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Abstract

In this thesis I build and test a theory that combines societal expla-
nations of politics with rational choice institutional models. I focus
on explanations of a single political phenomenon: political parties.
I argue that voters’ relative preferences for private and pubic goods
make different informational demands on the political system and, in
so doing, change politicians’ incentives to create cohesive parties. I
test my theory by examining five state assemblies in Brazil. States
provide a natural experiment, holding virtually all institutional rules
constant while allowing electorate characteristics to vary substantially.
The analysis confirms my hypothesis: voters’ preferences for private
or public goods are correlated with party strength. This thesis con-
tributes to understanding of the Brazilian party system, provides the
cross-state comparison of roll-call votes and party-switching in Brazil
and suggests that scholars should explicitly integrate societal charac-
teristics into models of democratic institutions.

*“Paper prepared for The Comparative Politics of Vote Buying Conference, Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, Massachusetts, August 26-27, 2002.
Thanks to Barbara Geddes and Jim Robinson for comments; special thanks to Moema
Bonelli for excellent research assistance.



1 Introduction

This project explores the different impacts of Brazil’s institutional rules
across different societal settings. Specifically, I compare legislative parties
and behavior in five Brazilian states: Rio Grande do Sul, Sao Paulo, Bahia,
Piaui, and the Federal District. While each of these states has a different so-
cial, political, and economic setting, they share nearly identical institutional
settings, providing a nearly ideal environment for my test.

I explore how legislative politics and political parties are shaped by soci-
etal variables, especially voting behavior. Across diverse states, voters’ de-
mands vary from requests for immediate and urgently-needed divisible goods
- food, medical care, employment - to public goods, like environmental, ed-
ucational, and fiscal policies. How do rational, career-oriented politicians
respond to different kinds of demands? How do these demands shape politi-
cal party systems?

I find that there are significant differences in legislative behavior across
states, corresponding to the nature of electoral exchanges. Where voters’ pri-
orities are for local and private goods, political parties are weak, and politics
is organized by the main provider of patronage: the executive branch. In-
creasing voters’ valuation of public goods, however, is reflected in increasing
party strength. I show these patterns using state assemblies’ party cohesion
on roll-call votes. I complement my state comparison by applying my the-
ory of voters’ preferences and party formation to behavior in the Brazilian
Congress. I find the same patterns of behavior in the National Congress in
an analysis of roll-call votes and party switching.

The paper seeks to make several contributions. It provides the first com-
parative analysis of Brazilian state legislative behavior. This is a useful
and important exercise in its own right. States are important political ac-
tors in Brazil. Many decisions about the distribution of resources are made
at the state level. States mirror the national government in implementing
many contentious policies: privatization of state-owned industries and finan-
cial institutions, the negotiation of fiscal incentives for foreign investment,
and administrative reform. Further, many federal expenditures actually go
through the states - federal funds are allocated to projects but eventually
administered through state governments. Important political decisions are
made at the state-level; state politics deserves scholarly research.

But more broadly, the motivation for this project is to begin to inte-
grate two divergent themes in political science research. Institutional or pos-



itivist approaches tend to emphasize the formal rules of the political arena
as centrally determinant for explaining politicians’ behavior. Constructivist
approaches explore the role played by historical developmental paths and
social structure. Can political science constructively combine the two ap-
proaches - exploring how institutions interact with social structures to shape
the political arena? Here I take a small step into this enormous research
agenda.

For Brazilianists, the question is especially appropriate. Much of the
blame for Brazil’s political problems is placed on two formal institutions: the
open-list PR electoral system and federalist form of government. But there
are easy empirical challenges to these arguments. The United States has a
federal form of government. As do Canada, Mexico, Argentina, and many
other countries - few of which suffer the extreme party fluidity that scholars
have documented in the Brazilian system. Similarly, Chile and Finland have
both used the same electoral system, open-list proportional representation.
But both differ notably from Brazil in that neither suffers an inchoate party
system. Why do these institutions matter in some settings - and not in
others?

Brazil’s states provide an ideal setting to study this question. Each shares
the same national setting and international economic tides. They also have
nearly identical institutions. But socially, historically, and economically they
are very different.

1.1 Roadmap

The paper proceeds in three steps. First, I introduce the Brazilian political
arena and discuss research on state politics. Second, I present an argument to
link politicians’ behavior to different characteristics of the electorate. Third,
I introduce and compare the states used for testing my theory: Rio Grande
do Sul, Sao Paulo, Bahia, Piaui, and Brasilia, the Federal District. Fourth,
I test the impact societal effects using multiple indicators of party system
development. Finally, I offer some preliminary conclusions and discuss the
theoretical implications and their limits.



2 National and state institutions

The literature on Brazilian politics identifies two institutions as centrally re-
sponsible for that country’s weak party system. The first is the electoral
system, open-list proportional representation (henceforth OLPR). The sec-
ond is Brazil’s strong federalist form of government that gives substantial
power to state governments - especially governors.

The effects of each in the National Congress are well-documented. The
electoral system rewards deputies that cultivate a personal following in the
electorate. Cultivating a personal following may require voting against the
party’s position or even switching party.! Federalism - or “state presidential-
ism” Abrucio (1998) - interacts with the electoral system to further weaken
national parties. State governors’ control of patronage resources give them
substantial influence over their states’ legislative delegations to the National
Congress. When states or state governors have different political positions,
their pressure on deputies can divide the congress on state lines - instead
of party lines - with repercussions through the party system, policy-making,
and legislative-executive relations.?

Institutionally, the states and state legislatures mirror the national gov-
ernment, with some important differences. As at the national level, the states
have three branches of government: the executive, legislative, and judiciary.
The legislatures are unicameral, and use the same OLPR electoral system
as the national Chamber of Deputies. Most of the basic structure of state
government is determined by the federal constitution or federal legislation,
down to the number of state deputies in each assembly (the figure varies from
24 to 94 based on population).?

Like federal deputies, state deputies are elected to four-year terms via
OLPR. Like federal deputies, incumbent state deputies are guaranteed place-
ment on their party’s ballot in subsequent years’ elections (the “candidato
nato” or birthright candidate rule). There are some minor differences in the

1See Mainwaring (1999), Ames (1995), Dix (1992), and Aldrich (1995).

2See Souza (1998), Mainwaring (1999), and Selcher (1998). A thorough examination of
the impact of the Brazil’s electoral system and federal form of government can be found
in Ames (2001), Mainwaring (1999), and Desposato (2001b).

