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Introduction 
A pressing goal of donor agencies is to improve government accountability in developing countries. Innovation in this area has led donors to embrace mechanisms ranging from citizen report cards and community-driven development to greater transparency in government decision making and improved parliamentary oversight of executive branch decision making.  Donors have largely overlooked one type of institution that researchers have long recognized as fundamental in shaping government accountability to citizens:  the political party.  One important reason for this relative neglect is the absence of data.  The work proposed here is aimed at filling the data gap with a comprehensive effort to collect data on the policy- and accountability-relevant characteristics of political parties in as many as 80 countries around the world.

The data we propose to collect will permit researchers and policy makers to identify the conditions under which political parties assist citizens in holding politicians accountable for political decisions affecting economic development.  The data will illuminate a number of key questions.  Broadly, what are the benefits that politicians provide in exchange for citizen votes? More specifically, under what conditions do voters demand that politicians provide better public services?  Under what conditions do politicians and parties actually use promises of improved public services to attract voter support? How do the conditions of the “exchange” between citizens and elected politicians affect the policies for which voters can hold politicians accountable?  
Answers to these questions have important implications for donor strategies, but not because donors can or should influence directly the characteristics of political parties.  Donors should be interested in better information on political parties and on citizen-politician linkages generally because this information is crucial to better gauge political incentives to support reform, the types of reform for which incentives exist, and the likelihood of donor success in building alternative mechanisms of accountability.  Several examples make this clear.

a) Both multi- and bilateral donors dedicate significant attention to the support of NGOs. In some cases, these NGOs are large, with an on-the-ground presence throughout the country, and have better reputations for accountability to citizens than political parties. In some circumstances (Proshika in Bangladesh), the NGO leadership seeks to leverage these reputations to influence political outcomes directly. What should the stance of donors be when such NGOs begin to act like political parties that can shift public policy towards pro-development policy outcomes?
b) Donors expend significant resources in building up mechanisms of direct accountability – report cards, public sector financial management, etc. Individual politicians receive little political credit from ensuring that these mechanisms are correctly instituted and used; such reforms are likely to be most effective when political parties that group together many politicians, can take credit for them.  
c) Donors also support parliamentary institutions.  In developed countries, however, legislative functioning is inextricably linked to the party system.  
d) Bilateral donors work directly on party development; these efforts, however, are most directed at intra-party organizational issues, which are well-understood, rather than at the less well-understood links between parties and citizens that determine the development outcomes that emerge from electoral competition.  

The funding requested here is exclusively for data collection.  The value of such data is amply illustrated by the World Bank’s Database on Political Institutions (DPI), to which the Research Support Budget contributed. The need to understand better the sources of government accountability was also a spur to its creation.  As in the case of the data requested here, the usefulness to donors of the DPI is not that it facilitates donor intervention in the constitutional structure of political decision making, but that it better enables donors to take political institutions into account in their strategic and project planning.  Now, after only a few years, the DPI has become one of the most widely used datasets in research on the political economy of development.  
While the DPI contains data on political parties, they are sparse and not a substitute for the information we propose to collect in this activity.  However, work with the DPI data has provided preliminary empirical support for the importance of party characteristics for the policy choices that governments make and the governance climate in countries.  In many cases, the attributes of political parties appear to matter more than the specifics of formal democratic institutions (e.g., whether countries are presidential or parliamentary).  

In remainder of this proposal, we first detail the wide variation in citizen-politician linkages, how these manifest themselves in sharply different types of political parties, and the significant policy effects that these differences are likely to have with respect to governance and public good provision. We then take stock of the underlying reasons that researchers believe account for variations across countries in political parties.  This research suggests that the characteristics of political parties, like the political institutions that frame government decision making, are likely to be relatively stable over time.  The operational benefits of the data we propose to collect and numerous research questions that the data can inform are detailed in the third section of this proposal.  

We then turn to a description of the new measurement instrument and strategy for data collection that we propose to use to pin down the characteristics of political parties and citizen-politician linkages across countries. We point out the methodological challenges of the expert-survey approach that we propose and how we address these challenges.  The final section addresses funding needs for the data collection.
1. Citizen-politician linkages:  why political parties are key to government accountability 
The linkages between citizens and politicians determine the extent to which citizens can hold politicians accountable for welfare-maximizing public policy – that is, what citizens can reliably request from politicians in return for their electoral support, and vice versa. When citizens know little about what politicians are doing and have little reason to believe any political promises, linkages are tenuous and accountability weak.  In other cases, connections between citizens and politicians are largely individual, mediated by family or other personal relationships.  In these situations, at least some citizens can hold at least some politicians accountable, at least for those public policies over which citizens can observe or infer politician influence.  

Citizen-politician linkages might, as well, run from citizens to large groups of politicians, if citizens can rely on the stability of politician groupings, enabling citizens to hold politicians jointly accountable for their actions.  Political parties are at the center of such linkages and the exchange between citizens and politicians. If the parties are disorganized – loose and fluid assemblies of politicians whose main connection with voters is individual and not affected by the party label – then they have little impact on voter behavior.  Citizens consider only candidate characteristics in making decisions.  If parties are more tightly organized – for example, if party labels convey information to citizens about how candidates from the party might govern –  citizens will make electoral choices based not only on the personal characteristics and performance record of candidates, but also on the characteristics and performance of the party.  

The forms of party organization vary widely. They may provide programmatic (broad, policy-based) benefits to voters, or they may focus on the party-based distribution of clientelist payoffs to voters who support them (machine politics). Parties may be organized around the personality of the party leader (personalist-charismatic parties) or around religious, sectarian or other social cleavages.  Combinations among all of these are also possible. 
The policy effects of these different forms of party organization are immediately apparent.  When parties are disorganized, public policy tends towards the clientelist provision of benefits by individual politicians.  Such politicians are usually unable or disinclined to oversee the performance of the executive since the absence of a strong party means that they cannot easily act collectively in opposing or insisting on particular executive decisions.  

When parties are well-organized and can make programmatic (credible, broad policy) appeals to voters, citizens can more easily hold politicians accountable for failures of public good provision or broad economic policy.  In programmatic politics, parties compete for votes by announcing policies (programs to deliver collective goods or large-scale club goods) during electoral campaigns, which they promise to enact if elected to office. These goods benefit all voters, whether or not they vote for the party. Voters then choose among the policy bundles advertised by political candidates and parties, taking into account the proximity to parties’ preference schedules to voters’ personal preferences, adjusted for their probability to be elected to office (strategic voting) and, depending on the discretion that individual candidates have for changing policy, on candidate characteristics.  Government provision of public goods is likely to be greater and corruption lower under these circumstances.
If parties are organized simply to provide individual rewards to party supporters, programmatic promises are not credible – parties are organized around clientelism and not programs – and public policy suffers.  In clientelist politics, victorious politicians target rewards to particular individuals and small groups whom they know with fairly high certainty supported them in their bid for office.  This creates political disincentives to provide public goods, which benefit all citizens, including those who did not support the candidate.  Clientelism also increases political susceptibility to the diversion of public resources to well-defined rent-seeking interests and to corrupt and predatory conduct on the part of elected officials. 

