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Summary

This is a study about the allocation of resources in Ireland. It asks to what extent
capital expenditure is allocated according to geopolitical or to policy
considerations. In other words, to what extent do electoral calculations and to
what extent does policy drive spending decisions? Many voters assume that
governments do spend for partisan gain or in order to boost their re-election
chances. Anecdotally, there is plenty of evidence, and legislators certainly indulge
in a good deal of credit-claiming. Empirically, despite large-scale research
elsewhere, to date there is no comprehensive spatial analysis of government
spending in Ireland; indeed, there has been no systematic attempt to ascertain

whether the Irish government engages in partisan spending.

Theoretically, the literature argues that politicians will target either swing or core
voters, depending on institutional incentives. However, this thesis argues that the
incentives operating in Ireland will lead to a more personalist targeting of voters,
with individual ministers or ‘chieftains’’ likely to deliver significant additional
resources to their own personal bailiwicks, while the governing party is likely to
be unable or unwilling to target the areas of the party’s core electoral strength or

swing voters.

Chapter Two presents a systematic explication of the ways in which politicians
pursue vote-buying strategies, from the US to the UK and beyond. It looks in
detail at the institutional structures that incentivise different types of particularistic

spending.

" The usage of the word ‘chieftain’ in place of ministers follows from the observation of one of the
interviewees that many legislators are tribal, with behaviours akin to a chieftain delivering goods
and looking after their own clan or tribe. Of course the title of the prime minister, or Taoiseach,
literally translates as chieftain.
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Chapter Three examines the incentive structures in Ireland in more depth, arguing
that the Irish party system’s foundations on multi-member districts, strong
constituency organisations, and clientalism induced credit claiming provides a
significant incentive for politicians to develop and seek support on a personal
basis, while STV makes candidate-centred voting compatible with party voting to

a degree that is virtually unique.

Chapter Four derives four hypotheses, where Cabinet ministers either (a) behave
in their individual interests, looking after their own personal re-election concerns;
(b) behave in their collective interests, looking after core voters; (c) look after

swing voters; or (d) those of citizens generally.

In the following three chapters, these hypotheses are tested, employing data from
three government departments covering the areas of sports spending, primary and
post-primary education capital spending, and roads spending in the years 2001-
2007. In each spending area, the central empirical strategy is to regress the
dependent variable on measures of policy and on measures of political influence
in order to test each hypothesis. The core findings are that the interests of the
individually powerful ministers frequently trump the interests of the ruling party
in making the partisan allocations. In addition, it finds evidence that policy needs
are not always met, with many departments lacking core information on which to

make decisions.

Chapter Eight employs qualitative evidence gleaned from a wide range of
interviews — from Cabinet ministers to advisers and civil servants — in order to
discover the processes and practices operating in the real world. It discovers that,
while the civil service finds it frustrating that recommendations for reform often
go unheeded, in many ways the culture of the minister as chieftain appears to be

embedded.

The conclusion, in Chapter Nine, summarises the core findings and charts a way

forward to a situation in which policy could be debated and decided, and

1X



empirical models could be utilised by government departments, to ensure that

monies are allocated in order to meet policy goals.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Chapter One : Introduction

"Ber Cowen he is a TD me boys, Ber Cowen he is a TD. He got Clara a swimming

pool because it isn’t by the sea®"

This is a study about the allocation of resources in Ireland. It asks to what extent
capital expenditure is allocated according to geopolitical or to policy
considerations. In other words, to what extent do electoral calculations and to
what extent does policy drive spending decisions? It answers questions not only
about swimming pools but other infrastructure too, including schools and roads.
During the completion of this thesis, the observation has been repeatedly made
that surely all decisions are political. However, I distinguish between policy-
derived needs-based spending, which 1is, of course, decided on in the political
sphere, and spending that can be envisaged as electorally based, whether partisan
and directed by parties at marginal or core districts, or personal — flowing to the

constituencies of the individual ministers.

In essence, this is a geopolitical examination of the allocation of capital
expenditure in Ireland. So why study the destination of funding? There are
normative, empirical and theoretical reasons to do so. Normatively, I argue that
one of the prime functions of government is to spend taxpayers’ money and that
governments should decide the policy basis for spending — for example, should
education funds be spent in a non-partisan fashion to benefit those who are most
in need of the particular service? It is also axiomatic that money should be spent
in an equitable, open and transparent manner. Yet many governments have a
reputation among the voting public for doing the opposite. In other words, many

voters assume that governments do spend for partisan gain or in order to boost

? Some of the lyrics penned by the Taoiseach (prime minister) about his father, who had been a TD
(representative), which he sang in his hometown at a ceremony to mark his appointment — (O'Dea,

G. 2008).
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their re-election chances. Anecdotally, there is plenty of evidence, and legislators
certainly indulge in a good deal of credit claiming. Empirically, despite large-
scale research elsewhere, to date there is no comprehensive spatial analysis of
government spending in Ireland; indeed, there has been no systematic attempt to
ascertain whether the Irish government engages in partisan spending.
Theoretically, the literature argues that politicians will target either swing or core
voters, depending on institutional incentives. However, this thesis argues that the
incentives operating in Ireland will lead to a more personalist targeting of voters,
with individual ministers or ‘chieftains’ likely to deliver significant additional
resources to their own personal bailiwicks, while the governing party is likely to
be unable or unwilling to target the areas of the party’s core electoral strength or

swing voters.

Whether some constituencies receive relatively more funding than others for non-
policy reasons is a question of both empirical and normative importance. So-
called ‘pork barrel” undermines representation, reduces the legitimacy of the
government in the eyes of the electorate, and has consequences for individual
ethical behaviour. It may also constitute a drag on economic performance and
have implications for the budget and expenditure processes. It may thus have
major consequences for politics and economics. Apart from its obvious
substantive implications, this project is also of relevance to the theoretical study

of political institutions such as the electoral, party and representative systems.

This chapter will begin with an examination of the perception of selective
distribution of public goods in Irish politics, citing and documenting numerous
illustrative examples. Having established that there exists at least a perception that
such spending takes place, it will then outline the substantive importance of the
phenomenon, elaborating the problems arising from ‘pork barrel” politics from the
point of view of normative democratic theory as well as the resultant sub-optimal
public policy outcomes. The scholarly understanding of the concept of the pork
barrel will then be summarised, and the operational definition for this project will

be outlined and justified. The existing state of knowledge on the causes and
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consequences of pork barrel politics will then be outlined, and the Irish case and
the approach of this thesis will be contextualised within this scholarly framework.
A detailed outline of the approach of this thesis, chapter by chapter, will then be

elaborated.

1.1 Irish pork — an inglorious history

Journalistic reports of pork barrel generally suggest that individual TDs, and
particularly ministers, attempt to bring home large amounts of goodies in order to
protect their electoral interest. For example, in 2002, the then Irish Minister for
Finance, Charlie McCreevy, used the occasion of his Budget speech to announce
the decentralisation of over 10,000 lucrative government jobs. He hailed
decentralisation as a move that would lead to a radical change of culture in terms
of policy formation in the country: “No longer will policy be made entirely in
Dublin on the basis of a Dublin mindset.” He also claimed that the locations had
been selected to take full account of the National Spatial Strategy, the existence of
good transport links — by road, rail and/or air — and the location of existing
decentralised offices. Nevertheless, many commentators roundly condemned the
decentralisation proposals as a purely political gesture, and they were seen as part
of a long-established political tradition in Ireland of ‘delivering’ benefits to
constituencies and particularly those of Cabinet ministers. Within hours, Tom
Parlon,’ a junior minister belonging to the junior coalition partners the Progressive
Democrats, had erected signs around his constituency baldly declaring “Welcome
to Parlon country”. A further clue to the political intentions underlying the
announcement was the fact that they were developed by McCreevy’s personal
press officer, who took a two-week sabbatical to draw up the proposals in secret.

The Irish Times described what happened:

The queue of politicians to bring a slice of the public service back home formed almost as

soon as Mr Charlie McCreevy announced last December that 10,000 civil servants were to

3 Parlon was Minister responsible for the Office of Public Works, the body that would be

responsible for purchasing the new buildings that the programme required.
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be decentralised away from Dublin. The proposal was based on two simple and matching
policy imperatives: the need to rejuvenate towns around the State and the need to take
pressure off the capital’s creaking infrastructure. But it was always going to be trouble.
Politicians may be responsible for running the State, but they are each elected by just a
small piece of it. Bringing a cluster of jobs to their hometown is a sure-fire vote winner.
Those who thought they might have some influence with Mr McCreevy — his Cabinet
colleagues, Ministers of State, backbenchers and the independents whose support the
Government needs — got on the job fast. More than 100 locations have now been suggested
by more than 80 Oireachtas members (almost all Government supporters) in
representations made to Mr McCreevy. To judge by the correspondence, shown to The Irish
Times following a request under the Freedom of Information Act, not only Dadil
backbenchers but Ministers see their role in the issue as looking after their own
constituencies over and above all other considerations. Some of it is comical, but there is a
serious issue in danger of being overlooked: decentralisation is supposed to be the tool of a
long-term development strategy for the State and the public service. Instead, it is seen by
backbenchers, junior ministers and some senior Cabinet members as a vote-catching

opportunity (Brennock 2000).

A more recent example is the Minister for Arts, Sports and Culture John
O’Donoghue, otherwise widely known as the ‘Minister for Kerry’ on account of
his widely perceived ability to procure capital allocations for his home
constituency. The Minister was a representative for the Kerry South constituency
on Ireland’s south west coast. Over the few months in the run up to the 2007
election, he granted almost one-fifth of the total aid for festivals in the state to his
own constituency. The sports clubs in his area also did remarkably well, receiving
up to 20 per cent of discretionary sports grant allocations on some occasions. The

Sunday Tribune reported:

The sight of O ’Donoghue raining money upon the half of Kerry charged with returning him
in the forthcoming general election has become as traditional a sporting ritual as the
county footballers making their annual run at Sam Maguire. Between the €200,000 given to
Beaufort GAA and the €400 made available to the Kingdom Archery club, Kerry South
received a whopping €2.32m on this occasion. That’s more than 16 other entire counties. If
that sounds familiar, it’s because last year the minister’s bailiwick outdrew 17 counties.
Twelve months before that, 18 counties were less well got than his fortunate half of Kerry.

At least the figure is going down.
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According to the 2006 Census, Meath is one of the fastest growing counties in the country,
with a population in excess of 162,000. Kerry South is a constituency containing less than
half as many people. Yet Meath received €100,000 less in grants this week. That’s difficult
to figure out unless you run the numbers through a political calculator. Having narrowly
missed out on two out of three seats in Kerry South last time, Fianna Fail must be confident
O’Donoghue’s running mate Tom Fleming can get over the hump this time around.

Anything else would just be ingratitude on the part of the electorate.

It might sound churlish, given the last two governments have spent more on sports facilities
than any previous administrations, but the politicisation of the sports capital grant system
damages what began as a laudable initiative. A system established so that every club, big
and small, might aspire to building its own facilities has degenerated into an episode of
pork barrel politics that makes a mockery of the departmental claim the money is doled out
on an equitable points basis. If your application scores a certain amount of points as
tallied by objective civil servants, you receive a grant. A fine theory that appears to be

utterly undermined by reality.

If the points system is so objective, how come it managed to always come down in favour of
Donegal and Kildare when Jim McDaid held the sports portfolio and Charlie McCreevy
was in charge of the national purse strings? Between 1999 and 2002, those counties were
first and second. Strangely enough, once the ministers moved on, they slumped to 24th and
26th. The objective points system that once worked so well for clubs from Letterkenny and
Kill suddenly began to fail them. Lo and behold, it began to work objectively for the
constituents of their replacements. O 'Donoghue’s home county moved into first place once
he took over the brief in 2003. Brian Cowen’s Offaly has inexplicably risen from 26th to

sixth since he became Minister for Finance (Hannigan 2007).

