Dados vol.3 no.se Rio de Janeiro 2007

The open-list electoral system in Brazil

Jairo Nicolau

Professor of Instituto Universitario de Pesquisaf de Janeiro - IUPERJ
E-mail: jnicolau@iuperj.br

ABSTRACT

This article analyzes the open list electoral sysite Brazil in the elections for the Chamber of
Deputies (Lower House) and compares it to othentis that employ this mechanism. The
author describes the history and functioning of phevailing electoral system; evaluates the
list's impact on parties, voters, and the relatopdetween Deputies and their constituencies;
and discusses the mechanisms offered by the edbctpstem for voters to either punish or
reward their representatives. Linking the Brazili@se to current analyses of electoral systems,
the article draws on evidence from three studiesdaoted with members of the Brazilian
Congress and voters.
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In a review of the state of the art of studies rdga electoral systems, Matthew Shugart (2005)
emphasized the advances in recent yaathie knowledge about the impact of the electoral
system on the party system. Research on how edclgstems affect the parties’ organization
and the relations of representatives with theirstituencies, on the other hand, still requires
more systematic studies. According to Shugart, 4iuely of the intraparty dimension has been
hampered by sometimes nebulous characterizationarizbles, a lack of data and even worse,
a lack of clear understanding of what the rulesndpeinvestigated across countries are”
(idem36). One of the evidences of such fragility is lineited number of comparative studies

analyzing the effects of the electoral system aengd behavior (Norris, 2004).

Today, our knowledge about the influence of eledteystems on the behavior of both voters
and the parliamentary elite derives above all frgemeralizations originated in case studies
(Bogdanor, 1985; Gallaguer, 2005) and typologiesa aleductive kind (Carey and Shugart,
1995). Comparative research allowed for an ineréasthe knowledge of the effects of the
Single Non-Transferable Vote (SNTV), adopted inauntil 1993 and in other Asian



countries (Groffmaret al, 1999), and of the Single Transferable Vote (STadppted in Ireland

and Malta (Bowler and Grofman, 2000). But the camapive efforts on the effects of the
different models of proportional representationhwiists are practically concentrated in the
elaboration of typologies (Katz, 1997, 2005; Shtig2005). We know very little, for instance,
about how the closed list or the various modelprafferential vote affect the constituency
service, legislative behavior and the electorse\tarvonen, 2004). However, in this particular
respect, comparative research depends on a motemstg probing of the rules and

singularities produced by case studies.

The utilization of the open list system in Braalremarkable for a series of reasons. The first
one is its longevity. No other country in the vabhas utilized the open list for so many years.
The second one derives from the size of the Beaz#iectorate, 115 million in 2002, in contrast
to the other countries that adopt the same moaédnE, 29.4 million (2001); Peru, 14.9 million
(2001); Chile, 8.1 million (2001); Finland, 4.1 tieh (1999}; as we will see, the number of
voters is particularly important to define sometgaits of relation between representatives and
their constituencies. The third reason is assediatith the combination of the open list with
other attributes of the electoral system: largetelal districts, possibility of achieving electbra
coalitions, simultaneous elections for other offi¢president, state governors and senators) and

amarked distortion in states’ representation in@hamber of Deputies (mallaportionment).

In spite of its importance, the Brazilian open #gstem has not received enough attention on
the part of experts. In the last years, few studMainwaring, 1991; Ames, 1995; Samuels,
1999) dealt specifically with the issue. The impelcthese three studies on the community of
researchers of electoral systems notwithstandimey, toncentrated on very specific aspects of
the functioning of the Brazilian electoral systerilainwaring (1991) describes its rules and
compares it to other experiences in countries anippthe preferential vote (Italy, Chile,
Finland), and presents limited empirical evidenéanes’ article (1995) only indirectly
discusses the question of the electoral systensthdy has two different concerns: to find out
whether the representatives elected in 1986 sutmniitidgetary amendments in favor of the
municipalities where they got their vote and to leate the electoral success of the
representatives who ran in 1990Samuels (1999) is specifically interested inveing how a
party, the Workers’ Party, PT (Partido dos Trabdtitas) achieved its partisan reputation in a

system centered on the candidates.

This article intends performing systematic analysis of the way the open listesgdunctions
in Brazil, especially in the elections for the ChamlbérDeputies. Inspired in the model

proposed by Gallaguer and Mitchell (2005), | begyrdescribing the history and functioning of



the open list system adopted in the country. Thewraluate the system’s possible effects along
three dimensions: parties, voters and the reladforepresentatives to their constituencies. The
text ends up discussing a theme that is centraletoocratic theory (at least to one of its
versions): the possibility of punishing or rewaglilegislators which the system offers voters
through the vote. Besides relating the Braziliasecto the modern reflection on electoral
systems, | collect evidence from three differentiss of representatives and voters, bringing to

the fore more consistent data on various aspedtseddrazilian representative system

ORIGIN AND FUNCTIONING OF THE OPEN LIST IN BRAZIL

The first version of proportional representatioro@ed in Brazil in 1932 established the
preferential vote. The ballot could include a graamber of candidates (as many as the State’s
seats in the Chamber, plus one), and the votedathibose candidates from different parties
and even candidates not affiliated to any party maalel similar to that used in Switzerland
today. But the counting procedure favored the nattbe top of the list of candidates, since the
calculationof the distribution of seats considered only thatey the other nhames on the list
could only compete for the seats not allocatedhénfirst distribution. This system was utilized
in the 1933 and 1934 elections, but criticism rdgay counting complexity (which took weeks
in some States) stimulated the adoption, in 1988, simpler version, wherelifie voter was to
choose only one name. Due to the suppression ctiais during Getulio Vargas’s (1937-1945)
authoritarian government, the new rule came infeceonly in the 1945 elections (Porto, 1989;
Nicolau, 2002). It is worth noting that Brazil gdled the open list system before two other
countries — Finland (1955) and Chile (1958) — tlwatild come to be known for utilizing that

system of proportional representation (Raunio, 28&veles, 2005).