Many parties, in addition to or instead of programmatic or clientelist forms of organization, also mobilize voters with other appeals. These are often grounded in sectarian or other social cleavages. Parties may forge affective group or party attachments (“party identification”) that are independent of the specific policies of the party.  They may be based on affective devotion to the personality of a political leader (“charisma”).  Accountability effects of identity- or charisma-based organization are unpredictable.  Accountability in the case of personality-based appeals depends on the specific basis of a leader’s personal appeal (competence, credible redistributionist promises, or simply personality).  In the case of identity-based appeals, accountability depends on whether citizens base their votes only on social identity or, in addition, on the performance of politicians from their social group.  However, the more important is social identity, the less important, necessarily, is performance.

Finally, public policy may reflect both programmatic and clientelistic linkage building as politicians strive to attract diverse electoral constituencies. For example, some constituencies may be indifferent between the programmatic promises of competing parties; parties would therefore be eager to recruit candidates who are able to make clientelist appeals to those voters.  Sorting out the conditions under which sectarian parties or charismatic leaders  emerge, or when clientelist strategies displace programmatic appeals, are key questions that can only be addressed with better data on party characteristics.  

2.  Why citizen-politician linkages and political party characteristics vary 
The purpose, for donors, of collecting information on the political characteristics of countries is to adapt country development strategies to the political constraints that countries face.  That constitutional structures are political constraints is generally agreed:  they are difficult for politicians to change.  The same is true regarding the characteristics of political parties.  To see this, it is useful to recognize that politicians would, all else equal, prefer programmatic parties. These allow politicians to promise voters public goods instead of targeted goods; under most circumstances, the provision of public goods allows politicians to deliver greater welfare to voters for the same resource expenditures, giving them a competitive advantage relative to other politicians who cannot make these promises.  Second, programmatic competition allows politicians to dispense with the costs of monitoring clientelist agreements with individual or small groups of voters, and therefore to devote campaign resources to other purposes. 

However, voters are swayed by programmatic promises only to the extent that certain conditions are fulfilled (Kitschelt 2000): a) the promises are credible; b) competing policy proposals differ in a low-dimensionality space that facilitates information processing on the part of rational voters (cf. Hinich and Munger 1996);
 c) voters are well-informed about politician fulfillment of their promises; d) voters support those politicians whose policy promises are closest to the most preferred policies of the voters (which would not be the case if, for example, identity considerations mattered most to voters).
  
Individually, politicians cannot easily meet these conditions.  First, individual politicians often have short horizons, making the penalty for reneging on promises – no re-election – potentially small relative to the gains from reneging. Second, individual politicians have little incentive to cultivate a reputation for programmatic policies when their ability to fulfill those promises depends on numerous other political actors whose  behavior they cannot control  Third, and along the same lines, voters cannot easily hold individual politicians responsible for policy failures to which many politicians contributed, particularly if they do not know the contribution of the individual politicians for whom they cannot vote.
  
Politicians can therefore make programmatic promises more easily if they agree to act collectively, together with other politicians, under a single party label.  However, collective action problems hinder the formation of programmatic parties. For a party to develop a programmatic reputation with citizens, the politicians that comprise it must limit their demands for policies that maximize their individual electoral chances at the expense of the party’s policy reputation (that is, at the expense of the other politicians in the party).  In parties that already have a programmatic reputation, the collective action problem has a solution, expulsion, which is costly for individual politicians because it leaves them without the electoral benefits of the party’s policy reputation.  Parties that have not yet developed a reputation, however, have no such leverage over politicians and cannot easily enforce policy discipline on individual politicians.  Hence the difficulties that individual politicians have in cooperating to build the reputation of a party that does not yet have one and the relative rarity of programmatic parties in poor countries.
Collective action is not the only obstacle to programmatic parties. Another is the information demands that programmatic promises place on voters compared to clientelist promises.  It is easier for citizens to observe whether individual politicians have delivered the promised job or road than to evaluate their contribution to the public good of high quality education.  

Despite the rarity of programmatic parties in poor democracies, many donor strategies aimed at improving broad-based government accountability (e.g., those aimed at improving transparency, parliamentary functioning or the internal organization of political parties) implicitly assume that the linkage between citizens and politicians is programmatic – that citizens can hold politicians accountable for broad policy outcomes. However, in countries where programmatic parties do not exist, or where the policy stances of programmatic parties appeal to only a small fraction of the electorate (free market parties in Latin America), politicians can – and in most poor countries do – pursue clientelist linkages with citizens:  they offer some citizens specific advantages in return for their willingness to surrender their vote and/or participate in a candidate’s or party’s campaign. 
The exogeneity of political party characteristics is reinforced by the likely influence of initial conditions on the evolution of political parties.  Keefer and Vlaicu (2006) argue that something resembling a political development trap can ensue in countries in which democracy is introduced in societies organized around patron-client relationships.  Under these circumstances, it can be more convenient for political competitors to forego investments in programmatic reputations and to focus instead on the acquisition of friendly patrons and clientelist appeals.  
Clientelist-based political systems are far from homogeneous, however. Countries vary in the willingness of politicians to invest in identifying their supporters so as to efficiently target side-payments to them; tracking whether promised side-payments are made and received; and tracking as well whether recipients of promised targeted compensation provided their vote or other support to an electoral campaign. All of these are costly and the costs vary from country to country.  Costs are low when the political behavior of particular individuals or small groups is highly predictable.
 The costs are similarly low if politicians can rely on communication and gossip in informal social networks into which party politicians and their aides are immersed.
  In these cases, clientelism will be personalized, benefit a limited fraction of the population, and parties will be weak.  In other circumstances, though, parties themselves will invest in larger scale information systems, called party machines, designed to reach a large fraction of voters with clientelist promises.  

Similarly, when democracies emerge from conditions of deep social polarization, politicians may find it cheaper to make appeals based on identity than to invest in programmatic reputation.  An important area for future research, in fact, is whether this dynamic might actually make it more difficult to establish programmatic parties as time goes on:  persistent appeals pitting one part of society against another may make it difficult to credibly promise policies that benefit all of society.