3Specifically, all states receive 3 state deputies for each federal deputy up to 36, then
one additional state deputy for each additional federal deputy. Since there is a guaranteed
minimum of eight federal deputies per state and a maximum of 70, there is a minimum of
24 state deputies and a maximum of 94.



internal rules that assemblies use - but as all of the states’ Regimentos Inter-
nos are based on those used by the Chamber of Deputies and Senate, they
are all remarkably similar.*

There are two important differences between the federal and state arenas.
First, governors are absolutely weaker than the national executive, but rela-
tively stronger vis-a-vis legislators. Governors’ lack some of the President’s
prerogatives - especially the ability to write “medidas provisérias” or decree-
laws. Their advantage, however, is their lack of competition in state arenas.
The state governor effectively has a monopoly on state resources and their
distribution.

While Presidents have to compete with governors for legislative influence
in the national congress, governors have no such constraints. Their only
potential within-state competition - mayors - are generally dependent on the
governor’s good will to accomplish any projects during their mandates. Many
municipalities, especially smaller interior cities with little economic activity,
border on financial ruin and must rely on state help to remain solvent.?

One of the key mechanisms that strengthens governors is their control of
state resources through the state budget process. Brazilian budgets make
authorizations but not outlays.® The state legislature authorizes the execu-
tive’s expenditures - but the executive is not required to spend all allocations.
In fact, executives in Brazil have traditionally had broad leeway to adjust
expenditures as they see fit. There is typically wide variation between the
legislatures appropriations to any particular budget category and the actual
expenditures in that category - often as much as 100%! This enables execu-
tives to implement their policy and political programs with little interference
from other branches of government.

Consequently, the governor has great flexibility to increase or decrease
funding to specific sectors or programs. More importantly for this thesis, the
governor has the authority to advance or delay specific public works projects

4Apparently, one of the reasons for the similarity of internal rules was the pattern
of democratization. After the new national constitution was passed in 1988, the states
also wrote new constitutions and new internal rules. Legislative staff told me that during
the military regime, the state assemblies had “atrophied” for lack of activity - the state
executives had made most policy decisions. For lack of experience or staff, I was told,
state legislatures relied heavily on either the National Chamber of Deputies’ or Senate’s
Internal Rules as a model.

°See Leal (1977) and Abrticio (1998).

6See Schneider (2001).



- paving a particular road, providing electricity to an isolated municipality, or
building a health clinic in a neighborhood. Finally, while the state legislature
often has a significant number of political jobs that deputies can deliver to
their supports, the executive branch controls many, many more positions.

As a result, deputies who wish to deliver public works projects to their
constituencies, provide lucrative construction contracts to campaign contrib-
utors, or reward supporters with cushy government jobs have only one place
to go for these goods - the state executive. These deliverables enable deputies
to meet constituents’ demands both directly and indirectly. Directly, they
provide local public goods that voters may seek - bridges, paved roads, and
other public works projects. Indirectly, they may provide kickbacks and gen-
erate campaign contributions from the beneficiaries of these contracts; such
payments become private goods that candidates can deliver to voters.

Deputies, then, must trade support for the governor’s legislative agenda
in order to secure projects for their constituencies, or to earn control of a
political job. The legislature has several oversight powers for dealing with
the executive branch - it approves the budget, accepts or rejects an annual
audit of the state’s books, and of course, must approve all legislation.

The result is that the executive branch can play a very powerful role in
state politics. There is a growing literature on state politics in Brazil that
shows how these institutions shape state politics. Abriicio (1998) calls the
Brazilian form of state government “ultra-presidential”, arguing that gover-
nors dominate state legislatures and circumvent regular checks and balances
to govern with almost free reinAbricio (1998).

Previous scholarship on state legislatures generally finds that the execu-
tive branch dominates the legislative agenda. Moraes Moraes (2000) shows
that in the state assembly of Ceara, most significant policy legislation comes
from executive. Deputies’ activities are largely symbolic and target specific
audiences: over 70% of legislation from deputies deal either with granting in-
dividual organizations nonprofit status, or other administrative acts(Moraes,
2000, pages 29-30). Domingues Domingues (2000) finds a similar pattern
in Espirito Santo, finding that in the area of legislative production, “... ALES
seems to have opted to delegate to the Executive the majority of this as-
signment.” (Domingues, 2000, page 17). For the period he examined, the
majority of policy legislation was authored by the executive, and the major-
ity of ‘clientelistic’ laws came from the state assembly. Over 80% of economic
and finance legislation came from the governor, while 99% of clientelistic leg-
islation was authored by deputies. Anastasia Anastasia (2000) explores the
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same questions in Minas Gerais, finding that two-thirds of bills authored by
deputies are not relevant (granting nonprofit status to organizations or titles
to individuals), and that deputies’ relevant bills have low passage rates.

GrohmanGrohmann (1998) and SantosSantos (1998) have somewhat dif-
ferent findings regarding the role of the executive and legislative. Grohman,
studying Rio Grande do Sul’s assembly, does find that bills written by deputies
are largely symbolic or clientelistic. T'wo thirds of all deputies’ bills in the pe-
riod 1995-1998 are for the creation of new municipalities - and with them, new
political jobs and guaranteed federal transfers to new local elites. However,
Grohman also notes that Rio Grande do Sul has tended to be ideological, and
predicts that in a setting of divided government, the legislature might en-
gage the executive in significant political conflict. Since January of 1999, Rio
Grande has had a divided government, and Grohman’s predictions appear to
be correct. Santos shows that in Rio de Janeiro, the state executive plays a
role similar to that in other states. Over 40% of deputy-authored bills are for
nonprofit status or tributes to individuals. Another 40% are bills revoking
outdated laws, bills authorizing the executive branch to carry out admin-
istrative tasks, and bills of an unknown nature(Santos, 1998, page 16). In
contrast, 70% of the governor’s initiatives are related to state finances, bud-
get, administration, or taxes. Santos, however, also suggests that the Rio
Assembly does “...seek to capture a significant role in political life.” (Santos,
1998, page 25) Specifically, he notes the large volume of legislative activity in
the areas of regulation, as opposed to predominantly clientelistic or irrelevant
legislation.”

How does this institutional framework affect state political parties? Pre-
vious work on state parties is largely descriptive, reporting the number of
parties, for example, with little analysis of the nature of the party system,
party discipline, or party institutionalization. Comparing state institutions
with the heavily-studied national setting does not provide a clear answer. On
the one hand, the states use the same open-list proportional representation

"Santos argument requires two comments. First, the pattern he observes is also ap-
parent in my cases when examining the Brasilia legislature, for example. T argue - below
- that these differences in activity reflect different kinds of constituent preferences, not
electoral competition as Santos suggests. Second, it is not clear that the legislature plays
much of a role (in Brasilia or in Rio de Janeiro) in the resolution of the great questions of
economic development, budgeting, and taxes. At least in Brasilia, many of the deputies’
proposals are largely ignored, found unconstitutional, or vetoed by the governor. Santos
does not explore these dynamics in Rio.



system that has been identified as decreasing party system institutionaliza-
tion and lowering party cohesion. Hence state parties should be weak and
uncohesive. On the other hand, the states are effectively unitary systems,
in contrast with the federalist structure at the national level. Hence state
parties should be more disciplined than those in the National Congress.