The system in effect in Brazil offers voters twdiops: either to vote for a name or for a party.
Seats won by parties (or inter-party coalitiong) laeld by the candidates who obtained the most
votes from each list. It is important to emphagiz inter-party coalitions function as a single
list, i.e., the most voted-for from within the cibian, regardless of their own party, are elected.
Unlike other countries (Chile, Finland, Poland), whereex®thave to choose a name from the
list in order for their vote to count for the pary Brazil, voters have the option of either vgtin
for a candidate or for a naméedendd. The vote for the party is considered only in the
distribution of seats among the parties, but ha%ffiect on the distribution of seats among

candidateb

In the history of the open list in Brazil, two asfedeserve emphasis. The first one is the

manner wherebgandidates’ names were presented to voters. Unpliker countries adopting



the preferential vote (The Netherlands, Belgiumnmark, Austria and Finland, for example),
the Brazilian ballot never presented a completewith all candidates. In the three different
voting procedures adopted since 1945 (ballot pdinty the parties, official ballot, and

electronic voting machines) to vote for the Chandfdbeputies always consisted in writing (or
typing, after the adoption of the electronic balbmx) either the name or the number of a
candidate with no mention of the other candidate®e list. This fact, along with the choice of
other offices through a majority system in the samtection, ended up by concurring to
reinforce among voters the widespread misperceghan elections to the chamber are held

according to a majority rule where all candidatempete against each other.

A second relevant aspect has to do with the prooggsstitutionalization of the party vote
(legenda. In the elections for the Chamber of Deputieldl fimm 1945 to 1958, there was no
official ballot. Ballots were mastly printed by thgarties and distributed on election day by
mobilized party membersgbos eleitoraisas well as placed by the precinct presidentslinsi
the electoral cabins. At that time, voting mearihgdo the electoral precinct to place the ballot
made up by the parties inside an envelope andngabie envelope in the ballot box. Party
votes were counted only when there was imprecigidhe vote but the party of voter's choice
could still be identified. The official ballot (printed by Electoral Courtsjarted being used
from 1962 on. Such a change made the voting ptweechore difficult, for the voter had to
write the name (or number) of the candidate, ani¥ercandidate’s party or coalition name. In
fact, by presenting the voter with a specific Hok him to select a party, the official ballot
introduced, in a more formal manner, the party \(tdgendd. These rules were not altered in
the elections held during the Military Regime —wile sole exception of 1982, when the ballot
did not have a specific box for the party vote. the first election after the Military Regime
(1986), the ballot kept the old option of voting time name/number of the candidate, but it
presented the novelty of offering a list of all §ies in order for the voter to mark his (her)
preference. With this, the option for an exclusiate for a party became clearer. In 1994 and
1998, the parties list was excluded from the baltat, in order to vote for a party, the voter had
to write his (her) chosen party’s name (or numbeB)nce 1998, voters have used been using

electronic voting machinés.

Candidate Selection

In the competition for the Chamber of Deputies hgaarty may present a candidate’s list equal
to one and a half times the number of seats ofethetoral district; in the case of a party
coalition, such number may be twice that of thetel@l district. In the constituencies that elect

up to 20 representatives, a party may present deunf candidates up to twice that total; in



case of a coalition, such total increases to twd anhalf times. Since 1998, there is a
candidates’ gender quota that each party must etily the objective of increasing the number
of women in the legislative. The lists must resesvminimum of 30% and a maximum of 70%
for each gender. In spite of this determinatidre total number of women inscribed as
candidates by the parties has been below the dablisked in law: only 10.3% in 1998 and
11.3% in 2002. In 1998, the quota requirement masonly by the PCB, which presented two

women among its five candidates. No party mettermination in 2002.

A candidate cannot compete in other States antiaredan he run simultaneously for other
seats in the same election. In order to be a datelfor any seat, a citizen must be affiliated to
some party for at least a year. There is alsgaimement of territorial bond (electoral dwelling)
to a determinate municipality (and consequenthyatdeterminate State) also for at least one
year; for instance, in order to be a federal regmtdive for the State of Rio de Janeiro, a citizen
must be affiliated to a party in the State for east a year. There are also requirements
regarding literacy (illiterates may vote, but thegnnot be candidates) and minimum age (21
years old to be a candidate for the House). UIP88, laws assured Representatives (as well as
those that had occupied the seat during the legislathe candidacy’s inscription through the
party of their affiliation (innate candidacy); ither words, those in charge choosing the party’s
candidates were not empoweredexclude incumbent politicians from the list. 2002, the
Supreme Courtlefined such a privilege as non-constitutional, g it was no longer in force

in that year’s electiof.

Laws ruling onparties establish that the rule for candidatesiaghbe defined by each party’s
internal bylaws. The only requirement is that thegld a statewide meeting in order to
formalize the candidates’ choice; the meetings rbasheldbetweenJune 18 and 36 of the
electoral year, and the list must be presenteti@éoElectoral Court up to July 5. Parties may
form coalitions to disputeeats in each electoral districFrom 1986 to 1998, the parties’ State
directions were autonomous to decide on coaliti@ms] there were very few cases of the
parties’ national organs intervening in sublese decisions. The laws only forbade parties to
form different coalitions for majority and propanial seats. For example, parties A, B and C
could coalesce for the State government and compéte different combinations for the
Chamber of Deputies (ABC; AB C; BCA; ACB); what wiasbidden was a coalition with party
D for any of the seats in dispute. In 2002, thehdigelectoral Court (TSE, from the Portuguese
Tribunal Superior Eleitorgl forbade parties coalescing in the presidentiatten to form
different coalitions within the State. Thus, the @Bcoalition may take on different

configurations in each State, but it cannot incladparty of the DEF presidential coalition;



strangely enough, a party that has not presenpgdsadential candidate may coalesce with any

party in the States.

We still know very little about the process throughich parties choose their candidates,
particularly for the Chamber of Deputies electibh&Ve do not know, for instance, whether the
parties organize specific committees to chooseidates, or whether the main State leaders are
directly involved in this task. Two aspects, hoagwmust be stressed. The fioste is that no
party utilizes internal primary elections amongitttadfiliates for the choice of names that will
form the list; the second one is that official centrons have a merely ratifying character, since

candidates were defined beforehand.

The number and profiles of candidates that eacty paesents for the Chamber of Deputies in
each electoral district depend on a series of factach as party size, possibility of forming
coalitions and the number of affiliates intendilogrtin. My hypothesis is that both territorial
size and social diversity of candidates are funddaaidactors for the list organizers. Those
responsible for the list organization take intocastt geographical criteria, preferring names
from different regions of the State and avoidingwnaandidates from the same area; they also
tend to prefer names with prestige among spec#@grents of the electorate: union leaders,
leaders of professional and business associatsmtéal movements activists (women, blacks,
neighbors, environmentalists); or personalities ppbminence in some specific activity
(broadcasters, artists, sportsmen, intellectua®)ly detailed studies of the candidates’ profiles

could confirm the relevance of these two factors.