3. Political parties and development:  using the data in operations and research 
The data we propose to collect on political parties and citizen-politician linkages have immediate application in the operational decisions of donors, and substantial long-term use in policy research. Crucial issues for donors include, among other things, the extent of local support for broad policy-based reforms, the potential value and risks of politically active NGOs, and the extent to which reform can be self-sustaining.  Governance diagnostics that are increasingly and more regularly undertaken by donors (most prominently, DFID, but increasingly the World Bank) catalog the political underpinnings of good or bad governance; the 2005 Global Monitoring Report focused on political aspects of governance, as well.  In most cases, the role of political parties is not taken up in these diagnostics, for reasons that are largely data-related.  In some cases, political economy assessments extend to judgments about whether the party system is clientelist or not; these judgments lack any comparative basis, which our data will provide.  We expect that our data will allow donors to produce synthetic indicators of the extent to which political parties are accountable to the public at large rather than to narrow groups.
The Database of Political Institutions, already partially supported by the RSB, is similarly finding its way into donor diagnostics.  Like the DPI, the data collected here have the advantage that the variables are not expected to change dramatically over time.  Data we collect in the next year will be relevant several years hence.  Moreover, even if individual country conditions change, our database will provide useful benchmarks and international comparators for the meaningfulness and likely effects of change.

In the longer run, we view our data as making an essential contribution to numerous areas of development policy research.  We summarize the research questions in three particular areas that stand out.  First, what is the impact of political party characteristics and citizen-politicians linkages on governance?  Second, what is their impact on public policies more generally, particularly government spending?  We have preliminary evidence, based on sparse data, that countries with programmatic parties exhibit better governance and greater orientation towards public goods spending (Keefer 2006), but these are preliminary and incomplete results, given the noisiness and limited scope of existing party data.  Third, early, incomplete evidence again suggests that party characteristics are stable over time.  Is this true?  Or, alternatively, do parties evolve?  And if they evolve, what are the determinants of this evolution?  
Citizen-politician linkages and the determinants of good governance

The conditions under which governments pursue good governance (variously thought of as low corruption, robust rule of law, or secure property and contract rights), remain a difficult policy concern and an important area of research.  The political economy literature on governance emphasizes how formal political institutions shape the strategies of income or office-maximizing political actors in bargaining over policy choices, including the security of property rights and the rule of law. This view of politics generally assumes that large segments of society (e.g., elites and non-elites) are organized and can costlessly transmit their preferences to the group’s representatives in government. That is, they assume programmatic political competition between parties of the elite and non-elite. 
This abstraction is understandable, both as a device to ensure analytical tractability and as a recognition of the limited data that exists on the nature of citizen-politician linkages across countries.  It is also counter-factual, however: there is substantial analytical reason to expect that policy making is as much or more determined by how and to what extent political entrepreneurs represent their constituencies – citizen-politician linkages and the nature of political parties – than by political institutions.  In numerous settings, it is easy to see how the absence of data on citizen-politician linkages and the characteristics of political parties interferes with our ability to draw inferences about the impact of formal institutions on policy outcomes. 
The lack of attention to how parties mobilize voter support would be harmless if collective interest mobilization, and especially the slack in principal-agent relationships between citizens and politicians, were identical across countries. It would similarly be harmless if differences in mobilization across countries were fully captured by country characteristics that researchers typically take into account, such as a polity’s resource endowments, political regime, democratic institutions, and quality of governance. It is unlikely that either is the case, however: the characteristics of political parties are key to the process of interest articulation.  Data on these characteristics are thus essential for a full understanding of the political determinants of growth and good governance.  Several examples make this clear.

(1)   A great deal of research has established an association between economic growth and the rule of law, corruption, or the presence of meritocratic bureaucracies  (cf. as classic North 1981 and Engerman/Sokoloff 1991; Acemoglu, Johnson and Robinson 2001; 2002; Dollar and Kray 2002; Easterly and Levine 2003; Hall and Jones 1999; Knack and Keefer 1995; LaPorta et al. 1999; 2004; Rodrik, Subramanian and Trebbi 2004). What determines whether countries exhibit good governance, however? To the extent that researchers have addressed this question, they have focused on political institutions such as elections and political checks and balances. They abstract from significant variation across countries, and across democracies, in how political entrepreneurs aggregate citizen preferences. However, there are a number of reasons to expect that the characteristics of linkages between politicians and citizens should affect governance. 

For example, since they are non-targeted and benefit all citizens, the rule of law or the quality of bureaucracy might be lower when the political rewards for the provision of public goods are fewer, as when politicians rely on clientelist rather than programmatic appeals to citizens.  The causal relationship might run in the other direction, as well.  In the absence of the rule of law, voters may value clientelist promises more highly, particularly those in which politicians promise voters protection in exchange for their votes. In the absence of a well-functioning bureaucracy, politicians might not be able to credibly promise high quality public goods. An exploration of these issues requires systematic data about democratic linkages, specifically about the characteristics of political parties.

(2)   Other scholars emphasize the importance of particular democratic institutions (electoral laws and the rules that govern the distribution of powers between legislatures and executives) and examine their consequences for policy outputs (cf. Persson and Tabellini (2000; 2003). But results of such research have proved fragile (Acemoglu 2005; Boix 2005). Again, this is likely due to unobserved variation in citizen-politician linkages.  The data on political parties that we propose to collect will allow better tests of the effects of institutions on outcomes.
Citizen-politician linkages and fiscal policy in developing countries

The pattern of citizen-politician linkages – in particular, whether those linkages are shaped by clientelist or programmatic parties – should also have significant effects on the formation of policies that influence economic development.  First of all, the dominance of different linkage mechanisms may throw light on the magnitude and composition of public budgets in democracies. Clientelistic politics are likely to generate a less generous distribution of public resources to produce collective and large club goods than a polity with a prevalence of programmatic partisan politics. This applies especially to non-targetable benefits, such as social insurance systems and basic income support programs, suggesting that clientelist countries will exhibit greater inequality (holding constant the pre-redistribution level of inequality in countries).  Polities with predominantly clientelistic mechanisms of political accountability may have systematically smaller social transfers, but greater expenditures on targetable budget categories, such as public sector personnel or physical infrastructure. Keefer (2006) provides some evidence that this is the case, using sparse data from the Database of Political Institutions to identify whether parties are programmatic or not.  