Consequently, if the electoral system incentives are stronger, state parties
should be similar in strength to national parties. If the incentives provided by
federalism are stronger, the state parties - in their unitary systems - should
be more cohesive.®

Whatever the answer, however, these institutional theories offer no in-
sights about differences across states. In fact, since states all share nearly
identical institutional frameworks, existing institutional theories about Brazil
can only predict that all the states have identical party systems, whatever
form they may take.

In the next section, I propose a theory that predicts fundamentally differ-
ent party systems across the identical institutional settings of the Brazilian
states. The theory rests on the idea that legislators’ incentives for creating
and maintaining strong, cohesive parties varies with voting behavior. The
incentives are weakest where voters prefer private goods and strongest where
voters prefer public goods.

3 Public Goods, Private Goods, and Incen-
tives for Political Party Formation

The states share the common institutional framework discussed above. But
they differ in their histories, their economies, and their political cultures.
How might these societal variables produce different effects under identical
institutional settings? In this section I present a theory of the relationship
between voting behavior and the incentives for politicians to form political
parties. I present a model that relates the formation of cohesive political
parties to voters’ preferences for private or public goods.

This approach does not reject existing institutional arguments. Instead,
I seek to complement existing research by suggesting that institutional rules
interact with societal variables, i.e., institutional rules have different effects
in different societal contexts

8These hypotheses and mechanisms are explored in Desposato (2001a).



Overview The basic argument is that voters’ valuation of public and pri-
vate goods fundamentally changes behavioral incentives for legislators, in-
cluding styles of legislative entrepreneurship, legislative-executive relations,
and legislative party formation. When adapted to the Brazilian institutional
setting, legislators’ efforts to deliver public or private goods can lead to very
different kinds of legislative behavior. Delivering private goods requires ne-
gotiating with the powerful state governor - trading support for his or her
policy proposals for access to state resources that can be delivered as private
goods. Delivering public goods requires working to pass a legislative agenda,
which may or may not have the governor’s support.

I argue that where voters have stronger preferences for private goods, we
should observe (a) executive dominance of the legislature, (b) little policy
activity within the legislature and (c) undisciplined or nonexistent political
parties. As voters’ preferences shift toward public goods, I predict very
different kinds of behavior: (a) an independent legislature, (b) extensive
policy activity and credit-claiming, and (c) more cohesive political parties.

Prerequisites My argument, like many others, begins with the assump-
tion that voters choose the candidates they expect to maximize their utility
by delivering patronage, public works, or desired general policies. Explicit
and implicit in many rational choice models is the assumption that voters
are fully-informed about candidates’ ideal points or likely behavior once in
office. T do not make this unreasonable assumption. In fact, one of the key
components of my argument rests on the uncertainty that voters often have
about what candidates will deliver.

I assume that politicians’ choices are primarily driven by their desire to
reach political office - either through re-election to their current office, or
advancement to some other office.” The policy positions they take, their
roll-call votes, the goods they promise and attempt to deliver to constituents
are means used to achieve their primary goals in the institutional and social
environment that define the political arena.

I treat parties as politicians’ creations. Legislative parties and their char-
acteristics are byproducts of politicians’ strategies. Parties exist where they
are useful career tools for politicians; they are strong where strength serves

9In many countries, legislators’ re-election rates are relatively low. See Desposato
(2001c) for a discussion of why that is not necessarily a problem for legislative studies,
especially in Brazil.



politicians’ purposes, and weak where strength does not. Whether parties
play a useful purpose for politicians depends on the structure and incen-
tives of the political arena, shaped both by institutional rules and by societal
variables.!?

3.1 Private or Public Goods?
3.1.1 Private and Public Goods, Defined

The central explanatory variable in the model is the extent to which the elec-
toral connection is based on private or public goods. That is, do legislators
deliver private or public goods in exchange for votes?

Two characteristics of goods define the difference between public and pri-
vate goods.!’ Private goods are both rival and ezclusive; public goods are
nonriwal and nonexclusive. Rivalness refers to a good whose consumption
reduces the amount of that good available to others. Exclusivity refers to
the ability of producer or consumer to prevent others from consuming some
good. For example, food is a private good - its consumption makes it unavail-
able for others (rivalness), and its consumer can exclude others from sharing
(exclusive). On the other hand, a clean environment (most would say) is a
public good. No one can be excluded from the benefits it provides (clean
air, clean water, various health benefits), and their consumption (breathing,
for example) does not reduce the available quantityPearce (1992). Other ex-
amples might include less corruption, lower crime rates, more employment
opportunities, low inflation, and so on.

In practice, the goods that politicians deliver can be purely private, purely
public, or more often goods that are somewhere between the two. “In-
between” goods - those that are neither public or private - do not necessarily
fall easily on a scale somewhere between the two. For my study, however, I
can distinguish between public goods, private goods, and local public goods.
Local public goods are technically public goods but with a decidedly local
scope. For example, a new bridge is technically available to all citizens of a
state, but practically delivers the most benefit to those that live nearby and
will use it. See Pearce (1992) and Cornes and Sandler (1986) for an extended
discussion of good types and their affect on market equilibriums.

10See Aldrich (1995).
UThis discussion relies on standard economic concepts. See Pearce (1992).
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Some practical examples of politician-delivered private goods include cash-
payments, jobs, doctors’ referrals, baskets of food, beer, school admission,
bicycles, taxi permits, sewing machines, drivers’ licenses, and new trash
cans. At the other extreme, politicians will promise to deliver public goods:
tougher gun control, legalization of the death penalty, a nuclear arms pro-
gram, stronger environmental protections, and electoral law reforms. Be-
tween the two are local public goods - goods that are nonrival, and nonex-
clusive, but with a decidedly local impact: block parties, concerts, preferen-
tial snow plowing, road construction, new schools, a free circus, other public
works projects, and even a male stripper show.'2

This is not the first time a distinction has been made between the kinds
of goods politicians deliver. Other research, including that on machine pol-
itics in the United States, has also made some similar distinctions, using
different terms. Banfield and WilsonBanfield and Wilson (1963) write about
machines providing goods that are “specific and material”, as opposed to
“nonmaterial” payoffs. More recently, LyneLyne (1999) distinguishes be-
tween “particularistic” and “collective” goods. One of the key differences in
my work is that I conceptualize voters’ choice of public or private goods as
rational and optimal.!® Much previous work characterized voters choosing
private goods as in some way less fit for democracy.