And former Minister for Finance Charlie McCreevy was viewed as a master:

On May 31 1999, the Irish finance minister Charlie McCreevy attended a Monday-morning
breakfast at the Naas Court Hotel. Officially launching the town’s new sports centre
project, an ambitious joint venture involving the local soccer, hockey and athletics clubs,
McCreevy took the opportunity to tell his audience that Kildare had received a very small
share of public sports funding in the past and he hoped this would change. He was as good
as his word. When the facility finally opened in the summer of 2001, nearly two-thirds of

the £1.4m spent on its construction had come from the government coffers.
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The funniest thing about last week’s brouhaha regarding McCreevy's central role in the
controversial funding of the Punchestown agricultural event centre was the opposition’s
faux sense of outrage in the Dail last Tuesday. Outrage is an emotion that usually requires
some element of shock. Nobody can be surprised at the minister breaking a government cap
on spending to find an extra €1.5m for Punchestown just three weeks after he met with its
representatives at a clinic. There has been no politician more adept at looking after his
constituents’ sporting and recreational needs than the Fianna Fdil representative from

Kildare North.

This is, after all, the man who took home the captain’s prize at Naas Golf Club last July,
the day after his government gave it €300,000 under the capital sports grants programme.
No other course in the country got more than half that amount. Of course, his largesse
didn’t stop or start there. As far back as 1999, Kill GAA club received £350,000 in the
great lottery hand-out, and nobody batted an eyelid that an outfit, which boasts McCreevy
as its most prominent member, received more national lottery funds that year than 13 entire

counties.

Of those who apply each year to the visionary scheme set up to distribute national lottery
money at local level to help improve sporting infrastructure, more than half are turned
down. What a coincidence that lucky Kill managed to score big in four out of the last five
allocations. Or that seven Kildare GAA clubs have carved up nearly €2.5m between them in
the past two rounds. From the day in 1999 that 20% of the total sum awarded nationally
was divvied up between Kildare, and Donegal, home county of then sports minister Jim

McDaid, this system has been rife with cronyism (Hannigan 2003).

Having established that at least the perception of the problem exists, it is now
important to outline the substantive importance of the phenomenon, elaborating
the problems arising from ‘pork barrel’ politics from the point of view of
normative democratic theory as well as the resultant sub-optimal public policy

outcomes.
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1.2 Partisan spending — the context

In the US, where the literature is huge,' the most commonly used image for
geopolitical allocations of monies or partisan spending is ‘pork barrel’, or the
notion of individual legislators ‘bringing home the bacon’. Essentially, the term
‘pork barrel’ is used to describe spending projects that favour a particular
constituency or group of voters. It is certainly a practice with a long and often
pejorative history in the lore of politics. The origin of the term is somewhat murky
but, according to Diane Evans (2004: 3), it probably derives from the pre-Civil
War South, when slave owners set out barrels of salt pork for their slaves on
holidays. The slaves were frequently undernourished, and the resulting mad rush
for the pork inspired the image of greedy politicians grabbing benefits for their
own constituents with great fervour, trampling over others in their rush. In the US,
the term has been widely used for well over a century. It was certainly used in
Congress as early as the 1870s to describe legislation containing projects for

members’ districts (Ashworth and Ulph 1981).

The term ‘pork barrel’ is not as widely used in Europe and elsewhere and is
frequently replaced in the literature with ‘distributive politics’, describing how
distributions are made. However, it always applies to discretionary government
spending. There are a number of general definitions, but one coined by Evans
(2004: 13), based on the original by Weingast, Shepsle et al (Weingast, Shepsle et
al. 1981), is suitable for our purposes when combined with the broad-based
definition by Ferejohn (1974: 235) that pork is any geographically targeted
spending that could be aimed at electoral gain. Combining these then, my

definition is that pork is a distributive policy, which could be aimed at electoral

Yy name just the pioneers: Plott 1968; Goss 1972; Ferejohn 1974; Strom 1975; Ritt 1976;
Rundquist and Griffith 1976; Johnston 1978; Rundquist 1978; Arnold 1978; Greene and Munley
1980; Johnstone 1980; Ray 1980; Kiel and McKenzie 1983; Wilson 1986; Rich 1989; Anderson
and Tollinson 1991; Gryski 1991; Reed and Schansberg 1993; Bowler, Farrell and McAllister
1996; Cain, Ferejohn and Fiorina 1984; Mayhew 1974; Stein and Bickers 1994; Ward John 1999;
Golden 2005; Tavits 2009.
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gain, that targets discrete benefits to specific geographic populations, such as
constituencies, but spreads the costs across the general population through
taxation. The most common explanation for pork spending occurring is because
elected representatives, believing themselves to be elected to represent their local
constituents, want to be able to deliver something of substance to them (Stein and
Bickers 1994: 130-134). The electoral connection with distributive spending is
generally axiomatic. In a wide-ranging discussion of water projects, Ferejohn
(1974) gives three reasons why such projects may be of value to electoral
representatives, and all are related to re-election. First, representatives believe that
bringing home a project gives them an electoral record on which they can
campaign. Second, an impression of service to constituents can create an
impression of invulnerability, warning off high-quality competitors. Third, like
the machine politicians’ of yore, they can use the projects to buy the freedom to
do as they wish, or as their party leaders wish, on issues of more importance on
Capitol Hill. As Fenno (1978) puts it, they can buy leeway for their activities in
Congress with the credit that pork barrel service earns them from constituents.
Irish legislators running in multi-member districts face the additional pressure of
competing with other members of their own party, each trying harder than the

others to take credit for locally delivered projects.

1.3 Normative concerns

There are broadly three types of normative concern with partisan allocations of
funds: general egalitarianism, democratic standards, and individual ethical
behaviour. General egalitarianism, as almost all political theorists in the western
tradition argue, going back as far as Plato, is that, whatever the structure of
government, its role is to rule in the general interest and not in the partisan
interests of some group. As Plato argued: “...our aim in founding this State was

not the disproportionate happiness of any one class, but the greatest happiness of

5 William Safire, in his Safire's Political Dictionary, defines "machine politics" as "the election of
officials and the passage of legislation through the power of an organization created for political

action."
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the whole; we thought that in a State which is ordered with a view to the good of
the whole, we should be most likely to find justice, and in the ill-ordered State
injustice: and, having found them, we might then decide which of the two is
happier” (Plato: 109) . Little has changed among the views of political theorists in
this regard in the intervening millennia and thus, if there is empirical evidence of
special favours for some group, the concern is what this means in terms of

egalitarian justice.’

Sartori (2005) argues that, in the history of political thought, the notion of the
party as a legitimate entity for political contestation was first clearly enunciated
by Burke, who distinguished parties as “a body of men united, for promoting by
their joint endeavours the national interest [my emphasis], upon some principle
in which they are all agreed”, as opposed to a factional grouping. Burke argued
that factions were a separate sort of entity: “Such a generous contention for power
[the party’s] ... will easily be distinguished from the mean and interested struggle

for place and emolument” (of factionalism) (Burke 1776: 87)

Parties/factions had been much derided by authors from Plato to the Federalists
and beyond, the difference being that, while previous thinkers conflated parties
and factions as being a negative force for disharmony and disunity, Burke saw
that parties grouped around competing plans for national ends could be a
respectable and even desirable political institution, whereas factions to gain goods
for a specific group remained an evil to be avoided. In his Address to the Electors

of Bristol, Burke said:

¢ From the perspective of what is a particularly interesting interpretation of proportionality in
respect of Irish government spending (A.K. Sen's Inequality Reexamined [Harvard, 1995]),
proportionality with respect to what is needed to generate general human capacities implies that
the disadvantaged are initially favoured so as to give them the same opportunity to develop general
human capabilities. Of course some of the practitioners of pork barrel politics may endorse this,
arguing that the areas being favoured have fallen behind and that they were therefore rectifying

injustices. That possibility will be tested with demographic data.
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“Parliament is a deliberative assembly of one nation, with one interest, that of the
whole: where not local purposes, not local prejudices ought to guide, but the general
good, resulting from the general reason of the whole. You choose a member indeed,
but when you have chosen him, he is not a member of Bristol, but he is a member of

Parliament ”(Burke 1776).

In Ireland, De Valera was to take this to heart, promising in 1926 to promote “a

programme for the common good, not a class programme”.

Furthermore, there are two areas of concern with the issue of democratic
standards. The first is the political equality of voters and the second is the political
equality of office seekers. Many democratic theorists, as Hyland (1995) argues,
identify the essence of democracy with political equality of members of the
demos. In a representative democracy, the political equality of members of the
demos is mediated through the representative system, with members having the
power to elect their representatives. Formally, in genuinely democratic systems,
equality would be indisputable in terms of counting votes. This notion of fairness
is embodied in the well-known principle of ‘one person, one vote’ or ‘justice as
fairness’ that theorists such as Robert Dahl and John Rawls (1971; Dahl 1989;
Rawls 1971) consider being an essential ingredient of democracy. Indeed, many
major democratic theorists’ identify political equality as a core principle of a
normally functioning democracy, while formal political equality is generally
achieved with equality of peoples’ vote. This is also a major argument used in
justifying democracy as a system of government — basically, we start from the
premise that all people are equal and should therefore all be allowed to have an
equal say in collectively binding decisions, with democracy being the only system
of governance that institutionally maximises this equality. But there are ways in
which the formal equality of people’s votes can be undermined in practice — for
example, those with greater economic resources might lobby the government to
further their own economic interests, or those who participate in the decision-

making process might ensure outcomes more favourable to their own interests.

7 eis . :
With obvious exceptions such as Schumpeter
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In addition, there is an issue of equality between office seekers. From a
constitutional point of view, all have a right to stand for election and, from the
perspective of general election rules, no one person should be in any more
privileged a position. Thus, if a few incumbents, such as Cabinet ministers, can
use political office to provide partisan favours to political supporters to give
themselves a greater opportunity or a chance of re-election, this also subverts the
democratic process. Formal equality is subverted if some representatives of some

groups have greater power over some people that they represent.

The third problem derives from an individual using political power to provide
partisan favours, perhaps with the intention of increasing chances of electoral
success, which would be of concern from the perspective of the ethics of
government. This harks back to the point that many democratic theorists accept
that, whatever type of governmental system, it is not the purpose of government,
as opposed to a particular political party, to favour one group. Problems, however,
can arise from the conflation of personal and state power — this patrimonial
system (or neo-patrimonial when the wielder of state power subjects themselves
to elections) is a deviation from the ideals of republican/constitutional governance

where state power and personal power are separate.

Of course, if spending is electorally driven, it also produces a practical concern
that particular groups in society — be they children, roads users or sports people —
will not receive that spending according to their need, but rather according to the
pork-getting skills and abilities of their representatives. Ask any primary head-
teacher who never seems to get to the top of the waiting list for a new classroom
to replace a dilapidated portakabin, and the human cost of this practice becomes

clear.