An interesting aspect has to do with the numberaoididates the parties present in each State.
As the total number of seats that the party wilhug the aggregate result of the votes each
candidate individually gets, it is reasonable teuase that the party is interested in maximizing
the number of candidates in the list. Smalleriparare an exception, as they adopt another
strategy when coalescing with larger parties: priésg a small number of candidates and
concentrating resources in their campaigns. Itegpi this general incentive to present many
names, no party managed to use by itself all prsitavailable in the last three elections for the
Chamber of Deputies (1994, 1998 and 2062)Vhat needs to be investigated in some detail is
to what extent this stems from a deliberate choic&om the fact that a reduced number of

citizens want to be Federal Representatives.



Electoral Campaign Strategie&’

A candidate for the Chamber of Deputies has a ldeggee of autonomy in the organization of

his (her) campaign. Generally he (she) is the baedecides on the agenda and on the making
and distribution of electoral propaganda. The laknawledges a fundamental aspect of such
autonomy: finance. Candidates may collect and spesaolurces, and account for these directly

to the Electoral courts, without passing througttypechelong?

The kind of campaign of a candidate depends, &gelextent, on his (her) political profile and
on the resources on which he (she) can count.ti€abyg all candidates organize activities that
allow for a direct contact with voters in publi@pes (rallies, hand to hatehflet distribution,
visits to areas ofoncentrated populatioor in private events (visits and meetings with $mal
groups). In these events, the candidate genetitsibutes printed material with biographical
data, offering tokens (t-shirts, caps, calendarspters** Some cases in which candidates offer
voters resources or some kind of personal advaritagechange for their vote are aired in the
campaigns’ press coverage. Due to the numberrdfidates and to their different strategies, it
is difficult to evaluate the degree of permanenfceientelistic practices in the elections for the
House. In 1999, Act 9.840 was passed forbiddinglicktes to donate, offer, promise or give
voters advantages in exchange for their voResides paying a fine, transgressors may lose
their candidacy or mandate (if they are incumbentsadditionto a direct contact, candidates

also try to divulge their names (and numbers) arskdronts publicity®

For most candidates, it is vital to enroll votevdirectly support their campaigns. Those with
more resources organize a support network in thelsmmunicipalities or in neighborhoods
within the larger cities. Generally the chosen eagiare those where the candidate already has
some kind of political activity — in the case otumbent candidates, they are their primary
areas of parliamentary activity. Such networks caant on support from local councilmen,
mayors, local leaders and candidates to other deathe same election (mainly State
Representatives). Support of local leaders eitheolves a commitment to support in future
local elections, or is a reward for past suppohte Tandidate may still hire professionals for
specific tasks, such as distributing leaflets, ditagn with banners or making up the material to
be distributed. Some candidates get the supparblohtary followers, a practice that is more

usual in parties on the left.

Candidates are entitled to appear onRfee Campaign Airtime, broadcast in radio and The T
law assigns three weekdays during 45 days forxhiiion of propaganda by candidates to the

House. Propaganda goes on the air twice a dayQ-imiBute programs. As the Free Airtime



lasts for approximately six weeks, the total timoe dandidates’ appearances amounts to some
900 minutes. This time is distributed pro rata plaeties’ representation in the House, and this
means that larger parties will have more time tpose their candidates. But, as large parties
tend to present more candidates, the time for eanHidate is very limited, regardless of party
size. To give an example: in the 2002 electionsiethwvere in S&o Paulo 724 candidates for the
Chamber of Deputies — and this meant an averagdittie more than one minute per candidate.
Parties have designed different strategies to wéhl the limited Free Airtime. Some parties
give more time to some candidates, the vote champiho presumably attract more votes for
the others; other parties show only the photosthaedandidates’ brief C.V. While most of the
candidates believe in the efficacy of the Freeidiet as a means of communication, we still
know very little to which degree it is a determihfactor in electoral success. A pioneer study
on the candidates’ campaigns in the Free Airtimd 984 (Schmitt, Carneiro and Kuschnir,
1999) found some correlation (Pearson’s R = .5\vbeh candidates’ vote and the duration of

their appearance during the TV campdign.

EFFECTS

Effects on Parties

Carey and Shugart (1995) wrote the most influergidicle about the possible effects of
electoral systems on candidates’ electoral stresegiTheir central concern is to know if the
electoral systems offer incentives in order for tbandidates to cultivate either their
personalized reputation or that of their partieBeill definition of personalized reputation is
this: “if a politician’s electoral prospects impeeas a result of being personally well known and
liked by voters, then personal reputation mattefbe more this matters, the more valuable a
personal reputation is.” (p. 419) The definitionpairty reputation is shorter: “party reputation,
then, refers to the information that party labeivays to voters in a given electoral district.” (p.
419). The authors present a classification thét totm account three attributes: party control in
the selection of candidates; the fact of candidaéasg individually elected, regardless of party
colleagues; and if the vote is either a sole onéntoa-party, or multiple or a party vote. The
distinction between uninominal (choosing one regmétive per district) and multi-nominal
systems (electing more than one representativelipict) was also taken into account. From
the scores attributed to each of these aspectsautieors arrived at 13 combinations. The
procedure is basically deductive, mobilizing diffiet examples from countries, places, and even
from the New York City School Boards to illustrate eamdmbination idem p. 425). The
classification offered proved to be particularlynied for the analysis of variants of
proportional representation with preferential votBor instance, the systems of open list in

Chile, Poland, Finland, and Brazil, in spite ofitr@milar characteristics, are placed in very far



apart in the scale. The classification also neagtethe different rules used in the flexible list
systent?

