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Abstract

Certral governmerts areincreasngly delegating to local goverrmerts the implemertation of
social programsin hopes of improving their performarce. Yet, for decerralized program
implemertation to be effective, locally elected offi cials must have an incertive to achieve
high lewels of performarce. This paper analyzes how electoral incertives affect the
performarce of a major decertralized conditional cash transfer program intended on reducing
school dropout ratesamong children of poor households in Brazil. We show that while this
federal program successfully reduced school dropout by 8 percertage points, the programOs
impact was 36 percen larger in municipalities governed by mayors who faced reekction
possibilitiescomparedto those with lameduck mayors. First termmayors with good program
performarce were much more likely to get re-eleded Thes mayors adopted program
implemertation practicesthat were not only more transparen but also associated with better
program outcomes Overall, our findings underscore the importance of electoral incertives
for the decertralizaton of public goods provision.
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|. Introduction

Many countries have decertralized the implementation of public programsto locally-elecied
govermmerts in seeking effi ciency gains in performarce (Barchan, 2002). The expectation is that
local govermrments have unique advartages in allocating public reurces such as acces to
informaion not availabe to certral auhorities and local social cagtal to erforce rules (Faguet,
2004). Moreover, local elecions can be used to reward elected offi cials based on good program
performarce (Sealight, 1996; World Bark, 2003).

In practce, however, decentralized program implemenation may not meet this
expectation. Although the informatonal advantages associated with decertralization have been
shown to exist (Alderman 2002), use of this informaion for efficient program implemernation
deperds on whether local governmerts canin fact be held accountale to constituerts for their
efforts. This remains an open quegion. The accountahility of local governrmerts to program
stakeholders can be curtailed by the power of opportunistic elites (Rose-Ackerman 1999) or by
political institutions that do not give citizers the ahility to discipline elected offi cials (Person and
Tabellini, 2002). For instance, term limits may curtail incertivesfor politiciars to make effortsin
providing high quality local public goods when they can no longer seek re-elecion (Bedey,
2006). Local politiciarsO performarce in program implemertation would thus deperd on
existerce of elecbral incertivesfor them to make good use of the informaional advartagesthey
pOSSESS.

In this paper, we invedigate the extert to which local elecoral incertivesaffect the level
of impact of a major deceriralized conditional cash transfer (CCT) program in Brazil B Bolsa
Escola B desgned to reduce school dropout amang the children of the poor. Although Bolsa
Escola, now part of a broader program caled Bolsa Familia, was a federal program, municipal
goverrmerts were regonsible for idertifying bereficiaries and erforcing conditionalities This
creakd substartial variation acrass municipalities in the mamer in which the program was
implemertedand in its impact Using an extensive dataset that combinesa municipal survey with
school recads for 290,517 children over the period 1999 to 2003 (with two yearsbefore the
program and three years under the program), we egimat the program®smpact on primary and
secandary school dropout ratesfor eachof 261 municipalitiesin the Northeag of Brazi. We then
idertify theimpactof municipal elecioral incertiveson local politiciansOprogram performarce by
measiring the diff ererce in achievemert betweenfirst and secand-term mayors, ard in particular
between first term mayors who were subsequertly re-elecied and secand term mayors. While

mary studiesin constitutional ecanomics have posited the importance of elecioral incertivesfor



effective deceriralized service delivery (World Bark, 2003), this study is amag the first to
support this empgrically.

We find that while, on average acrass municipalities the program reduceddropout rates
during the school year by 8 percerntage points, there was considerabe variation across
municipalities Municipalities goverred by a first-term mayor eligible for re-election had an
edimated 36 percert higher program performance compared to municipalities goverred by a
secand-term mayor who is, by constitutional law, not eligible for re-elecion. This difference
perdsts when comparing secand-term mayors to first-term mayors that got re-elected in the
subsequent election, thus controlling for reveaked ahlity, and to mayors with a comparabe level
of political experience.

Using municipal level election data, we show that first-term mayors had rea®n to care
about good program performarce. The probahlity of re-elecion was 28 percert higher for
mayors who werein the top quartile of programimpads. Mayors with no public denouncemerts
of inclusion errars were also rewarded with a 26 percert higher probahility of re-electon. We
show that a number of good maragemert pracices related to transparency that affect program
performarce weremore frequently associated with first than secand-term mayors, indicatng how
better performance actually came about.

Our findings contribute to a growing emgrical literaure in constitutional ecanomics that
emphaszesthe importance of elecoral accaintahility in aligning politiciansGacions with voter®)
prefererces Foster and Roserzweig (2004) show that local democratization works in Indian
villagesin that greagr elecioral competition in controlling goverrning bodiesand a higher share of
poor landless in the voting population increa® the allocation of public budgets toward pro-poor
local public goods. Bedey and Cas (1995) show that re-electon incertives affect the fiscal
policy decisions of U.S. goverrors while List and Sturm (2006) provide eviderce that term limits
influence ervironmertal policy. Using the outcomes of random audits of municipal financesin
Brazil, Feraz ard Finan (2008) show that mayors that facere-election incertivesaresignificartly
less corrupt than mayors without such incertives While both the FerazFinan and this paper
aralyze the role of local elecioral incertives on politiciarsOperformarce, the papers differ in a
complemertary fashion: the first focuses on rerts extracted via corruption practices while the
secand focuseson efforts mack in acheving program performarce.

Much of the emgrical work on the effectiveness of decerralized service delivery has
focused on how decerralizedprogramsaretargeted, due in large part to the fact that measires of
program performarce were unavailable. For instance, Alderman (2002) has shown that the local

level informational advartage has beenused by local authoritiesin Albana to better target the



poor. Galasso ard Ravallion (2005) for public food-for-school transfers in Bangladesh and
Bardhan and Mookheljee (2006) for credt and agicultural input Kits in Weg Bergal villages
found that the degee of local pro-poorness in deceriralizedtargeting is affected by program and
village features But ultimately what we care about is the impact of the program, and targeting
may not be a good indicaor of program performance (Rawallion, 2007)). Our paperwhich
complemerts this literaure, is the first emgrical study to show how the performarce of a
decertralized program is affected by local institutions, and particularly those that help egalish
local accountahility.