1.4 Framework

The vast bulk of theoretical work on distributive politics is based on the

experience in the US, where scholars have devoted a formidable effort to the
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study of the allocation of discretionary spending over more than 30 years, from
Mayhew (1975), to Bickers and Stein (1994) and Cox and McCubbins (1993;
2001). The existing empirical contributions primarily focus on to whom the
money or projects are targeted. Is it to supporters of individually powerful
congressmen or to swing voters? In the more recent parliamentary literature —
Lindbeck and Weibull (1987), Dixit and Londregan (1996), Ward John (1999),
McGillivray (2004), Golden and Picci (2008) and Tavits (2009) — the debate is
over whether legislators or parties direct discretionary resources to core supporters
of a party or to swing voters who are crucial to a government retaining power? In
more recent times, there has also been a focus on the ‘which’ — that is, which
institutional structure aids or hinders particularistic spending? The majority of
work in the field assumes that parliamentary governments target marginal districts
in order to maximise seats rather than votes. A few have made a distinction
between strong and weak party systems, where the motivations are very different,
and between majoritarian and proportional systems. McGillivray (2004) model the
party at the centre of the vote-purchasing decisions, while Golden & Picci (2008)
argues that, under certain institutional arrangements such as open-list PR, it is not
the party that is most relevant, but rather a more personalist pattern of partisan
spending is observed. However, they use aggregate data for individual legislators
looking only across time and not space. This thesis argues that, at least in Ireland
under PR-STV® and theoretically in any open PR list environment, Cabinet
ministers will deliver to their own bailiwicks, while parties will not be able to

deliver to either core or swing voters in a consistent fashion.

Thus this thesis contributes to this framework by breaking new
theoretical/methodological ground, arguing that the interaction of the institutional
structures in Ireland incentivise ministers to feather their own nests and favour
their personal constituencies disproportionately. Gallagher and Komito (2005)
argue that, if a TD becomes a minister, constituents’ expectations will rise

accordingly, as there is a belief that a minister who is sufficiently hard working

i Carey and Shugart (1995) had STV fourth in their rankings of electoral systems providing a
strong incentive for politicians to cultivate a personal vote.
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and adroit can deliver in a big way for the constituency, and ministers help foster
this impression both because they are expected to and because they can. In
addition, the Cabinet system, combined with a weak parliament, confers powerful
incentives and numerous opportunities for decision-making Cabinet ministers to
use public money for their own partisan gain, by earmarking substantial funds and

projects into handpicked constituencies or areas.

To date, there has been an absence of focus on the ‘how’ — if ministers or parties
do deliver partisan allocations, how do they this? Is there ‘logrolling’, where
members make deals and bargains between themselves on the passage of both
omnibus and general interest legislation? Or perhaps there is a Cabinet
subcommittee that makes these decisions, or the administrative and organisational
back-up may simply be absent, making structured pork barrel less likely. In order
to answer this question, this thesis also provides qualitative description of the

processes and motivations underlying pork barrel or partisan spending.

The thesis also breaks new empirical ground, with a detailed grant-by-grant
dataset covering three different areas of government spending over a six-year
period. Most previous studies have focused on a single type of spending at a time.
In contrast, this is a wide-ranging study, involving several components of
government spending, allowing me to highlight the spending areas that are more
and less susceptible to particularised spending. According to the Candidate
Election Study,’ the three most common areas for Irish candidates to claim credit
are community and sports facilities, schools and local roads, and it is these three
areas that this thesis will examine in detail. First is an examination of sports
grants, an area where there is considerable anecdotal evidence and some empirical

evidence (Considine 2008) that partisan spending exists. These funds, delivered

’ The Candidate Election Study was completed by a team, under the direction of Professor Michael
Marsh, in the Department of Political Science at Trinity College Dublin following the 2007
general election in Ireland. It involved a postal questionnaire, which was sent to every candidate in
the election, that canvassed their views and opinions on a wide range of subjects. The data has not

yet been published and all references to the study in this thesis are the author’s own interpretation.
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through the National Lottery, are likely to be among the most susceptible to
partisan allocation. It may even be that, if there is no evidence of electorally
driven spending in sports grants allocations, it will be difficult to uncover
elsewhere. The second area to be examined is education grants, both to primary
and to post-primary schools. Much of this spending is likely to be programmatic,
with schools all receiving a summer works grant, for example, and thus patterns
of partisan spending are likely to be more difficult to detect here. Third is an
examination of expenditure on non-national roads. Again, it may be difficult to
discern patterns where much spending is likely to be targeted at areas with the

greatest traffic flow, and hence damage to roads, or greatest road length.

This research will endeavour to answer each of these three questions in order to

give a complete real-world view of partisan allocations in Ireland.

1.5 The structure of the thesis

The irony is that, despite the widespread journalistic conclusion that partisan
spending exists and that politicians use it to feather their own nests, there has been
almost no empirical investigation into the truth of this, although Gallagher (2005),
for example, has stated that pork is said to exist, and (Considine, Crowley et al.
2008) found some evidence in sports grants. This thesis is primarily a quantitative
project, examining capital spending allocations to undercover whether political or
policy variables are the best predictors of government spending. This thesis will
also look at who actually makes the spending decisions and whether they are
made collectively or individually. In other words, do the interests of the political
party dominate, or those of individual Cabinet ministers or indeed the public at
large? As a result, it will speak to the debate on whether the government directs
funding on the basis of policy or whether, instead, particular groups of voters are

targeted.

The chapters that follow develop more fully my argument that we need to

systematically examine the interaction of institutional incentives that determine
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how a legislator can distribute pork. Chapter Two presents a systematic
explication of the ways in which politicians pursue vote-buying strategies, from
the US to the UK and beyond. It looks in detail at the institutional structures that
incentivise different types of particularistic spending and argues that we can
expect that the key figures in terms of the distribution of particularistic spending
in a parliamentary system will be Cabinet ministers or parties or a combination of
the two. We can expect that Cabinet ministers will attempt to use their
bureaucratic decision-making ability to distribute largesse. Given that each
Cabinet minister has control over his own constituency or bailiwick, he is likely to
succumb to the temptation to look after his own. It is also possible that he will
engage in logrolling, trading favours with other members for the Cabinet,
imitating the legislators of US lore — this could be quite random or could be the
glue necessary to secure a coalition. Or indeed, he could do the bidding of the
party, looking after particular core or swing voters, which the party machinery

would deem important.

Chapter Three will look in more detail at the institutional structures in Ireland that
make any of these outcomes more likely than any of the others. It argues that the
Irish party system’s foundations on multi-member districts, strong constituency
organisations, and localism makes for campaigns that are highly personalised,
while STV makes candidate-centred voting compatible with party voting to a
degree that is virtually unique (Marsh 2000). In addition, it provides a significant
incentive for politicians to develop and seek support on a personal basis (Carey
and Shugart 1995). Of course, having the incentive is not the same as having as
the ability, and thus it is those candidates with access to resources who are most
likely to divert the largest proportion of resources to their home ground. Ordinary
backbenchers can merely lobby ministers to ensure that their constituency gets a
look-in. In general, those with both the incentive and the opportunity are likely to
be the so-called ‘spending’ ministers with access to the largest budgets and the
widest range of discretionary projects. Thus, if and when a TD becomes a minister
(or ‘chieftain’), expectations rise enormously, and there is a belief that a minister

can really deliver in a big way and ministers help foster this impression. But does
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the political interest of powerful individual legislators, such as Cabinet ministers,
trump the interest of the governing party? It is to this question that Chapter Four
turns, where a number of hypotheses are set out, asking whether the Cabinet does
seek to distribute an unequal amount of resources to constituencies it wants to
target — marginal and swing seats — or the constituencies of core voters, as the
literature would predict. Or is Irish pork more particularistic, with Cabinet
ministers looking after themselves? Or is it rather based on a stated policy,
delivering to areas most in need or to other areas in accordance with stated policy
objectives? This chapter will also set out the data utilised and the detail of the
quantitative methods employed. The data for each chapter comes from Freedom
of Information requests and covers the years 2001-2007; in other words, two
general elections and one local and European election. The two terms also allows
us to compare and contrast the influences of two very different Ministers for

Finance: Charlie McCreevy to begin with, and Brian Cowen from 2004.

Each individual grant has been allocated to its constituency and is then analysed
with a variety of econometric techniques. The dependent variable is either the
amount of money granted to a particular project or the number of grants in a
district. Independent variables include the political and the policy driven. The
political variables remain the same for each area of spending, variables such as the
presence of a Cabinet minister, the level of vote for the governing party at the
previous election, the swing at the previous election, as well as dummy variables
that are utilised to determine the extent of individualist allocations, including the
Minister for Finance who has direct control over all areas of spending and the
particular line minister, such as the Minister for Arts and Sports when examining
sports grants and the Minister for Education when looking at grants to schools.
Policy or needs-driven variables vary between different areas. All are proxies of
spending outcomes. For example, when examining sports grants and education
grants, various age cohorts are utilised, as well as variables denoting whether a
particular club is in a designated disadvantaged area. Among schools, designated
disadvantaged schools are also controlled for, along with other variables such as

the number of children in a school. When examining roads expenditure,
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independent variables include the length of the road network in the area, the

number of cars, the number of commuters and so on.

Chapters Five to Seven will examine a different area of government spending and
indeed will look at organisational and institutional features of various government
departments in order to specify the mechanisms that may contribute to the partisan
distribution of funding. In all instances, the civil service and other outside bodies
have made a series of recommendations in each area, which would improve the

allocation of funding. Most, however, appear to be gathering dust.

Chapter Five looks in detail at sports capital grants funded though the National
Lottery. It examines the extent to which stated policy, such as encouraging greater
numbers to play sport and the targeting of disadvantaged areas, predicts spending
and the extent to which political variables make a difference. It also looks at
variables such as the changing demographics in order to ascertain whether
funding matches the changing patterns of living in Ireland and, of course, the
extent to which political variables predict the level of spending. The ministers
here include the former Minister for Arts Sports and Tourism, Jim McDaid, as
well as his successor, John O’Donoghue. Chapter Six looks in detail at education
capital spending, covering both primary and post-primary schools. It examines
whether policy variables such as the number of children in a particular school or
constituency determines either the size of the number of allocations to that school
or district and indeed whether designated disadvantaged schools receive the
funding that government policy states they are entitled to. Chapter Seven looks in
detail at roads spending, again examining the balance in the predictive power

between policy and electoral variables.

Chapter Eight provides qualitative description of the processes and motivations
underlining pork barrel or partisan spending in a series of interviews that will
provide a reconstruction of the process of decision making within and without
Cabinet that allows goods to be distributed. The project will also shed light on the

motivations behind the process, illuminating an area of political decision making
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that is usually difficult to discern. Specifically, this part of the project seeks to
establish whether the capacity exists for the centralised direction of spending for
electoral ends in the Irish Cabinet or whether the interests of individual ministers
prevail. It consists of extensive interviews with both current and former Cabinet

ministers, their advisers and civil servants.

Finally, Chapter Nine will summarise the results across all cases, setting out the
extent to which electoral or policy considerations matter most in the range of
spending areas. It outlines the implications across a range of areas, from
normative considerations about how our democracy should work, to practical
considerations about implementing reform, which has been repeatedly called for
by the civil service but consistently ignored by ministers. Finally, it provides some

recommendations for policy in the future.
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Chapter Two: The Institutional Connection

2.1 Abstract

This chapter presents a systematic explication of the ways in which politicians
pursue vote-buying strategies, from the US to the UK and beyond. It looks in
detail at the institutional structures that incentivise different types of particularistic
spending and argues that we can expect that the key figures in terms of the
distribution of particularistic spending in a parliamentary system with an open list
system (or PR-STV) and weaker parties will be Cabinet ministers acting in either

in the collective or in their own individual interests.

