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Srnrr Powen eut CrrrNTELrsM

Ercnr PnoposrttoNs FoR Drscrlssroru *

Jonøthøn Fox

"Wh"r.o.,lrrr" 
"s 

clientelismf For tl.rose who obse¡ve and expericnce
clieltelism, thcy know it when they see it. That approach is not elrougl.r
for those who seek to analyze thc political dynamics and impact ofcli-
cutelisn, Past approachcs to the study of clicntelisrn, often infouned
by anthropology and sociology, focused on microlevel, imbalanccd,
exchange-based, powcr rclations, infused with rituals ofaffcct, favors,
and gifts. Mole reccntl¡ political scieltists have addressed thei¡ con-
cern with largcr-scale, rnore generalizable pattcrns by f:ocusing on
rnorc bounded indicators ofcxchange relationships. In the process of
einphasizing measurabilit¡ this trend applies definitions that narrow
tlìe scopc of "what connts" as clientelisrn, c.g., to vote-buying Or tÔ
social programs that distrit¡utc "private goods".

Cutting across tlÌese âpptoachcs is a concen for undcrstanding
how info¡rnal powcr rclations infuse the bchavio¡ of formal institu
tions. Specificall¡ the âutlìors iu this volume sharc a concern with
undcrstalding how clientelistic rclationships persist r.rnder clectcd
democratic regimes, in spitc of clientelisrn's longstandilg association
with rclations of domination tlìat appear to lrndernine basic prin-
ciplcs of political eqnality.

'Ill.rc main challcngc ilvolved in defiuiug clicntelism is how tc¡
distingr.rish this particular powcr relationship from othcr kinds of
political exchanges. I descril¡ed clicntclism as "a rclationsh\r trascd on
political suboxlinatioo in exclìalìgc fo¡ matcrial rcwards" (Iìox, Ì994,
153). Yet tliis dcfinition was too broacl to nìcct rhc clìallcngc ofdiseit-
tangling clicntclisr.n fìrrm odrer rcc\rrocal cxchatrgcs bctwccl acto¡s
ofuncc¡nÌ powcr .an idca that dcsclibcs rrost irolitical b:rrgaiuirr¡4.
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If'thc clclìuitic¡r ofclientclisr¡ bccorncs so bloircl so as t() cl.tconrpâss
all political lrargaining bctwccn uncquaÌs, then it loscs its coucep-tual valuc adclcd. ll othcr words, thá iss.,c is ¡u* o, ìtrcrrrrr.t,,,¡"
corìcept-thar is, how to avord w-hat Sartori (Ì920) ."ll"d :;..,rr."p-

,^1l..l j_".t..]lllr*", ,,.,: .ll.:r.'.,:. 9,.l-rilser.s,. this uur,,ní.¡. wi,"l., ,r,.n,
d.rcs tlnc drt\v thc ljlcl Tlijs volull.re,s cditor. .cspolcls to tl.ìis delìnj_riolal c¡rcstiorr by cnt¡rhasiziug tlìc lulg-telr, i,.."ri*,r^tr"" 

"i 
alr"poJrtrLtl-Dlàtcl.i.ìl cxcharrgc r.e lationship_as distinct fìr>m a one_ofî

:.liiÌ::o:i (scc'cJraprcr'e. Hilgcrs, ttrii volumc; uict<en, zOii¡. r.tiis
rr)crrs ol )c reløtionúip undcrscor.cs thc role of agency withiu clien-
lcu$nt) nì cor'ltl.ast to tbe trarìsaction,clfivcn approach, or an cxcl¡¡sive
1òcus ol the iutent of¡rolitical ,,investors.,,

fwo dccades ago, this author's respouse to thc dilemma of howto <listirrgtrislr ciicnrclisrn fr,rrn c,r.hci kinrls of ¡oliri..i'Llrgr,,,i,,g
ltttt-']1t 

tt,rrcauals was rcr slralpcrr thc arrrlytical anå e ,npirical fäus.,u
spccrf rc¿lly a u t bor it 0 ri ñ for¡¡s of clicntclisrn, rclat ionsJtips in wlrich
the political subordination ofclicnts i, .narrirrg 

",rJ;ir"rt".."ä Lry ,f*thrcar of coercic¡n (t-ox, 1994). The goal *r.io urra_s.ãã ¿r" Aif_rercrìce bctwccrì specifìcally alìti_JcrìtÕir¡r¡c cxchanges frorn political
DargJ¡ns tl).rr rndy bc rìornr.ttivcly qucstionablc brrt arc nol inircrcntly
anti-democratic. The focus was boih micro atd lnacro.
. At the microlcvel, thc political construction of the .iglrt to arso_ciational autonomy was â rclevanr and undcr-recognir"a"ri"i"ir, ,f,"cstablishment of thc rnininurn conditiols ø. pãriri."i à.äå.r".y(þox l994l.l'his is why acccss lo pcrccivcd ballot sccrccy was frucialror undefgrrdrng thc tra¡rsilion fro¡n ¿utbor.ita¡.ian clicntcrisrn to citizenship, to allow those voters who engagccl in p.flai."i rr^rrr*r_",

to srill cxpr.css r Jrcir polirical pr" l. r",,."l liitho"r'1"", 
"iu"rrilli.".,crvc rcpns¿ts (I'ox, 1994i 2002). This issuc r¡f ci¡izcn _lcu.l 

"..css 
ro

f.:lï:il i,Èlr:,*r]cs up to the macro tcvet througtr r t:e changing sizca¡rc sJrapc of tlìc frcc vcrsus tlrc .,câpt ivc.' c¡ecforale.r Sonr..-anàlyrrs
rcfcr to pcrsistent authoritâriân enciaves, but lf ."pti*-*rri,rä_*t
electorates detcrminc rhe narional t,.tarr." of polüic"f- oà*"î.'.t.r"r,tlìe rc.m^*cnclavc. rray unclcrcsr imatc rhcir;;;;rJ rl;r;ü.r,r.".lr)d(ed.lf âny fr¿crion of¡u clcclor.alc is captive. thcrr thc rigimc rnry
bc elcctor.al and conìpcririvc, bur it is by <lcfiniti"..,r"i ã""ì.irirì._ir
onc a.ccprs thãt (fi.cc and fair) univcrsøl svfîrage is a rninirn.rm loncli_tloil rot cleiììoctaüy.

. Now ll)at. nttny t)ì(n.c r.cg,irrrcs havc ltatlc trlnsitir¡lrs f.o con)tìctlIrvc ct(clorâl dctììocrtcy. r.hc scopc and cfcptlr ol.ovcrlly ar¡thc¡¡iiftrian clic¡rtclisric pracriccs havc trccn substnrrrial\, r".f,,i"J lrf-"gÌ,not completcll' clininatcd or.jl.r.clcv¡rrr t,r nlri,,l¡l ¡",1;r;.", ì, ìrrn,ry

ST^r'lì Powttì 
^ND 
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assurlc, a priori). Yct as thc chaptcrs ilt this vohurc shorv, clicntclistic
plactices continuc ullclcl dc¡loclatic rcgimcs. and itì solnc câscs tltc
bargaining proccsscs involvcd lcad to lean.rir.rg political skills that n.ray
bc conducivc to democratic ctgagcncnt (c.g., chaptcr.tì, Cancl, this
volur.nc; Hilgcrs, 2009). Qr.restions that follorv include: Whcn and
how docs clieutelistr translòr¡¡ cielnocracy, and when can dcnoc-
Ìacy trauslòrtl cliclìtclislÌrl In tlìis contcxt, lrany <f'thc cl]aptc,:s itì
this volume specify both rhe ways in which clicltelisn undcrmincs
democracy, as well as thc ways in rvhich thcy could turn out to bc
compâtible (c.g., Sliefncr', 2001; this volume: chaptcr 3, Shcfirer;
chaptcr 2, lìonigcr'; chaptcr 5, Gay; clÌaptcr ó, Monran.ìbeault; chaptcr
7, D:urazo Herrmann).