As before, integrating the nature of citizen-politician linkages into the investigation of the determinants of government spending should illuminate the role of institutions.  For example, substantial research has focused on the association between democracy and economic development and has argued that this association runs through redistribution (see Przeworski and Limongi 1993 for a literature review; Barro 1999; Przeworski et al. 2000; Feng 2003; and Gerring et al. 2006). Some authors argue that democracy and development are co-determined by redistributive struggle and inequality (cf. Muller 1988; Midlarsky 1997; Boix 2003; Acemoglu and Robinson 2005; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2002). All of these studies implicitly or explicitly assume that elected politicians must be responsive to the demands of a larger fraction of the citizenry than authoritarian rulers. Hence, elected politicians are more likely to pursue redistributive policies. 
Comparing only poorer democracies and non-democracies, however, there is little evidence that democracies are more likely to address inequality. A likely reason for this is the prevalence of clientelistic citizen-politician linkages. Where citizens are interested in targeted payoffs, they may refrain from demanding broad collective goods or redistribution (cf. Dixit and Londregan 1996; Keefer and Vlaicu 2005). Systematic data on the nature of citizen-politician linkages could thus throw light on the conditions, if any, under which democracies deliver more or less redistribution and collective goods than authoritarian regimes.

The determinants of citizen-politician linkages and the characteristics of political parties

If the characteristics of political parties have a first order effect on government policy choices, identifying the determinants of those characteristics and the nature of citizen-politician linkages generally also constitutes an important research agenda.  Though still in its infancy because of the absence of comparable data for a large set of countries, theoretical work on the choice of democratic accountability mechanisms provides several suggestive hypotheses that could be more closely examined with better data (Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2006 review these hypotheses).  All require data on citizen-politician linkages.  

For example, clientelist appeals are cheaper to make the poorer are voters.  As a consequence low incomes and high inequality increase politician preference for clientelist forms of political organization.  This hypothesis raises the possibility of a development trap:  the lower are incomes, the worse are political incentives to pursue the pro-development (non-clientelist) policies.

In other cases, factors that may increase clientelism may themselves be caused by clientelism.  This is true of deep social cleavages (for example, ethnic divides).  These may promote clientelism because patterns of residence and social communications networks make it easier for politicians to monitor a targeted exchange. On the other hand, non-credible politicians seeking to make credible promises to voters typically aim first to make credible promises to narrow groups of voters – clientelist promises.  This is often easiest when they target citizens from their own social grouping.  
Bureaucratic quality is also related to clientelism, though again the causal relationship may be in both directions.  On the one hand, where a strong, meritocratic bureaucracy exists, it is more difficult for politicians to make clientelist promises that require deviations from the laws and regulations overseen by the bureaucracy (Shefter 1994).  They are specifically incompatible with the power to make civil service sector appointments based on partisan allegiance (patronage). On the other hand, clientelist political systems have strong incentives to weaken bureaucratic quality precisely to facilitate the distribution of clientelist favors (cf. Keefer 2006).

Formal electoral and political institutions may also influence politician incentives to pursue programmatic or clientelist policies.  Electoral laws that make it difficult for voters to make electoral choices based on candidate characteristics (closed list proportional representation electoral systems, for example) encourage the development of party-based promises to voters, which are more likely to be programmatic than are candidate-based promises.  Political systems that strengthen the executive at the expense of the legislature (for example, by giving the legislature limited ability to amend budget proposals by the executive) strengthen the ability of the executive to make deals with individual legislators at the expense of party unity, potentially undermining the formation of strong parties able to formulate programmatic promises.  The sub-national delegation of authority also influences party characteristics.  
Political competitiveness also affects political party organization.  Highly competitive systems (those where a small change in vote share can shift control of government) induce politicians to redouble their efforts to attract and to bind voters to their parties; parties that confine their credible appeals to a narrow range of clients will lose to parties that expand their appeals to a larger fraction of the electorate.  Under conditions of high competitiveness, politicians are likely to reinforce the linkage mechanisms that deem them most suitable for the available electorate. In poor countries, politicians may redouble their efforts to demonstrate clientelistic accountability, whereas in wealthier countries the cost of clientelistic inducements are likely to be too high and politicians will switch to programmatic accountability under conditions of intense competition. 
Finally, the sheer age of democracy may matter for political party characteristics and the quality of citizen-politician linkages.  Competing in an iterative game, election after election, enables parties and politicians to acquire a reputation that encourages voters to believe programmatic promises, though the process is not inevitable (cf. Keefer and Vlaicu 2005; Keefer 2005). Conversely, in young democracies where politicians have little reputational capital, citizens might latch onto politicians who provide immediate gratification through clientelistic inducements and thus minimizes the need for voters to trust their unproven political agents. 

4. The Research Instrument

We propose to create an empirical database which catalogues practices of democratic accountability in 80-90 democracies world-wide. To that end, we have developed the survey instrument contained in Appendix B, which we will administer to academics (and some journalists) with relevant expertise on parties, campaigns and elections in the countries under examination. Experts rate individual parties on a variety of attributes that pertain to the organization of linkage mechanisms between voters and politicians.  Expert surveys have been supported by the World Bank. One close in spirit to the work here is the expert survey of bureaucracies undertaken by Evans and Rauch to examine the effects of bureaucratic structure on bureaucratic performance (see Evans and Rauch 2000).  
Expert surveys have also been used widely to study political parties, but by scholars interested primarily in the study of parties’ policy positions.  Possibly the first effort in that regard was Katz and Mair’s (1984) rating of parties on a left-right scale. This study was followed by a much more ambitious expert survey of parties’ policy positions and organizational power structures implemented by Laver and Hunt (1992). The Katz/Mair study was extended to new countries and new questions by Huber and Inglehart (1995) and Laver and Benoit (2006, forthcoming). In the meantime, a variety of more specialized expert surveys covering the European Union (by a University of North Carolina research group led by Gary Marks and Liesbet Hooghe) and some East European post-communist countries (designed by Robert Rohrschneider, University of Indiana, and Stephen Whitefield, Pembroke College, Oxford) were fielded. None of the studies goes beyond parties’ policy positions, salience of positions, and organizational features. To our knowledge, none of the existing studies has ever ventured beyond the OECD countries plus parts of Eastern Europe to Latin America, Sub-Saharan Africa and Asia.  
The Proposed Expert Survey

Our survey begins with a battery of questions on the internal organization of political parties (part A). In nearly all democracies (except Papua New Guinea), political parties play a more or less important role as intermediary organizations in citizen-politician relationships. We expect certain aspects of internal organization to reflect a party’s orientation toward policy programs or clientelism, as well as its capacity to deliver and monitor targeted benefits to clients. Parties with a programmatic appeal are likely to have stronger central controls to discipline its agents than clientelistic parties that create a collective bond primarily through raising and distributing resources.
Survey items include questions regarding the relative institutionalization and prevalence of local party organizations; the relative centralization of party decision-making in regards to candidate selection, campaign strategies, and public policy and commitments; the importance of different revenue types of public and private revenue streams; and the relationship between political parties and other civil society organizations such as churches and unions. Both centralization and linkage to encompassing interest associations may indicate a more programmatic than clientelistic orientation of parties.
We then devise a battery of questions to catalogue the presence and intensity of direct and contingent exchange between politicians and voters (part B). To assess whether politicians compete using selective targeted benefits disbursed to individual or small group party supporters, we use a number of measurement tools. First, we request experts to indicate the “currencies” of the exchange politicians provide to induce electoral support and the effort parties undertake to deploy such material inducements in the quest to attract supporters. Material rewards that qualify for clientelistic exchange include public housing, civil service sector jobs, preferential assessment to social benefits that can be disbursed in a discretional and often means-tested way (e.g., school enrollment, educational scholarships, disability payments). Next, we invite experts to assess the variance of such practices within democracies contingent upon the setting (urban/rural) and the nature of the target voters individual parties pursue (characterized in terms of ethnic constituencies, social class). 