2.2 Introduction

There is an enduring belief in politics, as Frisch (1998:113) puts it, that legislators
who bring home the bacon are rewarded for their efforts at the ballot box. The
formal theory has its roots in Mayhew’s (1975) extended essay on the impact of
re-election goals on Congress members’ behaviour, where he argues that the re-
election incentive gives rise to a bias towards distributive legislation, as it is for
such benefits that members believe they can claim credit. The direction, extent
and scope of distributive spending are dependent on the institutional context,
including the power of the ruling party or parties and the electoral and
bureaucratic systems. Previous literature has found incentives to target core voters
and swing voters in varying settings. In some settings, parties are the key drivers
and, in others, individual legislators. The central argument of this thesis is that,
under certain institutional arrangements, the imperative of powerful individual
legislators may trump the interest of the majority of voters and indeed the interest
of the ruling party. Legislators will use whatever discretion they have over
spending allocations to bolster their own electoral chances. At the same time,
parties, which have the incentive to target particular groups of supporters or

potential supporters, may or may not have the organisational or bureaucratic
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ability or will to do so effectively. This account therefore offers a novel
contribution to the long-established partisan theory of distributive politics or ‘pork

barrel’.

This chapter is set into three broad areas. First, it turns to the central discussion in
the literature of who is targeted by partisan spending. The core debate is one that
envisages core supporters being rewarded for their loyalty at the ballot box and
swing voters being encouraged to vote for the party or individual that delivers at
the next election. I shall consider each of these, placing them in their appropriate
institutional settings with a discussion of the expected differences between
presidential and parliamentary systems, strong and weak party settings, and party
and candidate-centred electoral arenas. I will argue that, to date, the impact on
incentives produced by open list and transferable vote systems, which heighten
intra-party competition, has been largely ignored by the existing literature and I
will devise a new schematic setting out the varying incentives to deliver to core
or swing voters under a range of institutional structures. This section will be
completed with a discussion of the likely form of delivery in Ireland’s institutional

context, delivery to core voters by individually powerful legislators.

The second section will identify the mechanisms by which funds may be allocated
in a partisan manner. It is of course worth noting that, even if the institutional
structures incentivise an individual or party to deliver partisan funds, there must
be both the opportunity and the ability to do so. In the US, the literature highlights
the importance of ‘logrolling’, or the bargaining and trading of influence or votes
among legislators to achieve the passage of projects that are of interest to one
another — or, to put it more colloquially, “you scratch my back and I’ll scratch
yours”. In Europe and elsewhere, there is little discussion of the mechanism. Are
parties the primary organising force, or are distributive decisions within the gift of
individually powerful legislators? Or is it also a matter of logrolling — the
exchanging of political favours — and, if so, is this simply among ministers or
between parties and ministers? In addition, there may be opportunities within the

committee system for logrolling, and other possibilities include a lobbying model
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or a bureaucratic-centred model. Thus, in this discussion, the motivations and
capacities of legislators come into play, while institutional and legislative-
executive design impacts the incentive structure. The third section turns to a
discussion of the type of goods that are amenable to pork barrel, distinguishing
between public, local and private goods. Finally, in the conclusion, there are some
expectations about what the discussion may mean for expectations about the mode
of delivery in Ireland. The next chapter will then turn to looking in detail at the

institutional structures in Ireland.

2.3 Who benefits? Core or swing voters

The vast bulk of the work on partisan spending assumes that politicians desiring
to increase their chances of re-election will target specific sub-groups of voters
with distributive benefits, that is, either core or swing voters. However, this was
not always the case and the first theories of partisanship in distributive politics
stretch back at least as far as Lowi and Ferejohn (Lowi 1969; Ferejohn 1974),
who argued for a universalistic form of redistribution. Ferejohn’s key insight,
focusing exclusively on the US Congress, was that narrow constituency interest
would benefit at the expense of the general taxpayer. This sparked a vast literature
on universalism versus geographic targeting, led by Weingast (1979) and leading
eventually to one of the definitions still widely used, that distributive policy is that
“which targets benefits to specific populations such as constituencies but spreads
the cost to the general population through taxation” (Weingast, Shepsle et al.
1981: 96). Nonetheless, empirical researchers found difficulty in validating the
universalist arguments, no matter how appealing they were at a theoretical level,
sparking a search for a new approach to distributive politics, which came to be

known as partisan theories of distributive politics.

Mayhew (1975) was one of the first to make the link between partisanship and
distributive policies in a study of the House Public Works Committee. However,
the first formal partisan model of distributive policymaking was developed by

Cox and McCubbins (1986), who argued that risk-averse politicians will channel

21



Chapter Two: Institutions

funds to their core supporters, or supporters who would be in their re-election
constituency. Cox and McCubbins argued that politicians will favour those voter
blocs that promise higher rates of return on their policy investment and that these
higher rates are invariably associated with core supporters, easily identified from
previous voting behaviour. Their model is driven by the assumption that
politicians are risk-averse and that core constituencies are favoured investments
because they are closer to the politicians on the “adherence” dimension (1986:
380). Cox, McCubbins and Sullivan (1984: 240) posit that core constituencies are
the “best electoral investments available ... because those groups are in the lowest
risk class”. The least risky investments are also presumed to provide the highest
yields, and the rule of “safety first” is thus perfectly suited to the incumbent’s

need for sustaining a pre-existing and secure majority.

An alternative perspective, based on persuasion and conversion rather than
mobilisation of core voters, was laid out by Lindbeck and Weibull (1987), who
offer a stylised theoretical account arguing for the logic of targeting swing voters.
They countered that the expected electoral return of any given transfer is
maximised when outlays are directed at swing voters. Transfers to loyal
supporters or to committed opposition voters cannot be expected to affect voting
choices, as these voters can be considered core voters whose choice is generally
between abstention and voting for their party. In contrast “centrist” or
“independent” voters are pivotal, as they are more likely to change party choice
between elections and, for that reason, are likely to be courted by incumbents
through largesse in the allocation of resources. Of course, these swing voters are
also probably “riskier investments than are more ... loyal groups” (Cox,
McCubbins et al. 1984: 240), as they may not reward the delivery of largesse with
a vote preference. Lindbeck and Weibull also underscore the crucial role played
by the degree of competition in the expected electoral outcome. Policy choice, in
their probabilistic model, is determined by the nature of the distribution of
partisan preferences among the electorate. Where preferences are packed in favour

of one party, policy benefits will exclusively favour core constituencies; where
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preferences are more evenly divided, swing voters should receive the lion’s share

of the incumbent’s attention.

Dixit and Londregan (1995, 1996) provide a general model of how outcome-

contingent transfers are targeted, from which both the Cox-McCubbins and
Lindbeck-Weibull models emerge as special cases. Following Cox (2006) I follow
their exposition here. Dixit and Londgregan envision a left-wing party, L, and a
right-wing party, R, competing for votes (implicitly in a single-member district).
Each party k announces a vector of transfers, Tk = (T1k,...,Tnk), where Tjk is the
per capita transfer that party k promises to group j (voters are partitioned into n
groups). Promises are credible ex ante and, if the relevant party wins, honored ex
post. Party k’s transfer policy must satisfy a };N; Tj budget constraint, = B,
where N; is the number of voters in group j. Party k chooses Tk in order to
maximize its vote total, > ;NiPjx((T jr , T jr ), where Pj(Tj.,Tjr) is the proportion of
group j’s members who will vote for party k, given the transfer promises Tji. and
Tjr. Although the model accommodates other possibilities, for expositional ease it

is best to consider the special case in which Tjx > 0 for all j,k.

To formalize Cox and McCubbins’ notion of “core support groups,” Dixit and
Londregan assume that the consumption benefit that members of group j will
actually receive, when party k promises an amount Tjy, is tjx = (1 — 6j)Tjx. Here,
0;x €[0,1] denotes the proportion of the subsidies that k intends to deliver to group
j that will actually reach it. Group j is a core support group for party k when 6jy is
relatively small. As Dixit and Londregan (1996, p. 1134) point out, “A party’s
core constituencies need not prefer its issue position. It is the party’s advantage
over its competition at swaying voters in a group with offers of particularistic
benefits that makes the group core.” In practice, core groups tend also to provide
solid support to their party but it is important to recognize that there are two
distinct notions of what makes a group core. Following Cox (2006), I shall refer to
voters with a strong preference for a particular party as its “core” voters; in
addition, a party’s core voters will be those it knows well and to whom it can

more effectively and credibly target benefits.
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To provide some micro-foundations for the group response functions, Pjx(Tj,Tjr),

Dixit and Londregan proceed as follows. All voters in a given group are assumed
to have the same income, denoted y; for group j (so the groups can be thought of
as income or occupational strata). Voter h is assumed to have an innate preference
for party R, represented by a real number X;. If voter h is in group j, then h votes
for L if Uj[y; + (1 —6;)TiL] > Ujly; + (1 — 8;r)Tjr] + Xi, and votes for R otherwise.
Here, Uj[y; + (1 — 0;x)Tjx] represents the utility that a member of group j derives
from his or her total income, y; +(1 — 0j)Tj. Letting ®; be the cumulative
distribution function of X, in group j, Pjx(TiL,Tjir) = ®;[U;ly; + (1 — 6i)TiL] — Ujly;
+(1 = 6r)Tjr]]-

Dixit and Londregan show that, when the parties have no special relationships
with any groups (e.g., 6. = 6jr = 1 for all j), the parties’ allocations are driven by
the density of swing voters in each group—as in the Lindbeck-Weibull model. As
larger and larger asymmetries in the parties’ abilities to deliver benefits arise,
however, the parties’ allocations are driven more and more by the core voter logic
of promising benefits to those groups to which the party can most effectively
deliver benefits Essentially, where politicians can pigeonhole benefits and tax
shares, they will favour loyal supporters with benefits and punish opponents with
taxes. Where they cannot, due to the presence, for example, of a professional civil
service, they will look to attract unattached swing voter groups with group-
specific policy benefits.' However, the underlying assumption in their model,
when elections are highly competitive, is that the variation in the preference

profiles of targeted swing voters is not large.

10 Dixit and Londregan also propose that groups differ in their willingness to compromise on
ideological commitments in exchange for particularistic benefits. Less ideologically oriented
groups are more likely to compromise ideology and thus should expect to receive greater rewards
from incumbents. They argue that politicians will favour groups that respond with less variance to

similar outlays only insofar as they promise the same rate of electoral return as other groups.
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2.4 Introducing institutions

A more recent vintage of formal models (including Lizzeri and Persico 2001;
Milesi-Ferretti, Perotti et al. 2002; Persson, Tabellini et al. 2002), which build
upon the probabilistic voting models of Lindbeck and Weibull (1987) and Dixit
and Londregan (1996), have explicitly introduced institutional differences in
combining the provision of universalistic or private public goods with targeted
transfers. The first distinction is generally whether the regime is parliamentary or
presidential. Presidential systems such as the US, the birthplace of pork barrel
theories, are often characterised as incentivising pork barrel, given that legislators
are relatively free from control by the national party, there are large resources, and
there is a strong committee system that underpins logrolling. Parliamentary
systems, in contrast, have often been assumed to stymie constituency-level
politics, given their foundations on party government, limited individual
resources, and voter loyalty for parties rather than individuals (Mayhew 1975;
Cain, Ferejohn et al. 1984; Bowler, Farrell et al. 1996). Individual legislators in
parliamentary systems simply do not have the resources to which the government
has access. Thus, parliamentary systems deny the individual legislator “both the
incentive and opportunity” to construct a personal power base (Denemark 2000).
In addition, parliamentary parties face a collective incentive to assure the victory
of their most vulnerable colleagues in marginal seats. The models in Persson and
Tabellini (Persson, Roland et al. 2000) also suggest that parliamentary regimes

should provide more public goods than presidential regimes.