Regardless of the limitations of Carey and Shugastpology, students of electoral systems
generally agree that the open list stimulates cagnpacentered in the candidate. As they have
to get individual votes, it is only natural thateyhstress their own attributes (personal
reputation) to distinguish themselves from theliofe party members or the attributes common
to all members of the par{party reputation). Studies on the two countrieg have been using

open list for a long time (Finland and Chile) shawredominance of campaigns centered in the
candidates. In Finland, individual candidates aesponsible for collecting funds and

distributing campaign materials. While there istp@ropaganda, candidates invest significant
individual propaganda resources in the press agatrehic media, emphasizing their personal
qualities (Raunio, 2005). In Chile, from 1958 to739 although parties had a centralized
procedure for the choice of candidates, the latidtivated the individual vote offering

particularistic benefits to voters (Siaveles, 2005)

There are few empirical investigations about tHeat$ of the open list on parties in Brazil
(Samuels, 1999; Carvalho, 2008)The best existingvidence reinforces the idea of campaigns
centered on the candidate. Carvalho made a detailgidion survey with Federal
Representatives in 1999. Answering the many questitiey recognized their campaigns’ great
autonomy and the reduced capacity parties haddardo intervene in the electoral process.
One of the questions asked Representatives toelqgata 0-100 scale) the weight of their
personal efforts, and, in another, that of theypaRinal average of the weight of the personal
efforts was 75. The per party average is the oflg: PTB (94); PFL (83); PPB (80); PSDB
(79); PMDB (74); PDT (70); PT (52); PCdoB (48). Acknowledging that campaigns are
centralized in the candidates does not amount ymgadhat they are exclusively centered in
them. Parties often use campaign resources (midualifree Airtime) to disseminate their party
propaganda; it is usual, for instance, to see plm@gers and majority election candidates
arguing in favor of a party vote in the dispute fwoportional seats (Samuels, 1999). But, as
data make clear, except for PT and PCdoB reprdsagathis is considered to be a marginal

influence.

To what extent does the electoral system have gmadmon a party’s organizational
configuration? To what extent is the greater @sée institutionalization of the parties
associated to some electoral systems? Besidesléhtoral system, other dimensions of the
political system affect parties; for instance: thgovernmental system (presidential,

parliamentary, semi-presidential); the vertical powstructure (federalist, Unitarian); the



decision process within the legislative; party $tgfion; the different issues dividing the
political elite; each party’s specific organiza@bnnitiatives. In fact, comparative studies
contributed very little to the understanding of tfectors affecting the nature of party
organization in each country, and especially to ekieluation of the specific impact of the
electoral systems (Gallaguer, 2005). The diversitkinds of parties within the same country
shows that the effects of electoral system mussditened (Gunther and Diamond, 2003). In
Brazil, for instance, even with a system clearlgteesd in the candidate, a party (PT) was able
to develop mechanisms that reinforce party repuigisamuels, 1999; Leal, 2005). The simple
choice of certain internal rules, such as the datian of party activities between elections, the
transformation of a great number of cadres in @®if;al politicians, the punishing of
representatives who do not vote alomigh party decisions and the obligation of a mopthl
money contribution, all these factors helped theypto create an organizational structure

different from that of other Brazilian parties.

Besides the stimulus for campaigns to center odidates, the open list affects parties by also
stimulating competition among their members. As fibsition in the list follows the majority

system, candidates have as their main competheisdolleagues in the list and not those from
other parties. These effects are often contragieithdse produced by the closed list, where
competition would be concentrated in the disputevben parties (Mainwaring, 1991; Nicolau,

1996, 2004). In Brazil, competition among the cdats in the same list tends to be generally
aggravated by the high degree of uncertainty chenamg the elections to the House, with a
number of candidates in each list generally mughér than the party’s electoral potential, and
by the reduced information candidates have abaitgbtential and that of their colleagues in

the list?

Even if, in logical terms, it is reasonable to ectpa larger incentive for the dispute among
candidates in the open list system than in theeddsst system, it is not easy to evaluate
empirically the competition among candidates. Agiole way out of this is to observe how the
system affects representatives up for reelectionhils case, it is interesting to know if a non
reelected candidate was defeated either becausie (fier) performance or by that of his (her)
party. Katz (1986) examined the effects of intaaty disputes in 13 countries. Data show a
large variation: in some countries, the proportibeandidates defeated because of their parties’
performance is higher (Belgium, Denmark, Irelande Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland and
the United States), while in others the defeat thelonames in the list is higher (Finland,
Greece, Italy, Japan, Luxemburg and Malta). But,tlom whole, the number of candidates

defeated by colleagues in the list is relatively,loarying from 7.8% in Italy to 17% in Greece.

10



According to Katz, candidates for reelection maseltheir seats for two reasons: party failure
or candidate failure. A candidate’s defeat is latiied to the party either when there is no new
name in the final list of the party’s elected caades (in other words, representatives from the
last legislature were reelected), or when the pantyvhich he ran did not elect anyone. It is a
candidate’s failure when the party elects some name and the candidate is not elected. The
same criterion was used to analyze the performardicthe representatives who aimed at
reelection in three elections for the Chamber opidies (1994, 1998 and 2002) in Brazil.
The results are presented in Table 1. The totalbeu of representatives elected in one election
and presenting their candidacy in the followingcate is 1,094. Of these, 743 (68%) were
reelected, 241 (22%) were defeated by candidatedaand 110 (10%) by party failufé. That

is, the number of candidates that were not realduyebeing for defeated by other list members
is more than twice as large as that of the caneddefeated by party failure. This large
number of defeated candidates in the list (largantthat of any other country with preferential

vote) may be interpreted as a strong index of titense dispute among candidates from the
same party.

Table 1
Number of Candidates and Percent Reelected and Narelected
Brazil, Chamber of Deputies, 1994, 1998 and 2002dgitions

Parties Number of Representatives | % Reelected| % Intra-List % Party
Attempting Reelection Defeats Defeats
PFL 221 74 19 7
PMDB 194 66 29 5
PSDB 160 69 25 6
PPB 147 71 20 8
PT 89 82 17 1
PTB 65 66 19 15
PDT 57 44 37 19
PL 38 71 8 11
PP 34 62 18 20
PSB 30 50 33 17
PCdoB 20 80 0 20
PPS 13 38 22 38
Others 26 38 12 50
Total 1,094 68 22 10

Source: Tribunal Superior Eleitoral.

Effects on Voters

Studies on electoral behavior have investigateditb@ivations that lead the voter to choose a

given candidate. One of the fundamental themekdsrifluence of the candidate’s attributes

11



(personalized vote) on the voter's decision. In dhassical definition presented by Cain,
Farejohn and Fiorina (1987:9):

“The Personal vote refers to that portion of a cdet@’s electoral support which

originates in his or her personal qualities, quagifons, activities, and record. The
part of the vote that is not personal includes supfor the candidate based on his
or her partisan affiliation, fixed voter characstids such as class, religion, and
ethnicity, reactions to national conditions suchtles state of the economy, an

performance evaluations centered on the head afaherning party”.