Section B also includes a round-about question (B-7) for experts to assess how practices to provide preferential benefits to targeted voter groups have changed over time. This will be helpful to analyze conditions under which party-mediated democratic accountability changes over time.

The final question concerns the extent to which parties focus their targeted benefits on loyalists for whom there is no inter-party competition or on strategic voters who choose among parties contingent upon their appeals and inducements. This already leads into the next section of the survey on monitoring and sanctioning mechanisms. Obviously, where there is no competition for votes among parties, parties do not need to monitor whether individual voters and small groups hold their side of the bargain if they receive targeted benefits.
In part C of the questionnaire, we thus ask country experts to rate the presence and nature of monitoring mechanisms in place to determine whether targeted voters deliver their votes to the party that supports them. Monitoring mechanisms are an important means to limit party campaign expenditure in clientelistic exchanges only where multiple parties compete for the same voters. Where it does exist, there is a wide variety of techniques to check up on individuals and small groups of voters, ranging from outright violation of the secrecy of the vote to more indirect methods (counting expected and obtained votes in small precincts, social networks monitored by local community organizers and party precinct captains, etc.).
 Because of the amazing variety of techniques to monitor direct exchanges, we do not ask experts to assess the use and relative effectiveness of each of them. Instead, we let experts estimate whether candidates and parties have the capacity to monitor the behavior of individuals and small groups  and whether parties can apply sanctions in case of non-cooperation on the part of the voters. 
As in section B, we also here ask country experts to assess whether the capacity of politicians to monitor voters has changed from ten years earlier to obtain a rough gauge of dynamic change in modes of electoral competition and voter-party linkages over time (question C 5).

Finally, part D explores whether parties have positions on a series of important issues and, if so, what their position is on such issues. These dimensions include a party’s position on redistribution to the poor, on state involvement in the economy, and on cultural issues such as a party’s stance on traditional values and codes of conduct. Experts will be asked to assess parties’ positions on a total of six core issues in all countries for all parties. Beyond that, we will request from collaborators in each country to supplement this list with several salient country-specific issues to make sure that we do not underrate the programmatic nature of party competition in a polity simply because we were unable to home in on the correct issues.
These data will extend our understanding of parties’ programmatic profiles to a new set of cases outside the OECD. Expert judgments of parties’ positions on salient issues unique to an individual country will allow us to gauge whether parties offer internally coherent packages of policies that set themselves apart from each other, thus meeting the above reviewed requirements for programmatic linkage. An abundance of “Don’t know/none” assessments of issue positions, large standard deviations in the characterization of a party’s policy positions by the panel of experts, and inability to map issue positions on a simple low-dimensional space signals the absence or weakness of programmatic policy competition. 
Section D will allow us to probe into trade-offs between clientelistic targeted exchange and programmatic appeals as ways politicians employ to establish political accountability and support. Do parties that heavily rely on clientelistic inducements display diffuse programmatic appeals? Conversely, do parties that project a clearly identifiable profile of policy positions rely less on clientelistic inducements? Ultimately, the survey instrument as a whole will provide invaluable data for identifying the prevalence of different patterns of democratic accountability and the internal structures of party organizations through which citizen-politician linkages are maintained.

A final section E gives experts the opportunity to appraise the overall relevance of parties’ programmatic or clientelistic efforts to attract voters. In addition to summary questions about these two modes of linkage building to voters, experts are asked to assess the relevance of three other potentially important modes of linkage between citizens and politicians that may interact with programmatic and/or clientelistic linkages:
· personalized political leadership (“charisma”);

· long-term affective party identification, sometimes reinforced through symbols and rituals;

· attribution of competence to govern.

    The survey also includes two ways to capture bias and misperception on the part of the experts. In section D, the final question asks experts to reveal their own political partisan leanings (D 8). Moreover, at the end of each question, we ask experts to indicate for each party how certain they are in the assessments they have provided (A12, B 13, C 6 and D 7).
Comparison to Other Currently Employed Techniques to Gather Data About Modes of Party Competition

In the empirical study of citizen-politician relations of accountability, one encounters at least four techniques all of which have advantages and disadvantages, but none of which we ultimately deem viable for the purposes of a broad encompassing cross-national data collection in this project. 

First, researchers have treated budget data as tracers of citizen-politician linkages, for example McCubbins and Rosenbluth (1995). Highly discretionary and targetable spending lines, for example on capital equipment like buildings or R&D subsidies, as well as civil service employment, are taken as tracers of clientelistic linkages, whereas spending on broad social insurance programs and transfers signals programmatic linkages. While this logic may be plausible more often than not, it is still fiendishly difficult to isolate relevant parts of budgets and really know what sort of practices and purposes are hiding behind the bald figures, let alone to establish how public resources are de facto disbursed for discretionary spending. It is often difficult to decide whether an expenditure item is targeted and/or discretionary. Moreover, an important issue in development is precisely to explain when politicians undertake more “public-oriented” policies; we would therefore not like to uses policies as a proxy for clientelism.  

Second, some projects have employed expert judgments of corruption, whether assessed by academics or business people, as tracers of clientelistic politics. As indicated above, the need of politicians to acquire a vast flow of material resources may explain corruption in some cases, but corruption and clientelism are not identical. In many polities, there is corruption without clientelistic electoral politics. Conversely, at least some clientelistic practices are not technically corruption, e.g. when public campaign finance enables politicians to hand out targeted benefits (Mexico) or when laws and statutes stipulate the role of party representatives or their appointees in allocating material benefits through public corporations (e.g., jobs, housing), as was the case in some instances in Austria or in India through public development funds disbursed by law by individual members of parliament to their local constituents. 
Third, the main avenue to probe into clientelistic politics has always been anthropological field research in geographically quite narrowly circumscribed settings. Particularly for the analysis of subtle, indirect monitoring mechanisms of compliance in clientelistic exchange relations such anthropological field work has been exemplary, as recent studies by Auyero (2000) on clientelism in the province of Buenos Aires, Gay (1994) on shanty towns in Rio de Janeiro or Gray (2004) on the political power of the urban poor in Jamaica convincingly demonstrate. For obvious reasons, such detailed research is impossible to conduct with a reasonable budget and scarce labor power in more than 80 countries of the world to assemble a broad cross-national survey set. Moreover, it is difficult to imagine how such field research in very different, disparate locales could ever be made comparable in a cross-national perspective.