In general, empirical results for presidential regimes have been mixed. Some
studies of distributive benefits in the US find that parties target pork projects to
swing districts (Stein and Bickers 1994; Bickers and Stein 1996), while other
studies find a bias toward core supporters (for example, Ansolabehere and Snyder
Jr; Levitt and Snyder Jr 1995; Ansolabehere, Hansen et al. 2007). Others,
including Stromberg (2002), have provided evidence suggesting that civilian
employment in the US between 1948 and 1996 was affected by the joint
probability of a state being pivotal in the Electoral College and having a close

state race. Testing these models has not been limited to developed countries. In
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the context of the Peruvian Social Fund (Foncodes), Shady (1996) finds that,
controlling for poverty, core Fujimori supporters received disproportionate
funding. His results on swing voters are more tentative, since they only achieve
statistical significance when poverty is not controlled for. In the case of Mexico,
Molinar and Weldon (1994) provide some state-level evidence suggesting that the
PRI targeted its core supporters. Estevez, Diaz and Magaloni (Estévez, Magaloni
et al. 2002) show, also in the case of Mexico, that core municipalities and places
where the margin of victory was close both received disproportionate allocations

of funds.

Results from parliamentary regimes have also been mixed. Dahlberg and
Johansson (2002; 2004) directly test the competing hypotheses of core versus
swing voters for the case of Swedish municipalities. They find strong support for
the swing voter models and contradictory support for the core vote, since more
funds go to municipalities where the measured core support is low. In the UK
(Ward and John 1999), the mechanism is essentially seat rather than vote
maximisation, and if a party can gain or retain power by winning a small number
of marginal seats, then the government will attempt to allocate benefits towards
electorally vulnerable or winnable areas. Khemani (2003) has tested whether the
core or swing strategies prevailed in the central transfer of statutory, plan and
discretional funds to Indian states. The study finds that plan grants are
disproportionately allocated to states governed by the same party as the one in
control of the federal government, but more resources are allocated when the
party controls a lower proportion of legislative seats. This finding suggests a
strategy of attempting to maximise seats in the federal legislature, rather than

concentrating in core states, more akin to a swing strategy.

However, politicians seldom devote all of their budgets to attempting to buy
swing voters: a fraction of discretionary expenditures is usually devoted to core
supporters. There are three reasons why politicians might not devote all of their
resources to swing voters. First, if an incumbent political party invested all of its
transfers into swing voters, it would face a hard time sustaining the loyalty of its

core voters. In a repeated play, core supporters would strategically learn that
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opposition backers, not themselves, are the voter group most likely to be benefited
by the incumbent. Second, political parties can’t thrive by systematically
representing the interests of voter groups other than their core, because their
turnout cannot be taken for granted. Third, swing voters may have a commitment
problem in terms of guaranteeing a vote to any particular party, making them
risky bets. Private goods are hence employed (see discussion below on types of
goods). The verdict as to whether incumbents allocate money to swing or core
constituencies is still in the air, with recent contributions introducing further

institutional differences, such as electoral systems and party strength.

Different electoral systems also provide different incentives for distribution, with
the incentives varying significantly across systems. As Hix (2004) set out at one
end of the spectrum, closed-list proportional representation (PR) systems
represent the most party-centred settings. In these systems, parties present lists of
candidates, and voters cannot influence the order of the candidates on them.
Closed-list systems consequently allow party leaders to exert a high degree of
control over their legislators. Without the strategic need to appeal directly to the
electorate, candidates have no incentives to break ranks with the party line. In
fact, an individual candidate has a positive incentive to go along with the party
line to improve her position on the party list. Nonetheless, Tavits (2009) found
that, even in the Nordic countries — in other words, a parliamentary system with
strong parties and party-centred elections — there was evidence of pork barrel
directed towards core supporters, leading her to postulate target spending as a re-
election strategy followed by incumbent governments regardless of system

features.

In the middle of the spectrum, single-member-simple-plurality (SMSP) (that is,
first-past-the-post) and single-member-alternative-vote or double-ballot systems
promote a mixture of partisan and candidate appeals. In these systems, voters
choose individual candidates rather than lists of candidates from each party, an
approach that encourages candidates to develop personal recognition and support
in their district. These intermediate systems also allow voters to punish legislators

by voting them out of office if they fail to represent their district’s interests
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effectively. However, these systems do not allow candidates to make direct
appeals against rival candidates from their own party. Therefore, few voters are
aware of the specific policy differences between the candidates in their
constituency and their respective party leaderships and, consequently, the general
level of support for the policies and personalities of the party leaderships has a
significant impact on the electoral fortunes of the candidates in each constituency
— even on those of incumbent legislators. So, even in these systems, candidates
have incentives to support their parties’ positions, so as to increase the overall
electoral competitiveness of their party. In a sense, these systems are closed,
party-list systems with district magnitudes of one. The exception where the lack
of intra party choice does not hold true is when there are primaries, which

underpins the focus on candidates in the US.

At the other end of the spectrum, fully open-list PR systems and single-
transferable-vote (STV) systems represent the most candidate-centred settings. In
fully open-list PR systems, candidates on each party’s list are often presented in
no strategic order — for example, the candidates can be listed alphabetically — and
voters must pick an individual candidate. The number of personal votes each
candidate receives then determines the final order on the list for the allocation of
seats. Similarly, in STV systems, voters exercise ordinal preferences for the
candidates in multi-member constituencies. To be elected, candidates are required
to secure a quota of votes and, if not enough candidates meet this threshold,
‘second preferences’ are then taken into account and so on. In both systems, there
are significant incentives for candidates to cultivate personal identification and
support among the electorate and to compete with candidates from their own
party, in addition to candidates from other parties. The general level of support for
the policies and personalities of a party’s leadership will have an impact on the
number of votes cast for all the candidates from that particular party. And
incumbent legislators may have a higher level of recognition than their rivals
among the voters. In contrast to party-centred and intermediate systems, however,
these systems provide candidates from the same party with positive incentives to

differentiate themselves from other candidates in their party and, if their
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constituents desire it, to demonstrate their independence from their party
leadership (Hix 2004). Of course there is intra-party competition at the candidate
selection stage regardless of the electoral system. It is possible that this may
counter the effect of the electoral system, in that even in a closed list system
candidate selectors are likely to be aware of the differences among candidates

whether these have to do with policy, pork delivery or geography, for instance.

Essentially, rules that foster internal competition by allowing voters to choose
between members of the same party — as with primaries, open lists and single
transferable and non-transferable votes — create strong incentives for the party
rank and file to focus on activities that allow them to differentiate from co-
partisans in order to get nominated or elected. These contrast with closed-list
systems, where voters cast preferences for a party list rather than individual
candidates. In candidate-centred systems, legislators seeking re-election have
strategic incentives to cultivate personal support among the electorate (Carey and
Shugart 1995). They argue that closed-list PR systems are the most effective at
mitigating the politician’s propensity to cultivate a personal vote through pork and
other particularistic policies. By contrast, in systems in which voters cannot
exercise preferences for individual candidates, legislators’ re-election prospects
depend on the general level of support for the policies and personalities of their
party leadership (Hix 2004). In addition, most PR governments are multi-party
and this impacts on how a party’s preferences are aggregated. Party candidates in
multi-member districts tend to target niche groups of voters (Cox 2006). In
addition, because many PR systems are multi-party, how preferences are
aggregated has a strong impact. Bawn and Rosenbluth (2006) argue that such
particularistic policies are actually a hallmark of PR, where they are used to

cement multi-party coalition governments.

Party strength is also an important determinant of the incentives towards pork
barrel: strong parties ought to direct goods towards areas that will maximise seats
for the party, while weaker party systems will allow individual legislators to
maximise votes. Primo and Snyder (2007) argue that “strong” political parties will

reduce the demand for pork-barrel spending and, in the process, reduce total
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spending. They argue that, if parties in the electorate are strong, then legislators
will demand less pork because of a decreased incentive to secure the “personal
vote” via inefficient pork-barrel spending. In addition, party leaders, charged with
attending to the collective electoral prospects of their rank-and-file members, have
a much greater stake in national policy outcomes, including the provision of
public goods. However, this ignores the interaction with the electoral system,
where the degree of candidate centeredness has a potentially large impact, as we

saw earlier.

The interaction of the electoral system with the party system is the basis of the
typology set out by McGillivray (2004), who looked at proportional and
majoritarian systems by party strength. The definition of party strength employed
by McGillivray is whether the voter is choosing a party with an associated
package of policies or the voter is choosing an individual who will enter the
bargaining process to further constituency interests (McGillivray 2004: 45). In
strong party systems the public votes for parties rather than for individual
candidates and the electoral organisation is controlled by parties, not by
candidates. Elected representatives toe the party line, voting with the party line
when it i1s demanded. As a result the political actor is the party in government. In
contrast, in weak party systems individual legislators are more important in policy
formulation and are more beholden to their constituency for their political

survival.

There are also two separate institutional features which affect party strength: party
discipline and legislative agenda setting power. For example, in closed list
systems party discipline is high as the party controls the candidates’ position on
the list. In majoritarian systems the outcome varies with countries such as the UK
and Australia having high party discipline but low in the US where candidates are
nominated by district primaries. In open list systems where it is the number of
votes which a candidate receives that determines the order of election, party
discipline is often low. In terms of legislative decision-making, in most
parliamentary democracies the cabinet control over the agenda gives the

government considerable power to push through bills. In contrast in a presidential
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democracy, the legislature typically controls the agenda. For McGillivray this
rubric means that the US slots neatly into a weak party system, while the UK ticks
the boxes for a strong party system. The Irish case is more indeterminate, a

problem which the following chapter focuses on.

McGillivray noted the fact that the relevant median voter is different in strong-
party systems and in weak-party systems, as well as in plurality electoral systems
and proportional representation electoral systems. As McGillivray (2004, 18) puts
it, a dollar is best spent on a district where its impact is most likely to influence
who wins that district. Policies that improve the popular vote, rather than
maximise seats, may politically misallocate resources. Theoretically, she
establishes that legislators in electoral systems with single-member districts,
where political parties are internally cohesive, have incentives and capabilities to
target local public goods to marginal electoral districts. Their counterparts in
similar electoral systems with weak parties target safe districts. In this context,
policy outcomes are determined by the majority coalition that comes together to
pass legislation. The coalition that forms for one bill may be completely different
to the coalition that forms for another bill. Thus, many bills are non-partisan and
are the result of benefits being distributed to individually powerful congressmen
or those that do deals with them. Legislators in PR systems with cohesive political

parties tend to target government supporters.

However, McGillivray ignored the different impact on incentives produced by
open list and transferable vote systems, which heighten intra-party competition
(competition between co-partisans on the same ticket), amplifying their ambition
to distinguish themselves and lessening the impact of national party oriented
policy, which lifts all co-partisans. As Ames (1995|: 430-431) writes, Brazil’s
open-list PR and weak party system “hinders voter control” and “forces
candidates to seek single-issue niches, to spend lavishly ... Brazil’s electoral
system motivates deputies to seek pork.” Golden (Golden and Picci 2008) also
found that, in Italy, where an open-list PR system generated high levels of intra-
party competition and factionalism, the effects of particularistic policy were

significant and measurable. Thus, McGillivray’s rubric needs to be extended to
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take account of the diverse types of PR system and the varying incentives that
they produce. Golden and Picci (2008) did this extending it to weak-party open-
list systems such as Italy. They assumed that the Italian powerful individual
legislators were delivering to their own core supporters, at least in aggregate.
However, certainly in Ireland, I argue that, rather than seeing a collective form of
delivery to core supporters, we will find an individual method of partisan delivery
where Cabinet ministers look after themselves but not the constituencies of
colleagues. The classification of the party structure is also crucial. Golden and
Picci (2008) argue that Italy can be fitted into the existing weak party proportional
system. But other countries, such as Ireland, which we shall see in more detail in
the following chapter, are generally categorised as strong party systems. One of
the problems with this sort of classification is that it is often based on the
legislative decision-making role of parties and not the extent to which it is

candidate centred.