Most leccnt political scicnce studies focus on onc dimcnsion ofcli-
cutelisrn, pr-rlitical partics' usc of matcrial inccutives to ilflucncc clec-
toral behavior, often in the contcxt of a single election (c.g,, Ilickcn
201ì).2 Yet this cxclusivc focus ol political par.tics does not dir.cctly
address tl.re many ways in which ttøte 

^ctors 
nsc their control over

âccess to public rcsourccs to malipulate citizens. lìor example, clien-
telistic relationships can ilvolvc access to puL.rlic cmployment, as in
the casc of tcachers' unions ernbeddcd irì rhc âdministratic¡n of cdu-
cation.3 Here is the key differencc bctwecn the focus c¡n parries and
stâtes: for parties to allocatc thcir resources based on partisal calcula-
tions intended to win and keep the loyalty of specific constituencies
is not incolsistclrt with democracy, whcreas statcs tltat operatc undet
the rulc of law should allocate public rcsources primarily bascd on
rights and rules-based entitlemcrrs râtlter thân to rewald or punish
specific cor.rstitucncies bascd on loyâlty.4

For analysts who focus on politicians' distribution of favors and
gifts during elcction campaigns, thc Draiu problem is the distortion
ofvotcr preferences and thc intcgrity ofthc electoral proccss. Yet this
partisârÌ manipulation could in principìe unfold without recourse ro
pttblic rcsourccs. lìor aualysts who focus olì the politicization ofaccess
to social prograrns, irì contrast, tlÌc rnain conccm rnay bc thc mal'ìipu-
I^tion of pu.blic fnnds, as wcll as tlìc poverty irlplications involved
iu uncqual acccss to safety uet progrâms. Partics' capacity to i[flu-
elìcc thc allocatiol of govcLDrneut resourccs ficr clicntclistic purposcs
dcpcnds less on the pârties' intent ih l on rhc degrce to which thc
stâte opcratr:s accordin¡5 to paltisarì logics versus consistct.rt institu-
tional rulcs. Arry statc's application clf such rules clcpcltds, in f:r,r rn,
on whcthcr it has lclcvant âccotuìtability mcchanisn.rs that ca¡r idcl.t-
tily anci sanction unciuc politicization <¡l'¡hc usc ofpirblic,:csor¡rccs.s
lf thc rlrlc o1'larv lncl civil socicty <.rvcrsight tìtiìnxgc to colnltjnc t¡
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clil'ììinatc thc politicizarirtn r_,f acc.,ss to public prr.r¡ir..rDrs, tlÌat couldlirnir rlrc re,r¡rc ofpar.ry iccl elic¡rrclisr¡r.
I'his is thc r.¿rtionalc lor tiris chaprcr.,s liretrses url anrlyrical issucsraiscd by orc specific dir¡cnsiol .,t.cÌi",rL"li",r,, tl,. il;;ri;i",**,

starcs and cirizcrÌs. Whcrc political pa,.rics usc tírcir. corì;;;ì;;. 
".."r,to statc rcsourccs ls a c.rnrrrlig¡¡ ttxtl, thcsc ,*,,., 

"pp.,r"atra, 
iu"rl"p,burrhcfi,cr¡slrcr.,..is.rrrrhc¡.,,iiri,..al .ty,,.,,,,i..,,rp,ititiJïì_r",... 

",,"c¿tiou t(, iudividuals an.l gr..'rups. Thc chaptcr.is orgaltizecl iD tcrlns of
< rghr inrcrlcrckirrg pr-oDosit ior.r; for. c.lise ussi.,u.

Pnop.osr.¡ro¡l l: THE PBRSTSTENcE or,. Cr.rnivr¡rrstrIN DËMocRAcIÈS UNDE]ìScoRÈs TI{E Rnrnvalc¡
oF THE A¡,ratyrrcar DrsrrNcrroÑ- '-

BETWEEN R¡CTN E AND STATE.6
'l'r'ansitions to cleilocr.acy involvc both continuity and change, whichis a ren:indcr. oi. thc rclcv¡ncc ol.¡hc l,¡.oad .oil..fi,ì.i"äiì ì,,., i",
ï::::ll ,n: potirrcat rc¿iwe_rlìc sct of p"L,i"-irìììiìiåi, ,r'o,trcrcrnrlne w¡lo govel.ns_vcrsus the Jfø¡¿_the Lrroader set of public
:iT:,]!,il'" ,h1. 

iJso 
govcr.u ,.,.icty nnct the cco ",ifi"i,ürä" a",r¡ons., tvtosl ot tlrc political scicncc ljrcr.¿tr¡rc o¡l dc¡ìocraric rransitrons and gove'arce focuscs ou elc.t.rr"t 

"rr¿ "l"lì.ã i;;;i,*;;r, y",
1,¡itizen'1 ¡roint ofvicw suggcsrs arrenrion to .lr" po*"rlr"t",ìoil, ,t 

",chàractcrizc rlrc b¡.o¿dcr st¿rc_society interlacc.
. 
If clientclisnr ¡roscs a pr.oblcm fo,: .lerrlo.ra.y because it interlòreswirJr citizcns'calacitv ro irold ,1," ,,n* 

"..o,, 
nì 

"'rrr. 
ì" ri,ì i,,iliri. rr,",,the widcsprcad fajlrlre c¡f elecrorar regrrrres ro consolidatc accoulltatrlc governa'cc should lcad analysts"to l".k lr;;;;-;i; ;;".,,tio¡ral_irrsritutions trlp6ljliç¿¡ accounrahility. .oip. J, iu.:.t".ri.r,,,d¡,u r¡¡c scp(ìr¿tro,) ol l.lowcrs. If clcctorâl dcrnocracy lcads to highlyulrcvcrl ¿rld inco¡rsistcr¡r dcrrcç5 ef ¡ççer]¡,,rfrf. g"".r,;.lrlr.n itrnay bc useful to rhi¡rk i' i".,ns of ",,",*,i;;rrî';;ilr#;.y,,,

transfbrmations of thc state tltât âl.c alìalogous to but clistinct fioln
::::iÌ:.,[1.Ìï,J:']1,f,,.,;uo, of .,,t,o,,,itiä,,, tn- _.àl_"r,irtr" r,

ìiiK-,i;;:i,":;Íli: :liii,ä:ilì :: "1ïlî:,i;îîï,1:JÏ,:ii,IItow accor r rttablc govcl.l r¡ l] cc becol¡e s str0 t(r\ot ltow it sprtadsfr,outctr'lavcs across c¡rr irc srrc aprr¡r.arur.r, 
",- 

l;;;;.;",iri 
^uärii ri ^ 

r r,vcrrìca-lly. lrr¡rr tlrc loc¡l r., rirc r,rri,,,ul ,, u;...'uif* 
"""""t '"1'

lìrlbcclding accor.rnfabilirv into. rlìe sratc i, nn irì1.,"."r.,t1y ur.r"lr",r,
¡rr.ti.rl. .rrrJ c,rrrr,..,,t..l pr,.,,."*. (ìi¡izc¡ls. .r,,,,1Al.; ;;;;ì;;;J, ,r,.ì" ,,,I llc syslcn) rhlr scrvc ¡s lr.rn,llr,rlds ø, ,,,t,"".j,i.,.,,:..,,',,;.;*,,i ;.ìì.,,,,,

S'r^r'rÌ l?owBR 
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to opcn up tlÌc state to pubiic scr.utìny. :lhc cdrstmctiou of ¡tublic
accouutability is drivcn by cyclcs of mtrtually rcir.rforcing intcracl;i()l)
bctwcen the thickeniug ol'civil socicty and statc relòrrrist ¡ritiativcs.
Such state-society synclgy remains the exccption rathcr than thc ¡ule
irl r.r.rost countries.s'I'hese proccsses tend to unlòld outside thc rcalm
of the national clections and politicaì ¡rartics that occupy rDost stud-
ics of' dcmoc¡atization. As a rcsult, questiot.ts about accountability
requirc diseutangling statcs lion lcgirles.e

Accountability politics lclèrs to thc process ofconflict ovel-whethcr
aud how tlìose in pou,cr are hcld publicly rcsponsible for thcil clcci-
sions (Fox 2007). Thìs proccss is both logically.and enrpirically iudc-
pcldcnt of clcctoral corlpetitiou. .Accourìtability politics involvcs
challcngiDg who is accountablc to whorn, as clielìts becoDrc citizcns
and bureaucrats bccome pnblic servants. Strugglcs for. accountabil-
ity can overlap with pro-denocracy movcneilts) but ar.c not limited
to tllcm. Struggles |or accoultability oftcn involvc protcst, but ar.c
not limitcd to contestation. Constructing accountability involves
challcnging the state, but also transforms th(r stare, Analysi5 ef ¡1.r.

constftrctior'ì of accountalrility also involvcs attentiorÌ to its social
foundations. ID thc statc-socicty syrìergy framework fbr understaDd-
ir.rg how pr.rblic il.tstitutions change, the main cleavagc is not bl:tween
ostensibly diclÌotorlous and implicitly monolithic state versus socicty,
but bctween proaccountability and anri-acconntability forccs crltrcd-
dcd. ít both statc and socicty.