Even if it does not exhaust all possibilities obie by voters, the distinction between party
vote and personalized vote became dominant irstindies on the effects of electoral systems
on voters (Dalton and Wattemberg, 2000; Norris 2200n Brazil, the possibility voters have to
choose to vote either for a party or for a candidatggests that the voter's decision may be
analyzed respectively as an expression of a pastg or of a personalized vote (Samuels,
1999). Table 2 presents the percentage of party far the major parties in the last four
elections for the House. Figures show an intems@tion across parties and years. Particularly
interesting is PT's performance, a party that abvagnefited from large numbers of party vote:
the percentage of party vote has been steadilynitegl from 43% in 1990 to 15% in 2002.

Table 2
Percentage of Party Vote for Major Parties

Elections for the Chamber of Deputies, 1986-2002

Parties 1990 1994 1998 2002
PT 43 33 26 15
PSDB 10 11 20 9
PMDB 16 4 9 6
PFL 7 2 6 6
PDT 24 5 18 18
PPB 28 2 9 8
PTB 11 2 9 7
PSB 9 2 8 9
PPS 23 3 28 11
PCdoB 18 2 8 4
PL 10 2 10 6
Brazil 18 8 14 10

Source: Tribunal Superior Eleitoral.

Many reasons may be mobilized to try to explainvtheation presented in Table 2. First, it is
worth pointing outthe change in the ballot form, that posed diffe@egrees of difficulty in
order for the voter to express his preference foardy: in 1986 and 1990, ballot included a roll

with all party label$’ in 1994 and 1998 (for votersot using the electronic ballot box), the
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party vote became more difficult, for the ballotloanger showed all labels, and the voter had to
write downthe party label or number; with the electronic siablox (1998 and 2002), the voter
thenhad to type the party number. Second, the variatidghe party vote also reflects different
strategies used in the campaign; for example, duha Free Airtime, leaders and candidates to
majority seats explicitly ask for party votes. &ig, the party vote also expresses the long-term
ties of voters with regard to parties (party idecdition), that also vary over time, according to

parties and country regions.

Aggregate data are, however, a limited source tkemaliable inferences about the voter’s
motives. We cannot interpret the vote in candida®sa pure and simple expression of the
personalized vote because many voters with monmgeent ties to the parties often prefer to
vote for a specific candidate. On the other hangl,cannot say either that a party vote is an
exclusive expression of a long term party iderdifien (party vote), for it often reflects short-
term choices motivated by the electoral campaigor. these reasons, the safest way to evaluate

the parties’ impact on voters’ decision is to uagadrom public opinion polls.

The 2002 luperj Survey asked voters what was mimgoitant in the choice of a federal
representative, the candidate or the party he gelbrio (the possibility of choosing both
alternatives was registered, but was not voluntarffered by the interviewers). The result
reveals that a significant number of voters (9280¥wered that the candidate was more
important; only 4% considered the party as moreoitgnt, and other 4% answered “both” (see
Table 3). Another question asked voters to poirtttbe party in which they voted for federal
representative. Only four parties (PT, PSDB, PMB®l PFL) got more than 2% of the
mentions. Using the same criterion, we may say the group of voters ‘centered in the
candidates’ varied betwed3% (PT) and 96% (PFL). Another aspect that rece®s the idea
of the reduced weight of the party reputation & fidct that two months after the election, 46%
of the voters did not remember or otherwise wereafe to say the name of the party for

which they voted®
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Table 3
In the Choice for Federal Representative, What waklore
Important, the Candidate or the Party to which he Bzlongs?

Party % Candidate % Party % Both Total Column
Total
PFL 96 2 2 100 4
PMDB 86 8 6 100 8
PSDB 87 7 6 100 10
PT 83 7 10 100 25
Others 91 6 3 100 7
DK/DNA 98 1 1 100 46
Total 92 4 4 100 100

Source: 2002 luperj Survey.

Obs. n = 1,394; chi-quadrado: 79,275, sig. (0.pBi; 0.238, sig. <0.001.

Data in Table 3 are strong evidence of the redirogortance of parties in the voters’ decision
in the elections for the Chamber of Deputies. Tésult confirms the experts’ predictions:
institutional rules stimulating campaigns centeire¢andidates (and not in parties) show as a
response the heavy weight of personal reputatiod the light weight of party reputation) in

voters’ choice.

Effects on Representatives’ Relationships to theiConstituencies

Many factors determine the kind of relationship resgntatives developis-a-vis their
constituencies during their term in office, esplyid they are somewhat inclined to give some
kind of particular response to voters: power disttion within the legislative; the nature of
parties; the possibility of budgetary resourceadference to representatives’ constituency; the
candidate selection procedure; the attributionsutf-national units. But many studies have
emphasized the particular importance of stimulidpied by the different electoral systems
(Bogdanor, 1985; Cain, Farejohn and Fiorina, 198@x and McCubbins, 2001; Gallaguer,
2005; Shugart, 2005). In Gallagher’'s synthesis %208 premise of a good part of the studies is
that, in proportional systems centered in the aatdi (STV and open list), the representative
has incentives to develop activities differentigtihim(her)self from his (her) colleagues,
especially through response to specific demandsgg). But such studies go a step further and
believe that the relationship will be establishedttee basis of meeting particularistic interests,
mobilizing in general clientelistic projects or iact in defense of the electoral constituency’s
interests (Cox and McCubbins, 2001; Shugart, 200%here is no necessary relationship
between the open list and the development of dapaehtary activity exclusively turned to
satisfying voters’ demands. A representative may ekample, invest efforts in legislative life
(committee work, parliamentary leadership, billgmetation) and in the reinforcement of party
reputation (leadership on the floor, party directaztivities). In this case, it is fundamentalttha
he (she) has some channel to expose his (her)itgadiov voters, be it through coverage by

national (or regional) media, or through his (hemyn channels (meetings with voters,
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distribution of printed materials and, more recgnthe internet). Only empirical studies can
show the true mechanisms that representatives @euelorder to take care of their reputation

before the voters in each country.

