil service

~ reforms reduced the capacity of Chilean parties to use patronage for sustaining

their organizations, while the system of party quotas within the governing coalition
reduced the discretion of any one party in appointments.® Civil service rules, thus,
.mro:.E make voters perceive that access 1o public sector jobs is less likely to be me-
diated by networks in Chile than in Argentina.® An advisor to Socialist President
Michelle Bachelet explained this policy in a personal interview with the authors:

[Patronage] is a survival strategy that brings [political] bread today and [political]
hunger tomorrow. President [Bachelet] in current surveys has an honesty index
of 91%. There are more people in Chile that think that the president is honest
than people that think their grandmother is honest. And that gives you great
political benefits, much more than to hire your cousin, nephew, brother-in-law.
If the crocks knew how good a business is to be honest, they would be honest just
because of how crooked they are.® ,

As a result, Chilean politicians rely more on privately financed goods and services to
persuade voters. As described by a PPD representative who is also a docror:

We go and provide medical services to people: “Please, come in; let me know what
.. hurts.” And we have a system of pharmacies that gives them medicine. I buy the

medicine, or friends who are doctors give them to me. And the veterinarians take
' the parasites our of pets, the lawyers provide legal advice, and teachers play with
 the kids, they paint their faces, and a guy from the radio provides enterrainment
and karaoke. All of it on Saturday morming in my headquarters.

Similarly, a UDI representative described his work with constituents in the follow-

Ang way:

. We made a law . . . at the proposal of UDI representatives, that allows the sale
or gift of glasses for farsightedness without a medical prescription as a transitory
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solution . . . we adopted this program that allows us to have daily contact, almost
the obligation to be in permanent contact with. the voter . . . [and we m&ﬁw the
glasses] . . . in their homes, in the sports clubs, in the neighborhood associations,
in the packs. I bave a mobile office that offers the program.”

Institutional constraints lead us to expect variation in the development of clien-
telistic and programumatic linkages across both countries since party networks F.én
more ability to shape access to publicly funded resources in Argentina than in Chile.
Yet variation in the capacity of voters to use ideology to identify the distcibutive
goals of parties and in the organizational structure and ability of parties to &mﬁ.:uﬁn
publicly funded resources should generate patterns of variation within countries.

Ideology and Party Organization in Argentina and Chile

Given the differences in the institutional constraints for using political networks for

the distribution of publicly funded benefits, we need to assess the ability of voters to
cither use ideology or rely on their proximity to political organizations w inform
their distributive expectations. We expect clientelistic linkages to be strongest when
voters have prior experience with strong political machines used to distribute pub-
licly funded benefits, especially when ideology cannor serve as a cue for program-
snatic distribution so that proximity to such networks has greater weight in defining
distributive expecrations. ‘

Using an original survey of 2,800 voters conducred in Argentina and Chile in
carly 2007, we show that Chilean voters could readily identify the ideological orienta-
tion of parties in a dominant left-right dimension. As shown in figure 1.1, 2 majority
of Chileans identify the PS on the left side of the political spectrum, with 70% of
respondents characterizing the party as outright left (40.3%) or center-left (30%).
Seventy-six percent of respondents identify the DC in the center and Jocate the PPD
as center-left, between the PS and the DC. Respondents also clearly identify the
RN and UDI by their ideological placement on the right of the political spectrum.
Thus in Chile, ideology is a useful cue for voters in defining their disaibutive ex-
pectations. Moreover, the post-transition Chilean party system displays remarkable
ideological stability and low electoral volatility, and in every election since 1990 the
two coalitions have gathered more than three-quarters of the vore.