PRoPoSITIoN 2: CLIENTELISM MAKES
PnlNclp¡l-AcENT Rl:LATtoNs

Btntnnctlomrr,
Political science ruodels of representâtive dcnocracy posit that vot-
crs arc ¡rrincipals who elcct representatives to be their agcnt. This
parsimonious approach has advantagcs as lolg as the power rclation-
ship gocs in one dircction. When thc powcr rclationship bccomcs
two-way) howcvcr, if principals becoÍnc agents and agents lrccomc
priucipals, tllen the conceptual lcvcrage of thc rnodel is weakencd.
Clicntelism poscs prcciscly tl.ris dileilrna, ilsofàr as it is bascd on
two-way transactions: cxchanges of political support (norably votes)
for rnaterial lcwards. Stokes (2005) rcfcrs to this dynarnic as "perverse
accountaLrilit¡" irÌ which voters l:recome rcspolsìtrlc to thcir rcplcscn-
tativcs, ¡âther than vice vcrsa.l0

V<lte-buying contladicts ostcnsilrly olc-way prilci¡ral-¿gctÌt powcr
rclatious. V<rtc-bu),crs cn¡¡agc il an inrplicit coltract irì rvhich thcy
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lr

I

atc ostcnsibly tl.ìc ¡rr.incipals alìd tlte votcrs arc thc iìgclÌts. Accor<1ing
to convcntioDal wisdoll about clector.al r.eprcscDtation, thc arrow
goes tlìc ot.hcr way when ballot scc|ccy is not Pcrccivecì by voters as
guata[tced and fcar may lrc a factor, vote_buyers, capacity to cnforce
cleals cal bc Ìrigh, in rvhich casc thcy arc irìdcccl pr-lncipals. 'I.he ¡rointIÌerc is rhat political clicnts can havc wiclely varying ùegrecs of bar-
gainin¡J porver.in thcir transactions, ancl thc Aitrui"n."s natrer lò¡
dcnrocracy.

. In spitc of the appar.ent pâradox thar L.ridirectional powcr r.ela_
tions pose for ¡rrincipal-agcnt n.ro<icls, one a¡rproach to clicntelism
defines.thc corìccpt as ..a particular form óf ,exchange, betwcen
electoral colÌstituencics as pr.incipals ancl politicìans a=s agcnts in
dcmocraric sysrems'i (Kitschelt an<i Wilkinson, 2007:7). ihi, ,rr"
of thc priDcipal agent nodel is ir.rternally colÌtradictory) sincc in the
dcfinition rlìc clients (voters) are thc principals, whereas in the anal-
ysis the politicians are rhe principals who atternpt to influence the
voters (IJickcn 20Il: 292). In othcr words, this ãeñnition assLrmes
what needs to bc de monstratcd-that it is clear who the ¡rrincipals
are and who the agents arc, Moreovcr, tltc autlìors explicitìy assurne
that, by clcfinition, clicntelism opcl.atcs only ilì clernocratic political
systenÌs.

. 
This puzzle ofwho is thc prilcipal and who is the agcnt also arises

whcn onc looks at a different set of elcctoral relatioriships through
the lens ofpatron-clielt rclations. Colsider the rclationship bctwecn
wcaltþ donors and politicians who seck them out as a souic of .um_
paign funds (especially in regimes with markct-bascd dctenninants
of.clectoral rnedia access). If onc applies a principal-agent modcl to
political investor.s, thcn the donors are the patrons audThc politicians
are the clicnts.

Pnoposrrrou g: CLTENTELTsM Is ONLy Oxn or
Mar,¡y Srn¡.r¡cr¡S FoR Usnrc Mnrrnrai

Rnsounc¡s FoR Por-rrrcÄL MANrpuLATroN
Clientelism is only one ofrnany stratcgies for using material resources
for¡olitical manipulation that can unclcrmile lì-cJdoms ol exprcssion
and association, as ilh.rstrated in fìgurc l0,l.ll.hough these approaches
ov.crlap yr pracrice, rhey arc clistinct. In practicã, cocrrcioìr and/or
othcl political uses of n.roney rnay bc t.nuch morc sþr.rificant than cli_
enrclism, eithcr in terms ofthe share ofthc population affccted or the
dcpth of thcir political irnpacr. 'llhc gcogr.apliic rargcring of s¡recilìc
co,.rstitueDcics, knowD i¡ tlrc Llnitcd Statcs as Pork lrarr.el polir icr, is
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somctimes sccD as conceptually riistinct fìollt clientelislì. Yct iu pr-ac-

¡icc, it is clifficult to find thc b<;nrdaly bctwccr'ì por-k barr.cl polirìcs
and clientclism wl.ten both irlolvc ¡rr-cciscl¡, ta¡gs¡sd r¡atclial rewârcls
in cxchangc for political loyalty,

l hc framcwor-k for discntangling diffèrent ¡rolitical manipula-
tion strategies illusrratcd in fìgrrrc l0.l leavcs asidc the outrìght
use of electoral fiaud, sincc drat strât.egy irvolves naDipulâting rhc
actuâl votcs rathc| than thc voters. Il'somc nix of the political usc
ofmoncy, clicutclistic relationships, ancl the perceived rhrcâr of cocr'-
ciot.r "works," in the sense of iuflucucing the voters' intetìt, thelt
fraud is uot ncccssary to shapc clcctoral outcotrres. At thc samc tin.rc,
political contcndets cannot L)c sLrre il advance of tl.re efficacy ofthcir.
cfforts to malipulate vorer-s, and therefore it is quite rationâl for
thcm to also resort to at lcâst sorlc fiaud, whcr.c in.rpunity is possible
(especially in close clections). L.r other words, recourse to Íìaud is
eviderìcc tlìat otlìcr folms ofpoliticâl manipulation are insulficiently
reliable.

Note whclc figurc l0.I locate s vote buying-it is oftcn z¿t l¡ackcd
by pcrccivcd threats ofcoercion. l{owcvcr, when it is, not much actuâl
cocrciorr is ncccssarily required. Thc þerceitted thrcat of rcprisals for
noncompliance is sufficient to cour.tt as a violation oft¡asic democratic
riglrts, hence the importance of ballot secrecy (sce below).