3.2 Explaining the Nature of the Electoral Connection

Why is politics in some areas about providing private goods, while in others
it is based on the provision of public goods? Explaining the nature of the
electoral connection is not the central question of this thesis, but provides
some important and useful insights. This section considers voters’ and leg-
islators’ electoral decisions and explores explanations for private or public
good-based elections.

12The striptease act was promoted by a PRI campaign event in Chimalhuacan, Mexico.
See Price (2000). There is no scarcity of private and local public goods that politicians
deliver. For some examples, see Auyero (2000), Banck (1974), Banck (1994), Banfield and
Wilson (1963), Diniz (1982), Riordan (1995), Royko (1971), and Valenzuela (1977).
13TyneLyne (1999) uses a similar approach.
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3.2.1 Voters’ Demand Calculus

For most voters, the utility of an offered public good is higher than the utility
of an offered private good. The primary reason for this is that politicians can
offer relatively high-value public goods to voters, but they are only able to
offer low-value individualistic payoffs to large numbers of voters, as discussed
below in Section 3.3.1. Consequently, the utility associated with public goods
is usually higher than that associated with private goods.

For example, a basket of food is generally worth less than a permanent
safety net or welfare program. A politicians’ referral to a doctor worth less
than a new public hospital. A tax cut generally increases disposable income
more than a small payment. Therefore, for most goods that politicians can
offer:

U(Public Good) > U(Private Good)

But voters’ preference for individualistic or policy goods is based not on
the actual utility of goods offered - but the present value of the expected
utility of a vote for one or the other. That is, any consideration of the value
of public or private goods should include at least two additional considera-
tions: voters’ uncertainty regarding the utility of public goods, and voters’
uncertainty regarding the timing and delivery of public goods. Depending
on voters’ risk aversion, uncertainty, and utility curves, they may or may
not prefer a low-value certain immediate private good over a higher-value
uncertain and future public good.

3.2.2 Evaluation Uncertainty

Voters may have significant uncertainty regarding the utility associated with
any public good. But for most voters, the utility associated with private
goods is easy to measure. A cesta bdsica (a bundle of basic foodstuffs) costs
about $15R in Brazil. A t-shirt or soccer ball has a slightly lower value.
The nature and value of the good is well-known and has little uncertainty
associated with it.

In contrast, an individual’s valuation of a public good is often very diffi-
cult to measure. How will a voter benefit from higher-quality public educa-
tion? Its impact is probably positive and significant, but precise estimates
are difficult to provide. Other policy issues are even more difficult. Are
fiscal incentives to encourage foreign investment positive or negative? Sev-
eral states have offered massive tax relief to multinational corporations to
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encourage these companies to build factories within their state boundaries.
What is the value to a voter of a new Ford factory? As opposed to spending
the funds on social programs or domestic small business investments? These
questions are difficult for economists to evaluate; for many voters, the task
is overwhelming.

Consequently, voters are left with substantial uncertainty about the ac-
tual utility of public programs. This will lead risk averse voters to discount
uncertain public good payoffs relative highly certain private good payofts.

3.2.3 Delivery Uncertainty

Further, even if voters have no uncertainty regarding the nature of specific
policy programs and their impact on their own utilities, there remains un-
certainty regarding the delivery of the program. This uncertainty is in two
areas. First, voters do not know when the policy will be delivered, if ever.
Second, the final form of the policy may vary greatly.

Because a single politician may have only limited influence on policy
outcomes, he or she may or may not be able to deliver a campaign-promised
policy. A significant tax cut might yield an additional $500 of disposable
income for a voter. But the voter has to discount that income by the time it
takes for the representative to deliver the policy, which might be years, and
the probability that it will happen at all.

Further, the final policy outcome may not correspond to the legislator’s
campaign promise. A candidate might discuss a 10% tax cut, but the final
result of legislative negotiations might be a 3%, 8%, or 20% tax cut. So
voters must discount candidates’ proposals according to their expectations
of what will actually be delivered.

In contrast, there is little uncertainty regarding the timing or nature of
the individualistic goods that a legislator may provide to constituents. In
many cases there is absolutely no uncertainty or present value discounting
- voters often receive payment before the election. Further, after the elec-
tion, legislators’ resources for delivering additional goods are often relatively
well-known to constituents. Legislators often have institutionalized access to
goods that they can distribute to constituents. For example, they may be
able to refer voters to the legislature’s medical staff for service, or provide
meal vouchers. Each legislator can distribute jobs within the legislature, and
may bargain for control of additional positions with the executive. Finally,
some assemblies (though none in my study) have set aside social program
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funds for each legislator to distribute to nonprofit organizations or other
causes. Many deputies established their own nonprofit organizations and
donated the entire sum to their own new organizations.

3.3 Who wants individualistic goods?

This discussion suggests some characteristics of voters who are susceptible to
candidates who offer private payoffs. Such voters (1) heavily discount goods
delivered sometime in the future and (2) may lack clear conceptions of the
utility associated with specific policies. In other words, they have urgent
concrete and immediate needs that they cannot meet themselves, but that
can be met, or partially met, by a legislator’s assistance. They may also be
uncertain about the nature of policy goods and have weak opinions about
different issue positions.

If we allow that most private goods that legislators offer are of relatively
low value, then voters who prefer private goods are the desperately poor and
uneducated. Individuals on the margins of society have urgent short-term
needs that they may not be able to meet themselves. Simply, it is hard
to be concerned with anti-globalization policies when one is hungry or sick,
or with the consequences of environmental destruction or corruption when
unemployed. For these voters, short-term survival concerns trump the long-
term, uncertain payoffs of education reforms, environmental laws, or even
tax cuts.

The basic concept here has been acknowledged in other areas of political
science, including the extensive work on clientelism and machine politics.
These observations are also widely understood by politicians, journalists,
and other observers.!

Voters without access to education are further disadvantaged. A large
body of literature has shown that these citizens have more difficulty process-
ing political information and evaluating policy positions.'> This increases
their uncertainty about the possible benefits or costs associated with a Ford
factory, small business loan program, or direct cash payments.

These are confounded by a lack of access to any information. Voters who
are geographically isolated, lack radio, television, print media, or internet

14Gee Scott (1979), Scott (1976), and Diniz (1982), for example. Inglehart’s ‘post-
materialist’ argument might be projected back to a “pre-materialist” category of voters
with similar implications.Inglehart and Abramson (1999)

15See Geddes and Zaller (1989) and Zaller (1992)
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access are at a further disadvantage in choosing between policy or individ-
ualistic goods. Without access to media, voters will have few opportunities
to increase their information levels regarding the policy issues at stake in
an election. They are limited to candidates’ campaign stops and similar
activities for information.