5. Methodological challenges 
We propose to carry out an “expert survey” in each of 85 countries to gather information about the profile of citizen-politician linkages in democratic politics currently in use. We consider “experts” as being political scientists and sociologists who deal with campaigns, elections, and party organization in their country in their research and publications. Moreover, “experts” are journalists who cover campaigns, elections and domestic parties in their reporting. Key questions here relate to question wording, the choice of countries, parties as units of analysis, the selection of informants, and the tricky question of cross-national data comparability.

Wording

The first challenge is to frame questions in a way that is sufficiently general that they can be recognized by respondents in all countries covered, but at the same time sufficiently specific that the responses are comparable (that respondents have a common idea of the empirical referents on which the survey requests information).  To address this issue, we have run a pre-test of our research instrument with 29 U.S. and Europe-based political scientists with expertise in the politics of countries in all regions of the world covered in our survey. The instrument here is the result of many revisions taking into account their ample feedback, avoiding, for example, specific institutional language that applies only to unique contexts. In addition, semantic equivalence of the questions will be ensured further by careful translation of the questionnaire in 26-35 languages (see below). 
Choice of Countries

We propose to restrict our attention largely to democratic polities with a minimum experience of two rounds of national electoral competition under at least semi-democratic conditions of partial freedom with regard to both civil and political rights, as identified by the Freedom House annual score cards (score 4 or better). We cover just about all countries with at least one million inhabitants that exceed the threshold of civil and political rights we have set. The sample includes wide variation in the initial conditions of democracy, income, and the age of democracy, and includes countries from all regions of the world.  A glance at the World Economic Forum’s African Competitiveness Index shows that both high-quality countries (Botswana, South Africa, Mauritius) are included as well as low-quality countries in terms of economic growth competitiveness, microeconomic environment, and public institutions (Mali, Kenya, Mozambique, Nigeria) are included in the sample of the more democratic polities in the region.  

We exclude brand new democracies for practical and substantive reasons. Practically, data from these countries is more difficult to get.  Substantively, early in democracy politicians often have not had time to build any linkages with voters at all, whether party or clientelist.  Democracy is more likely to be personalist, revolving around the charisma of newly emerging political leaders who then may endeavor on building clientelistic networks and/or programmatic political parties. 
In addition to countries covered by our basic criteria, we have identified several prominent and large countries that do not quite meet our criteria of civil and political rights, but that have extensive histories of electoral competition, albeit interrupted by military coups in some instances, and therefore may warrant inclusion in our analysis. They are Egypt, Jordon, Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan and Russia. This brings our total list of countries we intend to cover to 85, although a few Sub-Saharan countries are borderline and could be added at a later stage, if survey implementation were not so difficult. 
Choice of Units of Analysis and Problems of Aggregation: Political Parties

We seek observations that characterize parties in each country with respect to a given set of attributes. This requires identifying the “relevant” parties in each country for which information is to be collected. Our criterion of relevance is that parties are represented in the legislature, holding at least 5% of the legislative seats, and/or have demonstrated sustained 5%+ levels of popular support, as measured by the most recent national elections and by a consistent train of opinion polls in the run-up to our time of observation. Exceptions will be made for smaller parties with locally concentrated support, e.g. of ethnocultural minorities. We expect that in the vast majority of countries, we will collect information on between 3 and 10 parties. In other words, depending on the number of parties, we ask experts to pass between 120 and 400 judgments (40+ questions times number of parties). 

A second challenge in fixing units of analysis lies in deciding whether party characteristics should be identified at the national or sub-national level.  Citizen-politician linkages can vary widely across large republics with extensive subnational delegation of political jurisdictions and political federalism. Obvious cases include Brazil, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, or Russia (although the latter is not federalist), but also include medium-sized countries such as Argentina, Kenya or Turkey. In these instances, because there may be high variance of political practices within a country, we will use several techniques to assess party characteristics:

i. In complex republics with substantial subnational variation and federal political structure, we will assemble a larger panel of experts to increase the number of observations per party and the validity of the inferences we draw from those observations. 
ii. Expert judges in large countries will come from a variety of sites in their country where they presumably might be exposed to diverging experiences with democratic party competition. Because such diversity of practices tends to cross-cut administrative units (states, provinces, municipalities), we will not, however, divide up data collection along such formal lines of state organization. 
iii. The expert survey includes two questions that explicitly ask experts to describe how parties might diversify their appeals depending on social constituencies (questions B 8 and B 9). The variance among social targets may also have a spatial-geographical dimension. 
iv. Finally, we will directly use the variance of the expert judgments from the same country on the same questions as a yardstick of intra-polity diversity. The larger the standard deviation of responses for party j in country i on attribute v, the more likely it is that such practices are heterogeneous. This is a definite problem for party leaders if a party’s main appeal is programmatic (see above). Variance in expert judgments about clientelistic practices may indicate a strategy of product diversification by parties. Some constituencies may be attracted by programmatic positions, others by targeted selective incentives.
Choice of Informants: The Need for Multiple Experts in Each Country

Given the complexity of the subject matter, no single expert may have sufficient knowledge to answer our questions about citizen-politician linkages for all aspects of the relationship and all parties relevant in a country. At the same time, the political processes we seek to measure in political accountability relations cannot be captured by simple objective, or at least intersubjectively unproblematic measures. In order to deal with the uncertainty of expert judgments about political processes, the inherent heterogeneity of experts’ experiences, and the likely presence of missing values/don’t knows even in the responses of the best informed judges, it is vital to assemble expert panels of a minimum of 8-10 respondents per country, but better 15 to 20 respondents in each of them. Particularly as project coverage ventures beyond the established affluent core OECD countries with large academic sectors, it will become progressively more difficult to assemble even a minimally viable set of respondents for this project. In the preparation of this project, however, we have already built ties to U.S. based political scientists with special expertise on countries in Africa, Southeast Asia, and Latin America where it might be most difficult to gather data. They have assured us that they can help us in assembling suitable expert panels in many of the most challenging countries. Our pilot survey and personal contacts thus has convinced us that we will be able to find at least 8 respondents even in most of the poorer, smaller democracies we intend to survey. 
For each country, we intend to include a contingent of academics who may formally be associated with university departments or research institutes in political science or sociology, or in some instances economics, public policy or contemporary history. Moreover, some may be affiliated with research-oriented field offices of international organizations (e.g. Transparency International, Freedom House). In addition, we intend to seek out several respondents who are journalists with major non-partisan national newspapers and specialists for domestic campaign and election coverage. They are likely to know more about the operational details of electoral campaigning and politicians’ on-the-ground everyday dealings than many academics except those who conduct research on the operation of parties.