Figure ì0.1 also slrggests thar the rclativc significance of
votc-buying-comparcd to othel ncchanislns of manipulation-is

Iìilturc l0.I Ovcrl¡pPiDg Slr¡rcgjcs fòr I'olilicâl Meûiprìlxri(nr
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n¡,r ilw,ìy\ ch.ar. l,,rlilical seicutisls olicrr ar.gur. llral vulc lr¡¡ri¡ro;-
by rrrrLrrr.u¡rclcurocr.aric. lrr¡r rhc"c rrarìsâcrio;s arc u",,aliy Ji;'.,;ri",4\
or.rtsicle c¡l' thc br.oadcr corìrcxt of tlÌc systcmic ur"s ol,ioì.y ¡erttaniprrllrc poljries. ll)csc urltcr lolrs ,filrrel.vellti,,,l ;,r; lr: .,,
illeAll.'-Jcl'crrrlirg,o¡r¡l¡(. I¡rrrrl.r,,r.",1, 1.,,,, , i,., J:;.; ;;";,,;k ,fu"ìâny less undernocraric.r I WJrcn p,,Jirii.rì i¡ucsrt rs p"y i,, f.lìl'f 

",.,*,Itiyalt¡ firr example, they a''e buying ,ot jLrsL i'dívìåLrai ;;i;, .¡"ya'c in effcct buyi'g thc votcs of witly ìni.widuals at ttr. ,.r. ,un"Ìn this scnse, lar¡¡e-scalc_ campaigl corirr.iburious in cx.t 
"r.,g" 

fo. qui tpro cluo are a forrn of wl¡olesøle yorc bLrying, ir contcsr to tñe colven_
tional rctail variety,I2

A, fiq,:f .10.2 irdicatcs, clicntclism is onc way to irìvcsr irì retaiÌ
voter mobiJization, which in tunÌ is onc ofscveral stratcgic* io. ,rrir"
:T]l:Li,r politics. Frorn r hc pcrspccrivc of polir ical i;".r;or;-;;:
porltrcat usc ot rhc bro¿dcast media rcpresents another wholcsale
ir:vcstr¡e¡rr lirr politicalsysterns thar allow markct øra., å ¿"r."rn,i,r.rr¡( c¡cçrôrltt usc.ol lhc l¡cdia). Tllc it¡flucncc of lttoncy <_rr r ¡roliticstltrouglr tlrc rncdia aiso dcPcnds ol wlrcrhc¡ thc use of lyi,rg lri irrrcn
srvc rìrcdi¿.carnpâigns is r.cgtrl;ted, Iìven ì1.rrornirrrlJy ill.i"l, a.tr,"tsanctjo¡s for ovcrt lying nray bc larc_or may be applied'only attcrthc clccrion (¿s in Mexico in 2006). I his lor¡ri 

"lp"'f 
i ilri rn"Jiouf".

tion is clistinct from clierìrelislrÌ in at leasr ,nu,, *"ir. ¡"rr, ì;. ;i.1"
sale scope is vast, cornpared to the surÌr tot"l oi r"tail .fl.rr,"ìo,i.
transactiors. Scco¡rd, no¡rcocrcjvc votc btryirrg is at lcast u nagr,,_
âted two-way trarsaction, whercàs t1.,. *holes"'1" -""ipof "riãrr-ãì 

*r.broadcasr rnedia is ¿ onc-way political intervenrion irri.i;il ;;',..
gcts l¿ck agency.
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|igrrrc 10.2 OlicDtclisur in rhc Co[tcxt oli]oliticãl lnvcstrìrcrìt Srr¡reßjcs.
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Pnoposl lloN 4: PErìcllrvED Ilell<t'l' Sncn¡cy Is
Nncnsslny Bur Nor Sunrrcl¡Nr ro ALr,ow

VoTERS To ExERctsE Trlnrn PorrrrcAr- RTcHTS

llcw rcse¿rrchcrs havc clocrrmcntcd thc r'ratulc ancl sco¡rc ofthc viola
tion offhc scclct b¿llot.l3 Yct an exclnsive ftrcus <xr the "clircct" viola
tions ofballot scclccy is too rcstlictivc k) apprccjatc thcil lull political
siglificancc, To influeucc votcr dccisions, not cvcry voter nccds to
be dircctly rvatchcd by patrons; voters can be influcnccd if thcy havc
rcason to think their vote might bc obscrved. 'l'hcrcforc, only thc

lerce|tiln of a lack of guarantecd ballot seclcc)/ is ncccssary tcl havc
the dcsircd cffcct. 'IÌr influeuce thc outcolncs in closc elcctious, the
sccrecy guârantec needs to bc pcrceived as weak only in a small frac-
tion of polling placcs in order to influerce the outconre, For exam-
ple , a largc-scale UND? survey of 200ó Mcxicar.r v<¡tcls askcd thcnr
to what degree thcy trusted the seclccy of thcir ballot. Only 54.4
percerlt reported that they had "total trust", 25,ó percetÌt reported
"some trust", 12 percent had "some mistrust", and 5 percent wcre
"totally mistrustirÌ8" (N = 2,782, UNDI:', 2009, cited in Ïox and
Haight 2009, 88).ra

In thc literaturc on votc-buying and clientelisn, the discussiol of
ballot secrecy is ofteiì fralned iD terms ofthe puzzle ofwhy vote-scllcrs
would keep their part of the bargain if in practice, bchind the cur-
tain, thcy have thc frccdon to vote thcir conscicncc (Schaffèr 2007).
This is a vely rcasonablc question, and, as noted in stuclies cited
abovc, thc answers range from clever monitoring tactics on the part
of vote-buyers to cultural expectatiol.rs of kcepilrg onc's word. For
examplc, Stokcs (2005) stresses the role ofpartisan blokers' dcnse
social networks as enforcers. Nichter (2008) finds that clientelisrn is
more relevant for mobiliziug votcl turnout than for âctually changing
votcr prcfercnccs, The cfficacy of trust as an ellforceu.rent resonrcc is
widely seen as ernbedded in cultural norms, but it is easy to overstate
its powcr'. Iìor examplc, Wang and Kurzman (2007) found in Taiwan
that at lcast 45 perccnt of vote-sellers voted for a candidatc diffcrcnt
from the one who trought thei¡ vote.

Yct the individualizccl approach to ballot sccrccy is ir:rsnfficicnt to
addrcss thc principalagcnt puzzle involvcd in analyziug vote-buyìrrg
for two reasons. First, ifa votc-seller lòllows her or his truly ¡rreferrcd
caudidatc's aclvicc and takes the rnoncy while voting thcir couscicncc,
they still rnay làce consequenccs fior¡ local political brokcrs if thcy
excrcisc tlrcil othcr cittzen rights to exprcss thcir vicws arxl to ¡rub-
licly associate with thc o¡rposìtior. Scc<)r<1, cvcn jfincliviciuals cxcrcisc
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PRoposl.rro ru 5: poLr.l.rcrzED 
RESouRCF.
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Many definitions of clientelisnì focus on thc sutrset of political bar-sai'ing rclationships that invotve 
. 

rl," "*.h;;;.-;i;n"i.'äåior, rnconrrast wirh prograrnmar ic uolirical appcalsl.r,"j rrrà.fãi *1,¡,public goods (c.g., NDRI zoio; x¡r".1,'"i, 
"ni wi,i.i,"î,iäirl ,"

flj]jl'I.: rhc disrilction appcrrs r() bc.luire srraighrtirrwarcl. l)¡.ivarcgoods are co¡rsidc¡cd more vuJr:crahJc .o p"tii.irla lir.r"ri.,,,,wircrcas tl.re pubt ic goods aooroach ro r.rnrr...."ito.Jiåìî;rîiìå"r,ur,

;:,:Ìiffii:ll: :i;'-".11.1'..' "s 
t." p.;;;;;;;äåiåììì'or"

Lru¡r. 
^lnouglt uìese two ap¡rroachcs ccrtainly capture ideâl_typcs,lrrcy are lìol rreccssarily dichot.r,''o,,. c,, r.^,r. ^'^'.^i.--- l,'*",'t."l,r;;;;-ñ.;r"äry urL'.,ronÌous, for both conceptual and empir_

, loliticizcd resource allocatioD rcfers to proccsscs that seek toinduce 
, 
tryalt), by targcting spectnc consiitireJårl" irri, iì_.1*,rcward¡¡rg supponers. tru¡islrino --; -::- 'l: "'