The paper is organized as follows. In section Il, we propose a model of local elecboral
incertivesthat highlights the differencesin effort in program implemertation betweenfirst-term
and secand-term mayors. In section Ill, we presen the featuresof the Bolsa Escola program and
review reaults obtainedin previous evaluations. In section IV, we explain the data collecion and
give de<riptive statistics on dropout rates acoss municipalities We explain the method for
measiring program impact at the municipality level in secion V. We then report in section VI
reaults on the impact of Bolsa Escola on dropout rates. In section VII, we give edimatesof the
gains in performarce due to electoral incertives In section VIII, we interpret the reaults first by
verifying that elecoral rewards do accanpary good program performarce and secand by
exploring how first term mayors achieve superior program performarce. We conclude in section

IX on the berefits of elecioral incertivesfor decertralized program performarce.

I1. A model of local electoral incentives

In this secion, we construct a simple political ecanomy model to show the role of elecbral
incertives on program performarce when performarce depends on efforts mace by an elected
municipal official. The program is one where an exogernous quota of school stipends is
trarsferredto a municipality that must selectbenreficiariesamang qualifying households, with the
number of stipends received inferior to the number of qualifying children Becawse qualifying
children are heterageneaus in their regponsesto the offer of a stipend, the impact of the program
islargely due to the selection of bereficiaries The certral goverrmertObjeciveis to reducethe
school dropout while the local goverrmerntObjecive is re-elecion with atwo-tem limit. Voters

are informed of and concerred with municipal program performarce. The local electorate can



thus reward for good performancelocal politicians who areup for re-election. Improving program

performarce requirescostly effort on their part but increagstheir charce of re-election.?

Following the model set up, the local government must decide whether a child i with

charecteristics z is selected or not (P ! {0,1} ), given the number of stipends B allocated to the
municipality. The expected programOsmpact !, =/ (z) on the school performarce of child i

depends on his characeristics. The programOs$mpactin the municipality is / ="' P! (zi )

From the pergectve of the program itself, maximum impact is obtained by giving
bereficiary status to childrenwith the highed !, , in descending order until the municipal quotais
reacled However, this first beg outcome may be difficult to achieve for at lea$ two rea®ns.
First, the objecivesof the program and of the mayor may not be ertirely aligned Second, evenif
the mayor was concerned with maxmizing program effectiveress in reducing dropout, to
correcty articipate a childOsesonse to the program recuireslevels of administrative akility and
effort that the mayor may not have or provide.

To formalizethes possibilities consider a two-period model where citizers choose at the

erd of the first period whether to re-elect the incumbent mayor or not. VVoters care about the
programOsmpact 6 (a,ez B), which is influenced by both the mayorOsakility a ard effort e,
with first derivatives ! , and 3 . positive, repecively. The mayorOown utility is also function of
his direct reward R from bereficiary selecion that can be written as R(a, ez B), decreadng in
effort R, <0. To simplify further the derivation of the model, we assume that the program
impactis ! =g(zB)+a+e, and the politicianOsutility is R! " (e), with / , >0,/ . >0. As

defined here, e represerts the effort exerted by the mayor in both the selection of benreficiaries
and/or the administration of the program. Although more effort does increa® the programOs
impact, the mayor experiencesa disutility from exerting effort.

Thetiming of evertsis asfollows. First the mayor selects the bereficiaries His ahility to

selectbereficiariesis arandom variabe a, ! N (é,! az) unknown evento him in the first period.

He choosesthe amaunt of effort to exert in increasng the impact of the program. At the erd of

2 The model is an adaptation of the standard political agency model found in Barro (1970), Ferejohn
(1986), Banks and Sundaram (1993), and recently Alesinaand Tabellini (2007). The basic insight from this
class of modelsisthat in apolitical context in which elections reward politiciansOperformances,
incumbents with reelection possibilities have the incentive to exert effort in the implementation of the
program in order to increase their re-el ection chances.



the first period, voters observe the outcome !, ., but not its decamposition betweenahlity and

effort. Basd on this observation, they decide on whether to re-elect the incumbert or not. If the
incumbert is re-elecied, his ahility is maintained Otherwise, a challenger comesin with analbhility

randomly drawn from the distribution of ahilities In period 2, the mayor choosesagain the level
of effort to exert, thus determining the impact ! , of the programfor that period.

Because the game ends in period 2, there is no electoral incertive for mayors to exert any
effort in the secand period. So program impact in the secand period is g(z B)+a, if the
incumbert is reekecked and expected impact is g(z B)+a otherwise. Unalde to induce
politicians to exert effort, voters will seek to elect the most abde mayor. The incumbent is
reekecked if the impact exceeds a threshold W corresponding to the outcome expected from the

averag politician

The first-term mayorOsnter-temporal objectiveis:

maxR! " (€)+Pr(% $W)R
The optimal effort € is the solution to / _ = R#(W$g(z, B)$e"), where ! is the dersity
function of ahility. The mayor sets his effort to equate the current margnal cost of not using the
programfor his own berefit to the future margnal berefit of being re-elected

Ratonal voters know that they should expect this optimal level of effort € ard

correponding outcome W =g(z, B)+e‘1+é from the average politician They will vote the

incumbert in if the observed outcome is higher than the expected outcome, !_1 "W . Substituting
the expression for W, the optimal effort of the first termmayor is the solution to:

! . =R#(a).
The correponding program impactof a first term mayor is:

!,=9(zB)+a+e,
greaer thanthe secand term impact, if heisre-eleced

I,=9(zB)+a,.

The intuition for this reault is straightforward When faced with the possibility of re-
election, incumbert politiciars will exert more effort to increae the programOsmpact Thus,
given the theary, we would expect the program to perform better in municipalitieswith mayors

who have re-election incertives relative to those with mayors who do not. This is the main

tegabe predction that we take to the data.



