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The structure and organization of political parties and party systems in a country
exercises an important degree of influence on the policymaking process. This paper
focuses on five distinct characteristics of political parties and party systems that affect
the policymaking process in Latin America: Political Party and Party System
Institutionalization; Political Party/Party System Nationalization; Partisan Polarization,
Fragmentation, and Presidential Legislative Support; the Presence and Stability of
Partisan Cleavages; and the relevance of Programmatic vs. Clientelist Politics for the
functioning of the political system. Included in this analysis are all Latin American
democracies with three million or more inhabitants: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela.

I. POLITICAL PARTY AND PARTY SYSTEM INSTITUTIONALIZATION

A first important characteristic of party systems is their level of
institutionalization. While it is true that there is such as thing as too much
institutionalization, which can have a deleterious effect on the functioning of a democracy,
with the pre-1993 Venezuelan party system a classic example (Crisp 2000), in general
party institutionalization is seen as a positive trait for the functioning of a democracy

(Mainwaring 1999, 1998; Mainwaring and Scully 1995).



The more institutionalized a party system is, the greater the likelihood that it will
have programmatic political parties.' In a party system dominated by programmatic
political parties, the parties compete with each other based primarily on policy
proposals. Furthermore, the policy orientations of the parties tends to be relatively
stable, thereby allowing for higher levels of democratic (i.e., voter) accountability and
identifiability than occurs in countries with weakly institutionalized party systems
(Mainwaring 1999; Shugart and Mainwaring 1997). Institutionalized party systems also
provide for greater levels of policy consistency due to the strong role played by parties in
political recruitment and the concerted efforts made by political elites to promote (as a
unique policy brand) and protect the value of the party label (which implies maintaining
relatively consistent policy positions over time, with dramatic changes in policy stances
occurring only infrequently).

It is difficult, if not impossible, for a programmatic party to exist within a weakly
institutionalized party system. In weakly institutionalized systems, political parties
compete based far more on personal appeals or short-term populist policy proposals
designed to win over voters and then be forgotten once the election takes place
(Mainwaring 1999, 1998). The parties also play a much less prominent role in the
political recruitment process. As weakly institutionalized party systems, political
parties often are ephemeral in life span, with their policy positions on specific issues

highly malleable.

"It is however possible to have high levels of party institutionalization along with
political parties with a clientelist, non-programmatic, base (Kitschelt 2000, 1995;
Kitschelt et al. 1999).



For voters in weakly institutionalized party systems it is much more difficult to
hold political parties accountable than in institutionalized party systems. It is also more
difficult to identify how one's vote will translate into a governance option, and what that
governance option will do once in power (Shugart and Mainwaring 1997). Furthermore,
since political parties play a weak role in the recruiting process, are often short-lived, and
place less importance on the policy brand name and value of their party label, there is
much less policy consistency in weakly institutionalized party systems than in their
institutionalized counterparts. Lastly, given the lack of commitment of political elites to
their parties in particular and to the party system in general, weakly institutionalized
party systems are much more conducive breeding grounds for anti-system politics than
institutionalized party systems.

Scott Mainwaring is widely regarded as the leading authority on party system
institutionalization in Latin America (Mainwaring 1999, 1998; Mainwaring and Scully
2003, 1995). Mainwaring identifies four key components that together influence the level
of party system institutionalization in a country: Stability in Patterns of Inter-party
Competition; Party Roots in Society, the Legitimacy of Parties and Elections, and Party
Organization. In the following pages I examine each of these components separately, first
discussing the conceptual base for the component, then operationalizing this concept as a
set of empirical indicators, and finally providing values for these indicators for the
democracies of Latin America. The section concludes with the presentation of an index of

party institutionalization in the 18 Latin American democracies examined here.



IA. Stability in Inter-party Patterns of Competition

In well institutionalized party systems the relevant political parties tend to be the
same, year in and out, and also tend to garner relatively similar shares of the vote and of
the legislative seats over time. In weakly institutionalized party systems, parties that are
relevant in one year often are irrelevant or deceased only a few years later. Furthermore,
the percentage of the vote and of legislative seats won by political parties in these weakly
institutionalized systems tend to vary considerably from one election to the next.

In this paper the level of stability of inter-party competition is measured using the
average of two indicators: the level of vote (percentage of the valid vote) volatility (Vote
Volatility) in the two most recent lower/single house elections and the level of seat
(percentage of the seats) volatility (Seat Volatility) in the two most recent lower/single
house elections. Volatility is measured using the measure developed by Pedersen (1983),
with high levels indicating higher levels of volatility, and vice versa.?

Table 1 provides information on the level of Vote Volatility, Seat Volatility, and
Average Volatility in the 18 Latin American democracies.” In most countries, the level of

Vote Volatility and level of Seat Volatility are quite similar.

2 Volatility is calculated by subtracting the percentage of the vote/seats won by every
party in an election from that won in the previous election, taking the absolute value of
this result, summing the results for all parties, and then dividing this total by two.

3 Vote volatility for Ecuador is calculated using 1998 and 1996 election data due to the
lack of adequate vote data for the 2002 election. Volatility for Colombia is calculated
using legislative delegation seat data (Cardenas, Junguito, and Pachon 2005) due to the
difficulties inherent in determining the partisan affiliation of candidates in the country's
essentially self-nomination electoral system (Céardenas, Junguito, and Pachon 2005;
Moreno 2005).



The Latin American democracies present a wide range of volatility, with countries
such as Chile (6), Honduras (7), El Salvador (10), and Mexico (13) possessing volatility
levels that are comparable to those found in Western Europe (Bartolini and Mair 1990;
Roberts and Wibbels 1999). In these democracies the same parties tend to win
comparable vote shares and seat shares over time (at least during the past two electoral
periods; although the inclusion of longer time periods for the former three countries
provides comparable volatility levels).

Table 1 about here
In contrast, the region also is home to other democracies with extremely high levels of
volatility, such as Peru (50), Guatemala (43), Venezuela (41), and Bolivia (35). In these
countries parties that were among the most relevant in the country either ceased to exist
our saw their popular support plummet over a very short period of years. At the same
time, parties that either did not exist, or were inconsequential players only a few years
back, were, a handful of years later, were among the most prominent in the country.

Three examples from lower/single house elections in Peru, Bolivia, and Venezuela
illustrate this high volatility in party support. In 1995, Perti Posible did not exist. In
2001, this young party won 26% of the vote and 38% of the seats (as well as saw its
presidential candidate, Hugo Toledo, elected as president). At the same time, APRA,
which in 2000 won only 6% of the vote and 6% of the seats, won 20% of the vote and
22% of the seats in the 2001 election held only a year later. In Bolivia, MAS, which did
not exist in 1997, won 21% of the vote and 21% of the seats in 2002. At the same time

ADN (which held the presidency between 1997 and 2002) and CONDEPA saw their



electoral support plummet respectively from 22% and 17% of the vote and 25% and 13%
of the seats in 1997 to 3% and 0% (0.37%) of the vote and 3% and 0% of the seats in
2002. As a final example, in 1993 the Venezuelan MVR did not exist, while in the 2000
election it won 44% of the vote and 49% of the seats (as well as saw its presidential
candidate, Hugo Chavez, reelected as president).
IB. Party Roots in Society

In institutionalized party systems, political parties have strong roots in society
(Mainwaring 1999, 1998). Voters tend to cast their ballots for the same party election
after election, and the parties possess a high level of linkage with society. In weakly
institutionalized party systems, political parties are only loosely rooted in society. In
these systems voters lack any relevant loyalty to political parties, and instead cast their
votes more based on the traits and characteristics of the individual candidates or their
electoral campaign messages. In addition, parties possess relatively weak and ephemeral
ties with society.

The extent of party roots in society (Party Roots) is measured employing two
indicators. The first indicator is the percentage of the population that possessed some
form of identification with a political party in a 2003 Latinobarémetro (LB) public

opinion poll (Party ID).* The second indicator (Parties Not Distant) is calculated by

* The LB 2003 variable number is P53ST (instrument codes 1, 2, and 3, are considered a
form of identification, while instrument code 4 is not). All survey data employed in this
paper come from the LB. The samples for all 18 countries approximate nationally
representative surveys with the exception of Chile (approximately two-thirds of the
population is covered) and Paraguay (approximately one-half of the population is
covered). For information on the LB, consult the information provided at



subtracting from 100 the percentage of legislators (lower/single house) in the country who
believe that political parties are distant from society in their country (PELA 2005).

Table 2 provides data on the level of partisan identification (Party ID) and of the
percentage of legislators who believe that the political parties in their country are not
distant from society (Parties Not Distant).® Party identification varies widely among the
Latin American democracies, ranging from Paraguay (where nearly two-thirds of the
population identifies with a political party) to Argentina where nearly four-fifths of the
population does not identify with a political party. The percentage of legislators who
believe that their party is not distant from society also ranges considerably in these
countries. Paraguayan, Dominican, and Uruguayan legislators are almost unanimous in
their opinion that parties are not distant from society, while the opinions of their
Guatemalan, Peruvian, and Ecuadoran colleagues are much more mixed.

Table 2 about here

In terms of overall party roots in society, one extreme is represented by Paraguay,

the Dominican Republic, and Uruguay, all of which have political parties with deeply

entrenched roots in society. In contrast, party roots in society are quite shallow in

www.latinobarometro.org. For an insightful discussion of general issues confronting users
of Latin American public opinion data, see Seligson (2005)

> The PELA variable number is P23. All legislator survey data are drawn from the
second wave of the PELA project. For more information on the PELA project, see PELA
(2005) and Alcéantara Saez and Freidenberg (2001).

® LB data from 2003 are unavailable for the Dominican Republic, while PELA data are
unavailable for Brazil and Panama. Each country was given the score for the category
where there was missing data of the country that had the most similar score to that
country on the measure for which data were available. Thus, for example, the Dominican
Republic shares Paraguay's score for Party ID because it had a comparable score to
Paraguay on the Parties Not Distant measure.



countries at the other extreme of the combined Party Roots measure, such as Guatemala,
Argentina, and Venezuela.
IC. The Legitimacy of Political Parties and Elections

A basic prerequisite for an institutionalized party system is that both political
parties as well as the elections in which they compete are viewed as legitimate by the
population (Mainwaring 1999, 1998). Furthermore, for an institutionalized party system
to exist, political parties must be viewed as institutions that are vital to the proper
functioning of the democratic system. In contrast, in weakly institutionalized party
systems both parties as well as the elections in which they compete do not enjoy a high
level of legitimacy. Furthermore, a significant proportion of citizens are skeptical of the
usefulness of parties as institutions.

In this section both political party legitimacy (Party Legitimacy) and election
legitimacy (Election Legitimacy) are measured using two separate indicators respectively.
The averages of each of these legitimacy measures are then combined, then summed, and
then divided by two to provide an overall measure of Party and Election (P&E)
Legitimacy.

Table 3 lists information on two aspects of political party legitimacy. The first
measure (Parties Indispensable) provides the percentage of citizens who stated that

political parties were indispensable for the functioning of the country (LB 2003).” The

" The LB 2003 variable number is PSSSTA. Since 2003 LB data were unavailable for the
Dominican Republic, its value for Parties Indispensable was taken from the country its
Party Confidence score was closest too, and at the same time represented a reasonable
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second measure (Party Confidence) provides the percentage of the population that had a
great deal or some confidence in political parties.® The average of these two measures is
the Party Legitimacy measure. Over half of Uruguayans, and nearly half of Hondurans,
consider political parties to be indispensable for the functioning of their country.
Conversely only one in five Ecuadorans and one in four Colombians view political parties
as similarly indispensable. Popular confidence in political parties also ranges
considerably in these countries, with only a handful of Ecuadorans and Bolivians having
some or a great deal of confidence in their political parties; with the numbers higher in
other countries, but only reaching a rather anemic high of 34% (Uruguay).

Table 3 about here

In all, political parties possess a considerable level of legitimacy in several
countries, particularly Uruguay and the Dominican Republic. In contrast, the legitimacy
of political parties has been called into serious question in a large number of countries, in
particular in Ecuador, Guatemala, Bolivia, and Argentina.

The legitimacy of elections (Election Legitimacy) also is assessed using two
measures. The first (Clean Elections) asked respondents to rate elections in their country
on a scale of 1 (clean) to 5 (not clean) (LB 2000).” The second (Vote = Real Choice)
asked respondents the extent to which they agreed with the statement that elections offer

voters a real choice between parties and candidates on a scale of 1 (strongly agree) to four

proxy (i.e., Uruguay, in place of Panama). A similar fix was employed for the Clean
Elections measure of election legitimacy below.