However, I argue that the parliamentary and the electoral role can, in reality, be
conceived to operate independently of one another and that the electoral system
operates fairly independently of other determinants of party strength, such as
candidate selection rules and legislative-executive design. Thus, a party can be
strong in a parliamentary context but weak in an electoral context. One of the
crucial determinates of the decision as to whether a candidate will stand under a
particular party label can be made centrally (by the national party executive or a
national party congress) or at a lower level (by a regional or local party caucus)
(Gallagher 1988). As Schattschneider (1942: 1) famously pointed out: “He who
controls the nomination owns the party.” This may be true when examining
formal de jure rules, but it may not reflect the de facto and informal processes:
there are likely to be multiple processes and thus no individual or body may
actually control the processes (Gallagher 1988). Nonetheless, the more centralised
the candidate-selection process is, the greater the ability of the party leadership to
influence the behaviour of its legislators will be. In addition, as Hix (2004) points
out, the structure of legislative-executive relations determines the extent to which

parties in government can control their parliamentary supporters. In parliamentary
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systems, in which the chief executive is ‘fused’ to a parliamentary majority,
governing parties can reward loyal backbenchers with ministerial seats, and the
re-election prospects of parliamentarians from the majority party are closely
associated with the performance of their party leaders in government. Governing
parties can also use a vote-of-confidence motion and the threat of parliamentary
dissolution to force their backbenchers to follow voting instructions (Huber 1996,
Diermeier Feddersen 1998). In presidential systems, by contrast, parties
controlling the executive do not have these resources. The executive does not
depend on the support of a legislative majority and cannot dissolve the parliament.
Hence, even if the party controlling the executive has a majority in the legislature,
lack of party discipline in the legislature does not threaten the survival of the
executive. As a result, legislative parties in presidential systems are less cohesive

than legislative parties in parliamentary systems (Carey 2002).

What this analysis of party structures misses is that it is also possible to envisage a
party that is cohesive in a parliamentary system, with members rarely if ever
abstaining or voting against a party, yet being given ample scope to differentiate
themselves back home and to appeal to candidate-centred voters. Essentially,
where voters have the ability to order preferences among co-partisans, as in Irish
multi-member districts, legislators have a clear incentive to enhance their personal
reputations, which they do not have to share with the co-partisans with whom they
are in competition. As individuals face competition from others from within their
own party, and those who refrain from backing the party in the interest of their
own constituents risk being defeated by challengers who pledge to do so, the
incentive is plain. Since the party’s national policy positions and reputations are
common to all in terms of electoral appeal, it cannot serve as a means of internal
differentiation. Internal differentiation requires behaviour that will differentiate
the individual legislator back home. So long as that behaviour is largely irrelevant
to the party’s policy and the individual votes with the party when required, there
are unlikely to be repercussions. Thus, individual legislators in some candidate-
centric systems may well have the opportunity and incentive to set out distinctive

policy positions back home and indeed even vocally disagree with national party
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policy where it is not in their constituents’ interests. (The next chapter has several
examples of this when we turn to look at Irish behaviour.) As long as this does not
impact on their voting record, the party nationally may well ignore it. Thus, while
electoral systems generate stronger or weaker incentives for individualised
behaviour, internal party structures condition the ability of legislators to realise a
distinctive local reputation. Lyne argues that excessive pork barrelling that
undermines party policy positions such as fiscal discipline, transparency and
accountability can thus be damaging to party’s reputation (Lyne 2008). Thus,
behaviours designed to develop personal reputations can harm both the policy
reputation of the party (fiscally conservative, for example) as well as the
substantive pursuit of a given policy goal (balanced budget, tax reform). So
excessively individualist behaviour could undermine the credibility of party
electoral appeals based on collective voting and can provide ammunition for the
party’s opponents at the next election (Cox and McCubbins 1994). Much, of
course, depends on rules. Rules like primaries or open lists, which deny leaders
control over the ballot, reduce their leverage in managing individual behaviour,
while party-centric rules have, of course, the opposite effect. However, the new
literature on internal party organisation has increasingly challenged this view,
particularly in Brazil (Lyne 2008). It argues that party leaders will seek to balance
personalist electioneering with a national party reputation. According to this view,
parties are unlikely to succeed in maintaining unity over time without leadership
intervention. The party policy reputation is common to all, and no individual
member can be excluded from the electoral benefits derived from such a
reputation. And if voters look to the party label for information in their voting
decision, all of the party’s candidates will benefit or suffer electorally from the
party’s policy record — whether they were responsible for maintaining that record
or not. Another way to conceptualise this is to argue that party strength may be
thought of as the degree of candidate-centeredness of elections, as set out by
Carey and Shugart, not as a measure of legislative behaviour. Thus, as we move
along the continuum of party strength we envisage that where parties are strong,
they will opt for a seat rather than a vote maximisation strategy, targeting to a

greater extent voters in swing or marginal districts where an additional seat could
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prove valuable (Figure 2-1). This is likely to be the case whether in a closed list
system such as Israel or a plurality system such as the UK. On the other hand,
weaker parties will be either unable or unwilling to control individual legislative
behaviour in both plurality systems such as the US and in open list or STV
systems such as Italy and Ireland, and thus core supporters are likely to be

targeted.

Institutions and distributive spending

Strong parties | Weaker parties
MMD/ Party - Swing | n/a
Closed
SMD Party - Swing | Logrolling — Core
MMD Party - Swing | Individual — Core
Open/ STV

Figure 2-1 -Institutions and distributive spending

Crucially, however, these will not necessarily be the party’s core supporters but
rather the core supporters of individual decision-making legislators. In other
words, individually powerful Cabinet ministers in open list parliamentary systems
will be motivated by their access to their own particularities spending pot. They
may also have an incentive to boost co-partisans in other districts whose return
will boost their chances of returning to the Cabinet. Thus, when rules allow voters
an intra-party choice, personalised electioneering that does not interfere with the
party reputation becomes a net plus in terms of party electoral success, subject to
vote management as necessary. In other words, effective party organisation is that
which, within its given system, strikes the electorally optimal balance between
maintaining the collective reputation for providing national polices and
personalist electioneering. Where there is logrolling among legislators, this may

result in core supporters of a large number of legislators being targeted, but where
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there is no logrolling, it is likely to mean simply the core supporters of the
relevant decision maker. It is to a discussion of this and other issues when it

comes to how funds are actually apportioned that the next sections turns.

2.5 Partisan distribution — how is it achieved?

The ability to participate in pork-barrel spending depends on a number of factors,
primarily access to legislative resources, but other systems also need to exist — for
example, party structures that allow decision making, committee structures for
logrolling, lobbying structures, and a sympathetic bureaucracy are all possible
methods by which partisan funds may be allocated in different systems. In the US,
this access is provided to individually powerful legislators, often those on senior
committees and so on. In parliamentary systems, it is parties, which control access
to the resources but generally through the involvement of individual Cabinet
ministers who are in control of various government departments. In a strong party
system, the assumption is that the party may decide how to spend any partisan
discretionary fund and that this message would be communicated to the individual
decision maker in the Cabinet. However, there are self-imposed limits, as an over-
reliance on discretionary expenditure can be directly damaging to the party’s
policy-based appeal. One assumption common to many of the formal models
outlined above is that the politicians involved have the ability to allocate resources
as they see fit. In what Bickers and Stein (1994; 2000), call the “traditional view”
of grant allocation, political parties manipulate policies to their advantage
“through their control of committees, the flow of legislation on the floor, and
coalition building.” This view emphasises the role of pork barrel in cementing
bargains among individual legislators and in building cohesion within governing

legislative coalitions.
A long-standing US-dominated literature emphasises that parties play a weak role

in legislative matters, distributive politics is decentralised, and the seniority and

committee assignments of individual legislators are decisive in the allocation of
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spending, while party electoral considerations matter correspondingly little.'' The
committee structure itself facilitates the strategic distribution of pork projects
(Weingast and Marshall 1988). Vote trading both within and across committees
enables the successful passing of particularised benefits. Logrolling between
committees and non-committee members when the issues under committee
jurisdiction are not universally salient is “easiest to arrange” (Maltzman 1995).
Committees that deal with narrow, homogenous issues tend to be considered to be
constituency based. Non-committee members are likely to allow members of such
committees more discretion in their allocation decisions because the programmes
under their power are of little interest, or salience, to them (Maltzman 1995, 678).
This committee-centred approach explains why pork programmes are able to pass
in legislation, even when they benefit a minority. Non-committee members will
want to support a committee’s proposed pork-barrel programmes, even if they do
not benefit from them, in exchange for support for the programmes that do benefit

their district (Weingast 1994).

This US-centric logrolling strategy differs from the more universalistic, coalition-
forming approach. Mayhew’s (1975) characterisation of universalism is that
legislators’ common goal of re-election will act as an incentive to form large
coalitions to bring geographically concentrated benefits to their own districts, with
costs evenly dispersed throughout the legislature. However, as we noted above,
universalism has not generally been supported by empirical evidence (Collie
1988; Bickers and Stein 1996) while projects will be successful due to the
logrolling across areas of special interests (Weingast and Marshall 1988).
Logrolling is not exclusively an inter-committee activity, as members can, and
often do, trade votes within their own committees to provide for their own
“district-directed” benefits (Weingast and Marshall 1988; Adler 2002). Members
are likely to trade votes to help ensure that, when the time comes, their particular

projects will get through. All members are driven by the desire to get their

' One exception is Levitt and Snyder (1995) who investigate the role of political parties in
Congressional spending decisions. They find that spending is tilted towards districts controlled by
the majority party in Congress.
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district-specific benefits passed through Congress, so they can use those

acquisitions to aid their re-election efforts.

An alternative perspective, set in the parliamentary arena, is set out by Dixit and
Londregan (1995), who argue that pork-barrel programmes are “vote buying”
schemes that mediate electoral competition among political parties. Spending
decisions are centralised among party decisions makers, with little role for
individual legislators. The core assumption is simply that politicians are bound
only by resource constraints and not by any restraint on behaviour. Even the
empirical studies of the political determinants of grant distribution generally
assume rather than demonstrate that such targeting can be achieved. For example,
Milligan and Smart (2005) argue that Canadian governments enforce strict party
discipline in legislative procedures through confidence procedures and members
of parliament (MPs) only rarely vote across party lines. The model, a version of
Baron and Ferejohn (1989), is a formal game-theoretic one, where proposal power
rests with the prime minister and MPs vote. They find that greater spending is
allocated to Cabinet ministers and to swing districts held by the opposition than to
core districts held by the governing party. Also looking at Canada, Crampton
(2004) notes that individual MPs have a role explicitly written into the funding-
approval process, which make it easy for Crampton to apportion credit for the
federal fund allocation. This, however, is specific only to the grants that he
examines. Similarly, in Sweden, Dahlberg and Johansson (2002) specifically pick
on one type of largesse, which can be distributed without regard to rules and
regulations. Thus the grants they examine are temporary, are not intended to fulfil
equity objectives, were made one month prior to an election, and had received
much media attention. Dasgusta and Dhillon et al (2001), in examining federal
grants to states in India, assume that lobbying power is limited to government
MPs. Cadot et al (2006) introduce a lobbying variable. They argue that parties that
have been in power for long uninterrupted stretches — such as the Gaullists in
France in the 1960s or the PRI in Mexico, or indeed Fianna Fail in Ireland —
become so cosy with domestic lobbies, not just because of the familiarity created

by repeated interaction, but also because taking re-election for granted tilts
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politicians’ incentives away from electoral motives and in favour of lobbies.
Again, there is little discussion of the specifics of the mechanism — whether, for
example, there is a formal or informal mechanism at Cabinet. Golden and Picci
(2008) simply states that it is “reasonable to assume” that the allocation of
distributive benefits is under the control of national legislators and members of
government. Ward and John (1999) argue that, given the decentralisation of
power in Whitehall, it is “plausible to suggest” that the UK national government
adjusts its financial allocation to local authorities for electoral advantage. They
admit that ministers’ ability to steer money to constituencies by allocating to local
authorities may be imperfect, but they argue that this is simply because the
geographic boundaries may not overlap. Again, they rely on a formal model of
bargaining rather than setting out how the mechanism by which the ministers can

achieve this allocation of funding operates.