While our model predcts that the program will perform better in municipalitiesgoverned
by mayors with re-eledion incertives there are altermative specfficatons that provide the
opposite predction. Three possibilitiesarethe rolesof ahility, experience,and cliertelism. If, for
instance,our model only captured a mayorOsability (and akility wasreveakd after taking office),
then re-election would serve as a screering device for high-ahility mayors. In this cas, the
programwould perform better in municipalitieswith second-term mayors, who on average would
be more able thanfirst-term mayors. While this is ceriainly a possibility, our reaults sugged that
the program performed better in municipalitiesgoverned by first-term mayors. This says that the
observed superior program performarce in the first term hasto come from elecbral incertives
evenif elecions serve in improving secand-term performarce through screenng on ahility. The
samewould apply to the accumulation of experience in selection asa mayor progressesfrom first
to secand term. Pelformance would be superior amang secand term mayors: an effect opposite to
that of electoral incertives

Implicit in our model is the asumption that voters care about the programOsmpact
Voters however, may only careabout whether they themslvesare program bereficiaries In this
ca®, the incertive politicians have to target the program might be quite different from those
presrted in the model. In fact, mayors who face re-elecion possibilities may prefer to target
potertial swing voters regardess of their childrenOsrisk of dropping out of school in order to
garrer support from this group (Bedey and Karbur, 1993). In this cas, the program would
perform worse in municipalities with first-term mayors. Here again, observing better first-term
program performarce hasto come from elecbral incertives even if elecions induce first-term

clientelism games

I11. The Bolsa Escola program

Primary arnd secandary educaion are compulsory in Brazil for children ages 6 to 15 ard, asa
consequerce, errolimert at the begnning of the school yearis almost universal (Sauza, 2005).
But high errolimert rates hide a major problem in that a large number of children dropout of
school during the school year,only to re-erroll in the following year as required by law. This
induced the Brazilian governmert to introduce an educatonal CCT program, Bolsa Escala, that
offered mathers in poor households a monthly stipend conditional on their children ages6 to 15
attending school on aregular bass. Households with a monthly per cagtaincome of less than 90

Reas (around $40) were eligible. The trarsfer was R15 per child with a maximum of R45 per



household.® While the eligibility and conditionality rules were similar to those of other
educatonal CCT programs such asMexicoQ®Oportunidades a distinguishing feature of the Bolsa
Escola program s that it was decertralized at the municipal level. Each municipality receved a
guota of stipends it could provide to its population. This quota wasdetermined on a formula bass
using indicatbrs from the 1996 population cersus. Municipalitieswere regonsible for idertifying
all households below the poverty line with childrenthat metthe programOsecuiremerts. Becase
the number of qualified households gereraly exceeddd the quota, it wasalso the municipalityOs
regonsibility to select program bereficiaries among qualifying households. Municipalities were
ertrusted with erforcing the school attendance conditionality. The program was implemerted
acress all of Brazil in 2001 and incorporatedin 2004 into the broader Bolsa Familia programwith
little substartive change (Lindert, Linder, Hobbs, and de la Brier e, 2006).

Bolsa Escola wasfirst conceivedin the Feceral District of Bradlia and exterded to cities
like Recfe, before being scaled up into a national program. Two studies have analyzed thes
earier forms of the program. For the Federal District, Abramovay, Andrade, and Waiselfisz
(1998) found that dropout rateswere 7 perceriage points lower for bereficiary children than for
childrenof non-bereficiary families For the city of Recife, Aguiar and Aragm (2002) found that
dropout rateswere 0.4 percent among bereficiariesin 1996 comparedto 5.6 percert among hon-
bereficiary children, a gain of 5.2 percertage points. Thes reallts are of the same order of
magnitude as those which we report here even though thes early programs were somewhat
differert from the federal program astransfers were higher and the programOsecuiremerts were
weakly erforced Using municipal-level data, Glewwe and Kassouf (2008) find that Bolsa Escola
once extended at the national scale reduced dropout rates by about 8 percertage points for
childrenin grades1-4 but did not impactthe dropout ratesof childrenin grades5-8. *

The presert evaluation of Bolsa Escola usesa rigorous idertification of impactbasedon
observed individual child regponses to the incertives provided by the CCT. Meaduremerts are
obtained both overal ard for eachmunicipality for the 2001-2003 period. We then use thes
measiresof municipal performanceto aralyze the importance of electoral incertivesand of local
goverrance praciceson observed outcomes Idertificaion of elecioral incertiveson performance

is provided by the fact that introduction of Bolsa Escola in 2001 happened exogenously relative

3 As a comparison, the minimum wage was R240 per month.

4 Bourguignon, Ferreira, and Leite (2003) provided an ex-ante evaluation of Bolsa Ecola. Using a
simulation model based on observed child schooling responses to labor market wages estimated from the
PNAD data, they find that over 50 percent of the children of poor households would respond to the
incentives of the program. This implies halving the pre-program dropout rate, again a result not far from
our own estimates.



to the first or secand term status of the current mayor. Elecbral outcomesare observed in the

subsequent municipal election held in 2004.

V. Data and deriptive statistics

Data coallection for the project took place between October and December of 2004 in 261
municipalities randomly selected acrcss the states of Ceart, Pernambuco, Paraba, and Rio
Grande do Norte in the Braziian Northeas.’ In each of the 261 municipalities two data
calecion instrumerts were applied B compilation of school recads and a municipal survey b,
complemenrted by secandary data on the municipality regardng Bolsa Escola paymert recads

and elecoral outcomes

Schal records

To properly measire the effects of Bolsa Escola on school attendance, we calleciedin
eachmunicipality school recads for atleas 500 children over the 1999-2003 period.® To gather
these recads, one or two schools were randomly drawn proportionately to the number of Bolsa
Escola recipients (this number was obtained from the paymerts recads of the Ministry of
Education) within eachselected municipality. Information on the errollmert status of eachchild
in the school was compiled from the amual class reports filled in by teackers Matching recads
across school yearswasdone marually using childrenOdirst and lag names allowing us to math
85 percern of the callected recads.’” In total, we canfollow the school performarce for 290,517
childrenin primary and secondary school over part or all of five years giving us 604,561 data
points®

In the class reports, teachers provide the full list of studernts who started the yea, ard
thenindicate, by the end of the year,if a child has pased the grade, failed the grade, transferred

® The municipalities of these four states were stratified according to their land inequality, size of public
sector, and quota of program beneficiaries; and were randomly sampled from 8 strata. The sample was
stratified to capture sufficient variation aong variables that may be correlated with governance and
importance of the program.

® The school year in Brazil runs from February to December. We thus observe two complete years before
the program (1999 and 2000) and three compl ete years with the program (2001 to 2003).

" The remaining 15 percent include cases where the child either left school without this being recorded; or
the child@ name was simply changed, incomplete, or unreadable. With no discernable pattern in the
occurrence these cases across grades, it is unlikely that any of these reasons could be correlated with being
astipend recipient. Also restricting the estimation to the balanced-panel of children yields similar results.