8 The LB 2004 variable number is P27STB. The other two possible valid responses were
little or no confidence.

? The LB 2000 variable number is P32n.
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(strongly disagree).'® In each case the average score (1 to 5, and 1 to 4, respectively) for
all valid responses was calculated. This result was then divided by the high score for the
scale (5 and 4 respectively). Finally, this resulting percentage was subtracted from 100
(so that a higher value indicates greater legitimacy) to produce the two measures located in
Table 4. For the Clean Elections measure, a value of 60 indicates an average score of 2 on
the 1 to 5 survey instrument measure, while for the Vote = Real Choice measure a value
of 50 would indicate an average score of 2 on the 1 to 4 survey instrument measure.
Table 4 about here
Elections possess the highest levels of legitimacy in the democracies of Uruguay,
Venezuela, and the Dominican Republic. Conversely, elections suffer significant
legitimacy problems in several countries, with legitimacy levels especially low in
Paraguay, Bolivia, Mexico, and Colombia.
Table 5 provides an aggregate measure of Political Party and Election Legitimacy
(P&E Legitimacy). One extreme on this aggregate measure is represented by Uruguay and
the Dominican Republic, where both political parties and elections enjoy considerable
legitimacy among the population. At the other extreme, represented by Ecuador and
Bolivia, both elections and political parties are presently suffering a serious crisis of
legitimacy.
Table 5 about here

ID. Political Party Organization

10" Also present were values of 2 (agree) and 3 (disagree). The LB 2004 variable number
is P27STB.
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In institutionalized party systems, the political parties possess a noteworthy
level of material and human resources, intra-party processes are predictable and
routinized, and the party as an institution is prescient over individual party leaders
(Mainwaring 1999, 1998). In weakly institutionalized party systems the political parties
have limited resources, internal processes are unpredictable, and individual party leaders
dominate the parties, with the party as an institution weak to nonexistent.

Party organization is measured using two variables: political party age (Party Age)
(Mainwaring 1999, 1998) and elite opinion that their party is a continuously functioning
organization, and not primarily and electoral vehicle (Party Continuity). The aggregate
Party Age measure is the average of two variables. The first (At Least 10 Years) is the
percentage of parties (those that held at least 10% of the seats in the lower/single house)
that as of 2004 had been in existence for at least 10 years. The second (At Least 25
Years) is the percentage of the same parties that as of 2004 had been in existence for at
least 25 years.

The aggregate Party Age measure varies considerably (see Table 6). In countries
such as the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, Uruguay, Argentina, Honduras, and
Colombia all of the major parties (i.e., those holding at least 10% of the seats) had been in
existence for at least 25 years as of 2004. In contrast, political parties in Guatemala

(especially), Ecuador, Paraguay, Brazil, and Costa Rica are on average quite young. For
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instance, 25 years ago, none of the currently relevant Brazilian or Guatemalan political
parties even existed."!
Table 6 about here

The second measure (Party Continuity) of party organization is based on a PELA
(2005) question that asked legislators if they considered their party organization to be
continuous or if they thought the party organization was merely and electoral vehicle.'?
The percentages reported in Table 6 represent the percentage of legislators who
considered their party organization to be continuous between elections (Party
Continuity)."? A large majority of legislators in most of the countries clearly consider
their party to be a continuous organization, not merely an electoral vehicle, with this view
nearly unanimous in countries such as the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, Uruguay,
Chile, El Salvador, and Guatemala. Two exceptions to this general rule, where there is a
greater tendency to see the parties as mere electoral vehicles, are Colombia and Honduras.

Table 6 provides the rankings of the 18 countries on the combined Party
Organization measure. Based on these metrics, Party Organization is considered to be the
strongest in the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, Uruguay, and Argentina. Conversely,
Party Organization is considered to be the weakest in Guatemala, Ecuador, Paraguay, and

Brazil.

' See Mainwaring (1999) for a detailed discussion of party development in Brazil.

'2 The PELA question number is P22.

3 PELA data are unavailable for Brazil and Panama. The values used for Brazil and
Panama for the Party Continuity variable represent the median value for all of the other
countries for this variable.
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IE. Party Institutionalization Index

In Table 7 the four aggregate measures discussed in the previous four sections are
presented, and then aggregated (summed, and then divided by four) to create a summary
Party Institutionalization Index. According to the Party Institutionalization Index,
democracies such as Uruguay, the Dominican Republic, and Nicaragua possess well
institutionalized party systems, while democracies such as Guatemala, Ecuador, and Peru
possess weakly institutionalized party systems. Overall, and ceteris paribus, the
democracies with the more institutionalized party systems should have more
programmatic politics, parties that tend to compete based on policy proposals, greater
public policy consistency, and higher levels of accountability and identifiability than their
less institutionalized counterparts. In these latter systems, personalist politics,
campaigns focused on candidate characteristics or short-term populist promises, policy
inconsistency, and low levels of accountability and identifiability will tend to be more
common.

Table 7 about here
IF. Policymaking in the Opposition: The Role of Party Foundations.

When a party is in government, it does not lack for resources with which to study
important public policy issues and draft high quality legislation. When however a party
is in the opposition, it lacks the resources provided by control of the national
government. While we lack reliable information on the responses of opposition parties to
this resource asymmetry in public policy resources in the 18 countries examined in this

paper, the foundations linked to the principal opposition parties in Chile (UDI and RN)
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provide clear examples of the potentially prominent role that these types of institutions
can play in the policymaking process.'*

While the principal Chilean opposition parties (which are allies in Chile's
opposition alliance), the Unidon Democrata Independiente (UDI) and Renovacion
Nacional (RN), may lack the resources of the national government, they do not lack for
quality public policy analysis and design. For example, the UDI relies heavily on the
Instituto Libertad y Desarrollo (ILD) for policy advice. The ILD is staffed by a highly
trained professional cadre of policy experts who effectively monitor the government's
policymaking and provides the UDI leadership (and legislators) with policy
recommendations and related information. The RN leadership (and legislators) relies
heavily on the Instituto Libertad (IL) and Fundacion Futuro (FF) for similar quality
technical analysis and the drafting of public policy proposals.'

It is important to note however that the mere presence of party-linked
foundations that purport to engage in public policy analysis and design does not
automatically imply the presence of the same type of high quality policy work carried
out by the opposition linked foundations in Chile. For instance, Argentina also possesses
similar party-linked foundations that theoretically also provide policy assistance to the
parties. Three of the most prominent foundations associated with the main opposition

party, the UCR, are the Centro de Estudios para el Cambio Estructural, the Fundacion

' The discussion of the Chilean institutes and foundations is based on my interpretation
of information generously provided by Patrico Navia. Any errors are my responsibility
alone.

15 The FF is tightly linked to RN leader Sebastian Pifiera and his followers.
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Argentina para la Libre Informacion, and the Fundacién Sergio Karakachoff.'® The
principal foundations tied to the other main opposition parties are ARI's Instituto de
Formacion Cultural y Politica Hannah Arendt (IFCDHA) and RECREAR's Fundacion-
Civico Republicano. In direct contrast to their Chilean counterparts, these foundations
(especially those linked to the UCR) are viewed primarily as sources of campaign
resources and patronage, as well as, within the UCR, as vehicles for the mobilization of
intra-party factions as part of the frequent intra-party skirmishes that occur within the
party. Finally, these foundations at times provide some forms of basic civics/education
training for rank-and-file party members (this is especially the case for the IFCDHA).

A qualitative review of the role of these foundations in Chile and Argentina clearly
reviews that in contrast to their Chilean counterparts, the Argentine foundations provide
scant policy analysis or assistance in the drafting of legislation to their party leadership or
legislators. A rough, yet revealing, empirical measure of the political and policy salience
of these foundations is the number of times they were mentioned in a leading newspaper
(El Mercurio in Chile and La Nacion in Argentina) in the country over a year period
(April 1, 2004 to March 31, 2005). In a Lexis-Nexis search of EI Mercurio, the ILD was
mentioned 415 times, the FF 196 times, and the IL 151 times. In contrast, a similar Lexis-
Nexis search revealed only 4 mentions of the five above-mentioned Argentine foundations

combined. An additional search employing the La Nacion search engine uncovered only

' For the complete names of all political parties (matched with their respective
acronyms) mentioned from this point on in the paper, please see Appendix 1.
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16 additional mentions of these foundations combined, only one of which was related to
policy.
II. PARTY AND PARTY SYSTEM NATIONALIZATION

The degree of nationalization of political parties and party systems has several important
effects on the functioning of a democracy (Jones and Mainwaring 2003). Schattschneider (1960)
linked the nationalization of the party system to voters’ orientations. He argued that in highly
nationalized party systems, national factors may be more important in forging bonds between
voters and parties. Conversely, in less nationalized party systems, subnational factors may be
more salient in creating such bonds.

The degree of nationalization reflects and may have consequences for legislative careers
and for executive-legislative relations. In highly nationalized party systems, national issues are
likely to be central in legislators’ careers. Executives might have greater ability to forge legislative
coalitions on the basis of national issues and to negotiate with a few key national party leaders.
In a weakly nationalized party system, subnational issues are likely to be more important in
legislative careers. Under conditions of weak party nationalization, the central party leadership
may be less able to speak for the entire party and to deliver its legislative support.

Differences in nationalization also are likely to have public policy consequences.
Decisions related to national transfers to subnational units, administrative reform, and subsidies
may be strongly influenced by the degree of party system nationalization (Gibson and Calvo

2000; Samuels 2003). Where a party's base of support is relatively constant across geographic
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units, it may be more likely to treat all units equally.!” In contrast, where its support varies
widely across geographic units, we would expect it to base its decisions in part on the degree of
support it receives in specific geographic units. These public policy consequences seem
particularly likely if a weakly nationalized vote pattern falls along regional lines; that is, if a
governing party fares markedly better in some regions than others.

Finally, Diamond (1988), Reynolds (1999), and Stepan (2001) argue that in new
democracies where pronounced ethnic, national, or religious cleavages coincide with
territory, the nationalization of some major parties may be a key factor in preserving
democracy (Jones and Mainwaring 2003). In such contexts, it may be salutary that some
parties with sufficient electoral appeal to help form a national government articulate
programmatic countrywide concerns. While this factor has historically not been as much
of a concern in Latin America as it has been elsewhere in the world, current events in
Bolivia highlight the potential pitfalls of the relative absence of relevant national-based
parties in that country.

In sum, under a nationalized party system, public policy, ceteris paribus, is likely
to be more oriented towards working for the national common good. In contrast, in a
weakly nationalized party system, we would expect to find public policy directed far
more towards the satisfaction of particularized local interests, often to the detriment of

the national common good.

'7 Also relevant here are factors such as the percentage of a party’s national-level vote accounted
for by a province and the percentage of a party’s legislators who come from a province.
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This section examines the concept of party system nationalization from two
perspectives. The first perspective examines the effect of the country's electoral and
political institutions on the incentives for a national vs. local oriented party system,
which in turn influences the extent to which policymaking is oriented towards national or
local level concerns. The second examines the extent to which the vote in a country is
nationalized.

ITA. Political Institutions and Incentives for Party System Nationalization

The extent to which a country's electoral and political institutions provide
incentives for the nationalization of the party system, and indirectly influence the
approach to public policy taken by a country's political parties, is measured through an
assessment of five crucial electoral and political institutions: control over the nomination
of legislative candidates (Candidate Nomination), the electoral system for legislative
elections (Electoral System), the timing of presidential and legislative elections
(Presidential Elections), the extent of autonomy enjoyed by governors (Autonomous
Governors), and the autonomy possessed by municipal governments (Municipal
Autonomy). These five measures are then combined to create an aggregate
Nationalization Index (see Table 8).

Table 8 about here

At one extreme of the legislative candidate nomination spectrum or instances
where national party leaders play a preeminent role in the determination of who runs (and
where they are located on the party list in closed list systems) as candidates of a political

party. At the other extreme, it is primarily the individual candidates who determine
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whether or not they are going to run as the party's candidates for the national legislature,
and obtain election primarily on their own (i.e., without the direct assistance of their
party). Intermediate between these two extremes are systems where regional party
leaders (those whose territory encompasses at least one of the multi-member legislative
districts) dominate the legislative candidate nomination process. Based on a review of the
country chapters in Alcantara Sdez and Freidenberg (2001), countries were coded on a
three-point scale: from 3 (the nomination decision is made principally by the national
party leaders), 2 (the nomination decision is made principally by regional party leaders),
and 1 (the nomination decision is made principally by the individual candidates).'®

The design of a country's electoral system can work to enhance or diminish the
prospects for party system nationalization. The Latin American democracies' electoral
systems (the one used in the most recent legislative election) were coded based on the
type of electoral districts (national, regional, single-member; or some mixture thereof)
they employ as well as the presence or absence of preference voting (i.e., closed list vs.

open list)."” One extreme on this dimension is a single national district in which a closed

'8 This is not an entirely satisfying measure, since the first category contains considerable
diversity. To date however I have not developed an effective manner by which to
differentiate among these cases.

19 Given (at least prior to the 2006 elections) the lack of control exercised by the parties
over the nomination process, the ability of multiple candidates of the same party to
compete in the election, and the fact that it is rare for someone other than the head of the
list to be elected, Colombia's electoral system is considered comparable to open list in
terms of the personal vote seeking incentives it creates (Escobar-Lemmon and Moreno
2004). Unlike in many European countries, preference voting throughout these Latin
American countries is "pure", in the sense that the party does not prepare a default list
that influences the results in any respect, and thus the intra-party allocation of seats is
determined solely by voter preferences.
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party list is employed (this arrangement is coded as a 3). The other extreme is
represented by either single-member plurality districts or the use of open lists within
regional multi-member districts (under proportional representation), which is coded as a
1. Intermediate categories include systems that combine a national closed party list and
regional closed party lists (coded 2.5), systems that employ regional closed party lists
(the modal electoral arrangement in the region, coded 2), systems that employ a single
national district and open lists (coded 1.5), systems that employ a mixture of regional
closed party lists and single-member districts (1.5). For the bicameral systems the
average of the Chamber (lower house) and Senate (upper house) is employed. Added to
this resulting number is 0.5 in those cases where a fused vote is utilized for the election of
the president and the legislature (i.e., where the voter is allocated only a single vote for the
election of these offices) as well as in those cases where there exists a national threshold
that a party must cross in order to obtain either some or all legislative seats.