,,".,u,,;:.ì;:å;'¡; j'il;:'"*r;:?,",;:",;iå':*;i:':lì:::i,:lîl:
widely co'sidcrcd to bc withir ,À" .t"_o.r..ii ,î;",;;îi;;^"r",suc'as gcog'ap'ic tar¡iering. Vorc-rruyirrg. ¡,, ..i,ììrì, r. rr".ìri .",,sidcrc.t bcyond rtrc pirc_rìrougr,,";,,. i;;, ij':;,ì,,i"ì.i,ålilf . r.,politics t, bc r for'¡rr ,fc<,1,.,.tií .l¡",,,.r¡.,,r,'ì,,iuiiì: ,r ,l'ìii"jro'
,t'':,i:l:::::l:f.:lll!_i*,, *i,r, p,,urii ,p",,j;;;ì å:i 
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favol political altclnatives that ¡rromotc univcrsalistic, r'cdisr;ribu r ivc
policies. '1'bcsc assum¡:rtir:rns need to bc unpacked,

Filst, these ideal-typcs conlìate tu,o distìnct principlcs firr-resourcc
allocatiorr: discraTionøry wrsøs ri¿Jhts or entitlcm.cnt-bøsetl criteriø r¡¡t
tlrc curc hatrd, ¿nd intli¡,iduølizetl yersus collecti'tte rcsourcc allocarion
on thc othct. 'Ihcsc two scts ofcritclia vary indcpcndcntly. 'ìhble 10.1
illustrates the diffèrcnccs betwc(rn thcsc two overlapping sets olìfr.jn-
ciples, which can be described as "tenns of elgagcment" tretween
th(] stâtc and socicty. For cxalrple, eittitlcmcnt-based resourcc alloca-
tion can be cithcr individualized (e.g., tralsfer payrr-rents) or collec,
tivc (e.g., public clinics). Conversely, politicizcd rcsource allocation
can also cithc¡ [¡c individualized (c.g., vote-buying) or. collective
(c.9., pork-barrel).

-Ihc 
cor.rtrast bctwe er.r polk-barrcl pr ojects and public goods appears

straightfi:rward in principle, trut when onc probes more cleeply to
exarnine the principles undcr which public goods arc allocated, ouc
rarelyfinds cousistently fcrrmula-driven or.nccd-l¡ascd criteria. National
authorities rarcly make specific local social investtnent dccisions, often
dclcgating block grants to state govcrnlnents, which in tu|n assign
thcrn to local governments, which ilÌ tum allocate invcstlltcnts to spc-
cific projects within their jr.rrisdictions. Programmatic resource allo-
catiou ft¡rmulas that wcigh various critcria may bc involved ar variorrs
levels, but it would be diffìcult to frrnd a dcvcloping country whr:rc rhe
proccss for allocating social spcudilg, whether lor scrvice provisiou
or infrastructure, is complctely rule-based, with no room for political
discretion. In other words, iffiscal and institutional colÌstrâints make
full universal coverage of rule,based, cntitlemcr.ìt-driven programs
impossiblc, then sonle degree of discretionary resourcc allocation is
involved.

Since few public goods are truly universal, there is therefore ¡oorn
for political discretion in the allocation oflocal public goods, through

Tal¡le l0.I Coûlrasting ùinciples for Allocating Pul.rlic ResoLuccsi Discrctiouary,
lÌrunula-Basecf , or Demand'l)rivcn

Scopc Discrctiorìâty/fi onì abovc ììights^oritlcmctìr/dcr¡aDd-b¡sccl

Lrdivitlualized

Collcclivc

ElcctioD-tiDrc gifts,

votc-brryiug

Access to broad social programs,

suclì âs coDditioûâl câslì rrånslcr

pâymcnrs

ìbrk-bârrclconìrnrìrìiry PublicBoods(sdrools,cliDics,

pro¡:cls.pârrisâ¡r-biÂscd rvarr:r-,scl'rJ¡c)
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Polìlicized
geographic ra¡gcring
(pork barrel politrcs)

Ìolic)'-d¡Ìven Broader po1ìc,v,driven
geographic prioricies (i.e., human
drstribution crire¡ia capital, public and
(i.e., nced, balance). environmenral heakh.

cquirable pùblic secìr¡ir),)

Public goodsLocal publìc goods

Ïable 10'2 More Contrasting Principles fo! Allocâting Public Resources: Discreriona¡v versus Rules-Based

Club goods (excludable)

Discretionary, par¡isan/
poiiticized crirenâ for
allocation ro membership
grouPs

Demand-driven, based
on match betrr,een
qualifi cations, proposaì
and policl' priorities, ro
o¡ganizations.

Private goods (individualized)

Discretioaar¡ politicized crite¡iâ
for allocatioÍ to individuals
(though the process ma1' follow
formal rules)

Rulcs-based Állocarion ro iDdividÌrals or
lirlìo\rs Frogramr¡âtic femilies bâsed on objective
iogics) indicarors ofneed, membership

in under-represented groups
and/or qualificarions.

Clientelisric discrerionery
i¡e11 ârds loyelq', mobilizes
suppo¡ters o¡ t¡ies to swâv
swing constinrencies)

Allocârion criteru
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signilÌcant inccntivc f'or subordinatiorì tlìan ¿ nÌerc clectiolt-tilre gift,
i¡rsofar as drcsc progran.rs offcl. a steady strcam of l>cnelits-as rvcll au
a spigot tlÌat cân porentially bc shut off sl.rould thc clients defcct by
excrcising their full citizeu r.ights. In ¡rr.ilciplc, these fòr.ms of rlanip_
ulation coulcl bc ofßet by cflèctive, social accoultability mechanisrirs
that ptovide recoursc for.thosc who arc cxcluded. yct thcsc promising
institutional innovations to prolltotc citize¡r voicc tcnd to bc weal¡ q
rÌor.rcxistent. ljven in the paradigur case of Mcxico's Oportunidaclcs
cash transfcr prograrn, whcr.c its ,,Citizeil Attelttion', social accour.rt_
ability window has sor.nc clout and a constituency) it has no teeth
(Fox,2007).

-lo surn up, it is uscful to distinguisli bctwccn thrcc cliffercnt pro_
cesses for allocating pulrlic resources: (a) fonnula-based, (b) politiially
discrctional, and (c) dernand-driven or delibcrative, as suggested in
figurc 10.3. 'llhe first logic is based on ostensibly objcctive criteria,
snch as algorithms rhât dererminc whether familics surveyed qualify
fo¡ lncans-tested social programs, as in the casc of colditional cash
trarìsfers. Such consistent critcria can be incomplctc, applied only to
tl.ìe amounts allocated to given jurisdictions, but not to thc specific
projects or constituencics within those jurisdictions. The second
logic involves political discretion by elites, which is usually associ
ated with raw bargaining but can also inform the construction of
fòrmulas, often through the opaque mechanisms ofassigning weiglrts

Figurc I0.3 fhe Porêntial for Ìoliricizatir¡r ofÂll<ràriûr oFh)blic coodsr .fhrec

Ovr:rù¡rPing PriDci¡rlcs.

ST^TD PownR 
^Nr) 

Cr,rDN IDLTsM

to politically sigllificant variables, such âs urban vcrsus mral jnrisdic-
tions, or poverty lcvels. The third Jogic of dclil¡cration also involves
political discrction, but is driven from bclow, eitlìer by dcn.rarlds by
ârrtor.rolrotÌs colìstituencics (âs in dle casc of urauy social ftrnds) or by
iustitr.rtionalizcd processes of participâtory corrsultation.

Par:tici¡ratory budgetilìg would sccr.ìl to bc â "paradigrì casc" o1-thc

potentially consistcnt application of rulcs ir.t "programnatic" public
goods allocation. Yet delibcrative rcsourcc allocatiorì ptoccsses lray
involvc overlap I¡ctween the principles ofdeliberation, rules, and clitc
discrction. Evcn though dclibcrative processcs are oftcn governed by
rules and fonnulas, thcy are lìot invulncrable to thc politiciz.âtiorì
of the applícation of those lules. For cxample, the dcgrec of parti-
san politicization of participatory br.rdgcting varies cmpirically (see

chapter'ó, Montambeault, this volun.re). This suggests tlìe cxisteiÌce
ofân importaDt gray arca that is ncithcr clicntelistic nor strictly rule-
l¡ased in the positcd scnsc of a univcr-sal, consistently applicd, pro-
grammatic approach to resource allocation.