8 The target was to have at |east 500 current students per municipality, which led to an average of 1100
students in the school records as many schools are large and we collected information on all students
attending school at any point in time during the 1999-2002 period.



to another school, dropped out of school, or died® Table 1 shows the magnitude of the school
dropout problem that Bolsa Escola wasdesgnedto address. In 2000, before the program started,
15 percen of the children dropped out of school during the course of the year. But, becaise
school is compulsory, 98 percen of them regstered again in school in some later year even
amag Bolsa Escola non-bereficiaries

Although administrative records have the advartage of greaer accuracy than self-
reported information on attendance and grade promotion, not having conducted household
interviews reaults in at leas two shortcomings. First, we do not have information on childrenand
household charactristics. And while the use of child fixedeffects eliminates any biases
associated with our inahility to control for timeinvariant characteristic of the child and his family,
lack of information preverts us from exploring how the impacs vary accading to these
charecteristics. Moreover, we camot invedigate whether the program was targeted accarding to
cerain observabde charactkristics of children other than their prior school attendance and
achevement status. Secandly, we camot follow children who trarsfer out of the school.
However, we canobserve if the child transferredto another school (asopposedto being reported
asmissing school), and we seethat less than four percert of the children had transferred In the

analysis thatfollows, we simply remove these childrenfrom the sample.

Bolsa Escaola eligibility and beneficiary status

In our school visits, teacters were aked to identify what percertage of children was
eligible for Bolsa Escola. In every school, teactersidertified more than 97 percer of the children
asqualifying for the program.'® We therefore consider all the childrenaseligible. As we will see
later, the identifi caion strategy doesnot depend on strict eligibility of all children

We obtainedthe complete list of bereficiariesfrom the Bolsa Escola federal offi ce for the
years2001 and 2002. For eachhousehold, recads include parerts()ard childrenDsiames ard the
school attended by the child. Matching these bereficiaries to the school information givesthe
bereficiary status of all the children in the school recads. Matching was again done manually
using childrenOdull names(lag namesof both parerts and first nameof the child). Bereficiary
status in 2003 cansafely be assumedto be the same asin the previous two yearsasno reslection

wasundertakenin that or prior years

° The class records are not electronic and not shared with Bolsa Escola. They do not report on daily school
attendance to meet Bolsa Escola conditionality, where cheating could occur.

19 That 97 percent of the children were qualified for the program is not surprising given both the public
school system in Brazil, which is ailmost exclusively attended by poor children, and the fact that we
sampled schools with probability proportional to the number of Bolsa recipients. The Northeast of Brazil is
also the region with the highest incidence of poverty.

10



We have no independent information to confirm the non-bereficiary status of childrenin
the school recads that we could not match with the Bolsa Escola list, and we could not match
25% of the Bolsa Escola list into school recads. Matching errars may thus entail bereficiary
children misclassified asnon-bereficiaries This would imply that we esimate a lower bound for

the impact of the program.

Municipal data

The municipal survey contained several parts desgned to gather gereral information on
municipal and mayor charactristics and governance pracices and implemertation methods for
the Bolsa Escola program. Desgnated regponderts for the various secions of the quedionnaire
were mostly public administrators, but also included politicians and key memtersof civil society,
such asthe local prieg or the preddert of the labor union. For quegions on Bolsa Escola, we
interviewed the corregonding program coordinator about how the municipality idertified and
selected beneficiaries and monitored and enforcedthe conditionalities

Overall we found consideralie variation acrass municipalitiesin the procedures used to
identify and regster potertial bereficiaries Differences relate to where the regstration of
potertial bereficiariestook place,whether efforts were mace to verify the information given by
parerts, and whether the municipality had social councils that could engage in deliberatng
program implemertation.** The number of potertial beneficiaries largely exceeded the quota of
stipends that was allocatd to the municipality by the federal governmert. On average, an
edimated 49 percen of eligible households were left out of the program, leavng it to the
municipality to select the bereficiaries from amang the pool of eligible households. There was
also variation in implemening conditionalities acrass municipalities While most municipalities
reported monitoring the school attendance conditionality, this was done more strictly in some
municipalitiesthan others with program coordinators visiting households in some municipalities
to assess familial conditions when conditionalities were not met instead of strict imposition of
finarcial penalties in others Our survey thus reveded a great deal of heterageneity acrass
municipalitiesin programimplemertation despite definition of rulesatthe federallevel.

In addition to informaion on program implementation, the survey was also desgned to
documernt goverrmance pracices For instance,in our sample of municipalities we found thatin 25
percer of the municipalities more than 15 percer of the emdoyeesin the mayorOffi ce were

related to the mayor, ard in 12 percert of the municipalities the mayorOsspouse was also an

1 See de Janvry, Finan, Sadoulet, Nelson, Lindert, de la Briere, and Lanjouw (2005) for details on these
procedures.
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elected politician Across municipalities 47 percert of the administrative positions were held by

political appointeesrather thantectocrats.*?
V. Measuring program performance

In this secion, we presert the ecanometric specifi cations usedto egimate the impact of the Bolsa
Escola program on dropout rates Given the data and resarchdesgn, the impact of the program
on bereficiaries canbe edimated for every municipality in the samgde. It is this program impact
that provides a measire of municipal program performance for the aralysis of electoral
incertives

With decentralized implemertation, benreficiaries are selecied by the municipality.
Because choiceis exercised, thereis no rea®n to expect that bereficiariesarestrictly comparale
to non-bereficiaries To illustrate this selecion process, the lag rows of Tabe 1 report pre-
program performarce of the future Bolsa Escola bereficiaries and non-benreficiaries
Bereficiarieswere clearly not seleced at ranrdom. Their pre-program dropout ratesare less thana
third that of non-berefi ciaries

The empirical strategy to measire the effect of Bolsa Escola on the selected bereficiaries
for eachmunicipality usesparel data on children before and after the start of the program, ard
proceed with a number of tedsto verify robustness of the reaults.

We start with a stardard difference-in-difference model where schooling outcome for
child i in municipality j in period t is modeled as

S =1y + X" +# P, +$|jt7 (1)
where S, is schooling outcome (dropout), /; is anindividual fixed effect, X;, aretime varying

observablesincluding yearfixedeffects, and B, isanindicatbor for program participation.® I is

a random coefficient that measuresthe gain for individual ij from participating in the program,

and !/

!}, anunobserved shock to schooling assumed unrelated to program participation conditional

on X .
With this model for individual behavior, the treament on the treated (TT) effect in

municipality j isgivenby:

12 Throughout Brazil@ political history, there has been a clear distinction between political appointees or
Qraditional politiciansO and technocrats (tZcnicos) who are appointed individuals with non-political
backgrounds (see Hagopian, 1996),

3 There is no distinction between participating in the program and being offered the program because take-
up rates are 100 percent.
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!_j:E(!ij|B|j:1)! )
where the conditioning on B, =1 derotesthat the individual ij is a bereficiary. This expression

highlights the sources of differertiation in average TT effects acrasss municipalities Municipal
treamern effects may thus differ due to both their selection of bereficiaries from amongst the

population and the distribution of individual effecs !

in their eligible population.