When presidential elections are held concurrently with the legislative contests in
Latin America they have several important effects on the party system (Jones 1995;
Mainwaring and Shugart 1997, Payne et al. 2002). First, when presidential elections are
held concurrently with legislative contests they exercise a strong influence over the vote
decision, generally leading to a significant coat-tail vote in which legislative candidates or
lists of legislative candidates of the more popular (competitive) presidential candidates
benefit from the presidential candidate's coattails. Second, concurrent elections result,
ceteris paribus, in larger presidential legislative contingents than is the case when

presidential and legislative elections are held at separate times (Jones 1995, Mainwaring
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and Shugart 1997; Payne et al. 2002). Third, given the coattail effect described above, the
president's influence over his/her legislative contingent is likely to be greater when the
presidential and legislative contests are held concurrently, and hence where at least some
of the legislators owe their election to the president's coattails (Mainwaring and Shugart
1997).

Systems where the presidential and legislative elections are held concurrently are
coded 3. Systems where one-half of the presidential elections are held concurrently with
the legislative contest and one-half are held separately from the presidential election are
coded 2.° Systems in which fewer than one-third of the presidential and legislative
elections are held concurrently are coded 1.%!

Autonomous regional officials also influence the level of party system
nationalization, with the greater the autonomy and power of local level officials, the more
decentralized the party system is likely to be. The most prominent regional officials in
countries are directly elected governors whose territory corresponds to the electoral
districts employed in the election of legislators (or contains multiple single-member or
multi-member districts within their territory). These governors however vary in terms of

their political and administrative autonomy. Systems in which there exist directly elected

2 The Colombian arrangement, where the legislative elections are held two months prior
to the presidential contest, is coded 2.

2! In some countries the presidential and legislative elections are on a cycle under which
the two will never be held at the same time (the Dominican Republic). In other countries
the presidential and legislative elections are held on a cycle where a small number (every
fourth in Chile, every sixth in El Salvador and Venezuela) of the legislative elections will
be held concurrently with the presidential contest over an extended time period. These
systems are however coded as nonconcurrent.
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governors who possess an important degree of political and administrative autonomy are
coded 1, while systems in which these directly elected governors possess limited political
and administrative autonomy are coded 2. Systems in which there are no directly
elected governors are coded 3.

In the past two decades municipal governments in Latin America have become
increasingly important political units (Nickson 1995). In all countries (except Uruguay,
where there are no municipal governments, only department-level governments),
municipal level officials (at least of municipalities of a minimum size) are directly elected.
However, these municipalities vary considerably in terms of their political and
administrative autonomy. Here autonomy is measured by the municipal government's
percentage share of total government expenditures in the country (Nickson 1995).%
Countries where this share ranges from 0-5% are coded, 3, from 6-10% are coded 2, and
from 11% on are coded 1.

The five aforementioned measures were combined to create a Nationalization
Index that ranges in potential value from 5 to 15 (see Table 8). The actual values range
from 7 to 14. At the nationalized extreme are countries such as Costa Rica, Uruguay,

Bolivia, and Paraguay, where the design and functioning of the country's political

22 Peru is included in this category in spite of the fact that the units for which there are
directly elected "governors" are the provinces, not the departments (the unit from which
legislators are elected). Provinces in Peru are the functional equivalent of counties in the
United States or departments in Argentina. However the combination of the presence of
these provincial governors as well as a slowly developing system of regional government
merits a classification in this category.

2 Most of these data are from the early 1990s are late 1980s. I am attempting to locate
more recent expenditure share data, that are at the same time comparable in terms of
measurement, but to date have not had a great deal of success.



24

institutions should be expected to foment, ceteris paribus, a highly nationalized party
system. At the other extreme are countries such as Brazil, Colombia, Argentina, and
Chile, where the country's institutional framework should, ceteris paribus, be expected to
provide incentives for a more weakly nationalized party system (incentives, that,
certainly, can be counteracted by the other institutions and political arrangements, such as
binominal electoral districts and the stable coalitions/electoral alliances that result from
their existence in Chile).*
IIB. Party System Nationalization in the Popular Vote

A second way to assess the level of party system nationalization in a country is simply
to examine the distribution of the popular vote. Following the methodology of Jones and
Mainwaring (2003), to measure the nationalization of political parties I calculate the Gini
coefficient for the distribution of the party vote in the most recent lower/single house election
and then subtract the Gini coefficient from 1. This inverted Gini coefficient the Party
Nationalization Score (PNS).

This measure is based on vote variance across states, provinces, departments, or
administrative regions, in political parties’ electoral performance. It is important however to
highlight what this concept does not measure (Jones and Mainwaring 2003). A party can have

pronounced inter-state differences in programmatic character and social base and yet win the

24 Should Chile move forward with its plans to reform its electoral system (substituting
moderately sized multi-member districts for the current binomial districts), the glue
holding the current coalitions together may begin to break down somewhat (Siavelis
2004). This realization has led some astute observers with a broad comparative
perspective of the functioning of political institutions to advocate the retention of the
current binomial district electoral system ("Economista Argentino Recomienda No Alterar
El Sistema Binomial de Eleccion," La Segunda, 09/27/04, www .lasegunda.com).
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same share of the vote in all of the provinces. Here, this party would be perfectly nationalized,
notwithstanding the internal differences across provinces. As a consequence this concept of a
nationalized party does not imply one that is programmatically homogenous across subnational
units. Nor does it imply a party that is highly cohesive or disciplined at the national level.

Building on the nationalization score for individual parties, Jones and Mainwaring (2003)
also develop a measure of the nationalization of party systems, which is our principal concern
here. To create this measure, the PNS for every political party is multiplied by its share of the
national valid vote, with all of these values then summed to create the Party System
Nationalization Score (PSNS). The contribution of every party to the PSNS is thus
proportionate to its share of the vote.

Table 9 provides the PSNS for all of the Latin American countries for the lower/single
house election held closest to the year of 2002.% The table also provides the PNS for all parties
that won at least 10% of the popular vote in the election. Countries with high PSNS values
include Honduras, Chile, Uruguay, and Nicaragua. In these countries the percentage of the vote
won by the parties does not vary a great deal across the departments, regions, or provinces in the
country. At the opposite extreme are countries with very lower PSNS values, such as Peru,
Ecuador, Argentina, Venezuela, and Brazil. In these countries the political parties tend to win
widely varying percentages of the vote across the country's departments, provinces, or states.

Table 9 about here

2> Adequate data for Ecuador were not available for either the 1998 or 2002 legislative
elections. I will be contacting the world's foremost expert on Ecuadoran politics regarding
this issue in late February at the workshop. The lack of partisan aggregation of vote data
in Colombia hinders any attempt to construct PNSs and PSNSs for that country.
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In the most nationalized party systems (i.e., those with high PSNS values) the major
political parties tend to have a PNS that approximates the PSNS (albeit always slightly higher),
and at the same time tend to not differ dramatically from each other in terms of their PNS.
However, in the least nationalized party systems, as well as those occupying the points between
these two PSNS extremes, exist instances where the PNS of one or more of the relevant parties is
substantially higher or lower than both the country's PSNS as well as the PNS of the other
relevant parties. Prime examples include Mexico, where the PRI is highly nationalized (.89),
while the PRD (.58) is weakly nationalized, with the result being that both parties have PNS
values that differ substantially from the country's PSNS. Another prominent example is
Venezuela, where one nationalized party, the MVR (.86), coexists with a weakly nationalized
relevant counterpart, AD (.66), along with several very weakly nationalized minor parties;
Proyecto Venezuela (.40 and 7% of the vote), COPEI (.44 and 5% of the vote), MAS (.46 and
5% of the vote), and La Causa R (.51 and 5% of the vote); that won between 5% and 10% of the
vote, as well as a host of other weakly nationalized parties which all won less than 3% of the
vote, in most cases less than 1%.

III. FRAGMENTATION, PRESIDENTIAL CONTINGENTS, AND
POLARIZATION

Perhaps nowhere is the party system more consequential for policymaking than
through its influence on executive-legislative relations (Jones 1995; Mainwaring and
Shugart 1997; Payne et al. 2002; Shugart and Carey 1992). Since this is a topic covered
in detail elsewhere in this project, the discussion will be limited here to identifying the

principal party and party system variables (and where countries rank on them) that
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influence this relationship. Four party system related factors are crucial for
understanding executive-legislative relations in a country: the level of legislative
fragmentation, the size of the presidential legislative contingent (which is influenced by
the level of fragmentation), and the level of polarization that exists among the political
parties in the legislature. Also important is the extent to which the members of the
presidential legislative contingent are responsive to the requests/instructions of the party
leadership and/or president.
ITITA. Legislative Fragmentation and the Presidential Legislative Contingent

The level of fragmentation in the legislature directly influences both the size of the
presidential legislative contingent as well as the number of partners with which the
president must form some type of legislative coalition or structure legislative-specific
piece-meal alliances in order to implement his/her policy agenda. The level of legislative
fragmentation in the lower/single house (Effective Number of Legislative Parties)
following the two most recent legislative elections, measured using the Laakso and
Taagepera (1979) fragmentation measure, is provided in Table 10. Brazil, Ecuador, and
Bolivia occupy the fragmented extreme with a multitude of political parties winning
legislative seats, while politics in Chile (considering the stable electoral alliances in place
since 1989 as parties, which is the approach taken to the classification of Chile
throughout this paper), Honduras, and Nicaragua tends to be dominated by two political

parties.
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Table 10 about here

Table 10 also provides the average percentage of seats held by the president's
party (Presidential Party's Chamber Contingent, Presidential Party's Senate Contingent)
in the legislature (both chamber/single house and senate, although in the discussion to
follow only data for the former are employed) following the two most recent legislative
elections.”® In several countries the president's party enjoyed a majority of the legislative
seats on average, including Chile, Nicaragua, Paraguay (Chamber), and Honduras. In
others the president's contingent, while not reaching a majority, was reasonably high (e.g.,
above 40%). In several countries however the size of the president's legislative contingent
was perilously low, including Brazil, Colombia (see note 23), Ecuador, and Bolivia.
ITIB. Ideological Polarization

There is considerable debate in the scholarly literature regarding the consequences
of presidential legislative contingents that are below majority status, particularly those
that drop below one-third or one-quarter of the legislative body (Foweraker 1998; Payne
et al. 2002). While some observers consider small presidential contingents (especially

those that are around 33% and below) to be problematic for governance, others do not.

%% In instances (e.g., Ecuador 2002; Guatemala 2003) where a presidential candidate lacked
a salient political party of his/her own, the seats of those political parties that were his or
her allies are employed to determine the size of the presidential legislative contingent. In
instances where a president ran as a candidate of a pre-existing party in alliance with other
parties, only the seats of his/her party are included a part of his/her contingent. Given the
previously mentioned problems in assessing partisan affiliation at the time of election in
Colombia, delegation seat data are employed for these calculations (Céardenas, Junguito,
and Pachon 2005). As a consequence these figures likely overstate the size of the
Colombia presidential delegation vis-a-vis the other countries given the different metrics
employed.
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However there is substantial agreement that in instances where the president's party lacks
a majority of the seats of the legislature (or does not at least approach a majority, with,
for instance at least 40% or 45% of the seats), that in order to be able to govern
effectively the president must form some type of legislative coalition. Where these
coalitions are not formed, governance problems are likely to emerge (Chasquetti 2001).

The formation of coalitions is most feasible when there are low levels of
ideological polarization in the party system (Foweraker 1998; Payne et al. 2002). Where
high levels of ideological polarization exist, the barriers to forming coalitions are much
greater, and the costs (in terms of payoffs/side-payments) much greater. As a
consequence, in order to adequately understand the relationship between the size of a
presidential legislative contingent and governance, one also must have some knowledge of
the level of ideological polarization in the party system in general and in the legislature in
particular.

Ideological polarization is measured among voters (party in the electorate, using
LB data for 2002-04) and legislators (party in government, using PELA data)
employment a traditional ten point left-right scale. A strong advantage of the left-right
measure is that it almost universally taps a salient cleavage in a polity (Knutsen 1998;
Sani and Sartori 1983) and is available in a comparable format for a large number of
countries. Furthermore, many hold the opinion, best expressed by Thomassen (1999,
54), that "Political cleavages in western societies have become more and more one-

dimensional in the sense that the left-right dimension has gradually absorbed other conflict
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dimensions." Thus while the left-right measure does not tap all salient cleavages in a
polity; it is vastly superior to any other single measure of cleavages.

The extent of the ideological cleavage in a country is measured using the Taylor
and Herman (1971) measure of Ideological Polarization, which "is the most frequently
used measure to tap left-right polarization in the party system" (Knutsen 1998, 15),
having been employed by a multitude of authors over the last 30 years (e.g., Dodd 1976;
Knutsen 1998; Lane and Ersson 1994; Shamir 1984; Sigelman and Yough 1978; Warwick
2000).