PRoposrrrox 6: Accsss ro SocIAL Pnocn¡nts Tuer
Bscrws wrru Polrl'rcrz¡TroN C¡.w Evorvs r¡ùro

Pnncnrvrp ErtrrlltttlBt¡:ts
Clientelistic âcccss to the state cau change over time. Democratic
transitiorìs can wcaken the cffectivcrìess ofsocial programs as instru-
rnents ofpolitical control.l9 For example, as Durazo Hc[rlììan argucs,
in 1995 indigenous municipalities in Mexico's state of Oaxaca gained
lcgal rccognitiou of their right to self-govcrnance without political
pârties, as part of a political bargain in which they were expccted
to accept the rest of the status quo (this volurnc). Yet morc than a
dccade later, mâny voters in these municipalitics gailed capacity to
express tl.ìeir autonorny by voting for challengers for state and fcd-
eral office. Consider the case of Procanpo, a fartn subsidy prograrn
that provided checks to more than two milliou peasants to buffcr
tlÌe costs of subsidized US corn imports after NAltTA-right bcfbre
Mexico's 1994 elections. The ruling party's peâsant or-ganization
infìuenccd which ploduccrs wcrc allowcd to sigu up for dre prograrn
(Merino 2010).

In conceptual terms, Procampo was lauuched as an ostcnsibly pro-
graÌnmatic club good. In practicc, howcver', ProcalÌrpo distributed
private goods with political discretion. Eurollurent has re¡nained
largely fìxccl sincc its launch in 1994. Yct its political charactcr
has changcd. In tJrc 2000 clcctiotrs, Procanpo l¡c¡reficia¡ics rvelc

20r
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dis¡rroportionately subiccr to lrailor sccrecy violati<xs. A largc survç:y
li.rrnd that 20.7 pcrcent ofthose in ProcaÌnpo reporred that thcy wc'c
"ex¡.rosed to thc buyiltg or conditioning of the vote" ("coacción,'), i¡
contrast to lÌ.ó percent of those n<¡t irì thc prograln (Aparicio a¡c1
Corrochano 2005. 385). lìy thc 200ó prcsidcrÌrial clection, accor.d-
ing to a snrvcy carried our by Civic Allìancc that targeted potcnrial
protrlem lcgions, Plocarìrpo bcreficiarics' rcpol.ted Z8 percclt rate of
politicized resource allocatior.r was still higlier than for OporrulÌidades
(6.2 pcrcent) [.¡ut lower than fo¡ statc governtnent programs (l1..5 per-
cr:nt) (Fox ând Haight 2009, 82), Remarkably, howcvr:r, a large-scalc
United Nations-sponsored public opinion survcy at the time of thc
200ó clections ft>und that ó9,5 per.ccnt of Procanìpo reci¡riclts saw
the payncnt as a right rather than as a favor, while only 1.8 pcrcent
reported having bcen pressured to vote lor a spccific pârty (PNUI)
2007, 179, 189). More and mo¡e "beneficiaries" camc to sel: rlÌeir
access to thc progfam as an eltitlcmcnt-perhaps a gift, but not orìe
conditioned on political subordination (Maldor.rado 20ì0). Sirnilarly,
Schedler (2004) finds thar rlle sllâfe of Mexican voter.s with the will
ald capacity to rcsist vote-buying has increascd ovcr the coursc of
Mexico's political trausitio¡r

PnoposrrroN 7: FIow Socrer, Pnocn,c,Nr
B¡¡rnrrcr¡Rr¡s VorE Is a Nrc¡ssany
Bur Nor Sur,n¡crrrqr IruorceroR or

Vors-Buyr¡ùc oR CLTENTELTsM

Thc powerful and evocative legacy of clientelism leads many crÌtics to
assume thât social progrålns buy votes even whcn acccss is rlot, in prac-
tice, politically conditioncd. The case ofMcxico's cash transfer proglam
is a notablc example in which access to a social program was consistently
rulc-based. Yet thât did not necessarily rnean that the rules wcrc applicd
consistcntly. Indecd, the application of the rules governing access was
biascd by factors othc¡ than clectoral manipulation, leadi.rg to thc
exclusion of millions ofofficially cligit.rlc citizens in the late 1990s. 'Ihis
cxclusion was thc result ofpcr-vcrse incentives created bythe outsourcing
ofthc household survcys. Plivatc fìnns were paid Lrascd on llurlbcrs sur-
veyed, regaldlcss of whether thcy âctually rcâchcd eittirc conmunitics,
so they tcndcd to limit surveys to homcs close to paved roads, excluding
rnarry ofthc poorcst. 'Ihe 2000 changc in thc party in powcr pcrrnittcd
a quiet rcfonn, Ied lry a new team ofprogram nauâgers rccr.uited from
pxr-clcmoclacy organizatj<¡lts, 'l'he)' sr¡trstantially correctcd this problcrl
rvitll a "tlcnsificatiol of thc roJJs; tltis prrrccss r-cvcak:d that l?r:ogrcsa's
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ilitial, ostensibly nrlc-trasccl, progralì.ìmatic clrollrrcnt proccss had

exclød.e d.1.7 nilliou fàmilies wl¡o mct tlÌe nìcarÌs test" (Fox 2007,273).
At the tille, urost indepcndcnt ol¡servers of Mcxico's flagship concli-
tional cash transíèr program were Dìost corìccrned about possible clicl-
tclistic mauipulatiou, but in practice, its rnain cxclusioraty itnpact was

thc rcsult of a hidden, flawcc1 technocratic assum¡rtion abc¡ut klw, il:s

crr¡<-lIrncrrt Irro,.css rvor¡ld wolk irr practlcr..
The 200ó party prcfclcnccs of Oportunidades bclefrciaries pro-

vidc a powcrlul indicator of the dcgrcc to which acccss to this pro
gram had comc to bc seen as an cntitlcmcnt rather than a political
favor. C)nly 4I pclccnt supportcd the incunbcnt PAN, according to
exit polls-whilc 25 pcrcent supportcd tl.rc PllI ald 29 perccrt sup
ported the PRD.20 Contrast this 4l percent with the very similar
2006 national vote share for the PAN amoug all women voters: 38
perccnt (most OportuDidadcs beneficiar.ies are nothers). This sug-
gcsts tb.at it would bc hard to claim that there was a systernatic politi-
cizatior.r of access to Oportunidades-or if tl.rere was, it did not work,
In addition, considering that C)portunidades increased family incomc
by an averagc of 30 percelrt (for fivc million familie$, it is rcnark-
ablc that thc PAN was not rewardcd with an even largcr sharc of the
beneficiaries' vote.

Yet this conditional cash t¡ansfèr program is only one of many
Mexican social progrâms, and many of the othcrs were still at least
partially politicizcd-to the dcgrec tlÌat thc number of citizens that
thc Social Devclopment Ministry officially acknowlcdgcd, bcfore tl.re
election, as vulnerable to rnanipulation was largcr than the PAN's
cventual rnargin ofvictory.2l When it comes to clientelism and how to
see it, measure it and weigh it-in thc end, if democracy is defincd in
ten.us of ore person, orÌc vote and full universal suffi-agc, then cvery
little bit matters.