By contrast, Argentind’s two main political parties were established as catchall
parties appealing to broad multiclass coalitions and thereby chose not 1o define
themselves ideologically. The Radical Civic Union (UCR), established in the 1890s,
and the Partido Justicialista (P]), created by Juan Perén in the 1940s, lack clear

-

Density

Argentina and Chile 27

Ideclegical Placement of Argentine Parties

Ideological Placement of Chilean Parties
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Figure 1.1. Reported Ideological Location of Largest Polirical Parries in Chile and
Argentina

ideological niches—although the PJ possesses more extensive labor-based roots, and
the Radicals a stronger appeal to the middle class.? Our survey results reflect the
-~ difficulties voters have in locating the parties ideologically. The ideological mode of
n_rn PJ, with its centrist position, only includes 21% of respondents; this increases to
7% if we combine the categories of center, center-left, and center-right. Similarly,
the UCR muode includes only 18.4% of respondents, increasing to 45% if we include
the categories of center, center-left, and center-right. The survey also reported a high
umber of nonresponses to the ideology questions: 36% of those surveyed did not
espond for the PJ, and 40% for the UCR. Twvo of the new parties that formed in
esponse to the 2001 economic crisis were the Alliance for a Republic of Equality
- (ARI) and Republican Proposal (PRO), with better defined ideological profiles and
clear programmatic goals that catered to voters on the center-left and center-righ, .

espectively (see fig. 1.1). However, electoral support for these new parties is limited
o metropolitan areas.

In sum, the weak ideological identifications of the two major parties in Argentina

: make it difficult for voters to use ideology as a distributive cue, whereas Chilean
« voters (and voters for two minor Argentine parties) can more clearly identify the
. policy goals of parties and coalitions. These differences in the impact of ideological
* cues should affect voters’ capacity to form expectations about policy redistribution

10 groups of citizens through general criteria.
~ Regarding the strength of party organization, Kitschelr and Wilkinson articu-

 late the conventional wisdom: “Because programmatic party cornpetition does not
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pecessitate direct individual or indirect social-network-based monitoring of voters
electoral conduc, it is cheaper to construct organizational machines than in the cli-
entelistic case. After all, programmatic parties need fewer personnel to manage ex-
change relations.™ Using the same survey, we applied a measurement technique to
assess the scope and structure of pecworks—both personal and political-—so that we
are able to estimate the size of networks of pasty activists, party candidates, and the
number of voters who received gifts, favors, or handouts from each party in both
countries.?® Using such data, we find thar, contrary to Kirschelt and Wilkinson, the
number of political activists is similar across the two countries despite the different
weight of ideological cues in defining political parties’ future behavior. Political
of the population in Argentina and 1.2% in Chile.

activists comprise up o L4%
be a necessary, but not sufficient, condition.

Hence, 2 strong party organization may
for defining clientelisdc linkages. ,
In spite of these similaridies, chere are also cross-country differences in party of-
ganization. All Chilean political parties have relatively similar contingents of activ-
ists. The Socialist Party has the largest network of activists, which includes around
45,000 people or 0.356% of the Chilean population. The PS is not much larger
than its competitors: the Christian Democrats (0.299%), the PPD (0.2%), the UDI
(0.2%), and the smaller RN (0.147%). By contrast, in Argentina, the contingent of
PJ activists is much larger than that of their competitors. The PJ bas approximately
291,000 activists, representing 0.766% of the Argentine population, almost twice
the number of activists of the UCR (approximately 160,000 or 0.42% of the popu-
lation). Both activist contingents are dramatically larger than those of the young
PRO and ARI, which include 0.029 and 0.056% of the Argentine population, re-
spectively. The role of the Peronist network in delivering benefits to voters has been

widely documented,® but the following quotation from a personal interview with
2 PJ activist in the province of Buenos Aires provides a good illustration of how

experience often shapes voters percepuions:

We call it “multiplicative work: each of us has acquaintances in the street where
we live, friends. We tell cach of them to get out, to speak, to publicize our political
work. Thanks to this “mulciplicative wotk” we are known around here, because we
do not control any media outlet. Groundwork [trabajo de base], wherever we are
needed we go. They call us from some community and say: “We have a problem,
the screet needs repairing, the water, the septic tanks, we call the municipality and
they are taking two, three days.)*®