Two survey questions from the LB (2002-04) are used to calculate the level of
ideological polarization in the electorate (i.e., among the supporters of the political parties
in the electorate, primarily the party "base").”” The first asked respondents if an election
was held the next day, which political party would they vote for. Following the general
approach of scholars conducting similar analysis such as Alvarez et al. (2000) and
Moreno (1999), only parties (and hence respondents who registered support for them)
that obtained the intended support of at least 5% of the survey population (LB 2002-04)
are included in the analysis. Minor parties are excluded primarily for reasons of

methodological accuracy. Furthermore, in virtually all countries, parties possessing the

27 1LB data from the 2002, 2003, and 2004 surveys were employed for all countries except
the Dominican Republic (2004 only) and Guatemala (2003 and 2004 only). The LB was
not conducted in the Dominican Republic in 2002 and 2003, while the LB instrument
used in Guatemala in 2002 did not measure support for a party that was extremely
prominent in 2003 and 2004 (thus for reasons of comparability the 2002 data were not
employed). The LB variable numbers for the vote intention measure were: P45ST (2002),
P54ST (2003), and P30ST (2004). The LB variable numbers for the Left-Right measure
were: P64ST (2002), P60ST (2003), and P87ST (2004).
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support of less than 5% of the population are generally not very relevant. The second
question asked respondents to place themselves on a traditional 10 (actually 11) point
left-right scale.

Two survey items were employed from PELA to calculate two measures of
ideological polarization. One item asked legislators to, separately, place all parties other
than their own on a 10 point Left-Right Scale (Party in Congress-Others' Evaluation).
The other item asked legislators to place their own party on a 10 point Left-Right scale
(Party in Congress-Own Evaluation).

These results were then utilized to calculate one measure of ideological
polarization for the party in the electorate and two measures for the party in congress
(Taylor and Herman 1971). For each measure, the calculation involved subtracting every
party’s mean left-right score (i.e., the mean left-right score of respondents who expressed
support for that party; of legislators placement of the other parties; of legislators
placement of their own party) from the overall mean (of parties that received the support
of at least 5% of the respondents in the LB surveys and of parties that held at least 10%
of the seats for the legislator analysis); squaring this value; and then multiplying it by the
percentage of the respondents who expressed a vote preference for the party (for party
electorate) or by the percentage of the seats (of those held by parties with at least 10% of

the seats) held by the party in the lower/single house (for party in government).”®

8 To safeguard respondent anonymity, party specific data are not consistently provided
in the PEL A datasets for parties that held less than 10% of the seats in the lower/single
house. The PELA question numbers are P68 and P17 (separate versions of P17 exist for
all major political parties) for own party and other party evaluations respectively.
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Once the two Congress measures were calculated, an average of the two was taken
to determine an aggregate level of polarization in the Congress (Congress Average).”

This average is considered to most closely approximate reality, since the legislators
evaluation of their own party is likely to understate the true level of polarization, due to
the social desirability of being "centrist" in many, but not all, countries. Conversely,
legislators' evaluations of other parties are likely to overstate the level of polarization due
to the desire of legislators in many countries to paint their opponents as "out of touch"
extremists, and hence place them at the extreme of the scale closest to their "true"
ideological location (i.e., center-right parties become extreme right wing parties and
center-left parties become extreme left wing parties).

Finally, the polarization measures for the Party in the Electorate and the Party in
Congress are averaged to provide an overall measure of ideological polarization (Overall
Polarization) in the 18 Latin American countries, which, along with its sub-components,
is provided in Table 11. El Salvador clearly stands out as the most ideologically polarized
country in the region, which is perhaps not surprising given the nature of the civil war
experienced by the country from the early 1970s through the early 1990s and the fact that
the former rebels (FMLN) are now one of the country's dominant political parties. El
Salvador is followed by its neighbor Nicaragua (which also experienced violent civil
conflict during the 1970s and 1980s), Chile, Uruguay, and Brazil, all of which possess

relatively high levels of ideological polarization. At the opposite extreme are countries

* Due to a lack of PELA data for Party in Congress-Others' Evaluation for Brazil and
Panama, values for this measure are interpolated using data from the Party in Congress-
Own Evaluation measure.
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like Paraguay, Colombia, Panama, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Honduras
where ideological polarization is weak to non-existent in both the electorate and the
congress.

Table 11 about here
ITIC. Fragmentation, Presidential Contingents, and Ideological Polarization

As mentioned earlier, some scholars consider high levels of legislative
fragmentation and small presidential legislative contingents to be problematic for
governance and policymaking in and of itself. Other scholars disagree with this position,
asserting that high levels of fragmentation (and small presidential legislative contingents)
are not unconducive to effective policymaking due to the ability of parties to form
legislative coalitions. Virtually all scholars agree however that these coalitions are much
more difficult to form and then maintain where there are high levels of ideological
polarization.

To summarize, where there is low fragmentation and/or a large presidential
legislative contingent, presidents should be able to effectively implement their policy
agenda regardless of the level of ideological polarization. While low levels of polarization
may have some positive attributes, they are not necessary for effective and efficient
governance in these situations.

When however levels of legislative fragmentation are moderate to high, and where
the president lacks a legislative majority or near majority, the level of ideological
polarization becomes much more important. Where ideological polarization is low,

presidents should be more likely to be able to form, and then successfully maintain
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legislative coalitions. Where polarization is high, coalition formation and maintenance is
likely to be much more difficult, as well as much more costly in terms of payoffs (e.g.,
inefficient pork expenditures, bribes, excess patronage positions). In sum, the presence of
moderate to high levels of legislative fragmentation and moderate to small presidential
legislative contingents, when combined with moderate to high levels of ideological
polarization, should be expected to inhibit effective and efficient policymaking by the
president.*’

Figure 1 displays the location of the individual countries on a five by five scale in
terms of their level of legislative fragmentation and level of ideological polarization.
Figure 2 displays the same information for the countries in terms of the size of the
presidential legislative contingent (lower/single house) and the level of ideological
polarization. Areas considered to be potentially problematic by all scholars (moderate to
very high fragmentation/moderate to very low presidential legislative contingents
combined with moderate to very high levels of polarization) are highlighted in bold while
those considered potentially problematic by only some scholars (very high
fragmentation/very low presidential legislative contingents combined with low or very
low polarization) are highlighted in italics. Focusing on Figure 2, the countries that
appear to possess the most complicated combination along these two dimensions are

Brazil and El Salvador. These countries combine modest presidential legislative

contingents with extreme levels of polarization. At the same time, it is likely (though less

3% Note that this does not imply that the president will be unable to govern, simply that
the president will be unable to govern in an effective and efficient manner (i.e., it is often
still possible to muddle through and govern in an ineffective and inefficient manner).
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assured) that countries such as Bolivia and Ecuador should also experience notable
governance problems due to the extremely small size of their president's legislative
contingents.

Figure I about here

Figure 2 about here

A comment is merited on the responsiveness or discipline of the president's
legislative contingent. This level of responsiveness can vary considerably across
countries, thereby influencing the extent to which a president can count on the support of
his or her co-partisans in the legislature. This level of responsiveness to the president
(and to the central party leadership) can also influence the nature of legislative coalitions,
particularly the individuals with whom a president negotiates the formation and
maintenance of the legislative coalitions (e.g., the national party leadership vs. intra-party
faction/regional leaders vs. individual legislators).

The level of party centralization is measured using six indicators: the locus of
nomination authority for the selection of legislative candidates (Candidate Nomination),
the electoral system employed for the election of legislative candidates (Electoral
System), the timing of presidential and legislative elections (Presidential Elections), the
presence of autonomous regional leaders (Autonomous Governors), the level of intra-
party democracy vis-a-vis the party faithful (Intra-Party Democracy), and the level of
intra-party democracy vis-a-vis the public (Presidential Primaries). Three of these six
indicators (Electoral System, Presidential Election, Autonomous Governors) are identical

to those employed for the Party Nationalization Index. A fourth variable (Candidate
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Nomination) is nearly identical, except that instances where national-level faction leaders
predominate in the candidate nomination process are coded 2 (and not 3 as in the Party
Nationalization Index calculations).

The fifth variable (Intra-Party Democracy) measures the extent of the party's
members in the decisionmaking process. Legislators (PELA 2005) were asked to evaluate
the extent of internal democracy in their party (related to the decisionmaking process),
with possible responses ranging from very high (1) to very low (5). The actual mean
values for the countries ranged from 2.4 (Panama) to 3.2 (Colombia). For this
centralization measure all values 3.0 and higher were coded 3, those 2.6 to 2.9 were coded
2, and those less than 2.6 were coded 1.%!

The sixth variable (Presidential Primaries) employed measures the extent to which
direct primary elections have been employed to choose the major parties' candidates in
recent presidential elections based on information contained in Alcantara Saéz (2002),
Carey and Polga-Hecimovich (2004), and Freidenberg and Sanchez Lopez (2002). This is
used a proxy for the level of intra-party democracy in the country. Instances where all
major parties have employed primaries to choose their candidates for recent elections are
coded 1. Where less than all but at least two-thirds of the major parties have selected
their candidates via primaries, a score of 1.5 is given. Where between two-thirds and one-
third of the parties employed primaries, a score of 2 is given, while countries where less

than one-third (but at least one) of the parties used primaries is coded 2.5. Countries

3 Given the lack of legislator survey data for Brazil and Panama, both countries were
coded as the mean value for this measure, 2.
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where none of the major parties held democratic primaries to choose their presidential
candidates are coded 3.

The values for this Party Centralization Index are located in Table 12. Countries
in which the president should expect the most responsive co-partisan legislators and
where coalitions will be formed primarily via negotiation with the national leaders of the
opposition parties include Guatemala, Bolivia, Nicaragua, Honduras, and Costa Rica.
Countries in which the president should not expect especially reliable legislators and
where coalitions will be formed primarily via negotiation with regional/factional leaders of
political parties or with individual legislators include Brazil, Colombia, Argentina, and
Chile.

Table 12 about here
IV. SALIENT PARTISAN CLEAVAGES IN LATIN AMERICA

This section tests for the presence of politically salient partisan cleavages in the
Latin American democracies. It will first detail the existence and intensity of a set of
potentially salient cleavages in the democracies. It will then (once the required data are
available) test for the stability of these cleavages over time in these same countries, both
in terms of the presence-absence of the cleavages as well as the location of the country's
relevant political parties on these cleavage dimensions. The presence of stable politically

salient partisan indicators in a country provides some evidence (albeit not conclusive) of
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the presence of programmatic politics in a country.*> Conversely the absence of stable
politically salient partisan cleavages provides relatively strong evidence of limited to non-
existent programmatic politics in a country.

In countries with programmatic politics, where political parties compete primarily
based on programmatic policy appeals, the party "brand" has a much higher level of
policy salience than is the case in countries where programmatic politics is more limited
and where politics is much more personalist and/or clientelist in nature (Mainwaring
1999). In these latter systems it is difficult for voters to predict the parties' future policy
behavior once they take office, since neither past performance nor campaign-related
promises provide a great deal of information on future policy behavior. In sum, the
absence (or weak presence) of politically salient partisan cleavages indicates the absence
(or weak presence) of programmatic politics, which in turn is a prime indicator of low
levels of accountability and identifiability (Shugart 2001) in a country.

In his seminal work on democracies, Arend Lijphart (1999, 1984) identifies the
seven most prominent cleavages in the world's democracies: Socio-economic, Religious,
Cultural-ethnic, Urban-rural, Regime support, Foreign policy, Post-materialist. For every
country included in his analysis Lijphart classified these cleavages (issue dimensions) on a
three-point scale: high salience (1.0), medium salience (0.5), and low or no salience (0.0).
Of these seven cleavages, the Socio-economic dimension is clearly the most prevalent

with a score of 34 out of a potential of 36 (Lijphart 1999). Following in importance are

32 This is an imperfect indicator of the presence of programmatic politics, since stable
salient partisan cleavages can also be the product of clientelism and related factors
(Kitschelt 2000, 1995; Kitschelt et al. 2000).
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the Religious dimension with a score of 16.5, Cultural-ethnic (9.5), Foreign policy (6.5),
Regime support (4.0), Urban-rural (4.0), and Post-materialist (2.5).

In this study I am able to include variables to test for the presence of five of these
seven cleavages. Due to data limitations I am unable to test for the presence of a Foreign
policy cleavage and for a Post-materialist cleavage, although with the end of the Cold War
the Foreign Policy cleavage is increasingly losing relevance in most of those few countries
where it was present in the past, and the theoretical logic undergirding post-materialism
would not lead us to expect to find a salient post-materialist-materialist cleavage in a
developing region like Latin America (Inglehart 1990)

IVA. Measuring the Partisan Cleavages

I create my cleavage measures employing data from the 2002, 2003, and 2004
Latinobarémetro. Essential for any measure of political cleavages is information on voter
support for political parties. The LB includes a question asking respondents if an
election was held the next day, what political party would they vote for (the same as
employed in the section above on polarization). This question provides the dependent
variable for this portion of the analysis focusing on cleavages. For the same reasons listed
in Section IIIb, only parties (and hence respondents who registered support for them)
that obtained the intended support of at least 5% of the survey population are included in
the analysis.