In Brazil, federal representatives develop difféngsiterns of accounting, associated to a series
of factors, such as their electoral constituendies, kind of career ambitions, parliamentary
specialization and the bonds to certain interestigs. A representative with a career oriented
towards the defense of certain policies (a spetiali specific issues or a representative of
certain interest groups) or one who belongs topghdiamentary elite may obtain space in
national media to covénis (her) activity and may do without particulaigshctions in favor of
his (her) electoral constituency. On the otherdhampresentatives who are not part of the
parliamentary elite and/or were elected with higtdycentrated votes tend to privilege actions
directly benefiting their constituencies (allocatimf budget amendments to the region,
intermediation between mayors and the federal guwwent for investments in the region). We
still know very little about how the representasivéifferent patterns of career and political

resources condition the after-election patterncebanting (Carvalho, 2003).

In the survey he conducted among federal reprebesga Carvalho (2000) asked them to
classify 17 items according to their importance dtectoral success, aloreg10 point scale.
Although the questions’ aim was not exclusivelyttbé drawing a picture of the kind of
accounting representatives developed in their temn®ffice, the answers present some
interesting results. In order to better presentddu@, results were aggregated in five groups: 1)
interaction with municipalities-voters; 2) actie$ in the House; 3) appearance in the media; 4)
patronage; 5) others. Median values for the s@tafided representatives (for members of the

four major parties) are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4
In a scale from 1 (Less Important) to 10 (Most Impaant), what is
the Importance of these activities for your Electoal Success?
(Median Values, Totals and Major Parties’ Figures)

Total | PSDB| PT | PMDB | PFL

1. Actions Regarding Municipalities-Voters

Frequent visits to municipalities where he (she) [g09.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
votes

Getting resources for municipalities 8.0 8.0 30 58| 80

Routing majors’ or local leaders’ demands 7/0 80 .0 83 8.0 8.0

Complying with voters’ demands 5.0 5.0 20 6.0 610

2. Activities in the House

Legislative activity, particularly the way he (she) 7.0 6.0 8.0 7.0 7.0
votes

Prominence positions in Congress 6,0 7)0 5.0 70 0 7T.

Prestige in Congress 6.0 5.5 5)0 6.5 610

Bills presented 6.0 5.0 7.0 6.0 5.0

3. Appearances in the Media

Appearances in the State media 7|0 7|0 6.

5 :
Appearances in national media 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0

4. Patronage

Appointment of party members to offices inthe | 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
State bureaucracy

Appointment of party members to offices inthe | 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
municipal bureaucracy

Appointment of party members to offices inthe | 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
federal bureaucracy

5. Others

Defense of ideological principles 7.( 7.0 9/0 6.0 .05

Party organization 6.0 6.0 8.( 7.0 6.0

Support of the state governor 3.0 5.0 10 1p
Support of economic interests 3.0 3.0 1.0

w
O
wlen
o o

Source: Data bank from the Survegrfil da Camara dos DeputadoE999.

The first datum that strikes the eye is the ceityralf the connection to municipal life. The
frequent visit to municipalities where the repreéag@ve received a good number of votes is at
the top of the list as the most important actidy representatives as a whole, and for every
party. It is followed by the presentation of budgg bills and the mediation of mayors’ and
local leaders’ demands. It is worth noting thatldteer activities were not considered important
by PT representatives. We do not know whethese answers derive from the policy oriented
nature of the party or from the fact that, at e (1999), it was in the opposition and had
therefore limited access to resources that wouldaece the mediation for municipal
governments. Items associated to legislative dietsvigot intermediate values. It is worth
stressing the reduced weight of leadership andopatre in the Chamber of Deputies for
electoral success. Data still help undoing twohmybout parliamentary action in Brazil. The
negligible values for patronage (appointment oftypanembers for office in the three power

levels) mean that that resource may be utilizedgimally as a political strategy in Brazil.
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Finally, it also comes as a surprise the low vadtteibuted to the ties to the governor for

electoral success, perhaps an indicator of hisrdeglinfluence on the state benches.

What are the reasons for the predominance of a &ndccounting eminently geographic?
During the electoral campaign, candidates chooSereint strategies for concentrating and/or
dispersing theirresources across the territory. The decision onreviie concentrate the
campaign (whether in one, a few or many municigaltis in general associatedth the
political profile and availability of resources. I8ader with strong ties to a given municipality
(former councilman or mayor of a city), for instanowill probably concentrate his (her)
campaign in a reduced area of the state. On ther band, a leader with a more far-reaching
political career (former state secretaries, remiatiwes with exposure in the state media,
leaders of geographically non-concentrated groums) disperse his (her) campaign resources

across different areas of the state.

There is a long tradition of studies investigatihg geographical pattern of the vote for federal
representatives in Brazil (Carvalho, 2003). Theurpmpse is, in general, to distinguish
representatives whdad concentrated votes from those with dispersetesyotaking
municipalities as the units of analysis. Theselisg) however, generally show two problems.
The first one is the concentration of the analgsislusively on the elected candidates, which
restricts the possibility of generalization. A fullapping of the dispute patterns should also
include the defeated candidates. The second iszatdissociation between competition effects
(concentration and dispersion of the vote) aaddidates’ intention, forgetting that the eledtora
results are the aggregated effects, often unaatmip) of the strategies of the different
candidates. If, for instance, many candidatesddeto concentrate their campaigns in a given
region, the end result may, on the contrary, beeatglispersion of the vote in that region. For a
representative, knowledge of the areas where hdigdher) vote (electoral constituencies) is
fundamental, for these areas will probably be fiies for his (her) parliamentary activit§.
Even though parliamentary activity may also taki® iaccount a prospective dimension (the
representative could also give priority to stateaarwithout representatives in the Chamber of
Deputies and areas that could provide him (he fiture electoral support), chances are that
the retrospective dimension will prevail; the reganetative tends to privilege acting in the areas

where he (she) received a significant dte.

Data from Carvalho’s research (2000) provide vatgriesting indications for future research on
how representatives relate themselves to voters velmat arethe important activities of
parliamentary actions in Brazil. But results apadusive with regards to the importance of the

connections to municipal political life. Municiptidis must be often visited; representatives
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should strive to obtain budgetary resources foemjiareas and route the mayors’ and other local

leaders’ demands.