One possibility that has been advanced is the involvement of the bureaucracy,
given the recognition that “awards are made in the byways of bureaucracies”
(Lowry and Potoski 2008). Nonetheless, little systematic work examines the role
of the executive in distributive politics. In his seminal work on bureaucratic
allocation strategies, Arnold (1979) provided empirical evidence from the House
to substantiate his executive-legislative bargaining theory, in which bureaucrats
strategically reward members of Congress through “allocations strategies” and an
“exchange relationship” between bureaucrats and legislators. Essentially, in this
view, administrative agencies strategically make allocation decisions as a way to
gain favour with members of Congress. Stein and Bickers (1995) argue that
agencies operate in a policy subsystem with Congress to secure political and
budgetary support for an agency’s portfolio programmes. Diaz-Cayeros and
Magaloni (2004) theorise that the multiple principals of bureaus mandate explicit
consideration of the ideological preferences of legislators and executive actors.
These cross-pressures are ‘“‘strategically balanced on the margin by rational
agencies when making distributive policy choices” — in other words, the perceived
wishes of legislators and executive actors are taken into account in an informal

manner. Pork-barrel spending augments the electoral chances of members of
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Congress, and agencies reward ideological allies (and punish opponents) in
Congress because they are most likely to support their programmes in the
legislative process. At the same time, bureaus provide benefits to the president
both through the relative strength of pork allocations to presidential co-partisans
in Congress and by directing funds to electorally important states in presidential
races. In a small part of the literature, legislators are also seen as delegating
implementation decisions to agencies for grants (Evans 2004; Shepsle and
Weingast 1981; Stein and Bickers 1994b; Weingast Shepsle and Johnsen 1981;
Weingast 1994).

More recently, Bertelli and Grose (2006) have highlighted the importance of
ideology. When considering the involvement of the bureaucracy, the starting point
is that, when implementing policies, executive branch officials balance the interest
and influences of political principals with their expert judgements about where,
when and how to direct resources toward achieving policy goals. Bertelli and
Grose claim that the policy competition between Congress and president
engenders bureaucratic autonomy beyond that found in statutory language. The
circumstances are, of course, different in a parliamentary system such as Ireland,
and we shall look at this in the following chapter. Suffice to say that their core
observation is that pork-barrel spending augments the electoral chances of
politicians and agencies by rewarding allies and punishing opponents because

they are most likely to support their programmes .

2.6 Distribution, redistribution and public and private goods

Even if a legislator has both the incentive and the opportunity to make partisan
distributions, are there particular goods that he is more likely to target than others?
The possibilities include manipulating macroeconomic policy variables and
allocating funds in a geographic manner, which is the activity concentrated on
here. Geographic allocations also come in a number of guises, from public to local
to private. To turn first to macroeconomic manipulation, there is evidence that

voters vote on the basis of aggregate economic performance. Lewis-Beck (1988)
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argues persuasively that voters are in fact more likely to vote sociotropically than
on their own pocketbooks. These political business cycle models, set out clearly in
Tufte’s (1978) Political Control of the Economy, demonstrate that economic
conditions before an election significantly affect voters’ choices and politicians
attempt to take advantage of this. Indeed there is significant empirical support for
both of these premises, many of which are summarised in Alesina and Rosenthal
(1995). Goods utilised in this way are generally universalistic transfer payments.
In other words, cheques may be brought forward in advance of an election, social
welfare rates increased in advance or, in Ireland’s case, special deals such as the
Special Savings Investment Accounts, which provided for 12% returns on savings
over a five-year period, paying out just in advance of the last general election in

2007.

In other models, opportunistic policymakers stimulate the economy before an
election to reduce unemployment, with the inflationary cost of the policy coming
after (Lindbeck 1976). In these models, set out clearly in Nordhaus, Alesina et al
(1989), opportunism has no preference over inflation and unemployment and the
structure of the economy is summarised by a downward sloping Philips curve
yielding a trade off between unemployment and expected inflation. While voters
have a preference for both low unemployment and low inflation, they have short
memories, allowing opportunistic incumbents to manipulate macroeconomic time
paths to their electoral benefit. In many of these models, governments utilise
expansionary monetary policy, with unemployment falling due to high anticipated
money growth. Nonetheless, the empirical evidence in support of these accounts
i1s weak (Paldam 1979; Lewis-Beck 1988; Alesina and Roubini 1992). A large-
scale cross-national paper (Lane and Milesi-Ferretti 2001) examined two
measures of public spending, general government final consumption and currents
disbursements as a share of GDP in 20 OECD countries and found that the
relationship implicit in the electoral business cycle is hard to find in parliamentary
systems. However, more recently, a number of studies (Shi and Svensson 2006,
Persson and Tabellini 2003) find evidence of an electoral deficit or expenditure

cycle in a broad cross-section of recently democratised countries, an empirical
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finding that Brender and Drazen (2005) argue reflects electoral cycles in a subset
of these countries. The ‘new democracies’ are characterised by increases in
government deficits in election years in the first few elections after the transition
to democracy. In contrast, in ‘established’ democracies, they find no statistically
significant political cycle across countries in aggregate central government

expenditure or deficits, a finding that is robust to various specifications.

In addition, with monetary policy increasingly under the control of independent
central banks, governments are more likely to turn to fiscal policy — in other
words, tax and spending projects'>. Transfer programmes targeted to sub-groups
may be particularly useful in this regard — for example, an increase in social
security benefits for the elderly or tax cutting that favours a particular
socioeconomic group. As Drazen and Eslava (2006) argue, it is likely that
politicians use election-year fiscal policy to influence voters in such a way that the
overall government budget deficit is not significantly affected? This could occur,
they argue, if some groups of voters are targeted at the expense of others. Groups
whose voting behaviour is seen as especially susceptible to targeted fiscal policy
may be targeted with higher expenditures and transfers, or by tax cuts, financed
by expenditure cuts or tax increases on other groups whose votes are much less

sensitive to such policy.

The initial distinction was between distributive goods, such as land, and
redistributive goods, such as grants, but, with the introduction of partisan interests
to distributive politics, this began to blur. In the first accounts of pork barrel, such
as that of Lowi (1969), the main distinction was the non-partisan nature of
distributive policies as opposed to the strongly ideological nature of redistributive
policies. However, if distributive policies are used for electoral goals, then they
become as contentious, which make the distinction drawn in the early literature a

little artificial. This blurring is also obvious in both the Cox and McCubbins and

"2 Indeed, as already mentioned, Tufte (1978) argues that increasing transfers and
cutting taxes before an election is the most robust empirical characteristic of the

political business cycle.
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Dixit and Londregan contributions, but to emphasise the possible partisan nature
of the distributive goods, they are in general simply all labelled as redistributive
goods. In general, and following Sacks (1976), however, we can argue that
politicians can use public funds in three different ways: (1) they can provide
universal public goods that can benefit everyone (extensive public goods); (2)
they can target localities (local public goods); or (3) they can target individuals
and specific groups (private goods) (Drazen 2000). The choice between local
public goods and private ones is highly consequential for economic development,
because private goods do not bring the social benefits that public goods, even if
politically manipulated in their allocations, can. From a normative perspective, the
poor (or a segment of the less well-off economically) are better off when private
goods are offered than when they are not. However, they would probably be better

served with extensive or local public goods.

The literature has not been very careful in distinguishing the types of goods that
politicians provide in order to obtain electoral support (Diaz-Cayeros and
Magaloni 2004). The various types of goods might have very different effects in
their capacity to change the outcome of an election. At one end of the spectrum
are universal public goods are delivered to all, with no rivalry or excludability.
Those goods are typically comprised of universal welfare state benefits, or
universal education or health care. The intermediate category, local public goods,
has its delivery circumscribed to local jurisdictions and comprises most of the
projects that most have in mind when thinking about ‘pork’ or particularistic
spending. The final category, private and club goods, are delivered to individuals
and specific groups that can exclude others from the consumption of such goods.
Those private goods are typically provided to core supporters, but they might also
be the type of benefits that some swing groups who could be conceived of as
special interests. These goods, which may include state-appointed positions on
boards and so on, may also be used to reward small groups of core supporters,

such as those who contribute to party funding.
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As Cox and McCubbins hypothesise, legislators facing personal vote incentives
will focus on providing ‘private or local public’ goods. These goods are the most
efficient means of enhancing their personal reputations with constituents because
they are ‘targetable’. Policies of this type include geographically concentrated
investment projects, expenditures and transfers targeted to specific demographic
groups, or tax cuts benefiting certain sectors. It is also worth noting that many
government programmes that are not explicitly redistributive, nonetheless provide
benefits to some groups and impose costs on others, and hence have distributive
implications. These can include tariffs, quotas or licensing requirements (Drazen
2000: 325). Other examples are public works programmes such as highways,
dams and mass transit, or other construction projects where the redistributive
effects are heavily geographical. To the extent that a programme targets some
groups for net benefits, others for net costs, the general Dixit Londregan analysis
is relevant. It is at these kinds of projects, where the geographic allocation across
constituency boundaries can be measured, that this project is particularly targeted.
Of course, there are many cases where there are disguised transfers. For example,
a public works programme can be located in a specific area, which will increase
the value of the surrounding land. Since voters probably do not have a strong
sense of the optimal location, the implicit transfer of choosing one location over
another is well hidden. In terms of the allocations that will be examined in this
thesis, all are essentially local public goods, so that the consumption by an
individual does not deter others from consuming it. Thus, if a sports club is built,
everyone in that locality can potentially join and use the facilities. Children in an
area all have the ability to apply to a particular school and all in an area will drive
on the roads. However, these are all geographically targeted and hence local, and
it is possible to conceive that their delivery in one area means that the funds will

not be available in another area to deliver similar goods.

2.7 Conclusion

The central distinction in the distributive spending literature is whether parties and

legislators will deliver to core or swing voters in a bid to enhance their electoral
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chances at the next election. This choice, which delivers the maximum political
benefits, depends on a number of institutional factors, such as regime type,
electoral system and party system. In the US, where the bulk of the literature is
derived, in a presidential, plurality, weak party system, we saw that it is likely that
core voters will be targeted. That is, powerful individual legislators in a position
to logroll in Congress will ensure that benefits are delivered home. In other
circumstances, such as the parliamentary, plurality, strong party system in the UK,
it makes sense for the party to target its swing voters — in other words, to try to
ensure that those seats that may change at the next election go predominantly to it.
In the parliamentary, proportional, multi-member and candidate-centred system
such as Ireland, we can expect that Cabinet ministers will attempt to use their
bureaucratic decision-making ability to distribute largesse. They may, of course,
do the bidding of the party, looking after collective interests, or their interests may
trump the interest of the ruling party, and powerful Cabinet ministers will ensure
that they compete with their co-partisans by ensuring that goods are delivered
home. In addition, unlike the Congressmen of US lore, they may not have the
opportunity to logroll. It is thus possible that we will see a particularly
individualistic delivery of partisan goods, which benefits the core voters of the

relevant Cabinet ministers but not the collective interests of the party as a whole.