Left-Right (LR). Lijphart's socio-economic dimension is measured using a
traditional left-right scale (the same as employed in the section above on polarization).

This is not a perfect measure of the socio-economic cleavage given its tendency to tap
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into different specific dimensions in different polities (Sani and Sartori 1983) as well as
the partial tendency of voters to align themselves on it based on their party preference
(Fuchs and Klingemann 1990; Inglehart and Klingemann 1976; Knutsen 1998, 1989).*
Nevertheless, the measure possesses the advantage that it almost universally taps a
salient cleavage in a polity (Knutsen 1998; Sani and Sartori 1983; Thomassen 1999) and is
available in a comparable format for a large number of countries.

Socio-Economic Status (SES). In order to adequately evaluate the socio-
economic dimension, a second variable is included that is based on the socio-economic
status of the respondent (Lipset and Rokkan 1967).%* This is an interval variable
(alternative functional forms have been examined and yield substantively similar results)
calculated by summing the number of eleven goods possessed by the respondent's
household (e.g., automobile, color television, computer, refrigerator, running water).

Urban-Rural (UR). The third potential cleavage is the Urban-Rural (U-R)
dimension. Urban residents (those residing in cities with 100,001 or more inhabitants) are
coded one while rural residents are coded zero.*

Regime Support (RS). I modify Lijphart's general framework slightly to take
into account the fact that Lijphart examined consolidated democracies, while Latin

America is dominated by newer democracies. Thus the concept of regime support is

3 One concern is that LR might be highly correlated with some of the other cleavage
variables. Diagnostics indicate that such concern is unfounded.

3* The LB variable numbers are S10a through S10k.

35 The LB variable employed is Tamciud. Alternative specifications in which a lower
threshold for urban was employed (e.g., 50,001 or 40,001 inhabitants) lead to comparable
results.
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operationalized in line with Moreno (1999); i.e., the level of support for a democratic
regime (RS).*

Religiosity (REL). The principal religious cleavage highlighted by Lijphart is
secular vs. religious. This concept is measured by a questioning measuring respondent's
degree of religiosity on a five point scale (low being most religious and high being least
religious).’’

Evangelical (EVAN). An alternative type of religious cleavage however is where
two distinct religious groups exist. In Latin America, the most prominent cleavage of this
type contrasts Evangelical Christians with all other groups (Smith 1998). Here, those
individuals who listed an affiliation with any type of evangelical Christian religion were
coded one, while all other individuals who listed any religious affiliation or no religious
affiliation are coded zero.”® This variable can be considered a hybrid between a cultural-
ethnic variable and a religious variable.

Indigenous (INDIG). According to the LB, in four Latin American countries
(Bolivia, Guatemala, Paraguay, and Peru) over 5% of the population's mother language is

an indigenous language (e.g., Aymara, Guarani, Kaqchikel Maya, Quechua).” In these

3 The LB variable number is P32ST (2002), P14ST (2003), and P13ST (2004), which
asked which of three viewpoints respondents most agreed with: "Democracy is preferable
to any other form of government", "In some instances an authoritarian government can be
preferable to democracy", and "For people like me, a democratic regime is the same as a
non-democratic regime". The former response was coded as supporting the democratic
regime (one) while the latter two responses were coded as not supporting it (zero).

37 The LB variable employed here is P66ST (2002), P92ST (2003), and P91ST (2004).

3% The LB variable employed here is P65ST (2002), PS1ST (2003), P91ST (2004).

3% The question format, with its basis on the mother tongue of the respondent, results in
Ecuador's exclusion from this category (I thank a participant at the January 11, 2005
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countries an additional cleavage measure was incorporated into the analysis, where
respondents whose mother tongue was an indigenous language are coded one and all other
individuals are coded zero.*

As my goal is to identify salient cleavages that divide supporters of distinct dyads
of political parties in a country, my methodological approach differs from that of most
cleavage analysis which relies heavily on discriminant/factor analysis. Here I employ
binary logit (where there are two parties) and multinomial logit (where there are multiple
parties) to detect the presence of significant cleavages among the supporters of different
parties in each of the 18 countries. *!

In the case of binary logit the econometric analysis is quite simple, with one party
coded zero and the other coded one, with the analysis identifying any cleavages that
significantly divide the parties' supporters. In the case of the multinomial logit analysis,
every country was run as the base category, with a dyad therefore existing between every
party. Every dyadic analysis provides information on whether or not there is a
significant difference (.01 level for a two-tailed test) between the supporters of the two
parties, while at the same time incorporating information from the relationship between

these two parties vis-a-vis the other parties.

presentation of an earlier version of this project for explaining the reason for the low
percentage of Ecuadoran respondents coded as indigenous using the LB data.

0 The LB variable employed here is S15A (2002), SI1A (2003), and S13 (2004).

*I Given that my goal is merely to identify those salient cleavages that divide parties'
supporters, the common critique of multinomial logit, that it imposes the independence of
irrelevant alternatives property on voters, is not particularly relevant here. In any event,
multinomial probit analysis conducted to date provides substantive conclusions that do
not differ significantly from those made using multinomial logit. In the multinomial
analysis the data were clustered (i.e., standard error clustering) by survey year.
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For every country use of multinomial logit provides information on whether or
not two parties differ significantly in terms of the cleavages examined in this analysis.
However, it makes little sense to weight all dyads equally. Clearly a cleavage that divides
two parties that each possess 40% of the electorate's support is more relevant for
electoral competition than a cleavage between two parties that each possess 10% of the
electorate's support.** Therefore once the statistical information was obtained for every
dyad within a country, every significant cleavage was weighted by the percentage of
respondents who support the two parties in the dyad (i.e., the percentage of the
supporters accounted for by each dyad where the cleavage was found to be significant is
summed and then divided by the overall sum of the percentage of the supporters
accounted for by all dyads).”® For example, in a country with three parties, if a cleavage
was found to be significant for all three dyads the overall score for that cleavage would be
1.00. If conversely the cleavage was not significant for any of the three dyads, the overall
score for that cleavage would be 0.00. If however the cleavage between two parties was
significant, but for the other two dyads was insignificant, the cleavage score would be the
percentage of the respondents accounted for by the former dyad divided by 200% (i.e.,
the sum of the three dyads). Once these weighted scores are calculated for every cleavage,

the total is summed, providing the total extent of political cleavages in the country. These

42 Where there are only two relevant parties, there is only one dyad, which, by definition
has a weight of 1.00. The current measure still gives undue weight, in my opinion, to the
smaller relevant parties relationship with the larger relevant parties, and I am exploring
alternative weighting schemes.

43 The denominator for calculating the percentage of party support is the number of
respondents who intended to vote for one of those parties that initially received the
support of at least 5% of the respondents.
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scores also can be employed to assess the salience of the individual cleavages in the
respective countries.
IVB. Partisan Cleavages By Country

Table 13 provides the extent of cleavages in the 18 Latin American countries using
a Lijphart-style scale of High (cleavage score of .67 to 1.00), Medium (cleavage score of
.34-,66), and Low (cleavage score of 0 to .33; not listed in the table). The table also
provides two summary indices for each of the countries. The first (Lijphart Index) is
based on the Lijphart coding scheme (High=1, Medium=.5, Low=0), while the second
(Interval Index) is based on a summary of all of the individual cleavage scores (e.g., the
actual weighted value for the party dyads for which the cleavage was significant) for the
different countries. As can be noted through a comparison of the two columns however,
the values one obtains from the two measures are very comparable for virtually all of the
countries.

Table 13 about here

Table 13 also identifies which cleavages are the most prominent in these countries.
The two most salient cleavages by far are LR and SES. While INDIG is only a salient
cleavage in two countries, it is important to note that this cleavage's salience was only
assessed in four countries.
IVC. Significant Cleavages by Party Dyad

Table 14 lists all dyads for relevant political parties in Latin America where there
existed a significant cleavage on one of the seven potential cleavages examined in the above

analysis. Combined, Table 13 and Table 14 allows us to identify the politically salient
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cleavages in a country, the specific parties in that country for which the cleavage, and the
location of the parties relative to each other on that cleavage dimension. For example, for
El Salvador, the information in Table 13 highlighted a cleavage of High significance on the
LR and REL cleavage dimensions. A review of Table 14 indicates that the source of both
cleavages was a split between the FMLN and ARENA (unsurprising since there are only
two relevant parties). On the LR cleavage, the FMLN was located significantly to the left
of ARENA, while on the REL cleavage ARENA was located significantly to the more
religious side of the dimension than the FMLN.
Table 14 about here

IVD. The Stability of Partisan Cleavages: A Measure of Programmatic Politics

Once missing party codes are obtained for the 1996, 1997, and 1998 LB surveys,
analysis comparable to that carried out using the 2002-04 survey data will be employed
(except for the analysis of the indigenous cleavage, due to a lack of a comparable question
on the LB instrument used during the 1996-98 period).* This analysis will allow for an
assessment of the extent to which partisan cleavages are stable or unstable in Latin
America. Given the short time frame between the time the surveys were conducted (a
range of four to eight years), if politics is primarily programmatic in a country, we would
at a minimum expect to see similar significant cleavages that are identical (or at least very
similar) in the two periods. For instance, in the case of El Salvador, we would expect to

find salient LR and REL cleavages, as well as to find the FMLN significantly to the left of

# Since the LB was not conducted in the Dominican Republic until 2004, it will not be
possible to conduct stability analysis for that country using LB data.
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ARENA on the LR dimension and ARENA significantly higher on the religiosity
dimension than the FMLN. While the presence of these same significant cleavages in the
two periods will not provide definitive proof of the presence of programmatic politics in
a country (for instance a significant SES cleavage could merely be an indicator of stable
clientelistic politics), the absence of this stability of cleavages over such a short period
time would provide important evidence that politics in a country is not primarily
programmatic in nature.

In those countries where the relevant political parties remained the same during
the two periods, this analysis is relatively straightforward. For those countries in which
the relevant parties were distinct during the two periods, the analysis becomes a bit more
complicated, but not unfeasible. First, the presence of different relevant parties over a
very short period of time in and off itself suggests politics may not be programmatic in a
country. Second, it will be possible to match some parties, present in one but not both of
the survey periods, based on the characteristics of their support base (e.g., Frepaso and
ARI in Argentina). However, until the party codes are available, it will not be possible to
accurately assess this issue, and how many countries it significantly affects.

In addition to the above evaluation, stability analysis will be conducted by
examining the means and standard deviations for party supporters for those cleavage
dimensions on which there was a significant partisan cleavage in a country. By examining
the means and standard deviations from the 2002-04 and 1996-98 periods together we

will be able to graphically examine the location of the parties on this single dimension as
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well as to assess the extent to which any significant changes in party location on this
dimension took place between the two time periods.
V. PROGRAMMATIC POLITICS VS. CLIENTELIST POLITICS

The above section highlighted the important impact of the presence, or absence, of
a party system in which political parties compete primarily on the basis of programmatic
policy appeals and public policy achievements (Kitschelt 2000). An alternative form of
inter-partisan interaction however involves political competition among parties based not
on programmatic policy, but rather on clientelism (Kitschelt 2000). While in the former,
programmatic, systems, political parties compete based on policy and are judged by
voters primarily based on policy outcomes, in the latter, clientelist, systems, political
parties compete based on the distribution of selective incentives to voters, and are judged
by voters primarily based on their ability to distribute/deliver these incentives. Of course
no political party system falls exclusively into a "pure" programmatic or "pure" clientelist
category. Even in the most programmatic party systems, parties employ some forms of
clientelist practices. And, even in the most clientelist party systems, parties are
evaluated in part based on policy. However, these nuances aside, it is possible to locate
parties along a continuum of programmatic vs. clientelist.

In this section I first develop a summary measure of the extent of programmatic
politics in a country. I then create a summary measure of the extent of clientelist politics
a country. Finally, the two measures are combined to locate the 18 Latin American
democracies on a programmatic vs. clientelist continuum.

VA. Programmatic Politics.
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The extent of programmatic politics in a country is measured employing an index
that in turn is derived from three components: the level of programmatic politics among
the party elite (legislators), the level of programmatic politics among party supporters in
the electorate, and the extent of electoral volatility in the country. These three
components are combined to create an index score that measures the extent of
programmatic politics in the country.

The extent of elite programmatic politics is calculated using two measures. The
first (Elite Ideological Polarization) is based on the Congress ideological polarization score
discussed previously (see Sub-Section IIIB for additional information). Countries with
Congress Average Ideological Polarization scores between 0 and 2.0 are coded 0, those
with scores between 2.1 and 5.0 are coded 1, and those with scores of 5.1 and above are
coded 2 (see Table 15).

Table 15 about here

The second measure (Elite Economic Cleavage) examines the presence or absence
of significant relevant party (as in the previous sections, relevant parties are those that
held at least 10% of the legislative seats) differences regarding the role of the state vs. the
market in the regulation of the economy. First, relevant party means and standard
deviations were calculated based on legislator responses (PELA 2005) to a question that
asked legislators to indicate their preference regarding who should regulate the economy
on a one (maximum role for the state in this regulation) to five (maximum role for the
market in this regulation). Mean party scores whose 95% confidence intervals did not

overlap were considered to be significantly different. Following a methodology similar to
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that employed in Section IV, the percentage of the relevant dyads for which there existed
significant differences was calculated. Countries for which this percentage was less than
34% were coded 0, between 34% and 66% were coded 1, and 67% and above were coded
2 (see Table 15).%

These two measures are combined to create the Programmatic Elite component of
this index. As Table 15 details, this component ranges from a high of 4 (Chile, Nicaragua)
to a low of 0 (seven countries).