Punishing and Rewarding Representatives in BraZf

The process whereby voters control their represigasathrough the votis a central theme for
democratic theory (Schumpeter, 1984; Dahl, 1989z KE997; Powel Jr., 2000; Moreno, Crisp
and Shugart, 2003). In its traditional versiorhattwhichPowell Jr. calls accountability model
— elections are a privileged moment for punishind sewarding representatives: good rulers
would be brought back to power while bad performgosild be excluded. In the same vein,
other authors suggested that the relation betwepresentatives and constituents should be
thought of as that of principal agent model (Str@®00). According to Moreno, Crisp and
Shugart,

“From this perspective, decision-making in largdites, such as democratic
states, implies delegation of authority. In agenehations, the right to make a
decision is assigned by a ‘principal’ to an ‘ageriut this assignment, i.e.,
delegation, is conditional. That is, it continwasy at the pleasure of the principal.
That it may be withdrawn is the very essence obaotability. Only when the

right to make a decision is subject to withdrawah eve understand a relationship

founded on accountability to be in place.” (2003:83

Therefore, the accountability model is based oetebspective element, evaluating those that
already are in power. The voter, after evaluatmgpgerformance of a candidate (or party) that
already occupies a seat, may choose either to demato punish him (her, it) in the next
election. Reward occurs when the voter positiveiglgates the representative and votes again
for him (her) (or for his (her) party). Punishmesdcurs when the voter chooses another
candidate (or party) athooses not to express any preference for any dated{he [she] either

does not participate in election day or annulgtés] vote.).

It is worth exploring to what extent the Brazilisgpresentative system offers the voters clear
mechanisms to control their representatives throedgcrtions. A first version of the
retrospective vote presupposes three steps: 1}hbatoter remember for whom he voted; 2)
that the candidate is elected; 3) that the votiboviohis (her) representative’s activity. The lack
of research on voters following up the activitiefs teir federal representatives in Brazil
prevents any evaluation of the third step. But wehdve some evidence to evaluate the two

other aspects. Thestudo Eleitoral Brasileiro (EseljBrazilian Electoral Study], conducted in
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2002, asked a series of questions regardaigrs’ memorie$® Asked if they remembered for

whom they had voted for federal representativéhenlast election (1998), 67% answered they
didn’t remember, and only 15% mentioned the name adndidate that in fact ran that year (see
Table 5).

number would be still smaller. We may thus say thatuse of the retrospective vote in the

If we exclude from the list of rememlib@ndidates those that were elected, the

elections for the Chamber of Deputies (2002) wasedy marginal.

Table 5
Vote Memory. Questions asked in ESEB 2002

For whom did you For whom did you Do you know the
vote for Federal vote for Federal name of one of the
Representative in Representative in State’s Federal
2002 (%) 1998 (%) Representatives (%)
Right name 44 15 24
Wrong or non- 11 6 16
existent name
Doesn’t remember 27 68 38
Doesn’t know 1 2 21
Didn’t answer /other 4 4 2
responses
Voted for the party 2 1 -
Annulled/ blank vote 9 5 -
Total 100 100 100
(n=2,162) (n=2,016) (n=2,513)

Source: Eseb (2002).

Alternatively, it is possible to envisage a moderetrospective vote that did not take into
account the memory of the vote in the previoustelec In that case, the voter could simply
decide to vote for a representative that calledtes) attention positively during the legislature
or simply eliminate from his possible choices tlames that could be negatively tinf8dIn
that option, the voter did not have to remembervibom he (she) voted, but just know an
acting representative. Here too results from Esebhelp. Voters were asked if they knew any
state representative in the House. Even thougbuhey was conducted immediately after the
campaign (with high exposure of the representative8% did not remember or could not
answer; 16% presented wrongram-existeninames; only 24% presented the correct name of
some of the state’s representatives. Even with(loa plausible) option that all voters who
know a representative’s name may have voted retobisely, the group would still be very

small.
Eseb’s data suggest that a small number of vadeable to make a retrospective evaluation of a

representative’s action. My suggestion is thateagpart of the choices is a result of stimuli

generated during the electoral campaign itselfwAssaw, campaign strategies derive, to a large
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extent, from political resources and the candidatsreer pattern. Therefore, the vote as a
response to electoral mobilization would consideraeying number of strategies. Candidates
could either emphasize their personal virtues,tass some kind of identity with the voter
(territorial, professional, religious, of gendew),present a policy-oriented campaign (in defense
of specific themes or social groups). Campaignsidc@ven mobilize party reputation, for
instance, when the party asks voters to vote dpaltyf for the party label. But Eseb shows the
weight of short-term mobilization strategies in flmal decision. Few weeks after the election,

only 46% (44% in a name, 2% in a label) remembé&red/hom they had voted.

The crossing of choice pattern (personalized ottigzar) with kind of electoral control
(retrospective, non-retrospective) generates fdeali types of choice in the election for the
Chamber of Deputies (see Chart 1). The first graqagssonalized and retrospective vote, has
objective limits to reach a large humber of votgask of electoral memory and of knowledge
about incumbent representatives). The second gpartisan and retrospective vote, is formed
by the small humber of voters that consider theypanore important than the candidate and
always vote for the same party; that group is caadomainly of PT voters. A third group,
partisan and non-retrospective vote, is formed btens voting for a party, complying with
request of a state leader or of a candidate fomjanty seat. The last group, personalized and
non-retrospective vote, is composed of votersdhamobilized above all by campaign appeals,
excluding the appeals of incumbent candidates. ifjgeastion is that most of the voters choose
according to electoral appeals that are not adsocito an evaluation of the incumbent

candidate’s performance.

Chart 1
Personalized-Partisan and Retrospective-Non-Retroggtive Vote

Personalized-Retrospective Vote Partisan-Retrospective Vote
Example: vote for some incumbent Federal | Example: voters with long term party
Representatives because of their legislative| identification, mainly with PT
performance

Personalized-Non-Retrospective Vote Partisan-Non-Retrospective Vote
Example: vote deriving from identification | Example: short-term vote for a party,
(territorial, social, interest groups, religious)| depending on a party’s occasional
with the candidate; promises of future actionmbbilization.
candidate’s personal attributes.

CONCLUSION
This article’s aim was to present a general pictfrthe open list electoral system functioning
in the elections for the Chamber of Deputies inzBra To this end, a series of empirical

evidences was gathered (electoral results andgopinion polls. In spite of being a case study
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on the many dimensions of an electoral system (¢ipBnin a given country (Brazil), the text
attempted to dialogue with studies of a more cowripar kind. In many aspects there is a
confluence with the practices of other democraassg the same electoral system: campaigns
centered in the candidates; personalized votepustiion of an electoral connection outside the
party structure. But in other points the artickvaaled some specificities of the Brazilian
experience: the possibility of a strictly party epthe significanhumber of candidates defeated
by other candidates from the same party (a possbidence of competitiveness); the
importance of the connection with municipal netvgorfor parliamentary activities; the low

capacity of electoral control of representatives.