Differences in the size of activists’ networks in Argentina reflect the Peronists’

post-2001 electoral dominance and. the fragility of new entrants in the political
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system as well as the impact of historical legacies in the development of the PJ
and UCR networks. That is, despite the electoral weakening of the UCR, the sl
evolution of networks has endowed both parties with. a greater capact mwmb Mro,.a
H?mhm to deliver benefics through political nevworks. As deseribed by mwm&n& r o
Hmmabnw.aﬁ (and former presidential candidate): “{The UCR] is « party that ke .w M
“MMM“W&NMMH % M network that was developed in more than a hundred .EMHH i
collapse overnight, I : u
cano & M“w — _Mn ’ qew MM%WH ups and downs, it can go forward or backward,
. H..Hnuoou networks are slow to build, and the predominance of Peronism in build-
Em. its political organization reflects its impact on voters, who have firsthand ex
perience with its capacity to deliver. According to our calculations, the number m..
4.082 who received handouts from the PJ in 2007 includes o.émﬁu. of the po :._M
tion (185,000 people approximately), and is more than twice as large as ﬁrpm omq gm
GOWE&S.& ©0.19% or around 72,500 voters—and much larger than those of other
parties. This predominance is explained by the combined effect of larger political
networks and access to fiscal resources due to the Peronist predominanc .
norships and municipalities across the country. e
N Enro_..ﬂmr maﬁﬂo;a provide capacity for delivering handouts, they do not imply
. at parties will choose to employ their organizational capacity in that way. This
is confirmed by the differences in the range of distribution of handouts Eu‘murm
éwﬂn. the Socialists have the largest network of activists, but not of handout &.n.
tribution, which in their case reaches 0.11% of the population or 17,250 citi .
mwm.nou.mﬁmna_% By contrast, the UDI has a smaller network of »Q?MMG nwmunnn”
MMMMEE but provides handouts to the largest number of people (0.155% of the pop-

. D Or 23,400 people), which still remains less than the proportion of the popu-
Fﬁ.g reached by the Argentine Radicals. This is remarkable, given the &aﬁﬂ&ﬂ?
logical location of the UDI on the right of the political spectrum (see the sing]
WMMW& mwwn_uﬁw.od on fig. 1.r) and confirms Luna’s account of an electoral mﬁmnnmw

t combines ideclogical aj - jenteli
. M = <MMMM.W08 well-off voters and clientelism-financed by
| ,vommu MMFHMWMWHBM m..FﬂM.m muo@uwgob of activists in the population is similar across
Do m&gudmmm & &Maawoom E the way their parties work seem to be associated
b he advantage .o .aaoEmn A.mbm to m..HnmmaH extend the Radicals) in terms of

; : mmpﬁmﬂon and its capacity to deliver publicly funded benefits
ut differently, political networks seem to constitute a necessary but insuffici .
condition for the construction of clientelistic linkages between parties and v o
?w. a result, whereas in Argentina the larger size of the PJ activists’ neework noﬂ“ﬁ?
with the largest number of handout recipients, in Chile the Socialists have the HHM
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est activists network, but the UDI has the largest number of handout recipients.
Moteover, Chilean political parties are more balanced in their level of organizational
capacity than are Argentine ones, thereby reducing the incentives for any of them
to increase discretion—and therefore clientelism—in the ddlivery of public policy;
since none of them will clearly benefit.