The extent of programmatic politics in the electorate is measured using two
measures. The first (Electorate Ideological Polarization) is the measure of Ideological
Polarization in the electorate that was presented in Sub-Section IIIB. Values for this
measure of 0 to .99 were coded 0, values of 1.0 to 2.5 were coded 1, and values of 2.6 and
above were coded 2 (see Table 15).

The second measure (Electorate Ideological Cleavage) is based on the analysis
conducted in Section IV. Countries were scored based on the salience of the left-right
partisan cleavage in the electorate detailed in Table 13. Where this cleavage was low, the
countries were scored 0, while where the cleavage was medium or high, the countries were
scored 1 and 2 respectively (see Table 15).

These two measures are combined to create the Programmatic Electorate
component of this index. Table 15 indicates this measure ranges from a high of 4 (four

countries) to a low of zero (six countries).

45 Brazil, Mexico, and Panama, for which legislator survey data are unavailable, were
given the same scores for this measure that they received for the Elite Ideological
Polarization measure.



50

The Programmatic Elite measure and Programmatic Electorate measures are then
summed together to create a Programmatic Subtotal. This Programmatic Subtotal is then
adjusted using information on the level of stability in inter-party competition drawn from
Section I (see Sub-Section IA). As mentioned in Section IV, due to current data
limitations, we can not directly assess the stability of programmatic cleavages in the 18
Latin American democracies. It is however apparent that for a viable programmatic party
system to exist, there must also exist considerable party system stability. In particular,
where we find political parties winning major percentages of the votes and seats in one
election, only to vanish or win only a handful of votes and seats in the next election, it is
difficult to consider that party system to be highly programmatic, even in the presence of
strong programmatic cleavages, since the relevant parties in one election are generally not
the relevant parties in the next. Taken to the extreme, if none of the parties in one
election existed in the next, and likewise all of the parties in the next election did not exist
at the time of the prior election (i.e., an average volatility score of 100), then even in the
presence of strong programmatic cleavages/differences among the elites and electorate, it
would be difficult to characterize party politics in this country as programmatic.

Based on the above logic, a country's Programmatic Subtotal was reduced
(Volatility Reduction) based on its average level of volatility (see Sub-Section IA for
additional information). A reduction of 4 was implemented if the average level of

volatility was between 50 and 59, of 3 if it was between 40 and 49, of 2 if it was between
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30 and 39, of 1 if it was between 20 and 29, and of 0 if it was between 0 and 19.%® In the
event that the Volatility Reduction value was greater than the Programmatic Subtotal, a
value of 0 was assigned for the final Programmatic Politics Index score.

Table 15 provides the final index of the extent of Programmatic Politics in a
country. Its value ranges from high values of 8 (Chile, Nicaragua) and 7 (El Salvador,
Uruguay), to 2 (four countries), 1 (four countries), and 0 (six countries).

VB. Clientelist Politics.

The analysis of the extent of clientelism is handicapped by the lack of valid cross-
national empirical measures of this important concept (Kitschelt 2000). Here I employ
however a proxy measure of clientelism recommended by Kitschelt (2000). As Kitschelt
(2000, 870) notes, "Full-fledged clientelist systems typically involve a large magnitude of
exchanges that meet the definition of corruption supplied earlier."

The extent of corruption in the 18 Latin American democracies is measured using
data from the World Bank's Governance Matters III dataset (Kaufmann, Kraay, and
Mastruzzi 2003). Specifically, the average (2000 and 2002) percentile ranking of the 18
countries (among a group of 195 countries) in terms of their ability to control corruption
(i.e., the dataset's Control of Corruption measure) is employed. High values indicate a
high degree of corruption control while low values indicate a low degree of corruption
control. In essence, the lower the value, the more salient and widespread corruption is in

a country.

%6 The highest actual value for average volatility was 50 (Peru). Had higher values existed,
they would have resulted in sequentially higher reductions: 60-69 (5), 70-79 (6), 80-89
(7), 90-100 (8).
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Table 16 describes the level of corruption in these 18 countries. Chile, Costa Rica,
and Uruguay represent clear outliers in the region. They are the only Latin American
countries among the top (i.e., least corrupt) 50 countries in the world.*” In contrast, four
Latin American countries (Bolivia, Venezuela, Ecuador, and Paraguay) bear the
ignominious distinction of being among the 50 most corrupt countries in the world.

Table 16 about here
VC. Programmatic vs. Clientelist Politics.
As Kitschelt (2000, 871) aptly reasons, "It is pretty safe to conclude that clientelism
prevails in a polity if we find that parties are programmatically incohesive and that
experts also attribute high scores of corruption to that country." Extending Kitschelt's
logic, in the presence of programmatic parties, and in absence of high levels of corruption,
it is reasonably safe to assume that programmatic politics prevails in a country.

Using the measures developed in the previous two sub-sections, this sub-section
evaluates the extent of programmatic vs. clientelist party politics in a country. Figure 3

arranges the 18 countries on two dimensions: Programmatic and Clientelist (Level of

47 These high-levels of corruption have made it extremely difficult to reliably study the
crucial topic of campaign finance in Latin America in a rigorous manner that is comparable
across countries. As a consequence, there exist no reliable cross-national measures of
campaign finance activities, with our understanding of campaign finance limited primarily
to studies of the rules governing campaign finance (rules that are more commonly broken
than they are respected). It is for this reason that this paper does not provide a
discussion of campaign finance. This omission is not due to a belief that the topic is not
of fundamental importance; it clearly is. Instead the lack of coverage is due to the
complete dearth of reliable cross-national information on campaign finance in the 18
countries under study in this paper. One could go further in stating that we do not even
have a reliable and comprehensive study of a single Latin American country that
accurately details the nature of campaign finance there. For an excellent general overview
of the legal rules governing campaign finance in these countries, see Payne et al. (2002).
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Corruption). For the former dimension, Programmatic Politics scores (see Table 15) were
categorized as follows: Very High (7-8), High (5-6), Moderate (3-4), Low (1-2), Very
Low (0). For the latter dimension, Level of Corruption scores (see Table 16) were
categorized as follows: 75-100 (Low), 51-74 (Moderate), 34-50 (High), 20-33 (Very
High), 0-19 (Endemic).

The resulting figure reveals four general clusters of countries: Programmatic
Politics, Clientelist Politics, Programmatic and Clientelist Politics, and Neither
Programmatic Nor Clientelist Politics. By far the largest group of countries (13 total) is
located in the Clientelist Politics cluster. While there is some variation in terms of the
extent of programmatic vs. clientelist politics in these countries (e.g., Brazil vs. Guatemala
or Paraguay), the dominant linkage mechanism between parties and voters is based on
clientelism (broadly construed). Only two countries are located in the Programmatic
Politics cluster (Chile and Uruguay).

Finally, three countries do not fall clearly on the Programmatic vs. Clientelist
diagonal. The Salvadoran and Nicaraguan party systems combine programmatic politics
with high levels of clientelism (Programmatic and Clientelist Politics). This unique
combination is most likely explained by the political history of each country, which
involved extensive and violent civil conflict during the latter quarter of the twentieth
century. In the post-conflict period politics is still heavily conditioned by this historical
legacy, in particular since the main actors from the conflict period in each country have

tended to coalesce into opposing political parties within the respective country's current



54

electoral democracy (especially in El Salvador).*® Since the strong ideological cleavages in
the country trace their origins in large part to the civil conflict, as the distance between the
present and the conflict years grows, we would expect the level of programmatic politics
in each country to decrease (a process that seems to be occurring more quickly in
Nicaragua than in El Salvador) and for these two countries to migrate toward the
Clientelist Politics cluster.

The third outlier is Costa Rica, where very low levels of programmatic politics
coexist with low levels of clientelism (Neither Programmatic Nor Clientelist Politics). A
partial explanation for this situation is provided by Lehoucq (2005) who highlights the
rather distinctive role of elite-level patronage and consensus (but not mass-level
clientelism) in Costa Rica as a key determinant of the functioning of politics in the
country. As Lehoucq (2005) notes however, this Costa Rican model is presently
experiencing serious Crisis.

VI. THE PARTY SYSTEM AND THE POLICY MAKING PROCESS

This section draws from the previous empirical analysis, the country case studies

carried out as part of the Latin American Research Network project on Political

Institutions, Policymaking Processes, and Policy Outcomes (Alston et al. 2005; Aninat et

8 The two principal left/center-left political parties in El Salvador and Nicaragua are the
FMLN and FSLN respectively. The FSLN and FMLN respectively trace their origins to
the guerrilla groups that took power via armed force in Nicaragua in 1979 (and then
governed in a totalitarian manner until 1990) and attempted to take power via armed
rebellion in El Salvador throughout the 1980s and early 1990s. The principal right/center-
right parties in El Salvador and Nicaragua are ARENA and the PLC respectively. Both
are associated with a strong historical (and often violent) opposition/resistance to their
left/center-left counterparts (especially ARENA).
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al. 2005; Araujo et al. 2005; Bergara et al. 2005; Cardenas, Junguito, and Pachon 2005;
Lehoucq 2005; Lehoucq et al. 2005; Molinas et al. 2005; Monaldi et al.; Morén and
Sanborn 2005; Spiller and Tommasi 2005), and the country chapters contained in
Alcéntara Séez and Freidenberg (2001) to evaluate the relationship between the party
systems and the policymaking process in these 18 countries. Employing the empirical
information presented in the previous five sections as well as (albeit to a much lesser
extent) qualitative information gained from the case studies listed in the previous
paragraph, the 18 countries were categorized along five key party system dimensions (see
Table 17).%
Table 17 about here

For the first dimension (Programmatic vs. Clientelist Politics), the countries were
divided among the four categories discussed in Sub-Section VC: Clientelist Politics (C),
Programmatic Politics (P), Programmatic and Clientelist Politics (P&E), and Neither
Programmatic Nor Clientelist Politics (N). For the second dimension (Institutionalized or
Weakly Institutionalized Party System) countries were separated into two categories (see
Sub-Section IE for additional information): Institutionalized (I) and Weakly
Institutionalized (WI). For the third dimension (Presidential Legislative Contingent Size)
countries were divided into three categories (see Sub-Section IIA for additional

information): 45% of the Seats or Greater (MAJ), Between 34% and 44% of the Seats

4 The coding discussed below was based on a review of the empirical indicators
presented in the prior sections, with the determination of specific categories based in large
part on a review of the case studies. In one instance the categorization of a country based
on the empirical evidence was modified because it conflicted notably with information
contained in the case studies.
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(MOD), Less than 34% of the Seats (MIN). For the fourth dimension (Centralized or
Decentralized Party Structure), the parties were divided into two categories (see Sub-
Section IIIC for additional information): Centralized Party Structure (C) and
Decentralized Party Structure (DC). For the fifth dimension (Nationalized or
Denationalized Party System), the parties were divided into three categories (see Section
II for additional information): Nationalized Party System (N), Moderately Nationalized
Party System (MN), and Denationalized Party System (DN).>

Table 17 summarizes the five dimensions above, and then uses this information to
place the 18 countries into seven groups of countries. In this section I discuss these
seven groups, with a particular focus on the different role played by the political parties
in the policy process in the different groups.

Group 1 is the largest of the seven groups, encompassing Argentina, the
Dominican Republic, Honduras, Mexico, Panama, and Paraguay. This group is
characterized by Clientelist Politics, an Institutionalized Party System, and Presidential
Legislative Contingents that provide the President with either a partisan majority or at
least a contingent that holds more than one-third of the seats in the legislature (i.e., a

moderate-sized presidential legislative contingent).

3% This latter category is primarily useful for distinguishing between programmatic party
systems where the political parties engage in policymaking that is national in scope and
programmatic party systems where the political parties engage in policymaking that has a
regional/state orientation. This category is therefore not examined when assessing the
clientelist systems, although it should be noted that to the extent that there is some
programmatic politics in these primarily clientelist systems, it will have a more national
focus in the nationalized party systems and a more localistic focus in the denationalized
party systems (with the moderately nationalized party systems occupying a position
between these two extremes).
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In these countries the principal goal of politicians is to continue to generate/obtain
the resources needed to maintain the clientelist system upon which their party's/their
support is based. Whether a policy is "good" or "bad" from a technocratic perspective is
less important than whether or not the policy will increase or decrease the amount of
resources at the party's/politician's disposal with which to keep their/its clientelist
system in good functioning order. Thus a policy that may improve the country's
prospects for achieving sustained long-term economic growth, but in the short-run will
result in the elimination of positions in the state sector (e.g., patronage posts) or limit the
discretion with which government officials may expend state resources is likely to be
rejected in this system (absent large side-payments) since it will adversely affect the
party's/politician's clientelist based machines.