Finally, a paradox of voters’ calculus is that the more public services vot-
ers’ have, the more they should want, while voters without access to basic
public services should engage in private good-vote exchanges. Voters with
access to basic physical infrastructure and a social services network can solve
short-term survival problems without a politician’s help. The unemployed
can collect government assistance and the sick can receive medical treatment,
for example. But where no such services exist, voters must more heavily dis-
count future public services. A planned hospital will not cure a current
illness, but medicine bought with a candidate’s cash payment might. Ironi-
cally, the voters that could most benefit from quality public goods provision
are also those least likely to prefer them over immediate private goods.

This discussion suggests that low-income, rural, illiterate voters should
have higher expected utilities for individualistic goods than higher income,
urban, and more educated voters. Marginalized citizens are at a disadvantage
in information level regarding policy choice and expected outcomes. Their
low income levels also may mean that short-term survival trumps long-term
policy improvements. A food distribution policy or social security check may
be worth much more than a single basket of food - unless a voter is very
hungry and has no way to obtain a meal. A health care program may be
worth more than a visit to a doctor, unless one is seriously ill and without
alternative medical care. A long-term education program may be worth more
than a low-paying, low-status political job - unless one has no other short-
term employment opportunities.!®

3.3.1 Legislators’ Supply Calculus

This section discusses legislators’ campaign choices - to campaign on individ-
ualistic or policy goods. I begin with the proposition that politicians choose
an election strategy based on offering a combination of individualistic goods

16Note that construction contracts and tax loopholes that politicians deliver to campaign
contributors can also be conceived of as private goods. The key difference, however, is the
terms of the exchange. Such higher-value private goods are not exchanged for single votes,
but for large campaign contributions or endorsements that can be turned into many votes.
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and public goods. Their choice is made to optimize their career utility, a
function of the probability of election and time, effort, and resources needed
to deliver goods to constituents. To simplify this discussion, I reduce the
continuum from private to public goods to a simply dichotomy (private or
public) for this section.

Legislators’ strategy depends on voters’ prices and the amount of available
resources. If a private-goods campaign is viable (legislators have sufficient
private goods to attract votes), then such an approach will beat a public
goods strategy. In such a setting, public-goods campaigns will always lose to
private goods campaigns. Hence wherever affordable, legislators must adopt
private good campaigns to have a chance at election.

When are private-goods campaigns affordable? This depends on two fac-
tors. First, the affordability of a private-goods campaign depends on the
price of a vote. This was discussed above as voters’ relative expected utility
of private vs. public goods. In an impoverished, unpoliticized, rural com-
munity, this might be $10R. In a wealthy urban neighborhood, voters’ prices
might be $10,000R each.

In addition, the price of a vote should rise with competition. The more
deputies competing for private votes, the higher the price one must pay to
earn a vote. This would suggest that isolated areas that few candidates can
reach, voters have lower private goods prices.!”

Second, this depends on the resources available to legislators. Legislators
must have access to sufficient resources to provide said private goods. In most
cases, the primary source is the state in one form or another. Politicians may
collect a portion of their political appointees’ salaries, receive kickbacks from
government contracts, or even have access to a guaranteed “social” fund.!®

In addition, legislators face several other challenges. Some or all parts of
a private goods strategy may be illegal. Outright buying votes certainly is,
and there are other risks to legislators associated with the delivery of pure
private goods. Financing such strategies has often involved illegal kickbacks,
contributions, and other siphoning off of state resources. This suggests that
vocal minority opposition could make private goods strategies difficult to

ITInterviews with deputies and political observers confirmed this pattern.

18Political observers described politicians’ calculus to me as a follows. Before the elec-
tion, candidates would estimate how many votes they might need for election, how much
those votes would cost, and the value of holding office. When profitable, non-incumbent
candidates would borrow or use their own resources to buy votes, knowing they could pay
their debts off once elected.
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pursue.

Both access to resources and the costs of enforcement may vary consider-
ably across systems. In particular, in settings where a significant proportion
of the electorate is middle class or above, many legislators should have con-
stituencies whose private goods prices are too expensive. These legislators
should have to run on public goods platforms, one component of which might
be anti-clientelism. That is, where there is a significant number of legislators
elected on public goods campaigns, their opposition to illegal vote-buying
may increase the risks (and the costs) of such strategies for legislators.

Further, where a majority of the electorate has a relatively high private-
goods vote price, the governor will probably be elected on a public goods
platform, rather than on private goods delivery. A public goods governor
may be unwilling to negotiate with legislators, giving them access to state
resources in exchange for their support of her policies. Such a governor might
also work aggressively to prosecute vote-buying. These strategies would re-
duce the available resources for private goods campaigns and raise the risks
associated with their use.

A final consideration for candidates is that of enforcement. Since Brazil
uses a secret ballot, how can political elites know if individual voters have
voted as promised? Several mechanisms help with enforcement.

First, creative politicians have found numerous ways to defeat the secrecy
of the ballot. Through 1994, elections were held using paper ballots. Voters
marked the ballots with the number of their preferred candidates. Politicians
would simply give voters a pre-marked ballot. Voters would deposit the pre-
marked ballot and return the unused official ballot to the politicians’ agent,
who would mark it for the next voters. More recently, Brazil has adopted an
electronic voting system that should make such fraud more difficult.

Voters enter their choices in an electronic machine, eliminating all paper
ballots. Specifically, voters enter the number of their preferred candidate.
The candidate’s picture and number appear on the screen of the machine,
and the voter can then confirm that this is her choice.

Observers have noted that this system has greatly reduced vote-buying -
but not eliminated it. One strategy politicians have used for enforcement is
as follows. Politicians ask voters who are entering a polling place a simple
descriptive question about the candidate’s picture. For example, “what color
shirt is the candidate using?” Voters who enter the candidate’s number will
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see his or her picture, and can report the shirt’s color.’

Finally, elections are a repeated game. So after one election, if voters did
not provide the promised (and purchased) support, they can be punished. If
the betrayed candidate was elected she will not provide a market for their
votes in the future or have any reason to provide constituency services. If
the candidate was not elected, voters may still be punished because other
candidates will avoid buying their uncredible votes in future elections.

The bargain is further strengthened by a perhaps nonrational character-
istic of voters - personal loyalty and affect. Having struck a bargain, the
grateful recipient of a cash payment or new bicycle may feel sufficient af-
fect for the candidate to remain loyal. Such loyalty may be strengthened by
the participation of community leaders and mayors in campaigns for higher
office. Often the legislative candidate is taken to the community and intro-
duced by the mayor or coop leader, lending the familiar personal popularity
of the local leader to the potentially less familiar deputy candidate. The can-
didates in Brazil are often native sons and daughters - born and raised in the
community where they run their campaigns. They know and are known by
many of their potential electors, further strengthening any bargain between
them. Voters may know these candidates for their constituency service as
city council members or mayors. Finally, a voter may simply have a sense
of honor in keeping his word. Irrational though it may seem, politicians
and observers in Brazil described these as key mechanisms in campaigns and
elections.