Distributive Expectations and Social Policy
in Argentina and Chile

The combination of institutional constraints on policy delivery, party organization,
and ideological identification by voters leads us to expect that voters would be more
likely in Chile than in Argentina to use ideology {and their ideological distance from
each political party) to definc their distributive expectations. However, in Argentina
we expect that voters for the two new and more ideological parties could use ideol-
ogy in forming their distributive expectations, even when we do not expect this to
be the case for supporters of the PJ and the UCR. Moreover, in thinking about the
impact of party organizations, political networks should not have a strong effect on
voters' distributive expectations in Chile, but connections with party organizations
should be important in defining the distributive expectations of voters regarding the
Argentise PJ and UCR. We have associated these differences not only to the easier
time that voters have in identifying parties’ ideology in Chile and to more even na-
ture of party organization in Chile buc also to institutional differences reducing the’
capacity of parties to rely on networks to distibute publicly financed private goods.
To assess this last effect, we use two programs that look similar on paper—ithe Ar-
gentine Jefés y Jefas de Hogar.and the Chilean Chile Solidario—Dburt which we expect
to shape voters’ expectations of receiving handouts from parties only in Argentina.
Analyses from two 2007 surveys conducted in Argentina and Chile provide sta-
tistical evidence of the determinants of distributive expectations in these two coun-
tries.% In these surveys, we asked respondents to report, on a scale from 0 to 10,
“How likely would it be that, after winning the election, [Party 7} would provide
you with [food, clothing, money, or other material benefits] or [a public job]?™#
We then used a number of covariates to find out what determines the distributive
expectations of voters.
Findings show that in Chile, a one-unit increase in ideological proximity be-
tween voters and activists from the Concertacion resulted roughly in a =3% increase
in the expectations of receiving handouts. However, ideological proximity failed to

explain expectations of handout disibution for the UDI and RN. The effect of
ideological proximity on public sector employment was statistically significant for
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all five Chilean parties, with 2 one-unit increase in ideological proximity leading to a
roughly ~29%to =4% increase in the expectations of being offered a public sector job.
While ideological proximity had a statistically significant effect in the expecta-
tion of perceiving goods Jn Chile, linkages to the party organization (assessed by the
number of activists that voters were connected to in a sustained relationship) had
no statistically significant effect on the expectation of receiving handouts and just a
small effect for public sector employment by the PS and the DC. Our findings thus
conficm that ideological cues had a stronger impact than party organization in shap-
ing the distributive expectations of Chilean voters, even for non-policy-provided
benefits. We also found no effect of voters’ connections to the network of recipients
of Chile Solidario on the expectation of receiving handours. This finding confirrns
our expectations about institutional constraints since connections to recipients of
Chile Solidario are a proxy for voters’ experience on how the state distributes a cash
transfer program that could shape their views about parties’ distributive intentions.
Moreover, we complement the findings of Luna on the UDI by showing that it dis-
tribures not only to poor voters but also to voters who are ideologically distant from
the party and not well connected to jts activists. These findings confirm interviews
with UDI politicians in which they claim the provision of goods and services is a
mechanism to attract voters, who can then be persuaded by the party ideas.

In Argentina, by contrast, ideological proximity berween voters and parties had
no statistically significant effect on the expectation of receiving handouts or 2 pub-
lic sector employment from the Peronists or the Radicals. Conversely, the con-
nections between voters and PJ and UCR activists does shape the expectations of
receiving handouts, with a one standard deviation increase in proximiry to the net-

' work of activists resulting in a =7% increase in the expectation of receiving handouts
from the Peronists and a ~5% increase in the expectation of recciving handouts from
. the Radicals. The effect was even stronger for public sector job offers, resulting in 2
5% increase for the Peronists and .5% increase for the Radicals.® Moreover, in de-
fining expectations of getting a public job, voters’ connections to both the network of
arty activists and that of party candidates shapes their expectations in a positive way.
+ The more connections to party activists and candidates, the more voters are
likely o expect a public job if this party wins the election. These findings cor-
espond with the literature on Argentine politics that suggests that public jobs are
more likely to be distributed among party activists or volunteets, who then can
articipate in political activities, whereas handours are distributed to voters and
articipants in meetings.” Moreover, voters who are more connected to the network
wm recipients of Jefes y Jefas de Hogar (meaning they know more recipients than the
verage population controlling for the size of their personal network) have higher
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expectations of receiving handouts from the Peronist and the Radical parties. These
findings confirm our expectation that voters experiences with the politicized pat-
rern of distribution associated with this social policy shaped theix distributive expec-
cations for access to benefits from the PJ and the UCR. Since the PJ and the UCR
are the main political parties in power at the municipal level-—where this social
program is administered—this finding indicates that the implementation of social
policy and the role of polirical networks in the delivery of publicly financed benefits
is crucial in shaping voters distributive expectations in Argentina.