Questions of Cross-National Comparability of Data

Perhaps the most serious methodological challenge is the so-called anchor point problem. Respondents use their own country experience as the reference for what is frequent or intense; they do not share and apply some absolute scale, nor are they aware of the entire range of countries covered by the study.  As a consequence, they may have different interpretations of the endpoints of the scales on which they rate political processes and events. This causes problems of cross-national comparability. These problems are not unique to our effort: this fundamental problem is shared by all surveys that ask for subjective information.  

In order to address this problem, we piloted the survey in spring of 2006 with 20 respondents with field research expertise in all regions of the world.  In part informed by this experience, the survey has several design features to mitigate the anchor point problem.  First, the survey instrument includes comparatively concrete, operational questions. These limit judgmental degrees of freedom by expert respondents (although at the cost of requiring experts to have considerably detailed knowledge of citizen-politician exchanges).  Second, the survey sometimes provides cues to respondents in opening paragraphs to individual questions or whole sections of the questionnaire.  These cues are operational examples that facilitate a common understanding of  the endpoints on the scales across different national contexts.  This increases the cross-country and cross-party comparability of questions that ask about “more” or “less” frequent or intense presence of a practice, e.g. a transfer of benefits from citizens to politicians.

In Part B on the benefits parties offer to voters, for example, we employ (as in all sections of the survey) ordinal four-point scales. To improve cross-national comparability of judgments, experts will read a detailed introduction to this section that has two objectives. First, it clarifies the difference between targeted, conditional goods provision to voters (“clientelism”) and  special interest group politics. It is the former, not the latter, experts are invited to rate in the survey. Second, a few illustrative examples are used to generate a common anchor point in expert judges’ minds of how to score partisan practices they observe in their own countries.

6. Funding Request

In an ideal world, the only expenses that would arise in the collection of expert surveys would be incurred for research assistance to conduct and coordinate the following tasks:

(1) translation of the survey questions into about 25-35 languages.
 In many instances, the same languages can serve for a multiple of countries (e.g. English, French, Spanish, Portuguese, German, Russian) for a variety of historical reasons, most importantly the identity of past colonial rule. In some cases English is a widely spoken second language mastery of which can be assumed by all experts (e.g. in Scandinavia, India).

(2) communication with a “country anchor” to determine (i) the parties that must be covered in the questionnaire in a given country and (ii) the specific policy issues to be fielded in module 4 of the questionnaire. For each country, we need a preferably locally based political scientist who guides the national customization of the research instrument (parties, policy issues) and who advises in the selection and contacting of experts.

(3) research assistance to identify potential experts and communicate with them electronically. Surveys themselves would be filled out electronically online. We have identified software available at Duke to set up our survey online and permit experts to complete them surveys anonymously (with password we assign to them to log onto a secure website).

(4) data management: Entry of survey data into a standard electronic data file for use via a common statistical program (STATA).

Real world challenges

Several problems experienced by past research projects employing expert surveys, however, make the data collection logistically much more complicated than suggested by this simple process.

(1) Willingness and ability of experts to complete the questionnaire “online” varies widely, even in highly wired affluent democracies. In the less wired developing countries with comparatively weak infrastructures of universities and research institutes, reliance on electronic communication and web-based completion of surveys is even less likely to yield the minimally acceptable number of expert judgments.

      With software available at Duke, we will customize translated questionnaires and upload them on a server that can be accessed by participants in the survey with their password. The process will be managed and monitored by graduate student assistants involved in the project. We anticipate, however, that for the majority of countries this will not be the most effective way to obtain experts’ judgments. The circulation and collection of paper copies of the questionnaire and/or phone interviews with experts are therefore indispensable in many instances. They are much more expensive to organize and administer.
(2) In the affluent OECD countries, a variety of expert surveys on parties’ policy positions have been fielded in recent years so that a certain “fatigue” with expert surveys might have set in among some experts preventing them from responding to yet another expert survey.

(3) The inevitable length and detail of the questionnaire is a problem that may require a particular “commitment mechanism” to induce experts to spend the time (about 45-75 minutes) to fill out the survey, particularly in countries with weak research university systems and less intrinsic interest by respondents to see the results of this research project.

(4) Some of the questions are sufficiently detailed to generate large numbers of non-responses, even among experts, as they may require intimate knowledge with the campaign operations of parties.

Some Solutions

As a general inducement to all participants, and aside from public access to the data once the project is completed, the Duke operation proposes to produce a standardized 5-10 page country dossier with detailed descriptive statistics and comparative interpretations. This dossier is going to be fed back to all experts participating in the project. Obtaining this convenient, pre-digested information for their own country and for others might prompt some experts to give up some time to provide information for our questionnaire.

Beyond this general service, we propose several solutions to the challenges raised above, but would like to customize the deployment of most of these solutions to the specific circumstances of each country in order to minimize expenses and take advantage of whatever facilitating conditions for data collection we can encounter locally. 

(1) For each country, we will identify a scholar who either him- or herself, or by way of supervising a PhD candidate, who is compensated for his/her services, helps with organizing the domestic implementation of the survey among 10-20 experts. This “country anchor” communicates with the local experts and collects the questionnaires, if paper copies have to be circulated. The country anchor obtains a small fee for his/her basic services ($ 300 - $ 1,000), contingent upon national wage levels and purchasing power parity (PPP) circumstances.

(2) Country anchors send out and collect paper copies of the surveys (by mail or in person) or have an RA conduct interviews with experts by telephone or in person, but only after paper copies of the questionnaire have been submitted to them in advance. Experts should have paper copies of the questionnaires in hand when reporting their judgments. Experts will be independently contacted by Duke project participants to confirm the interview.  We anticipate average expenses for mail/telephone/ transportation and RA compensation to be $ 300-600/country.

Whether the survey is completed on the web facility or by paper copy, the anonymity of the respondent will be guaranteed. Experts will receive passwords/code numbers and names will not appear on any completed paper survey.

(3) Where the country anchor deems it necessary, the individual experts who fill out the questionnaire receive a small fee or “token of appreciation” for participation in the survey in their country. There are precedents for this practice, including academic expert surveys in Eastern Europe. The fee may range from $ 20 to $ 50 per expert, contingent upon national income levels.  We presume that we can generate sufficient response rates in affluent OECD countries (Western Europe, British settler democracies, Southwest Asia) without providing material inducements, but expect to rely on them as facilitators in the less affluent democracies of Eastern Europe, Africa, South Asia, and Latin America.