PRoposrrrox B: LBr Us "Pur CrtnNrsLIsM rN lrs
Prac¡" By LocATTNG Ir ru rn¡ Bno¡osn Conrrxr

oF THE POTTTICTZ¡O US¡ Or. GOVURiVII¡¡,lr
Pnocnarrs AT DIFFDRENT Scnrss

Clicntclism is a snbsct of the broa<lcr category of thc politicizatiol
of social prograrns, and or.rc can see thc diffcrcnces bctween distilct
stratcgies ifone brings in thc dimcnsion of scalc.'Ihc idca hcrc, as iD
much ofthis chaptcr, is to'trut clientelism in its placc." Much ofthe
discussioD Of clicntelisrrr has fòcuscd o| "what couuts," or just "how
clicntclislic" tlle cxchangc of far¡ols fòr'sul:rport is, rvith lcss atrtcllliorr
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lndividual rerva¡d: lamilv access to
materiâl bencfirs in cxchange for political
support (an informal contract olien
reinforced by monitorlng mechadsms)

lndividual rhreât: ?erc€ived sk of
loss ofaccess to material benefits if
¿ssociàrrd wirn o¡posirion ,reirlorced b\'
monitoring)

Âuchoritarian poliricizarion of polic.v

Mic¡o (ìndividuai)

Tabie I0.3 Thc Polirical Use ofsocial programs: Unpacking Disrircr Levels and Logics

PoliticaÌ scales

Socially or geographicall¡' targeted reward:
Social program targets distinct region
(locâl publìc good) or organization (c1ub

good), often in core or sÍing constituency

SociaÌl_v or geographicalll. rârgeted
plrnishment: Reducrion o¡ denial of
lesoùrces to ¡egion or constituency
perceived as opposition

Pol;r ic;?¿tion ofpolicy. I hough ;lleg¿liry is

Meso (subnetional region)

Reward for policy:
Social progrâ¡n produces
suppoft for associated
political party

Fear ofpossible policy
change: Support is
lessened for a politicel
partv âssociated $'ith
curting a fâvored policy

Conyentional

Mec¡o (natioûel)

progremûraticdemocratic contingent

Poliiical logics (fo¡
ta¡get€d coIlsrituencv)

Posiri!.e incentìves

Negative incenrives

Rclationship to
eiectoral competition



Indrvidual access to p¡ograrns wi¡leh¡
pe¡ceived to be biased bv partisanship

i'egioíì¿ì lntensive budgetarv andl-or mediâ làrgering subnåtionar porirjcilålion: Acces rârrisrn o.g¿nizr¡ions conr-o. jndivjdu¿l rc\crore¿nr¿ârionâl ofspecjfic regions ¿nd consrirùencic< " - *.irf i..i*i, ,s condjLioned ¿cccss ro go\.ernmenr urúpr.ìm\
on poli¡ic¿l loyâlty wj¡hin specific
rcgions or states

Micro (individuall

Highl!' localìzed pârtisân Publicit]' linked to Retail deliver¡. ofprogram benefits wirho't coo¡diûârion, locar gor.ernmentProgram ¿t cìtizen inrerface re.g.. ¿r àgency conrroJledbuparrisan".p.r"rir;"i;offici¿l<r¿kerhrirowniriri¡;i!croco.ldirjonort,ces) 
speciñc regiáns . -__ '''^'prog.r_ 

"ccess 
on lo1,âltu

Table 10.4 Poljrical Use ofsoci¿l prograras: Urpacling Distiûft Sceles and lmpacrs

Scale of poliricizarìon

Meso (subrìatioral region)

Social programs with national
coverage systernaticall¡, favor or
target partisan coflstituencies
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2007) <t cvclt tlìc Latìdlcss Moveme¡rt's agrarian refitm scttlcnìcnts
i'¡ Brazil (Fr-icrc Mello 20i0), Yet thc main question is r.ìot wlìctlìcr
clientelism persists, but rarher to whar degree it inrerfcrcs with citi-
zens' cxcrcisc of thcir dcmocratic rights.

Onc of thc most uotal¡lc lèaturcs of clicltelisur is its coexistcncc:
wiLÌr othcr fo¡tls ofstate-socicty cDgagernent, which tnakcs it crn¡rir.i.
cally problematic to rcfèr to cDtirc systetns ¡s cljenrclistic or jìot. 'I.lìc
key questions are, rather, clicr.rtelistic to what deglee, where, and
within which statc-sclciety interlacel Subnationtl conrlrar.isorr is kcy
to pinning rhis down (c.g., Snyder 2001b).

l)eilocratic regirncs were expectcd to climinatc clientelisln, so its
rcproductior scncls us back to rhc drawing board (especially if one
rvarìts to avoid "culturc,' as the defaulty'csidual category explalla-
tion). Since political parties cal bc expccted to rcsort to tLe táols at
their dìsposal, rhe evcntrìal dismantling of clicnrclisn may be drivcn
primarily by the uneven advancc of the rule of law. 1b surl up, sir.rce
wc still lack prccise tools for dcfining and measuring clicntclisr¡, we
are still seveÌal stcps behind havirrg consistcnt ex¡lanatìons lor what
drives its pcrsistence, translormation, or. elimination,

Norns
*Thanks vcry much to Tina Hilgcrs and Kent Eaton for com¡nents on earlier
velstons,

ì. Iìor cxarnple, Colonbian pro-democracy activists rcfcr to tl.ìe scgment
of thc electo¡ate tlìat is ¡elatively frcc fro¡n the thrcats and promi-ses of
clientclism as the "opi[ion vote,', Bcfore his rccent clcctìo'n, the ncw
govc¡no¡ of Chocó recenrly cstinated that only 30-40 pcrcent of that
province's clcctoratc follows a[ .,opiDiou votc,', aDd the rest are sub_
jcctcd to varying combinations of votc-buying and threats (personal
email co¡rrnnnication, Luis (ìilberto Mr.rr.illo, Junc 20, 20ll).'

2. Sec Hickcn (2011). Notc Stokes's (2007) definition ofclieutelism .,as 
a

rnethod of clectoral m<¡bilization , . . thc profcrriug of rnatcrial goods in
¡eturn fo¡ clectoral support, where the critcrion of distribution rlÌat the
pat¡o¡ì Lrses is simply: did you (rvill you) suppor.t licf,, (ó04_605). This
defìnition does not includc the sustajned rclltionship and power imltal-
ance dincllsioûs that ûraly aualysts c<lnsidc¡ to be ceDtral. Stokcs (2002)
later rccognizcs "that clicntclist relationships arc ongoing-that the clyad
is cmbedded in a social nctwork - is thcoretically irnportant," rrainly to
infolrn ¡rartisan blokcrs' rnobilization srrâtcgics (2007óI2-613).

3. Scc Eaton and Chambcrs,Jtfs analysis of how anti-clic¡rrclism initia-
tivcs in (lololnbian teachc¡s,unions cndcd u1> bccoming clientclisric
(lòr'Lbi:orning).
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4. Notc tl'ìât thc distiDctiolt bctwccn ostcnsibly univclsal rights and morc
liD¡ited ¡cccss cltitlcn]errts is t'rltû rccl, brt in i)rilciplc, âcccss to curirl(ì-
mcnts is bascd or the ¡ìolt-politicizcd, cotrsistcnt applicatiou ofobjcctive
clirelia (as in thc case ol'geograplìicâlly-f argctcd or ¡¡eans-tcstcd soci¡l
plograrus).

5. I,or discussion of how cìvil socict¡, cam¡raigns havc ¡rro-accoirntability
i¡rpacts priolatily by ¿ctivâting the rit¡tte's <twn Ìro|izoûtal accouDtability
mcchauisrns, see Fox (2007).

6. Ihis scction draws on tlÌc irtrodlrcrion to Fox (2007).
Z llrc classìc analysis tl'ìat rìlakcs rhis disrinoion is Cardoso (1979,38-+0).

IIcre, rcgimc refc¡¡ed to thc ¡t¡les that link thc political system, thc
party systcm and thc citizcnly, u4rcreas tlÌc stâtc lcfcls to thc undcrlying
"pact of dorlination" ancl ¡elations bctwccn social classes. -lhis f¡amc-
work also highliglìred cortinuity ill statc-socicty (and sratc-cc(,rolny)
relations in the ploccss ofpolitical rcgimc changc.

8. 'I'hc statc-socicty synergy approach sccks to ìdcntify the dynanics and
impacts of thc rnutnal crnpowcrrnent of âctors in srate aucl socict¡ Scc
l)vaus (I997), as well as Fox (1992) aud Migdal, I(ohli, and Shue (1994),
arÌÌolrg othefs.