The validity of this idertificaion strategy relies on the strong asumption that,
conditional on individual fixed-effects, the trend in future dropout behavior of bereficiaries and
non-bereficiarieswould be the same in the absence of the Bolsa Escola program. Given that the
proces of selecion of bereficiarieswasdone only once at the onset of the programin 2001, the
concernis not that beneficiaries could be brought into the program in regponse to unarticipated
shocks after the program had started The main concern is that the selecion decision was based
on pre-program schooling outcomes

To address this concern, we include in X.. differertial time effects by pre-program

ijt
dropout histories §;, which are the beg predctors of future dropout behavior. The egimation of

!', canbe obtainedby rewriting equation (1) asfollows:

Su=! i+t # S+ 86 45 (S0 %8S, ) Py + iy, ©)
where 4, = (1,7 T " 17 (S0" So))P #4015 =E(4]B =150 =1)#E(r, |B, =15, =0),
§JO = E(SJO|BU. =l) and !, and !, §, denotedifferer sets of yeareffects.

The edimator is consistert if ! (("u #" #”$(Sj0#§0)) P, +%|&j,'1t,(ﬁ$j0,l3m)=0.
The first term ! ((# #”$(SJO#SJO)) Ilt|/g, o 1o ”t),whlchaocountsfor the differerce
between the child specffic effect and the common effect conditional on §;,, is null by

construction. Hernce the edimatr for the TT effect is consistert if ! ( IJt| Ij'$jt'%tSjO'Pijt)=0

This specffication thus providesan unbiased edimate of the TT effect whenthe selection
of bereficiariesis based on an individualOdixed characteristics, time fixed effects specffic to the
pre-treamert dropout histories or of course ary other variade unrelated to school dropout
behavior. In this specffication, the average impact of the program on the selected children of a

municipality is idertified by within-person comparisons of changesin dropout rates with that of
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non-bereficiary children of the municipality with the same pre-program dropout status.** In the
emgrical analysis, pre-programstatus is observedin both 1999 and 2000. With this approach we
edimak anaverage TT impactfor eachmunicipality.

To further justify our idertificaion assumption, we present two additional robustness
teds. First, we re-egimat the model in equation (1) mathing on bereficiaries and non-
bereficiaries with the exact same pre-program dropout histories (Card and Sulivan, 1988).
While similar to equation (3), this model relaxesthe functional form assumption ard redricts the
edimatesto areasof common support. Secand, with two yeas of pre-program data, we compare
the changes in dropout rates between 1999 and 2000 for future benreficiaries and non-
bereficiaries This is given by the difference-in-difference edimator for each municipality as
follows:

Se =/ +" Too +#,B, Ty + 1y, , for t=1999 2000, (4)

j 1

where B; represerts the status of future bereficiary and T, is a dummy varialle for year2000.

This allows us to not only ted for differential trends in pre-program dropout behavior between
bereficiaries and non-benreficiaries but also to ted whether the program effects are different
when we redrict the edimation sample to those municipalities without differertial pre-program
trends. Thus, our final specificaion egimates the program effects conditional on child fixed
effects, and differertial time effects by pre-program dropout histories and for the subset of
municipalities where pre-program trends in dropout behavior were not different between

bereficiariesand non-beneficiaries

VI. Theimpact of Bosla Escola on dropout rates

In this secion, we first report the egimaion of the average impact over all municipalitiesin the
sampde. The egimated impact is robust to various emgrical specificaions and robustness checks.

We thenreport the variation in programimpacts across municipalities

Average impact on dropout rates
Table 2 preens regession redllts from egimaing several variarts to equation (3), where
the dependent variabe is a binary variale for whether or not the child drops out of school during

the school year as reported in the school recads. Column (1) preserts an edimat of the

4 This will control for any reversion to the mean if selection was based on the dropout status. Note that in
this particular case, where beneficiaries have much lower dropout rate than non-beneficiaries, areversion to
the mean would suggest that we were under-estimating the program@ i mpact.
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treament effect that only includes year ard individual child fixed effecs. Under this
specffication, Bolsa Escola reduced dropout rates amang bereficiary children by 5.7 percentage
points. But, aswe discussed above, a causal interpretation of this edimate assumesthat program
bereficiarieswere not selected based on pre-program dropout behavior.

In columns (2) to (5), we relax this assumption by extending the fixed-effects model to
allow for children with different pre-treamert dropout status to experience different yeareffects
(equation (3) above). In column (2), the model allows for differernt year effects based on dropout
status in 2000 (the year before the program started), whereasthe model presertedin column (3)
allows for time effects to vary with both child 1999 ard 2000 dropout status. Column (4) preserts
amodel that allows for separate time effects for eachof the four possible combinations of dropout
historiesin 1999 and 2000. Column (5) preserts the most fl exible specificaion. Here we esimate
the model presertedin column (1) separakly for each of the four dropout historiesand compute
the overal treamert effect by weighting the reaults for eachof the individual dropout historiesby
the samge fractions.

Overall, the egimates sugged that Bolsa Escola reduced dropout rates by around 8
perceriage points for its seleced bereficiaries The point egimates are highly statisticaly
significart and change little acress the various specificaions. The reaults imply thatif it werenot
for the program, we would have observed a dropout rate of 12 percert insteadof the 4 percen
observed among bereficiariesin 2001-2003. The programthus induceda substartial 66% percert
declinein dropout.

Columns (6) ard (7) present further robustness checks by redricting the samgde to
municipalities where pre-program trends verify the assumption underlying the idertification. In
column (6), the edimation is performed on the 194 municipalities where the pre-program
differencesin change in dropout ratesbetween(future) bereficiariesand non-bereficiariesarenot
significartly differert. In column (7), we redrict the samde to the 111 municipalities where
bereficiaries had a higher increa® in dropout rates than non-bereficiaries in the pre-program
period. In both cases the edimatd impact on bereficiaries is badcally the same as when
edimatedon the whole sample in columns (2) to (5).