All of these countries possess an institutionalized party system. Thus in all the
president's party is an important institutional political actor, and as a consequence the
president strives to be the unrivalled leader within his/her party. This desire to control
the party results in the president investing considerable time, energy, and material
resources in intra-party activities. Pursuant to this point, some policies may be adopted
with the goal of solidifying the president's position within his/her party, not with the goal
of enacting "good" public policy.

Half of these countries (Argentina, Honduras, Paraguay) regularly provide the
president with a majority or near-majority in the legislature, while the other half
(Dominican Republic, Mexico, Panama) regularly provide the president with a relatively

large presidential contingent (greater than 33% of the seats but less than 45% of the



58

seats). In all six countries however the presidential party delegation is an extremely
important actor in the legislature, and the president relies heavily on his/her co-partisans
support in the legislature in order to effect his/her policy agenda. In the former countries
the president's party can usually govern alone or with the assistance of minor party allies,
while in the latter countries that president's party normally must seek the support of
other parties (not always successfully), but seeks this support from a position of
strength (i.e., a large legislative base).

Finally, these six countries differ in terms of the degree of party centralization. In
three countries (Dominican Republic, Honduras, Panama) the political parties are
relatively centralized (Centralized Party Structure). In these three countries the president
is generally the undisputed leader of the party, and when the president needs to negotiate
with the other parties he/she generally negotiates with a centralized party leadership. In
the other three countries (Argentina, Mexico, Paraguay) the party system is more
decentralized (Decentralized Party Structure), and the president, while normally the
principal leader of his/her party, lacks the degree of centralized "vertical" control held by
the presidents in the former three countries, and often must negotiate with regional party
leaders (Argentina, Mexico) or national party faction leaders (Mexico, Paraguay) to
implement policy (both from his/her party as well as from opposition parties).

The second group of countries (Guatemala, Peru, Venezuela) is characterized by
Clientelist Politics, a Weakly Institutionalized Party System, moderate (MOD) sized
Presidential Legislative Contingents, and a Centralized Party Structure. The Group 2

countries are similar to the Group 1 countries in two respects. First, clientelist, not
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programmatic, politics is the primary form of linkage between the political parties and the
voters. Second, the presidential legislative contingent is relatively large (between 34% and
44% on average), and hence the president's party delegation in the legislature is a crucial
political actor (most commonly holding the status of plurality party in the legislature).
Thus the descriptions of these two features described for Group 1 also apply here.

The Group 2 countries differ however from the Group 1 countries in terms of the
degree of party system institutionalization. In contrast to Group 1, the Group 2
countries possess weakly institutionalized party systems. The president therefore
invests much less time, energy, and resources in these Group 2 countries towards
achieving and maintaining dominance in his/her political party than is the case in the
Group 1 countries. Often, the political parties in these countries are the personalist
vehicles of individual politicians, possessing relatively low levels of institutionalization.
Thus unlike their counterparts in Group 1, the Group 2 presidents do not place as much
political importance on achieving and then retaining control of their political party.
Finally, the political parties in these systems tend to be centralized, and thus the
president exercises relatively strong "vertical" control over his/her party, and when it is
necessary to broker deals with opposition parties, this is normally done via negotiation
with the other parties' national level leadership.

The countries in Group 3 (Bolivia, Ecuador) are characterized by Clientelist
Politics, a Weakly Institutionalized Party System, small (MIN) Presidential Legislative
Contingents (less than 34% on average), and a Centralized Party Structure. These

countries' clientelist-based politics is similar to that found in Group 1 and Group 2, while
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their weakly institutionalized party systems are comparable to those found in Group 2,
with their centralized party structures comparable to those found in three of the Group 1
countries (those with centralized party structures) and all three Group 2 countries. Thus
the discussion of the linkage between these factors and policymaking for the Group 4
countries is similar to that for the Group 1 and 2 countries as detailed above (and hence
will not be repeated here).

Group 3 countries differ from Group 1 and Group 2 countries however in that the
presidents are generally provided with very small presidential legislative contingents,
leaving them in the unenviable position of having to negotiate with a large number of
opposition parties in order to implement their policy agenda. The small size of their
party's contingents results in a much larger number of coalition partners (veto players)
involved in the policy process than is the case in either the Group 1 or Group 2 countries.
As these are primarily centralized party systems, the negotiation with these coalition
partners is normally conducted with the non-presidential parties' national (centralized
leadership). Due to the fragmented party systems that exist in these countries (see Sub-
Section IIIA for additional information), a large number of parties with which the
president must negotiate are viable contenders for the presidency in the forthcoming
presidential election (i.e., their respective leaders are often the potential presidential
candidates for the upcoming election), which often induces them to sabotage the
government's policy with the hopes of obtaining the presidency themselves in the next

election.
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The Group 4 countries (Brazil, Colombia) are characterized by Clientelist Politics,
a Weakly Institutionalized Party System, and a Decentralized Party Structure. The two
countries differ in terms of the size of the presidential legislative contingent, but as
mentioned before (see Sub-Section IIIA for additional information) due to the distinct
methodology employed to calculate the size of the presidential legislative contingent for
Colombia, the differences are not nearly as stark as they appear in Table 17. This is
particularly the case when we focus on the principal difference between the Group 4
countries and those in Group 2 or 3 (i.e., the key feature that sets the Group 4 countries
apart from those in Groups 2 and 3). Like their counterparts in Groups 2 and 3, the
Group 4 countries are characterized by clientelist politics and weakly institutionalized
party systems. They differ however in terms of the decentralized nature of their party
structure. Brazil (Alston et al. 2005) and Colombia (Cardenas, Junguito, and Pachén
2005) possess the two most decentralized party systems in Latin America. In both
countries the key partisan actor in elections is not the national party, a national party
factions, or a regional-level parties, but rather the individual legislators. As a
consequence, whereas in Groups 2 and 3 relations between the president and the
legislature tend to involve elite-level negotiations between the president and the national
leaders of the political parties, in Group 4 these relations tend to involve direct
negotiation between the president and the individual legislators.

Thus like the presidents in Groups 2 and 3, the presidents in Group 4 do not
dedicate a great deal of resources, time or energy toward achieving and then maintaining

control/supreme power in their political party, and also have based their power primarily
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on a clientelist support structure. The Group 4 Brazilian and Colombian presidents differ
from their counterparts in Groups 2 and 3 in their direct negotiation with individual
legislators, bypassing the party leaders who are less relevant to the legislators political
careers and the policy process than is the case in the Group 2 and Group 3 countries.

The Group 5 country (Costa Rica) is characterized by Neither Programmatic Nor
Clientelist Politics, an Institutionalized Party System, moderate sized Presidential
Legislative Contingents, and a Centralized Party Structure. The discussion above of the
Group 1 countries (with centralized party structures) also applies to Costa Rica, with the
exception that politics in Costa Rica is not primarily clientelist. For an excellent
discussion of the unique Costa Rican case, see Lehoucq (2005).

The Group 6 countries (El Salvador, Nicaragua) are characterized by both
Programmatic Politics and Clientelist Politics, an Institutionalized Party System,
moderate to large Presidential Legislative Contingents, a Centralized Party Structure, and
a Nationalized Party System. The discussion provided above for the Group 1 countries
also applies to the Group 6 countries, with the exception that politics also has a strong
programmatic (that is national in focus) component in the Group 5 countries (stemming
from both countries recent violent past combined with the prominent role played by
these revolutionary/civil war actors in the party system today).

The Group 7 countries (Chile, Uruguay) are characterized by Programmatic
Politics, an Institutionalized Party System, Moderate to Large Presidential Legislative
Contingents, a Decentralized Party Structure, and a Nationalized Party System. In the

Group 7 countries, institutionalized political parties tend to compete based on
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programmatic policy positions and policy performance (with a focus on national policy).
This is a sharp contrast to the other groups, where politics is based much more on
clientelism (broadly construed) than on programmatic politics. The president in the
Group 7 countries also possesses either a moderate or large sized partisan contingent in
the legislature. In both Group 7 countries however, control of the president's party (and
that of the opposition) is not centralized, but instead lies with a small number of national-
based party factions. In Chile these factions are the parties that make up the two
alliances that have dominated Chilean politics since the return to democracy in 1990
(Aninat et al. 2005) while in Uruguay these factions are truly intra-party (a consequence
of the country's unique double simultaneous vote electoral system) (Bergara et al. 2005).
VII. CONCLUSION

The overall goal of the broader project of which this paper forms a component is
to identify the relationship between political institutions and the policymaking process.
In this final section I conclude with a discussion of the impact of a country's membership
in one of the seven groups discussed in Section VI on policymaking in that country,
especially on likelihood that a given policy will be successfully implemented in the
country.

In terms of the implementation of public policy, based on a review of the party
systems (in isolation from most other political institutions and actors), we can conclude
that policymaking in Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 will be constrained by the impact of the policy

on the maintenance of the governing party, or parties, clientelist system of support (and
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to a lesser extent that of the opposition parties as well).>! Absent large side payments, it
will be difficult to implement policy that undermines the pillars of the clientelist system.
To the extent that a policy provides additional resources for clientelist activities it should
be relatively easy to implement, while a policy that has no influence on the clientelist
system should not be overly problematic to pass. In this latter case however, it is
important to note that in some instances programmatic differences will obstruct the
enactment of policy, although a good deal of "ideological" opposition to policy in these
systems is merely a guise by which to obtain additional rents of some type in exchange
for the support needed to obtain the passage of the legislation (the relevance of this factor
will vary among these countries depending on the relevance of programmatic politics,
such as whether it is Low or Very Low). In the predominantly clientelist systems it is
important to distinguish between sincere and strategic (insincere)
ideological/programmatic opposition to a policy, since ideological/programmatic
opposition to policy is common in virtually all political systems, but tends to be mostly
sincere in the programmatic systems and mostly insincere in the clientelist systems.
Policymaking in Group 7 will be constrained by the programmatic policy
positions of the different actors and their relative weight in the legislature. If a policy is
contrary to a party's (or parties') programmatic position as well as that of its (or their)
supporters, and this governing party (or parties) hold a majority in the legislature, then

the policy is very unlikely to be passed. If however a policy is consistent with this

> Based on Lehoucq's (2005) discussion we might place Costa Rica (Group 5) with these
four groups, albeit with some caveats (for more details, see Lehoucq 2005).
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party's/these parties' programmatic position then its passage is virtually assured. Unlike
in the other countries, voters have a very good idea of what the parties' positions on key
policies are, as well as what they are likely to continue to be when/if the party arrives in
government.

Policymaking in Group 6 represents a mixture of that described for Groups 1 and
2. This appears to be especially the case in El Salvador (Nicaragua increasingly resembles
the countries in Group 1), with policies with a strong left-right ideological component
(e.g., economic policy, relations with the United States, law and order) especially likely to
result in pattern similar to that found in the Group 7 countries, and policies without a
strong left-right component (public works, subsidies) more likely to result in a pattern
similar to that found in the countries belonging to Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4.

Party institutionalization, party and party system nationalization, the interaction
of legislative fragmentation/size of the presidential legislative contingent and ideological
polarization, the presence or absence of stable political salient cleavages, and the extent of
programmatic vs. clientelist politics all exercise a profound effect on the policymaking
process. These political party and party system related factors do not however operate
in a vacuum, and any comprehensive evaluation of the impact of these party system
institutions on the policymaking process also must consider the joint influence exercised
by other prominent institutions such as the presidency, cabinet, judiciary, bureaucracy,
and sub-national leaders (e.g., governors, mayors). Fortunately, the important influence
exercised by these and other institutions are being expertly analyzed by the other papers

that comprise this innovative research project.
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APPENDIX 1: POLITICAL PARTY ACRONYMNS AND COMPLETE NAMES

COUNTRY ACRONYM FULL PARTY NAME
ARGENTINA PJ Partido Justicialista (PJ)
UCR Unién Civica Radical (UCR)
ARI Afirmacién para una Replblica Ingualitaria (ARI)
BOLIVIA ADN Accién Democratica y Nacionalista (ADN)
MIR Movimiento de Izquierda Revolucionario (MIR)
ucs Unién Civica Solidaridad (UCS)
NFR Nueva Fuerza Republicana (NFR)
MAS Movimiento al Socialismo (MAS)
MNR Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionario (MNR)
BRAZIL PT Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT)
PMDB Partido do Movimento Democratico Brasileiro (PMDB)
PFL Partido da Frente Liberal (PFL)
PSDB Partido da Social Democracia Brasileira (PSDB)
COLOMBIA PL Partido Liberal Colombiano (PL)
PC Partido Social Conservador (PSC)
COSTA RICA PLN Partido Liberacién Nacional (PLN)
PUSC Partido Unidad Social Cristiana (PUSC)
PAC Accién Ciudadana
CHILE CONCERT Concertacién
ALIANZA Alianza por Chile
ECUADOR pPscC Partido Social Cristiano (PSC)
ID Izquierda Democréatica (ID)
PRE Partido Roldosista Ecuatoriano (PRE)
PRIAN Partido Renovador Institucional Accién Nacional (PRIAN)
PSP-Z1E Partido Sociedad Patridética 21 de Enero (PSP)
EL SALVADOR ARENA Alianza Republicana Nacional (ARENA)
FMLN Frente Farabundo Marti para la Liberacién Nacional (FMLN)
GUATEMALA GANA Gran Alianza Nacional (GANA)
PAN Partido de Avanzada Nacional (PAN)
FRG Frente Republicano Guatemalteco (FRG)
UNE/UNA Unidad Nacional de la Esperanza (UNE)
HONDURAS PN Partido Nacional de Honduras (PN)
PL Partido Liberal de Honduras (PL)
MEXICO PAN Partido Accién Nacional (PAN)
PRI Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI)
PRD Partido de la Revolucidén Democrética (PRD)
PVEM Partido Verde Ecologista de México (PVEM)
NICARAGUA FSLN Frente Sandinista de Liberacién Nacional (FSLN)
PLC Partido Liberal Constitucionalista (PLC)
PANAMA PRD Partido Revolucionario Democréatico (PRD)
ARNUF Partido Arnulfista (PA)