In short, we find that clientelistic linkages are more pervasive in Argentina, while
programmatic linkages are predominant in Chile, which is in line wich the findings
of Luna and Mardones in this volume. However, we use a different mechanism to
cxamine this cross-national variation, one that relies on the capacity of voters to use
ideological cues to predict the distributive goals of a party as well as on institutional
constraints rather than state bureaucratic capacity. These insticutional constraints
could also be associated with the effect of having a legislative opposition in control
of policy design. Gryzmala Busse makes the argument that legislative opposition is
crucial to shape institutional design and generates incentives that constrain state po-
liticization.* Ana De la O applies a similar argument for the design of social policies
based on conditional cash transfer programs in Latin America.®® However, the fact

that both the Peronists and the Radicals in Argentina seem reliant on the particular-
istic distribution of benefits through their nerworks speaks to the minimal impact of
legislative opposition on institutional design, regardless of the bureaucratic capacity
of the state, which varies widely across municipalities. Moreover, Weitz-Shapiro has
shown that even when comparing the implementation of the same policy across
municipalities, Argentine mayors have significant discretion, which they choose to
limit by delegating to bureaucrats only when they are facing local legislatures with
‘strong opposition representation in electoral constituencies with middle class vot-
ers.® In any case, the effect of {nstitutional constraints on social policy delivery is
crucial in shaping the distributive expectations of voters., However, the capacity to
take advantage of the discretion provided by insticutions requires political organiza

tion, and the variation within Argentina between the Peronist and Radicals on the -
one hand and the new ideological political parties on the other is a testament 0.

such an effect.

Lesson for Social Policy Design

In this chapter we build on an emerging Jiterature which recognizes that partie
offer voters a portfolio of benefits that inchude non-excludable public policies an
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excludable goods, rather than single-mindedly specializing in one of those types of
benefits. We describe how voters weigh the different goods offered by parties and
highlighe the role of ideological affinity and partisan networks for explaining the
distributive expectations of voters. L .

When institutional constraints limit the use of political networks and when par-
ties provide clear ideological cues to signal policies to voters, prograrumatic fink-
ages serve a more important function in shaping the distributive expectations of
voters. By contrast, when there are few institutional constraints to delivering goods
through partisan networks or when party labels are uninformative-—for example,
when party labels fail to signal future policy implementation—non-programmatic
linkages play 2 more prominent role in shaping the distributive expectations of vot-
ers. Purthermore, as successful clientelistic and programmatic strategies reinforce
existing party-voter linkages, the development of stable distributive expectations
through clientelistic and programmatic strategies facilitates the sustainability of -
stable electoral support.

Understanding how distributive expectations are formed and maintained also
provides insight into an important question raised by the participants of the confer-
ence that inspired the creation of this volume: How and why would parties decide to
abandon their clientelistic (programmatic) steategies in favor of more programmatic
(clientelistic) goals? Existing literature on market reforms in Latin America suggests
thar state retrenchment reduces the ability of political parties such as the PJ to de-
liver programmatic policies and generates incentives to devote more organizational
vresources to the delivery of non-prograrnmatic goods.™

QOur research shows that changes in the portfolio of goods offered by parties also
esult in a change in the developing expecrarions of voters, decreasing the impor-
tance that voters attach 10 ideological proximity (and responsiveness to policy in
eneral) and increasing the organizational importance of local partdsan networks.
Hrn specialization toward voters that are sensitized to non-programmatic distribu-
on and the demands imposed by the parties’ distribution networks make a rapid
ift to more programmatic stategies difficult. However, our research also shows

t party systems in both Chile and Argentina do not sing to a single tune. Voters
or, parties with broad distribution networks that deliver non-programmatic bene-
,&wo care about programmatic policies. Consequently; partisan realignments and
genous shocks that increase the value of the party label should favor distributive
H.nmn_.mom with smaller non-programmatic content.