To further verify that the programOsmpactis not confounded with possible differertial
quitting rates for bereficiaries and non-bereficiaries we edimatd the treament effect on the
sub-samgde of 16564 children errolled in all 5 years Note that this samfde has a different age
structure than the population at large, with no older children in the earler yearsand no young
childrenin the later years However, the reaults (not reportedin the table) arequite similar, with

anedimaed TT effect of -5.6 percentage pointsin spite of avery differert population samge.
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Esti mati on of municipal-level impacts on dropout rates
The Bolsa Escola program reduced dropout rates by 8 percertage points on averace.
Program impactvaries however, considerally acrass municipalities Our survey dedgn allows to

edimatke animpact /; of the program for eachmunicipality j. Figure 1 preserts the frequency

distribution of these program impacts /; on dropout rates using the ecanometric specificaton

presntedin column 2 of Talde 2 for eachof the 261 municipalities The distribution of impacsis
skewed towards negative values with a medan impact of -6.7 percertage points. While the
edimated impact range from -25.5 to 10.7 perceriage points, over 95 percert are negative. In
addition to the distribution of unbiased egimatesof impact, Figure 1 plots the absol ute values of
the corregponding t-statistics. Each circle reresens the egdimated impact for one municipality,
with the point edimat reported on the horizontal axis and its corregponding t-statistic on the
vertical axis. Few positive impact are measured precisely.”® Over 55 percert of the esimaiesare
significartly negative at the 5 percent level and 65 percen at the 10 percert level. Given the
substartial variation in program performarce acrass municipalities a natural quedion to ak isto

what extert electoral incertivesaffect program performance acrass municipalities

VII. Impact of electoral incentiveson municipal program perfor mance

In this secton, we provide evidence consistert with theary that the program performed better in
municipalities where mayors facedre-election incertives To edimate these effect of electral
accauntahility, we compare the programOdmpact on dropout rates in municipalities where the
mayor happenedto be serving in his first term (and hence could be re-elected) to those wherethe
mayor happened to be serving in his secand (and thus final) term at the time when the program
was introduced Although the difference in program impact between first and secand-temm
mayors will cagure the effects of re-election incertives it is potertially confounded by at leas
two facbrs. First, given that secand-term mayors are a selected group, it is likely that they are
more politicaly able than first-term mayors. If political akility is positively correlated with
program performarce, then the simple differerce will be biasd upwards, mearing we will
underegimat the reduction in dropout rate. Secand, secand-term mayors by construction have

more consecutive years of experience in offi ce than first-term. Without controlling for thes

> As can be seen in Figure 2, only one positive impact is significantly different from 0 at the 10 percent
level and therest have an average t-statistic of 0.80.
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potertial differencesin experiernce, egtimates will again be upwardly biased To see this more

explicitly, consider the following regression model:
I, =" +#°R + X, %+ & Ability, + & Experience, + ', (5)
where R isadummy variable equal to 1 if the mayor isin hisfirst term,the X; aremunicipal

ard mayor characteristics, and !~ is expected to be negative if first-term mayors obtain a higher

reduction in dropout. Thus assuming that /, and !, arenegative,then ! >/ where ! isthe

first-term effect on performarce without controlling for akility and experience. Not controlling
(or controlling incompletely) for akility and experience would thus yield an upward bias The
favoralde effectof first-term on the decline in dropout rate would be under-egimated

Thes biases may not be of concernin idertifying the role of elecbral incertives on
performarce asthey affect performarce in the opposite direcion. However, to accaint for these
potertial biases we follow Feraz and Finan (2008) and emgdoy two strateges First, we compare
secand-term mayors to the set of first-term mayors who were re-elecied in the subsequert
election. If the bias from the OLS regession comes from unobserved political akility that
positively selects more able politicians into a secand-term, this approach controls for a signifi cart
portion of this bias by comparing mayors that are as politicaly abe as secand-term mayors.
Secand, in comparing first and secand-term mayors, we can account for the effects of political
experience by redricting the samge to first-term mayors that have had at leas two terms of
political experience in another offi ce.

There is another confounding factor for which we camot control, but it would again
increag secand temm performarce, running opposite to our electoral incertives model. Mayors
may control other reurcesthat they canuse to compensate qualifying households who did not
receve a Bolsa Escola stiperd in a way that inducesthemto stay at school. This would lower the
edimatedimpact of Bolsa Escola on drop out. If first-term mayors are more likely to compensate
non-bereficiaries because of re-election incertives we would be under-egimating the impact of
elecoral incertiveson performance.

Table 3 preserts regesion redllts from edimating several specificatons basd on

equation (5)."° The dependert variabe in eachregession is the program®smpact on dropout rate

16 We purposefully chose to first estimate the program impact at the municipality level and then estimate
the impact of mayorsOelectora status on this impact, because this is what best corresponds to the fact that
municipalities are independent of each othersin their management of the program. The aternative of ajoint

estimation over all municipalities, such as §; =/ +("1 +”2Rj)Pij1 + 1, , implies assuming a distribution

for p; that is common to al ijt observations, which is not the same as assuming one distribution per
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for a particular municipality. Column (1) reports the unadusted relationship between program
impact and whether the mayor happens to be in his first termwhich shows a 2 perceriage points
gain in reducing dropout. Columns (2) and (3) include additional sets of controls. In column (2),
we account for differences in municipal and mayor characteristics and introduce state fixed
effects. Coumn (3) includes other municipal charactristics that although endogernously
determined might proxy for some unobserved detemrminarts of program performance. As seen
acress both columns, the inclusion of these additional controls has virtually no effect on the
original egimat. For instance under the most fl exible specificaion (column 3), the point edimatke
is -0.021 which is statistically significart at the 1% level. This stahility of the parameer to the
addition of mary mayor and municipal characteristics gives confidence that the egimated effect
is likely not due to omitted variable bias At an average impact of -6.7 percentage points acress
all municipalities-- with -7.9 percertage points in municipalitieswith first term mayors and -5.9
perceriage points in municipalitieswith secand term mayors --, this 2.1 percenage points gain in
program performance correonds to a 36 percert better performance for first term mayors.

In columns (4) and (5), we examine the extert to which political akility and experience
may be biasng our reailts. Column (4) reports the reallts from the comparison of first-term
mayors that were re-elected in the subsequert 2004 elections to the subset of secad-term
mayors. Using this samgde of mayors, we find that re-election incertives improve program
performarce by 2.6 percenage points, which is statisticaly similar to our base specificaion. To
accaunt for any potertial differercesin experience betweenfirst and second-term mayors, we
compare in column (5) the subset of first-term mayors that have had at leas 2 termsof political
experience as either a local legslator or a state or federal congressmanto secand-term mayors.
Although we control for political experience in column (2) (and find that the edimats are
robust), this comparison excludes first-term mayors that have less political experience than
secand-termmayors. The reaults areconsistert with the previous specifi caions.