Cox Cox (1987) argues that the size of the constituency is a key variable
in predicting the use of clientelism or policy in campaigns. He argues that
several factors are at work. The cost of buying enough votes in larger districts
become prohibitively high. The risk of prosecution or discovery also increases
with the constituency size. And he suggests that a broad policy platform that
appeals to a large number of voters would be more effective in such districts.

Cox’s observations are well-born out in Brazilian politics as well. In
general, the more local the race, the more likely that private-good exchanges
are the basis of election. Vote-buying is unheard of in the Presidential race
- it is standard practice for many city council candidates.

I largely agree with Cox’s analysis, but offer three additional comments.

9Technically, voters could enter the candidate’s number, observe the shirt’s color, then
cancel that choice and enter a new candidate’s number. Political observers told me that
less-educated rural voters had not yet mastered the new electronic system. This may
change over time.
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First, his conceptualization ignores the different private-public relative util-
ities that voters may have as a function of income and information. In his
study, he may be confounding district size with urban-rural distinctions that
mostly reflect information and income levels. These differences, in my model,
would be reflected in voters’ discounting of the future and in voters’ uncer-
tainty regarding preferred policies. The urban-rural differences may also
apply to his observations about prosecution and discovery. Extensive vote-
buying activities are simply easier to observe and hence prosecute in urban
areas than in isolated rural communities.

Second, there is also a paradox in the idea that larger numbers of con-
stituents naturally lead to policy platforms. One might counter that the
smaller the number of constituents, the easier to find a single policy issue or
set of issues that will elect a candidate. The larger and thus more diverse
the constituency, the more a politician must scramble to find that winning
combination of campaign policy promises. I would then disagree with Cox
and argue that large constituencies do not make public goods stances easier
- they just make private goods campaigns harder.

Third, district size does not become a concern for my study for two rea-
sons. Within each of my cases, district size is effectively constant. All candi-
dates run in the same, state-wide district, and each party earns seats by the
same electoral quotient formula. In addition, I controlled for cross-state dif-
ferences by selecting my states carefully. Both the public and private goods
cases include large and small districts (states), in terms of population and
district magnitude.

3.3.2 Additional Considerations

The preceding discussion deserves some qualifications. First, this approach
differs from previous work on machine politics and clientelism in the concep-
tualization of voters. Voters who engage in private or club good exchanges
are in no way any less-suited for democracy than those who cast votes on
broad policy platforms. All voters use the same basic utility function, and
the decision to engage in one kind of trade or another is both rational and
optimal.

In my model, all voters are making the same basic calculation. This
suggests as well that each voter has a private goods price. Policy-oriented
voters are not more “qualified” for democratic participation - they just have
not found a candidate willing to provide an expensive enough private good.
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For example, marginalized voters might trade their votes for a basket of food,
for example. But this same basket of rice and beans has little value for a
high-income voter. Their price might be $10,000, or a new car, for example.

Previous work has characterized private-good voters as in some way infe-
rior to public-good voters. See Banfield and Wilson (1963) for some examples.
I make no such distinction and differ with those that do. In Brazil, politicians
and political observers frequently make statements to the effect that “poor
people don’t know how to vote.” My model suggests that the choice to vote
for public or private goods is a optimizing decision, and that ‘the people’ do
know how to vote, and are being very rational.

Second, in my model, low-income voters need not lack policy opinions.
They may have well-defined policy preferences and political information, but
their low income forces them to discount future utility from policy programs.
Consequently, they may value immediate private goods over future public
goods.

Third, in my model there is not a deterministic relationship between
income, education, and one’s valuation of individualistic or policy goods.
Low-income, uneducated, rural voters are not predestined to trade votes for
t-shirts. Higher-income, college-educated, urbanites are not guaranteed to
be model policy-voting citizens. Individuals’ and societies’ values can be
shaped by any number of other factors, including social cleavage of any sort;
mobilization, either spontaneous or activist-inspired; or values and norms.
Ceterus paribus, marginalized voters have a higher relative expected util-
ity for individualistic goods than do higher income, higher educated, urban
voters. But ceterus is rarely paribus.

3.4 Goods and Career Strategies

How do different kinds of electoral goods shape legislative behavior? I ar-
gue that under different kinds of voter preferences, legislators will have very
different kinds of behavioral incentives. I begin with the notion that leg-
islators face two primary representational challenges - delivering promised
goods, and claiming credit for their efforts. I argue that the way legislators
address these challenges varies dramatically as a function of voters’ expected
utility for private and public political goods. Where campaigns are based
on the provision of private, or local goods, there are much weaker incentives
for the formation of cohesive legislative parties. Parties do not solve leg-
islators” key problems - obtaining private goods for constituents. Instead,
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legislators turn to the executive branch for assistance. Where campaigns are
based on public good platforms, politicians’ incentives to form parties are
much stronger. Parties help legislators work for the delivery of public goods
through a legislative agenda, and party labels give legislators credibility with
their constituents. The argument is based on notions of political parties as
legislative coalitions and information providers.2’ The following paragraphs
elaborate on the mechanisms and predictions of this argument.

The challenges and solutions to the problems of delivery and credit-
claiming are fundamentally different under public and private goods systems.
Delivering public goods is differs from delivering private goods in at least two
ways.

First, voters expect the concrete delivery of promised goods in private
good systems, but are more concerned with effort in public goods systems.
As discussed in Section 3.2.1, voters are aware that public goods delivery
is much more uncertain than private goods delivery.. In a private goods
system, if one candidate is unable to provide a food basket, cash, or tank
of gas - some other candidate can probably deliver. But if one candidate
runs on a public goods platform, and can’t deliver a clean environment, U.S.
standard of living, and Western European social programs in a four-year
term, voters know that another candidate probably cannot actually do any
better. Delivery of public goods is as much about “fighting the good fight”
- effort - as about actually delivering the promised outcome, at least in the
short run.

In contrast, delivery of private goods requires more than effort - voters
should see the bridge, payment, job, or bicycle they were promised. Private
goods’ key characteristics are their certainty and timely delivery.

Second, private goods delivery is dependent almost exclusively on the
governor; public goods delivery faces no such restriction. In the case of
Brazil, as described in Section 2, the state governor controls nearly all access
to private and local public goods. Hence legislators must bargain with the
executive branch for such goods, trading support for the governor’s legislative
agenda for access to state financial resources.