9. Notc that thcse processes of srate society intcraction rnay transfonn
rathc¡ than clir¡inatc clicDtclistr. Tllis pattcflr Dray lrc associatcd with
dcccntralization, which can shift thc powcr of patrons downwarcl, to
'tnunicipalize clientelism" (see Eaton and Chamberc-Ju, forthcorning
and châpter 6, Mo[tambeault, this volume).

Ì0. Sec also Fox (2007:4lff) on "upward vcrtical âccountability," whìch
gocs beyond paltisau loyaltics to rcfcl to state actors that lìold citize[s
unduly "âccountablc" for political disscnt, insubordination, o¡ cultur-
ally proscribcd âctivities.

lI. Indccd, Callahan's (2005)research in Thailand, where vote-buying is widc
splcad, lcads hin to suggcst "it is ncccssaly...to cxamire just what tltis
focus on votc buying stops one froltì scci[g." Hc rcfcrs hcrc to clitist biascs
ofsolne political rcfo¡m ca[lpaigrìs) as well as "dceper issues ofrural pov-
crty and the institutiolìâl co¡ruption ofthc Thai civil sclvicc" (95-9ó).

I2. Stokes (2007) considcrs these carìlpaign finar'ìcc lclationships to bc dis-
tiûct froIrr clicntelisn because the dircctionality of the flow of funds is
t0 thc politician Iât].ìer t]f'atr frï?tl thc politician, but thcy fit hcr nost
abst¡act definition of clicntclism as â nÌcthod r¡f clecto¡al r¡obiliz¡rion
bascd on material goods in exchange for elccto¡al support (ó05). Onc
could argue tlìat ÌccogDitiol of thc rolc of thosc who fund thc polìti,
ciaus (thcrcby allowìug rhcm to bccol[c ¡ratrons) simply aclds anothcr
pâtron ('Lrpstleam," to the clìain of intc¡rlcdiaries. 'lhis proposition
holcis whcrc prìvatc funde¡s arc sufficicntly corìcentratcd and polirically
unificd to c<¡nstitutc a set ofprincipals,

13. 1ìor notablc cxccptidrs, scc tl'ìc âudtoLs i¡ Schafïèr (2007) aud Wang
:rncl Krtrzm¡¡r (2007). For a morc'ty¡rical cxâDrplc) sec thc iÍìfcr¡ìationâl
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clcclion obscrver rcporr or Coloùbìa,s 2007 local elections (OAS 2007).
'l'his rcport chalacr.erizccl thc proLrlen only ìn thc ¡.nost gcnerâl tc¡lù$)
as "tccul.l.crìt and gcleralizcd,,on clccriol day, thc delcgâtiolì receivcd
"in[uDrc|ablc deDûuciatious . . . fi(Irl alnìosL the elltilc couDtry), aDd
eflècted "an imporl aDt pcrccnr¿gc ofrhc populariol" (OAS 2 O07 ZZ_23\.
Ovcrall, howcvcr., tlÌc repol.t clcdicatcd slightly uìorc than olte pagc to
votc-buyi1ìg aud rhc associatcd problcm of,thc lack ofballot. sccrecy.

14. What was ¡rerhaps molit strikiltg about thcsc findings is that they irrc
lir¡itcd Lo those voters sur-vcycd who wcre ørt bencficiâ¡ies of govcr¡,
rncut social programs. 'l-hc UNDI> had divided its survey group in two,
and incxplicably neglcctcd to ask thc ballot sectccy quesrioo of social
program bcueficiar.ies.

15. For cxan'rplc, Magaloni, Diaz Caycr.os, aucl Estcvcz (2002) fiarnc thcir
analysis of clientclism by cont¡asting vote-buying rhrough ,,tlìc provi_
sion of particularistic, cxcludablc privatc goods, rather than thiough
univcrsalistic, ¡ror-excludablc public goods', (lB2).'l-hcy also subsu¡ne
club goods under privatc goods (contra Comes ancl sandler, 19gó).

16. Magaloni, Diaz,Cayeros, and Estcvcz (2t)OZ) rccogltrzc this, but thcy
argue thar local public goods arc still rìot subject to clicntelism becausc
"oncc dcliverccl, a putrlic goocl cannot be withdr.awn, as is clearly the
casc with plivatc resoLlrce rransfcrs', (I85). yet public goods that rake
the fonìl of services can indeetl bc withdr.awn from ab<.rve by cuttìng
staffo¡ mare¡ials (to the clinic or school), or by not paying for repairs to
b¡okct) watc¡ systcrns or damagcd roads.

lZ Note that rhe clichotony bctwceu public and privatc goods is compli_
cated by thc recognition of two kinds of public goods, dcvcloped in
lcsponsc to thc rccognition that solne a¡e ,.impurely putrlic,,, as econo
mists put it (Corncs aDd Sa[cllcr 198ó, Z). Unlikc pure public goods,
club goods a¡e excludablc (to those who a¡e not mcmbc¡s of the club).
lust how public club goods are depcnds on how opcn a giveu clul¡ is in
practice, Local public goods arc rnore purcly ¡rublic, but only for those
in a givcn locality. This complicatcs the widcspread assurnprion rhat
putrlic goods arc nccessarily noudiscretionary, and the¡efore ûrhercntly
invulncrablc to clientclistic mauipulation.

18. Note thc cxperience of Mexico,s National Solidarity prograrn (19g9_
1994), a largc-scale social investmcnt plogram wJrc,sc politicizcd intent
was colìtcstcd by autononous social organjzatiorÌs. (Cornelius, Craig,
and Fox, 1994), Their campaigrìs, rogcrher witlì reformi$r allies, opcncd
up mcso-lcvel ¡r.cnas of nouclicntclisr:ic tc¡lns of cngagcrnent (in thc
sensc ofslatc rcspect fo¡ âssociatio[al autononry) in a minority ofpro-
grams, r'egions, aud budgcLs (Fox 1994, 2007). At the samc tirnc, the
prclgmm's cnd, rnost ofits l<¡cal public goods allocatic¡n dccisions wcrc
turDcd ovcr to partisan stâte arìd local govcullllerrts.

19, 'fhis is thc i¡ìplication of Andcrsor and Dodd,s (2005) analyscs ofthe
cvolution ofthc Niclraguan clcctoratc over tilrc,
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20. "Pintar cr dos la l{epubiica," 7ìaftzøø,Jtly 3,2006,1t. 14. btt¡t://www
.wilsoncenter.org/ncq,s^ocy'!lxitpelccnt20Pollpcrcent20 0 3 I 4.1)df

2L L'ì prcparation for rlìe 200ó prcsidcrtial elcction, the Social l)cvclopmclt
Ministry partncrcd with thc public intcrcst gtou¡r lìunclar to lnoniro¡
the possiblc rna[ipulatioD ofsocial p|og|arrs cfuring the 2004 and 2005
stalc clcctio¡s- lìu¡dar cstiln¡tccl dÌc sizc olj thc clcct.orâLc consiclc¡ccl
vulnc¡:ablc fo clicntclistlc manipulatioû to bc bct:wccn oûc ând ft)ur
millior votels. Feclelal arthoritics differcc{, but thcy rccoglized túat
2,ó perccrìt of those cnrollcd ir fèderal programs could l¡c subject tcr

DraDi¡rulatìou. Yct thc cvclltual margin ofvictory iD thc 200ó prcsideD-
tial elcction was approximately a quartcr ofa million votcs. Colsidcring
thât thc 2.ó percei'ìt preelcction cstimatc ofvtllncrability rcfers to a uni
ve¡se of ten million farnilics and possibly as lnâIry âs twcllty milliou vot-
cr$, thc size of the electolatc officially lccognizcd to be vulnerable to
votc-buying prcssrucs was significautly largcr than thc margil ir thc
presidcntiâl clcction (Fox, 2O07, 349).

22. For analysis of how thc concept of thc "fear vote" subsumes these two
very cliffcrent kinds of fear', see Fox (Ì996).

23. Tables I0.3 and I0,4 d¡aw from Fox and Haight (2009).