Column (6) in Tale 3 introducesgovernance practices that are correlated with program
impact The program performs worse among municipalities with higher levels of nepotism or
cronyism, asmeasired by whether the mayorOspouse is also a politician, the shareof employees
in the mayorO=ffice who arerelated to the mayor, and the shareof secretariat memberswho are

politicians rather than tecmicians (positive but not significart). We find that even after

municipality in the model S, = ¢, +6,P,

ijt

+ L, - The OLS estimators of these two models are different as
they verify S =T +0P+9RP and S=T +(0'1 + 'OZP)F_’J , respectively.
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accaunting for these symptomaic featuresof bad governance, that hold for both first and second-

term mayors, the effect of re-election incertivesremains unaltered

VIII. Interpreting theresults

In interpreting the reaults, there are two issuesthat needto be verified The first is that
thereare indeedelecbral rewards to good program performarce, suggeging that the eleciorate is
informed about performarce and cares about it in caging their votes The secand is to explore

what do first-term mayors do to achieve a higher perfformarce.

Electaal rewards to good program perfor mance

The reaults thus far corregpond to a simple model of political agercy. It requires that
voters are informed of and car about the programOsmpact, and mayors with re-electon
incertives exert effort on program delivery in order to increa® their chances of re-election. A
predction of this model is that first-term mayors are more likely to get re-elecied in
municipalitieswhere the program performedbetter. Clearly, re-electon regponds to the quality of
performarce in a broader set of public functions which are presumally correlated with effectve
maragemert of the Bolsa Escola program.

Figure 2 shows a non-parametic egimat of the unconditional relationship between
program impact and probahility of reekection amaig incumbert mayors in the 2004 election. It
indicates a clear upward trend for mayors who have achieved a program impact below -0.09,
which corregonds to the top 25 percert in the distribution of program impact.

We verify this reallt in a regression framework in Table 4. The elecbrate may have
diffi culty recagnizing a mayorOsprogram performarce (as can be seenfrom the non-significart
coefficierts in columns (1) and (2)), unless performance is outstanding. This would be the cae
for the top 25 percer mayors with the largeg programimpact (columns (3) and (4)). We seethat
these incumbent mayors have a 28 percer greaer chance of being re-eleced The electorate can
also see how the program was administered in particular whether children that did not qualify
were included (type Il errar). The reaults in columns (5) and (6) show that mayors with no public
denouncenents of inclusion errars have a 26 percen higher charce of re-election. When put
togetherin calumns (7) and (8), these reallts arerobust. We canthus conclude that re-election is
associated with good performarce in mamgng Bolsa Escola in accadance with federal program

objectves likely symptomatc of good performarce in broader public functions as well. The
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elecorate thus seemsto be informedabout program performance and concerrned with it in caging

their votesin local elections.

What do first-term mayors do differently to achieve a higher perfor mance?

Mayors have consideralle leewvay in choosing the ingtitutional set up to implemeri the
Bolsa Escola program, and there arelarge variations in pracicesaaoss municipalities Same of
these pracicesare clearly associated with better and worse program performarnce. The quedion is
whether the positive correlates of performarce are more prevalent with first than secand-term
mayors, and corregpondingly the negative correlatesless prevalert.

Many of the municipal practcesthat areassociated with a higher program impact have to
do with greagr transparency in program implemertation. As can be seenin parel A of Tabe 5,
this includes redstering bereficiaries in schools as opposed to less neural sites such as the
mayorOsoffi ce. It also involves verifying the information provided by parerts about their self-
declared poverty status. And it implies having social councils composed of citizers and public
offi cials that can effecively deliberae implemenation procedures All thes practces bea
positively on program performarce, reducing the dropout rate. In temms of enforcement of
program rules the practice associated with lower dropout ratesinvolves not sending a program
coordinator to visit the household when conditionalities are not met as opposed to strict
amlicaton of rules Parel B of Tabe 5 shows that these favorabe practices in program
implemertation (a deliberative social council) are used more frequertly by first-term mayors, and
unfavoral e pracices(coordinator visits) less frequertly, suggeding the chamels through which

first-termgains in performance occur.

I X. Conclusion

Bolsa Escola was a decentralized conditional cas transfer program aimed at reducing school
drop-out rates among the children of the poor, with municipal authoritiesin charge of program
implemertation. The federal governmert thus sought to acheve higher program performarce by
ertrusting local politicians with the selecion of bereficiaries and the erforcemert of rules The
expectation is that this givescitizers the opportunity of holding local politicians accantabe for
program performarce, therely creatng an incertive for politicians with re-elecion concerrs to
increag effort in achieving high program performarce. The Bolsa Escola experience is thus

symptomatic of a broad trend toward increasng decerralization in the provision of local public
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goods. It providesa rareopportunity to underdand emgrically how local elecboral incertivescan
affect decertralizedprogram performarce.

We find that, while Bolsa Escola had a strong overall impact on benreficiary school
attendarce, reducing dropout rates by 8 percertage points, municipalities governed by mayors
with re-election incertivesfared much better. Compared to mayors in their second and final term,
first-term mayors achieved a 36 percent greater program impact. This finding is robust to the
introduction of state fixed effects, municipal and mayor characteristics, and local goverrance
practices It is also robust to comparing the performance of first-term mayors who will win re-
election, or of those with similar political experience, to that of secand-term mayors. In addition,
remaining effects on performarce due to ahlity and experience run opposite to the electoral
incertive effect, and would induce a downward bias on the egimat of this effect. The same
applies to other factors that can affect mayorsO performarce such as compensating non-
bereficiarieswith other resourcesand seeking first-term clientelistic gains in selecting children

Consistert with model predctions, we see that superior performarce is rewarded in the
elecoral boots, suggeding that the elecorate is informed of and concerned with program
performarce in caging their votes at re-electon time. Mayors with the 25 percen highed
program impacis have a 28 percern greater chance of re-election. Those with no public
denouncenernts of inclusion errars have a 26 percert higher probahlity of being re-elected First-
termmayors aremore likely to adopt specific programimplemertation pracicesthat arenot only
more transparent but also associated with superior program performance.