In public goods systems, legislators can “fight the good fight” without
the governor’s approval. They can propose legislation, work for its passage,
and use hearings to expose current policy deficiencies - without gubernatorial
support.

20See Aldrich (1995), Cox and McCubbins (1993), and Snyder Jr. and Ting (2001).
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There are also fundamental differences in the challenges legislators face
when claiming credit for their efforts in private goods and public goods set-
tings. In private goods settings, credit claiming is relatively easy. Voters have
no information problem and can quickly and with little effort evaluate their
legislators’ performance. They need only ask themselves: Was the payment
made? Did I get a job? Was the bridge built? Asking and answering these
questions is easy; punishment or reward at the ballot box swiftly follows.

In contrast, in public goods systems, voters have to overcome an al-
most impossible information problem to evaluate their representatives’ per-
formance. To adequately monitor and evaluate their legislators’ performance,
voters would need to fully examine each bill proposed by their deputy, her
roll-call votes on other measures, her activity in committee and - here’s the
hard part - decide if each action were sincere or simply symbolic. That is,
did the deputy propose a bill symbolically with no intent to truly improve
the environment - or did she sincerely attempt to move legislation through
the legislature?

Answering these questions and evaluating the quality of public goods rep-
resentation is a task that political scientists have not yet fully accomplished.
It is even more challenging for voters who do not study politics full-time,
and simply unrealistic to expect them to be able to acquire even a small
percentage of the information needed to adequately evaluate any individual
legislator.?!

Implications These two differences should change legislators’ incentives to
form political parties. Under private goods systems, there are no informa-
tional or delivery incentives to form political parties. Political parties provide
no additional useful information to voters about candidates’ performance -
voters are already largely aware of candidate performance. Further, parties
do not assist in the delivery of goods, and may hinder a legislator’s efforts to
provide for constituents’ needs. A deputy in a disciplined party that is op-
posed to the governor will be unable to bargain for state resources for voters
- limiting his future career advancement. Consequently, politicians should
avoid creating disciplined parties.

2IThe Presidential race is clearly different. There is extensive media and debate infor-
mation. The campaigns are engaging and conflictual. This has implications as well for the
nature of this model under an electoral system that makes lower information demands -
SMD, for example.
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In contrast, in public goods systems, there are both informational and
delivery incentives to form political parties. Parties solve voters’ overwhelm-
ing information problem. With cohesive, programmatic parties, voters do
not need to know about representatives’ proposals, committee action, or at-
tendance records - they need only know that a candidate is a member of the
Green Party, for example, or the pro-business party. Party membership in
this case provides a brand name that solves voters’ information problem.??

Voters’ information problems are legislators’ credit-claiming problems.
In public goods settings, legislators face the challenge of demonstrating their
sincere efforts to voters. Disciplined, cohesive parties solve politicians’ cred-
ibility problems.

Further, political parties aid politicians’ efforts at delivery. One of leg-
islative parties’ main purposes is to act as legislative coalitions to support
the advancement of members’ like-minded proposals and agendas. Parties
help legislators develop and push their proposals, and coordinate efforts to
defeat other measures that their constituents oppose.

As a result, in public goods settings, politicians have more incentives
to create disciplined, cohesive political parties than in private goods set-
tings. Parties solve neither credibility nor delivery problems in private goods
systems; parties are important solutions to both problems in public goods
systems.

3.5 Qualifications, Complications, and other Consid-
erations

Many qualifications could be offered to my argument; here I will discuss sev-
eral especially important considerations. First, the argument here is not that
institutions do not matter. In fact, the argument clearly depends on institu-
tions, in particular the Brazilian budget process and personalistic electoral
rules. Other sets of institutions could fundamentally change the nature of
legislators’ behavioral incentives. A parliamentary system would raise the
stakes associated with party cohesion. A less-permissive electoral system,
like closed-list proportional representation, would give legislators little room
to avoid cohesive behavior.?

228ee Aldrich (1995), Cox and McCubbins (1993), and Snyder Jr. and Ting (2001).
23Though politicians are creative and might find a way around closed-list rules.
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One might conceptualize this in terms of institutions’ permissiveness. So-
cietal effects matter most where there is little institutional framework to
create or reinforce strong parties. In a system with closed-list proportional
representation, high barriers to entry, and party financing of campaigns, par-
ties are likely to be disciplined and cohesive regardless of voting behavior.
Where institutions do not provide strong incentives for party formation and
maintenance, voting behavior will have much more influence over politicians’
behavior.

Further, voters’ preferences might interact with institutional variables.
Unfortunately, I cannot test this hypothesis specifically because there are no
institutional differences across the states with which voters’ preferences can
interact.?*

3.6 Testable Predictions: Voters’ Preferences, (Gover-
nors, and Party Discipline

I test my argument by examining two indicators of party development: roll-
call vote cohesion and party switching frequency. The theory has slightly
different implications for each.

Party cohesion scores on roll call votes are the single most common mea-
sure of legislative party strength. There are numerous problems with the
measure.?> But the scores at least capture legislative parties’ behavior on
their fundamental responsibility: the approval or rejection of legislation.

In the Brazilian context, the implication of my theory is not that discipline
simply rises with the demand for public goods. Instead, we should observe
differences in the patterns of cohesion for government coalition parties and
opposition coalition parties, depending on voters’ preferences for private or
public goods.

Where elections require private goods delivery, there are two implications.
First, parties in the governor’s coalition will be very cohesive. The executive
is the only source of patronage and will attract the loyal support of his
own coalition. Second, opposition parties will be weak and divided. Some
opposition deputies will continue to oppose the governor; many will be drawn
into negotiations with the executive, seeking government resources. The size

240One might be able to explore this by comparing Senators (elected under SMD) with
Deputies (elected via OLPR) from private and public goods states.
25See Krehbiel (2000) and Desposato (2002).
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of the resistant opposition should be inversely proportional to the electorate’s
utility for private campaign goods. In a poor state where voters primarily
seek private goods, all deputies will feel pressure to ‘adhere’ to the executive
coalition. There will be little payoff to any ideological opposition to the
governor.

Where voters have a higher utility for public goods, the pattern will shift.
Both the opposition and government parties will be cohesive. Opposition
deputies will not need executive patronage to preserve their careers - or at
least a larger portion of them will not need it. Their reelection instead
depends on their efforts to advance a legislative agenda that may differ sub-
stantially from the governor’s.?® The opposition deputies should be cohesive
and disciplined, and not succumb to executive pork bargains.

Party switching provides a second window on deputies’ incentives. Switch-
ing frequencies reveal the importance of the party’s credible public image.
Deputies who switch parties lose credibility as representing a specific policy
basket. When public-goods-seeking constituents use party affiliation as an
informational cue, they will avoid party switchers because of the uncertainty
associated with their behavior. Consequently, when ideas, ideologies, or pro-
grams matter to voters - switching will be infrequent. When the provision
of pork and patronage are the key responsibilities of legislators, they may
switch in search of such goods, and constituents will think nothing of it.