SOLIDA Partido Solidaridad (PS)



COUNTRY ACRONYM FULL PARTY NAME

PARAGUAY ANR Asociacién Nacional Republicana (ANR) (Colorado)
PLRA Partido Liberal Radical Auténtico (PLRA)

PERU APRA Alianza Popular Revolucionaria Americana (APRA)
UN NAC Alianza Electoral Unidad Nacional (UN NAC)
AP Accién Popular (AP)

PERU POS Perd Posible (PERU POS)

REP. DOMINICANA PLD Partido de la Liberacién Dominicana (PLD)
PRD Partido Revolucionario Dominicano (PRD)
PRSC P. Revolucionario Social Cristiano (PRSC)
URUGUAY PC Partido Colorado (PC)
PN Partido Nacional (PN)
FA Frente Amplio (FA)
VENEZUELA AD Accidén Democréatica (AD)
PRO VEN Proyecto Venezuela (PRO VEN)
P JUST Movimiento Primero Justicia (P JUST)

MVR Movimiento Quinta Republica (MVR)



TABLE 1: STABILITY IN PATTERNS OF INTER-PARTY COMPETITION

COUNTRY AVERAGE VOLATILITY VOTE VOLATILITY SEAT VOLATILITY
CHILE 6 7 4
HONDURAS 7 7 6
EL SALVADOR 10 11 9
COLOMBIA 11 11 11
MEXICO 13 10 15
NICARAGUA 16 17 15
URUGUAY 16 16 16
BRAZIL 21 20 21
PARAGUAY 21 24 18
COSTA RICA 24 24 23
PANAMA 24 28 19
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 25 20 30
ARGENTINA 27 26 27
ECUADOR 27 28 26
BOLIVIA 35 41 28
VENEZUELA 41 41 40
GUATEMALA 43 36 49
PERU 50 48 51




TABLE 2: PARTY ROOTS IN SOCIETY

COUNTRY PARTY ROOTS PARTY ID PARTIES NOT DISTANT
PARAGUAY 82 65 98
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 75 52 98
URUGUAY 73 52 93
HONDURAS 66 48 83
PANAMA 66 48 83
COSTA RICA 62 39 85
EL SALVADOR 62 45 79
MEXICO 62 42 82
NICARAGUA 62 43 81
BOLIVIA 60 46 74
PERU 54 45 63
ECUADOR 53 42 64
BRAZIL 49 33 65
COLOMBIA 49 33 65
CHILE 49 32 65
VENEZUELA 47 28 66
ARGENTINA 46 23 69
GUATEMALA 45 34 55




TABLE 3: POLITICAL PARTY LEGITIMACY

COUNTRY PARTY LEGITIMACY PARTIES INDISPENSABLE PARTY CONFIDENCE
URUGUAY 47 59 34
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 45 59* 31
HONDURAS 35 48 22
BRAZIL 33 43 23
PARAGUAY 31 44 18
VENEZUELA 31 38 23
EL SALVADOR 29 33 25
PANAMA 29 28 30
MEXICO 29 42 15
COSTA RICA 28 34 22
CHILE 28 32 23
PERU 26 40 12
NICARAGUA 26 39 12
COLOMBIA 23 25 20
ARGENTINA 21 30 12
BOLIVIA 19 30 8
GUATEMALA 19 26 12
ECUADOR 12 18 6




TABLE 4: ELECTION LEGITIMACY

COUNTRY ELECTION LEGITIMACY CLEAN ELECTIONS VOTE = REAL CHOICE
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 55 59%* 51
URUGUAY 55 59 51
VENEZUELA 54 49 60
PANAMA 54 56 52
CHILE 52 58 45
COSTA RICA 51 53 49
GUATEMALA 48 52 45
ARGENTINA 47 49 45
BRAZIL 46 37 56
HONDURAS 46 41 51
NICARAGUA 43 35 50
EL SALVADOR 41 35 48
PERU 41 35 47
COLOMBIA 38 29 47
MEXICO 38 26 49
ECUADOR 34 23 46
BOLIVIA 34 28 40

PARAGUAY 33 25 42




TABLE 5: POLITICAL PARTY AND ELECTION LEGITIMACY

COUNTRY P&E LEGITIMACY PARTY LEGITIMACY ELECTION LEGITIMACY
URUGUAY 51 47 55
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 50 45 55
VENEZUELA 42 31 54
PANAMA 41 29 54
HONDURAS 40 35 46
COSTA RICA 40 28 51
BRAZIL 40 33 46
CHILE 40 28 52
EL SALVADOR 35 29 41
NICARAGUA 34 26 43
ARGENTINA 34 21 47
GUATEMALA 34 19 48
PERU 34 26 41
MEXICO 33 29 38
PARAGUAY 32 31 33
COLOMBIA 30 23 38
BOLIVIA 26 19 34
ECUADOR 23 12 34




COUNTRY

TABLE 6: POLITICAL PARTY ORGANIZATION

PARTY ORGANIZATION

PARTY CONTINUITY PARTY AGE (avg: 10 +25) At Least 10 Years

At Least 25 Years

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
NICARAGUA
URUGUAY
ARGENTINA
MEXICO
PANAMA
EL SALVADOR
CHILE
PERU
HONDURAS
COLOMBIA
VENEZUELA
BOLIVIA
COSTA RICA
BRAZIL
PARAGUAY
ECUADOR
GUATEMALA

98
98
96.5
94
85.25
82.75
78.25
76.75
75
74
73
72.5
72.25
67
66
64.5
61.5
57.5

96
96
93
88
87
82%
90
91
83
48
46
78
82
84
82%
79
73
90

100
100
100
100
83.5
83.5
66.5
62.5
67
100
100
67
62.5
50
50
50
50
25

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
67
100
100
67
75
67
100
50
75
50

100
100
100
100
67
67
33
25
67
100
100
67
50
33
0
50
25
0




TABLE 7: PARTY INSTITUTIONALIZATION INDEX

INSTITUTIONALIZATION

COUNTRY INDEX ELECTORAL VOLATILITY PARTY ROOTS P&E LEGITIMACY PARTY ORGANIZATION
URUGUAY 76 84 73 51 97
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 74 75 75 50 98
NICARAGUA 70 84 62 34 98
HONDURAS 68 94 66 40 74
MEXICO 67 88 62 33 85
PANAMA 67 77 66 41 83
EL SALVADOR 66 90 62 35 78
CHILE 65 95 49 40 77
PARAGUAY 64 79 82 32 65
ARGENTINA 62 74 46 34 94
COSTA RICA 61 77 62 40 67
COLOMBIA 60 89 49 30 73
BRAZIL 59 80 49 40 66
BOLIVIA 56 66 60 26 72
VENEZUELA 55 60 47 42 73
PERU 53 51 54 34 75
ECUADOR 53 73 53 23 62
GUATEMALA 48 58 45 34 58




TABLE 8: NATIONAL VS. LOCAL PARTISAN POLICY INCENTIVES: ELECTORAL AND POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS

NATIONALIZATION CANDIDATE ELECTORAL PRESIDENTIAL AUTONOMOUS MUNICIPAL

COUNTRY INDEX NOMINATION SYSTEM ELECTIONS GOVERNORS AUTONOMY
URUGUAY 14 3 3 3 2 3
COSTA RICA 14 3 2 3 3 3
PARAGUAY 13.5 3 2.5 3 2 3
BOLIVIA 13.5 3 2.5 3 3 2
PANAMA 13 3 1 3 3 3
HONDURAS 13 3 2 3 3 2
NICARAGUA 12.5 3 2.5 3 3 1
GUATEMALA 12.5 3 2.5 3 3 1
EL SALVADOR 12.5 3 2.5 1 3 3
ECUADOR 12 3 1 3 2 3
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 11.5 3 1.5 1 3 3
PERU 11 3 1 3 2 2
MEXICO 10.5 2 2.5 2 1 3
VENEZUELA 9.5 3 1.5 1 2 2
CHILE 9 3 1 1 3 1
ARGENTINA 8 2 2 2 1 1
COLOMBIA 7.25 1 1.25 2 2 1
BRAZIL 7 1 1 3 1 1




TABLE 9: PARTY SYSTEM NATIONALIZATION SCORES (PSNS) AND MAJOR PARTY NATIONALIZATION SCORES

COUNTRY ELECTION YEAR PSNS PARTY 1 PARTY 2 PARTY 3 PARTY 4

HONDURAS 2001 0.91 PN (.95) PL (.94)

CHILE 2001 0.90 CONCERT (.94) ALIANZA (.92)
URUGUAY 2004 0.89 PN (.92) FA (.89) PC (.85)

NICARAGUA 2001 0.88 PLC (.89) FSLN (.89)

COSTA RICA 2002 0.85 PUSC (.91) PLN (.91) PAC (.81)

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 2002 0.84 PRD (.92) PLD (.81) PRSC (.79)
EL SALVADOR 2003 0.83 ARENA (.93) FMLN (.90) PCN (.81)
MEXICO 2003 0.78 PRI (.89) PAN (.78) PRD (.58)
PANAMA 2004 0.78 PRD (.94) PA (.79) SOL (.69)

GUATEMALA 2003 0.76 PAN (.84) GANA (.83) UNE (.83) FRG (.81)
ECUADOR 1998* 0.74 DP (.90) PSC (.79) PRE (.77) ID (.54)
PARAGUAY 2003 0.73 ANR (.89) PLRA (.75) UNACE (.72) MPQ (.61)

BOLIVIA 2002 0.71 MNR (.82) NFR (.82) MIR (.76) MAS (.61)
BRAZIL 2002 0.64 PMDB (.76) PT (.73) PSDB (.69) PRL (.61)

VENEZUELA 2000 0.61 MVR (.86) AD (.66)

ARGENTINA 2001 0.59 PJ (.83) ALIANZA (.76)

PERU 2001 0.50 PP (.67) UN (.63) FIM (.59) PAP (.49)

NOTE: Adequate data are not available for Colombia nor for Ecuador for 2002. The ID is included despite receiving less than
10% of the popular vote due to its success in subsequent elections. The election closest to 2002 was used.



TABLE 10: LEGISLATIVE FRAGMENTATION AND THE PRESIDENTIAL LEGISLATIVE CONTINGENT

EFFECTIVE NUMBER OF

PRESIDENTIAL PARTY'S

PRESIDENTIAL PARTY'S

COUNTRY LEGISLATIVE PARTIES CHAMBER CONTINGENT SENATE CONTINGENT
BRAZIL 7.81 19 16
ECUADOR 6.71 25
BOLIVIA 5.21 27 41
COLOMBIA 5.00 20 20
VENEZUELA 4.75 34
PERU 4.24 41
EL SALVADOR 3.50 34
GUATEMALA 3.46 43
ARGENTINA 3.18 48 58
COSTA RICA 3.12 40
PANAMA 3.09 39
MEXICO 2.79 37 48
URUGUAY 2.73 43 46
PARAGUAY 2.73 51 45
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 2.52 41 52
NICARAGUA 2.39 54
HONDURAS 2.30 50
CHILE 2.02 55 45




TABLE 11: IDEOLOGICAL POLARIZATION OF THE PARTY IN THE ELECTORATE AND IN CONGRESS

OVERALL PARTY IN THE CONGRESS PARTY IN CONGRESS PARTY IN CONGRESS

COUNTRY POLARIZATION ELECTORATE AVERAGE OWN EVALUATION OTHERS' EVALUATION
EL SALVADOR 10.00 7.67 12.33 9.62 15.03
NICARAGUA 5.66 2.72 8.61 5.76 11.45
URUGUAY 4.92 5.80 4.05 1.53 6.56
CHILE 4.61 3.40 5.82 2.59 9.04
BRAZIL 2.84 1.04 4.63 2.90 6.36*
PERU 2.06 0.10 4.03 0.69 7.36
MEXICO 1.74 0.10 3.38 1.39 5.37
ECUADOR 1.56 1.33 1.78 1.58 1.98
GUATEMALA 1.52 0.13 2.90 0.37 5.43
VENEZUELA 1.32 0.29 2.35 0.44 4.26
BOLIVIA 1.08 0.89 1.26 0.74 1.78
ARGENTINA 1.00 0.28 1.71 0.56 2.86
PANAMA 0.86 0.17 1.55 0.33 2.76%*
HONDURAS 0.75 0.07 1.42 1.15 1.69
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 0.72 0.07 1.37 1.53 1.2
COSTA RICA 0.70 0.12 1.27 0.38 2.16
COLOMBIA 0.60 0.06 1.14 1.24 1.04
PARAGUAY 0.52 0.46 0.58 0.12 1.04