Overall our findings support the proposition that elecoral incertives can play a certral
role in the succes of decertralized delivery of local public goods. The presnce of formal local
institutions, particularly elecbral rules that erable votersto reward and punish localy-elecied
offi cials, is key for reapng the berefits that decertralizaion can provide. When constitutional
rules do not support elecoral accauntahlity, introducing other mechanisms of political rewards

and citizencontrol becanesall the more importart.
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Figure 1. Frequency distri bution and t-statistics of estimatedimpacts of Bolsa Escola on

dropout ratesby municipality
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Notes. Each circle represents the impact for one municipality, with the point estimate on the horizontal axis and the absolute value
of the associated t-statistic on the vertical axis. The horizontal line at t =1.96 delineates the 10 percent significance level. The

frequency distribution is of the impact point estimates in the sample of municipalities.
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Figure 2. Reekdion rateshy program impact
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Notes. The Figure shows reelection rates in 2004 by program impact. The plot presents the proportion of first-term
mayors that were re-elected in 2004 for a bin size of 0.01 impact (circles) aong with a locally weighted regression
calculated with a bandwidth of 0.8. Municipalities to the left of the vertical line were in the top 25 percent in terms of
program impact.
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Table 1. Dropout rates

Year Dropout
(%)
1999 14.2
2000 15.0
2001 13.2
2002 12.8
2003 13.3
Pre-program (1999 and 2000)
Bolsa Escola beneficiaries 4.4
Non beneficiaries 17.1

Dropout is defined as dropping out before the end of the school

Table 2. Averageimpact of Bolsa Escola on dropout rates

Dependent variable: Dropout (1/0) 1 (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Treatment effect -0.057 -0.080 -0.085 -0.085 -0.096 -0.074 -0.092
[0.003]**  [0.004]**  [0.004]**  [0.005]**  [0.004]** [0.008]** [0.016]**

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Child fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dropout status in 2000 * Year effects No Yes Yes n/a n/a n/a n/a
Dropout status in 1999 * Year effects No No Yes n/a n/a n/a n/a
Dropout history * Year effects No No No Yes n/a Yes Yes
Mean of dependent variable 0.137 0.116 0.116 0.116 0.116 0.114 0.150
Number of children 290517 118234 118234 118234 118234 78737 16437
Observations 604561 344107 344107 344107 344107 229720 33308
R-squared 0.72 0.69 0.73 0.73 n/a 0.68 0.77

Robust standard errors clustered at the municipality level in brackets. + significant at 10%; * at 5%; ** at 1%

The sample in columns (2) to (5) is restricted to children that are in school in 1999 and 2000.

Samples in columns (6) and (7) correspond to the municipalities where difference in pre-program dropout trends for beneficii
non-beneficiaries are not statistically different (in col. 6) and are greater than 0 (in col. 7).

n/a: not applicable
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Table 3. Effectsof electoral incentiveson program perfor mance

Dependent variable: Program's impact on dropout rate 1) 2) 3) (4) (5) (6)

Mayor in first term -0.020 -0.022 -0.021 -0.026 -0.018 -0.020
[0.008]*  [0.007]** [0.007]** [0.009]**  [0.010]+  [0.007]**
Governance practices

Mayor's spouse is a politician 0.018
[0.010]+
Share of public employees related to the mayor 0.178
[0.062]**
Share of secretariat that are politicians (vs. technicians) 0.020
[0.012]
Municipal characteristics No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mayor characteristics No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Other municipal characteristics No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
State fixed effects No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mean of dependent variable -0.067 -0.067 -0.067 -0.067 -0.064 -0.067
Observations 236 236 236 193 176 236
R-squared 0.03 0.27 0.31 0.38 0.32 0.34

Robust standard errors in brackets. + significant at 10%, * at 5% , and ** at 1%.

Mayor characteristics include gender, education, number of terms held in a political position, age, and party affliliation dummies. Municipal charac
include population density (pop/km), number of districts, % rural, % literate population, log per capita income, margin of victory in the previous ele
gini coefficient. Other municipal characteristics include: existence of an NGO, share of children benefited by the program, municipality is a judiciar
existence of social council, received training, number of radios, number newspapers, public sector employment (as share of population), total nurr
employees in the mayor's office, and total number of secretariats.

Sample in column (4) restricted to second-term mayors and first-term mayors that will be re-elected in 2004. Sample in column (5) restricted to se
mayors and first-term mayors with at least 2 terms of political experience in another office.

Table 4. Elecoral rewards and program performance

Dependent variable: Mayor was reelected in 2004 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Program impact -1.251 -1.227
[0.866] [1.296]
In top 25 percent of program impacts (0/1) 0.234 0.282 0.249 0.248
[0.108]* [0.142]+ [0.107]* [0.145]+
No public denouncement of Type Il (inclusion) errors 0.172 0.261 0.191 0.224
[0.106] [0.131]+ [0.103]+ [0.129]+
Municipal characteristics No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Mayor characteristics No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
State fixed effects No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98
R-squared 0.02 0.3 0.05 0.33 0.03 0.33 0.09 0.36

Observations are for municipalities with incumbent mayor in the 2004 elections.
Robust standard errors in brackets. + significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%.
Municipal and mayor characteristics as defined in footnote of Table 3.
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Tableb5. Correl atesof program implementati on methods and program perfor mance (Panel
A) and correl atesof elecoral incertivesand choice of program implementati on methods

(Panel B)
1) (2 () (4)
Panel A: Correlates of program implementation methods and performance
Dependent variable: Program performance
Registered beneficiaries in schools -0.027
[0.012]*
Received visit from program coordinator 0.017
when conditionalities were not met [0.008]*
Verified information given by parents -0.015
[0.007]+
Proportion of social councils that are deliberative -0.017
[0.009]+
R-squared 0.31 0.30 0.30 0.30

Panel B: Correlates of electoral incentives and choice of program implementation methods
Registered  Received visit fron

Proportion of

Dependent variable: peneficiaries in program Verified deliberative social
schools coordinator information councils
Mayor in first term 0.041 -0.199 -0.020 0.139
[0.050] [0.072]** [0.071] [0.057]*
Mean of dependent variable 0.849 0.441 0.638 0.645
R-squared 0.19 0.22 0.19 0.14
Controls for both panel estimations
Municipal characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mayor characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes
Other municipal characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes
State fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 232 236 235 236

Robust standard errors in brackets.+ significant at 10%; * at 5%; ** at 1%
Municipal and mayor characetristics as defined in Table 3.
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