Range of material inducements/country: $ 0 to $1000 ($ 50 x 20 experts). Average: $ 500.

(4)  Supplemental report for difficult countries: A research assistant for the country anchor may prepare an analytical paper based on all available sources and a modicum of informal interviews with party operatives that serves to inform modules A, B and C of the expert questionnaire. This will be particularly important for the less well-documented non-OECD countries.  The paper will describe the organization and governance structure of parties, characterize their membership and support base, summarize the institutional details of the election and party laws and detail public regulation of campaign financing and access to mass media. We expect to collect this information through supplemental reports for about 60 of our 85 countries. 
Cost of RA time per country: $ 200 – 500. 
Overall, costs of data collection per country should run anywhere between $ 1,000 and $3,000, depending on local circumstances, taking levels of income and PPPs into account. We are assuming an average of $ 1,500 in our calculations. We envision that in high-wage Western countries with good university infrastructures experts who respond to the survey will not be paid, but more funding is necessary for the effective research assistant who implements the circulation and collection of expert questionnaires and writes an analytical paper. In less developed countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, by contrast, we expect to provide compensation to more experts, though less on a per capita base. Here in addition to the country anchor plus research assistant also the experts will collect a fee and a substantial number of interviews may have to be conducted in person or by telephone.

Ideally, we will write a subcontract with each country anchor, specifying a single lump sum for all tasks itemized in their country. They will manage the funds independently and will receive the money in two installments, one at the beginning and the other upon successful conclusion of their data collection effort. 

In addition to the country-based expenditures of the project, Duke University RAs will monitor and shepherd through the work on groups of countries. Specifically, they will perform the following tasks:

(1) Together with the country anchor, determine the national customization of the expert survey.

(2) Set up the web-based survey facility on Duke’s server equipment and manage the security/password system to access the electronic questionnaires. 
(3) For those experts who fill out paper copies of the questionnaire, assign and distribute codes numbers for each experts that are kept apart from their survey responses. Receive paper copies of completed surveys and contact expert respondents to verify interview completion.

(4) Enter the data obtained in paper surveys in the data base.

(5) Collect objective information about countries covered (party organization, party and election laws, other institutional details)

(6) Prepare brief 5-10 page descriptive statistics “country dossiers” based on the surveys and feed them back to the respondents.

The effort needed to accomplish these tasks varies by country. We anticipate an average cost of $ 400 for about 30-40 hours of RA work/country.

Finally, there is a general organizational infrastructure of the project that requires funding:

(1) part-time administrative assistant (19.9 hours/week or per lump-sum work contract to be disbursed over a 9-12 month period): management of contract writing, financial transfers to country anchors, accounting of project expenditure, RA contracts at Duke, etc..
(2) data base management: Setting up and customizing web-based questionnaires in six languages (English, Spanish, Portuguese, French, Russian German); supervising entry of data into data base; documentation of the data base

5. Budget
1. DUKE UNIVERSITY CONTRIBUTION (covered by research funds provided by Herbert Kitschelt)

1.1. research assistants at Duke with tasks specified above; payment may vary 
by difficulty of country, but average of $ 400 for 85 countries 


$ 34,000 

1.2. data management at Duke (research assistance)




 $  8,000

TOTAL DUKE SHARE OF PROJECT EXPENDITURES


$ 42,000
=====================================================================

2. WORLD BANK FUNDING
2.1. translation of questionnaires at Duke or in countries, maximum of 35 
languages, average cost of $ 400






  $ 14,000

2.2. cost of data collection per country, ranging from $ 1,000 - $ 3,000, 
assuming an average of $ 1,500 * 85, disbursed in subcontracts 
with “country anchors”in each country covered




$ 127,500

2.3. part-time administrative assistant to manage contractual and 
accounting tasks for the project






$   8,500

TOTAL EXPENSES, EXTERNAL FUNDING SOURCE                                    $ 150,000
Appendix A. Country Selection. Citizen-Politician Linkage Project

	Americas


	Asia-Pacific
	Central and Eastern Europe
	Western Europe
	Middle East and Africa

	Argentina
	Australia
	Albania
	Austria
	Israel

	Bolivia
	Bangladesh
	Bulgaria
	Belgium
	Benin

	Brazil
	India
	Croatia
	Denmark
	Botswana

	Canada
	Indonesia
	Czech Republic
	Finland
	Egypt

	Chile
	Japan
	Estonia
	France
	Ghana

	Colombia
	Malaysia
	Georgia
	Germany
	Jordan

	Costa Rica
	Mongolia
	Hungary
	Greece
	Kenya

	Dominican Republic
	New Zealand
	Latvia
	Ireland
	Mali

	Ecuador
	Pakistan
	Lithuania
	Italy
	Mauritius

	El Salvador
	Philippines
	Macedonia
	Netherlands
	Mozambique

	Guatemala
	South Korea
	Moldova
	Norway
	Nigeria

	Honduras
	Sri Lanka
	Poland
	Portugal
	Namibia

	Jamaica
	Taiwan
	Romania
	Spain
	Senegal

	Mexico
	Thailand
	Russia
	Sweden
	South Africa

	Nicaragua
	
	Serbia
	Switzerland
	Turkey

	Panama
	
	Slovakia
	United Kingdom
	

	Paraguay
	
	Slovenia
	
	

	Peru
	
	Ukraine
	
	

	Trinidad & Tobago
	
	
	
	

	United States
	
	
	
	

	Uruguay
	
	
	
	

	Venezuela
	
	
	
	

	22
	14
	18
	16
	15


Appendix B: The Expert Survey Instrument 

See separate Document
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� At the limit, this low dimensionality mapping can be achieved most effectively if the parties’ competing policy positions can be mapped onto a simple left-right dimension that differentiates parties and their policies.


� See Persson and Tabellini 2000 for a comprehensive collection of these models of political competition.


� A key role of NGOs and other other actors from civil society that are often sought out by donors is precisely their ability to inform voters about these contributions. 


� For a detailed discussion of conditions that increase predictability, see Kitschelt and Wilkinson (2006a).


� Nevertheless, heavy-handed monitoring may still persist with new technology. Consider the novel practice to oblige clients to take a cell phone picture of their completed ballot while in the poll station and transmit it outside to a party operative.


� As a recent heavy-handed addition to the tool kit, consider the practice to ask clients to take a cell phone picture of their ballot while in the poll station after having completed their vote and sending it back to a party operative.


� The preliminary count yielded 28, but based on the probability that in some countries we can put together all English, French, or Spanish speaking expert panels.
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