At various moments, we stressed the need for momgirieal research. Some themes, in
particular, deserve a careful treatment: voters'tivations when they choose their
representatives; the role of the support netwarkfié municipalities both during the campaign
and during the term; candidates’ selection procesiby the parties; profile of the citizen
candidates; the weight of the different campaigsoueces (Free Airtime on radio and TV;
expenditure; spatial distribution) on the candida®uccess. In sum, a long agenda for the

future.

NOTES

? This article was written thanks to the supportrfr@onselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento
Cientifico e Tecnologico — CNPq and of the CentreBfrazilian Studies — Oxford University.

! The Brazilian electorate may be seen in_http://wiewonicolau.iuperj.bir that of the other
countries in http://www.idea.int.

2 A problem with Barry Ames’ article is that the dgtresentation prevents the reader from
evaluating the weight and significance of the Ja@da he selected.

® The studies ar&studo Eleitoral Brasileiro — EsefBrazilian Electoral StudyPesquisa Pds
Eleitoral luperj 2002[Post-Electoral Research]; aRerfil dos Deputados Federais Brasileiros,
1999([Profiles of Brazilian Federal Representativesjdgtcoordinated by Nelson Carvalho.

“In his typology on preferential systems, Shugaltsahe model adopted in Chile, Finland and
Poland a quasi-list, while he considers those @zBrand ltaly (before 1993) as open-list
(Shugart, 2005: 42).

® The law established many possibilities for coumtiotes in case the voter voted only in a
name (vote counted for both the candidate anddlty)p or only for the party (vote counted for
the party). In case voter voted for a candidateaaddferent party, the vote was counted for the
party. As the ballots were distributed by the igartthese errors were not frequent. See article
55 of theCodigo Eleitoral Brasileiro de 195[Electoral Brasilian Code].

® The electronic ballot box was introduced graduallyin 1996, it was used by 32% of the
electoral body living in 57 municipalities (statepitals and cities with more than 200 thousand
voters). In 1998, it was used by 58% of the elattbody living in 537 municipalities (all
municipalities in the states of Rio de Janeiro,gllas, Roraima and Amapa; in the Federal
District; and in the municipalities with more thd8,500 voters in all other states). In the 2000
(municipal) and 2002 (general) elections, all vetesed the electronic ballot box.

’ For the complete picture of number of candidategender, see Alvares (2004: 236).
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® To my knowledge, no party failed to grant a plarcehe list for any incumbent politician
running for reelection in 2002.

° On electoral coalitions in Brazil, see Krause Satimitt (2005).

% The only systematic study on the process of cateigelection in Brazil is by Alvares
(2004). It is a case study, emphasizing the choisgomen in the State of Para.

! Data from théTribunal Superior Eleitoral — TSfHigher Electoral Court].

2 There are no systematic studies on how candidatganize their campaigns in Brazil.
Observations in this section, to a large extentivdefrom my experience in some electoral
campaigns.

¥ In spite of the requirement of accounting for caigp funds, the use of illegal resources in
campaigns is a common practice in Brazil. Suchractite was acknowledged by many
politicians (even by president Luiz Inacio Lula 8#va) during theComissdo Parlamentar de
Inquérito dos Correios — CHHouse Committee on Post Office] that investigatesl so-called
Mensaldo (Monthly Contributiorycandal (2005-2006). What we know about campaigdd
are the figures officially declared by candidatéd/hile the reliability of such data may be
questionable, they have been used. See, for era®pinuels (2002).

* Act number 11,300, May 2006, prohibited gift distition during elections.

!> Some studies on elections before 1945 (Leal, 1688ham, 1997; Faoro, 2004) emphasized
the generalized practice of clientelistic politinBrazilian electoral processes. But there are no
systematic studies on the matter during the 194f1Ble and in today’s democratic period.

18 Up to 2002, the use of outdoors was generalizedit bvas banned by Act 11,300 referred to
above, under note 14.

" The authors did no test for a plausible hypothehis association between the exposure in
Free Airtime and votes received in the previousteda. Candidates may have received more
exposure during the Free Airtime in a given elattiprecisely because of their good
performance in the previous election. Only throaghitivariate analyses, can we reach more
precise conclusions about the actual effect of sumoin the Free Airtime on the candidates’
electoral success.

'8|n a latter work, Shugart (2005) gave specialnitie to list systems with preferential vote.

9 Figueiredo and Limongi criticize the idea accogdito which campaigns for federal
representative are concentrated on the candidateording to them “[...] In an ‘open list’
system, intra-party competition does not offsetiiftarty competition. As the votes in the list
are transferred, any vote for one of the candidfites the party increases the chances of any
other being elected” (2002: 309).

20 Calculations are based on data from survey RrofilBrazilian Representatives — 1999. |
thank Nelson Carvalho for sharing the data bank.

2L My hypothesis, which needs further investigatienthat the high unpredictability of the
dispute is one of the causes of the high costeaftetal campaigns in Brazil. It is worth noting
that even representatives with many years of inanoyp spend a lot of money in elections.

22 For Brazil, Figueiredo and Limongi (1996) usediffecent criterion, deeming defeats in the
list those where the number of candidates elecyethé party is larger than the number of
candidates seeking reelection.

%3 Here | considered only the parties’ candidatesi aat the list of candidates from each
coalition.

4 An example of the ballot used in 1990 may be fomrdicolau (2004).

%> The same question posed about the state leveésemtative gives a similar result: 93%
answered the candidate, 2% the party and 4% both.

% A different view is that of Santos (1999), whotstathat Brazilian representatives have no
mechanisms to identify their electoral constitueaci

?" students of the vote’s geographic pattern in Brdeveloped different forms to identify the
representatives’ electoral constituencies, alheht, however, based on electoral results (Ames,
1995; Pereira and Rennd, 2001; Carvalho, 2003).

%8 This section develops some points made in Nic(2802a).

? The research was conducted from December 2008uBry 2003.
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%0 Some authors that studied reelection in the elestto the Chamber of Deputies began from
that assumption. Ames (1995) says that the abityresource transference (through passing
amendments) to specific places is very beneficiatdndidates. Pereira and Rennd (2001) go a
step further in analyzing the approval of budgetmendments. They say that the chances of
reelection in 1998, for representatives electedl®94, are associated to their ability in
transferring, during their term, budgetary resositcetheir electoral constituencies.
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