OE research also contributes to the understanding of the wansition from pre-
nis antly clientelistic to more programmatic linkages at the country level. The
m..HoE Pronasol to Progresa/Oportunidades identified by Luna and Mardones in
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this volume suggests that either changes in state capacity or the ,Ho& of Moum_amm“h“.ﬂw
support may explain the need to seek broader mﬁwwon mnon.p voters mﬁ mmm.“ﬁ >
are sensitized to programmatic distribution or afraid of their noBm.nﬂunMM_ o
tage in using political necworks for social policy delivery.® Indeed, politi ” MM“M ;
rise was crucial in restricting the partisan content of programs such.as 0..? o .3&
in contrast with more politicized initiatives such as Jefes y Jefas de Hogar in ?ngM
Another avenue to produce a change in equilibrium can be mw&& by &nnHNo
realignment. When a more programimatic party, such as the Brazilian dcwo&ﬁaw E.M
(PT) or the Uruguayan Broad Front (FA), expands electorally and .mmEm mMMnmmoF
che executive seat, it has incentives to weaken local patronage Epngbmw Mm : w
cargeted social policies, as Nichter's chapter in this volume describes in r m.ﬁ,ﬁo%n to
Brazils Bolsa Failia program. Zucco has shown that in the case nwm mnmn ) Ma
policies were rewarded with more electoral support for the PT presidential Bb -
date.® Similar realignments were observed in Argentina, with mwa GOW. experienc-
ing sustained electoral decline due o the failure to hold on to Eno_om_.n&._% pﬁ“.&
center-left voters after the collapse of the coalition with the mw.m”w?mo in 2001
In short, political parties may have a predominant linkage with 408?& iy
combine different types of linkages with heterogeneous vorers s&w form : Mn_u s
tributive expectations based on their experience of access 8. publicly funde anw
efits. Successful changes in electoral strategies need to be triggered by the end o

their success; that is, by voters’ either demanding or rewarding policies that do not

require proximity to the party networks to gain access to publicly provided benefits.
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JUAN PABLO LUNA AND RODRIGO MARDONES

The political targering of social policy in Chile diverges from the standard predic-
tions in the literature on distributive politics and clientelism. In this case, political
distortions of social policy allocations are marginal. We artribute this result to the
“absence of a political-machine party in the system and to the presence of a strong
-and bureaucratically capable state!
- Those two conditions (i.e., the absence of a machine party and the presence
- of a strong state), we argue, explain the patterns of marginal political targeting we
.‘observe in Chile. Incumbents operating in this type of context face a set of oppor-
tunities and-constrainrs: (x) they have more autonomy than machine-party leaders
to design political investment strategies, but due to their inability to implement
clientelistic monitoring, they are less certain about the returns on their investments;
and (2) they have less discretionary funds available than incumbents implementing
ess well-designed / bureancratically monitored programs, but they also have access
to better quality information for fine-tuning investments of the scarce resources that
are available for political targeting.

What would be an adequate investment strategy for incurnbents confronting this

‘The evidence we present in this chapter is consistent with this prediction and
eals two intriguing points. First, even in the context of efficient socioeconomic
Hmnmbm and “cleanly” designed programs, political targeting is also present. Sec-
ond, in such contexts, political investment rationales partially diverge from those
served both in machine-party cases and in those without the bureaucratic capac-
to enforce technical criteria in social policy allocation.?