Further, a careful modeling of party switching tells even more about the
party system. To the extent that we can identify legislators’ motivations for
switching parties, these reveal what parties do for politicians - what purposes
they serve in politicians careers. Are parties simply vehicles for patronage?
Or do they provide access to key committee assignments? Or are switches
ideologically motivated? These questions are much more useful than simply
asking about party discipline.

In the Brazilian context, party switching should be more frequent - es-
pecially into the governors’ party - where voters’ priorities are for private
goods. Increasing preferences for public goods - and the informational role
of parties - should make party switching less frequent, and change switchers’
motivations.

26Given the institutional advantages of the governor, they are unlikely to implement
much legislation that the governor opposes.
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4 Introducing the Cases

To test my argument, I chose five Brazilian states that capture the extreme
regional diversity of that country. Specifically, I studied Bahia, Piaui, Rio
Grande do Sul, Sao Paulo, and the Federal District (henceforth Brasilia). The
first two, Bahia and Piaui, are known for poverty, less-developed economies,
and clientelistic politics. Rio Grande do Sul, Sao Paulo, and Brasilia are
wealthier, have more diverse and vibrant economies, and are generally ac-
cepted as having a much smaller private goods component to elections than
Piaui or Bahia.

I suggested above that we should observe different patterns of legislative
behavior in systems with different kinds of electorates. Specifically, I dis-
tinguished between systems where elections are based on the exchange of
private goods, or local public goods, and general public goods. I suggested
that we should see very different kinds of legislative behavior across these
kinds of systems, even under identical institutional rules.

This within-country test has several advantages. First, this comparison
controls for many potential confounding variables. These state legislative sys-
tems all share a single national macroeconomic environment, legal structure,
and set of key national actors. Further, institutionally, they are virtually
identical. All share the same electoral system, are subject to the same federal
laws on party formation, and adopted very similar internal rules. Further,
the basic structure of state government varies little within Brazil - each has
three branches of government (executive, legislative, judiciary), with similar
sets of checks and balances.

Finally, the institutional settings are largely exogenous. One criticism
of existing approaches to studying institutions is that scholars often treat
institutions as exogenous variables in the political arena. In fact, most po-
litical institutions are created by the very politicians who will be subject to
their rules. Consequently, politicians’ own behavior and preferences may be
shaping institutions - and not vice-versa.

In the case of the Brazilian states, the endogeneity quagmire is generally
not a problem. Many of the basic rules come directly from the national leg-
islature or constitution, including the electoral system, term of office, laws
controlling political parties, and campaign laws. Local constitutions and
local internal rules, moreover, were often based directly on the national con-
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stitution and national congress’ rules, for lack of time or expertise.?”. These
similarities across states assure that any differences observed across states
are the result of noninstitutional factors.

The only institutional differences across states are minor and have no
obvious impact on the incentives for party formation. For example, district
magnitude varies across states from 24 to 94, as discussed previously. To
control for this, I included large and small states in both the clientelistic
and public goods states. Among the private goods states, Bahia is relatively
large with 63 seats in the state assembly; Piaui is much smaller with only 30.
Among the more public goods states, Brasilia is the smallest with 24 seats,
Rio Grande has 55, and Sao Paulo has the largest state assembly in Brazil
with 94 seats.

Other differences include rules about the Assembly President’s partici-
pation in roll-call votes, the date for swearing in deputies, and other minor
procedures. Brasilia’s legislature requires two rounds of voting on all laws;
most other legislatures allow passage in a single round. All differences I
discovered were minor and have no precedent in the literature as shaping
incentives for party system development.

One final note deserves mention. This cross-state approach has the pow-
erful advantage of completely controlling for all institutional variables that
have been identified in the literature as relevant. But this within-state ap-
proach also limits the variance on societal variables. The differences between
Piaui and Sao Paulo are significant - but they do not capture all the demo-
graphic or historical differences one might observe in a cross-country study.

Most of Brazil’s states share very similar histories in terms of major
political developments. Scholars have suggested that the expansion of the
electorate and incorporation of labor into the political system are defining
political events for party systems.?® All Brazilian states share the same basic
patterns, though the nature of the electorate and size of the labor movement
varied greatly from state to state.?’

2"This point was explained to me by legislative analysis. They noted that during the
military regime (1964 to 1985, the state legislatures had little real role. After the return
to democracy as the states drafted new constitutions and rules, they found they lacked
the technical expertise (or time) to create their new institutions. Consequently, as was ex-
plained to me, they simply adopted constitutions very similar to the national constitution
and internal rules similar to the national congress’ internal rules

Z8See Collier and Collier (1991) and Lipset and Rokkan (1967).

290ne of my cases, Rio Grande do Sul, does have several historical differences from other
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Each of the states also has a history of interrupted party development.
The Brazilian party system has been remade three times in the last sev-
enty years, first by Vargas, again by the military in 1966, and again during
democratization in the 1980’s.

The states, however, do differ substantially in their basic demographic
profiles and in terms of the relative importance of public and private goods
in legislative elections. Of the five states I studied, Bahia and Piaui have
elections and campaigns based more heavily on private goods and local public
goods exchanges. Rio Grande do Sul, Sao Paulo, and Brasilia have more
emphasis on public goods. All states have some elements of both extremes,
but there are dramatic differences in the nature of politics as a whole across
states. These differences are well-known and accepted largely as fact by
Brazilian political observers. But precise data demonstrating the nature of
voter-candidate exchanges simply do not exist.

This section introduces the states and explores the nature of voter prefer-
ences and campaigns in each state. The first part compares the demographic
profile of the states, showing how that electorate in Bahia and Piaui is impov-
erished and lacks access to education and basic public services, in contrast
to voters in Sao Paulo, Rio Grande do Sul, and Brasilia. The second section
uses the limited public opinion data that exist to document a relationship
between these demographics and voters’ preferences. The third section pro-
vides a more in depth look at each state, reviewing previous research and
summarizing my observations and interviews in each political arena.

4.1 Demographic Comparison of the States

In Section 3, I suggested that low-income, less-educated voters in less-developed
areas should assign lower utility to uncertain public good platforms than do
higher-income, more informed voters in developed areas, all other things
equal. An examination of demographic data from the five states included
in this study shows that the states have dramatic differences in terms of in-
come, education, and development. The following paragraphs illustrate the
dramatic differences across these states.

Education Figure 1 compares education levels in the five states, and shows
dramatic differences in the distribution of education. Each graph shows the

parts of Brazil, as discussed below.
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