It is also an open question whether the party has the ability or the desire to ensure
that its own needs are met and, indeed, the extent to which Cabinet ministers can
direct funding. Indeed, it is vital to note that there are constraints on Cabinet
minsters’ ability to deliver funds to areas where they see fit. There are general
reputational costs to the party of large-scale pork-barrel largesse, and the practice
may be somewhat curtailed with legislators instead relying on more cleintalistic,
less costly campaigning measures, such as helping with bureaucratic decision
making and so on. We shall discuss this more in the next chapter when we turn
our focus to Ireland. But suffice it to say that we can expect Cabinet ministers to
allocate discretionary distributive goods from their own portfolios to voters in a
way that they hope will maximise their election chances or maintain a coalition

that is invulnerable to challengers.
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It is also vital that we identify how any allocation of resources is done, given that
the literature generally assumes it. In other words, who says what to whom? Do
Cabinet ministers make each small decision, or do private secretaries or political
advisers work on their behalf? Or perhaps it is the bureaucracy itself that serves to
anticipate a minister’s needs or wants? We will look at this in more detail in the
following chapter and in detail in Chapter Eight. It is possible, for example, that
he will engage in logrolling, trading favours with other members of the Cabinet,
imitating the legislators of the US — this could be quite random or could be the
glue necessary to secure a coalition. However, coordinated logrolling or
systematic targeting of particular voters on behalf of the party is also likely to be
burdensome in terms of organisational structures. Indeed, as we shall see in
Chapter Eight, few agents, whether politicians or civil servants, believe that the
mechanisms for the occurrence of significant coordinated logrolling among

ministers exist.

Briefly, given that Ireland is a PR MMD system, we can expect that either the
party interest takes precedence and swing voters are targeted, or that the interest
of individually powerful ministers will trump the interests of the party, and core
voters in his own bailiwick will benefit. It is to this discussion that we now turn.
We will look in more detail at the institutional structures prevailing in Ireland,

which make any of these outcomes more likely than any other.
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Chapter Three: Irish Incentives

3.1 Abstract

The Irish party system’s foundations on multi-member districts, strong
constituency organisations, and localism makes for campaigns that are highly
personalised, while STV makes candidate-centred voting compatible with party
voting to a degree that is virtually unique. In addition, it provides a significant
incentive for politicians to develop and seek support on a personal basis — thus,
when a TD becomes a minister (or ‘chieftain’), expectations rise enormously
among his constituents that local projects will be delivered. We expect that the
interest of an individually powerful minister will trump the interests of the party

and his core voters will be targeted.

3.2 Introduction

We saw in the last chapter that the patterns in partisan spending depend on the
interaction of the electoral and party system; in general, we should expect
individual Cabinet ministers to act either in a collective or individual manner
depending on the relative strength of the party and themselves. In order to delve
into the likely patterns in Ireland, this chapter will first turn to an examination of
the institutional context, including the electoral system, arguing that the single
transferable vote in operation in Ireland incentivises candidate-centred voting and
that intra-party competition means legislators want to deliver for their local area.
Parties are also crucial and, while Ireland is often seen as having a strong party
system, I argue that, because of intra-party competition, individual ministers have
significant licence to act in their own interest when it comes to matters in their
own constituency. I will then turn to a discussion of the abilities of backbenchers,
ministers and parties to deliver, examining who has both access to the funds and
the opportunity to engage in partisan distribution, before finally turning to look at

which spending areas are most likely to be targeted and the targeting mechanisms.
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3.3 Electoral system

One of the key institutional influences on the behaviour of legislators, and indeed
a core assumption in contemporary political science, is that “electoral institutions
matter” (Carey and Shugart 1995). Scholars have thoroughly theorised and
investigated the effects of electoral rules on macro-level political phenomena,
such as the proportionality of parliamentary representation, the number of parties
in a multiparty system, the stability of cabinets, and the types of policy outcomes
produced (see, for example, Duverger 1961; Douglas Rae 1971; Lijphart 1994,
Cox 1997; Boix 1999; Taagepera 1998). As we saw in the last chapter, following
Carey and Shugart (1995), different electoral systems provide different incentives
for candidates. In systems in which votes are cast for individual candidates — as
opposed to votes cast for a party list — legislators seeking re-election have
strategic incentives to cultivate personal support among the electorate. By
contrast, in systems in which voters cannot exercise preferences for individual
candidates, legislators’ re-election prospects depend on the general level of
support for the policies and personalities of their party leadership. As we saw in
the last chapter, fully open-list PR systems and single-transferable-vote (STV)
systems represent the most candidate-centred settings. In fully open-list PR
systems, candidates on each party’s list are presented in no strategic order — for
example, the candidates can be listed alphabetically — and voters must pick an
individual candidate. The number of personal votes each candidate receives then
determines the final order on the list for the allocation of seats. Similarly, in STV
systems such as Ireland, voters exercise ordinal preferences for the candidates in
multi-member constituencies. (See below for a thorough description of how STV
in Ireland works.) In both systems, there are significant incentives for candidates
to cultivate personal identification and support among the electorate and to
compete on an inter as well as intra-party basis. Indeed in Ireland, more Fianna
Féil incumbents lose their seats to running mates of the same party than they do
to challengers from another party (Gallagher 2000: 97). It is true that the general
level of support for the policies and personalities of a party’s leadership will have
an impact on the number of votes cast for all the candidates from that particular

party but, in contrast to party-centred and intermediate systems, these systems
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provide candidates from the same party with positive incentives to differentiate
themselves from other candidates in their party and, if their constituents desire it,
to demonstrate their independence from their party leadership.'’ Indeed, data from
the 2007 Candidate Election Study bears this out, where some 22% of candidates
felt that the biggest threat to their winning a seat came from candidates from their
own party. Unsurprisingly, for the larger parties, it was far higher: some 40% of
Fianna Fail candidates felt that their biggest threat was from candidates from their

own party, almost the same number who felt that the threat came from another

party.

3.4 PR-STV

Ireland’s electoral system, PR-STV, is not a system that is widely used, with
Malta being the only other country where it is used to elect the lower house or
parliament, although it is used in the Australian Senate and in some elections in
Northern Ireland (for a good summary of how PR-STV works, see pp109-125 of
Coakley and Gallagher 2005; Gallagher 2005). From a voter’s point of view,
things are relatively simple. The voter is presented with a list of candidates in
alphabetical order and has to indicate his order of preference among the
candidates. Voters can indicate as many or as few preferences as they wish, but
they have only one vote, which means it is allocated sequentially to the candidates
in the order indicated. Thus, from a voter’s perspective, the process is simple —
even if the actual mechanics of the transfer are not. In essence, PR-STV entails a
quota, which is the number of votes that guarantees election. Once a candidate

reaches that quota, she is declared elected. The quota is always the total number of

13 A recent review identified ten states with such strong preferential voting (Chile,
Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Poland, San Marino
and Switzerland, plus a further four with candidate votes that are not automatically
pooled at party level: Ireland, Malta, Mauritius and Vanuatu (Karvonen 2004: 208).
Shugart also includes Brazil and Peru, but sees Estonia’s list system as more
strongly determined by party ordering. In addition, recent changes have increased
the importance of the preferential vote in Austria and Belgium (Shugart 2005: 41-
43) and in Sweden (Farrell 2003: 12).
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valid votes divided by the number of seats in the constituency plus one, and a
further ‘one’ is added to the total. This is the identical formula to that used in the
French presidential election, except that there is only one seat in that election.
However, rather than ask voters to come back two weeks later to register a second
preference, as in France, PR-STV collects this information, as well as further
preferences, at the time of the first election. The information is then used not only
to eliminate the lowest ranked candidate, but also to transfer the surplus of those
candidates who exceed the quota.'* However, one thing is clear: the system
focuses on candidates rather than parties, so much so that there has been strong
debate about its likelihood of producing a proliferation of parties. However, for
our purposes, it is enough to note that the system focuses on the individual
candidate, which may well predispose candidates to an excess of credit claiming
and a general focus on constituency work rather than the legislative functions of a
national representative. As Johnston (1998) notes the impact of geography is not
removed in a (quasi-) proportional electoral system based on multi-member
constituencies. PR-STV also allows electors to choose between candidates and
parties and allows electors to rank order individual candidates. They can, of
course, plump for a party list by rank ordering candidates of only one party, but
the system itself does not presuppose or require party voting, and candidates have
an incentive to seek support from voters of all parties. Under PR-STV, because
votes are transferred from elected or eliminated candidates to those still in
contention for a seat, candidates must give themselves an edge over their running
mates. The most common, according to Gallagher (Coakley and Gallagher 2005:
121), is a record of service. Or as Basil Chubb (1982: 240-241) said even earlier, a
candidate cannot fight his fellow candidate on policy, so he tries to seem a more
assiduous and more successful servant of his constituents. Certainly, individual
Irish TDs believe such service to be of crucial importance, and it remains central
to the Irish system (Katz 1984; Gallagher and Komito 1999, Candidate Study
2007). Katz argues that the interpersonal competition between aspiring deputies

tends to be on the basis of services rendered rather than policy differences. Carty,

' Sinnott (2005) has a good worked example of this pp112-117.
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too, stresses that the electoral system contributes to brokerage, but he also stresses

the existing cultural impetus:

This dimension of electoral politics — local brokers competing for a party vote —
has been institutionalised in Ireland by the electoral system ... With little to
distinguish themselves from opponents (particularly party colleagues), politicians
are driven to emphasise their brokerage services to constituents, thus reinforcing

cultural expectations (Carty 1981: 134).

One of the other features of PR-STV is that voters cannot help an individual
candidate unless they explicitly express a preference for him or her (Gallagher
1988). The result is that a voter can punish a candidate without having to abandon
the party. Prominent politicians can and do lose their seats, and thus there are no
real, or at least very few, safe seats. Where candidates are in competition with one
another, they have an incentive to cultivate personal votes. In general, party
platforms typically convey information for voters about the policy goals of
parties, whereas the differing attributes of candidates may signal far more
parochial and local considerations. Candidates thus have to keep an eye on their
co-partisans, but voters do also usually vote across party lines. Gallagher (2005)
notes that under PR-STV, even the fifth or sixth preference of a supporter of
another party could be important, so that deputies need to be concerned about

their reputation in every voter’s eyes.

Indeed, some of the work appears to pay off. Some 26% of voters believe that
their local TD was most responsible for any improvements in their local area, only
slightly behind the number, at 33%, who believe that government policies in
general were behind any improvements. In addition, some 66% of people believe
that TDs providing a local service is a strength of the Irish political system,

according to the Irish National Election Study.'> This combination then gives a

'* The Irish National Election Study, www.tcd.ie/ines, is an extensive five-wave panel survey

of (initially) 2,663 respondents, carried out by the ESRI through the period 2002-2007 and
encompassing the Irish general elections of 2002 and 2007, as well as the local and European

Parliament elections of 2004. The analysis is the author’s own.
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true incentive towards brokerage and leads to an excess of credit claiming. In sum
then, it appears that individual legislators, whether backbench TDs or senior
ministers, have significant incentives to claim credit for and, if possible, deliver
projects for their local area. Whether or not this credit claiming is plausible will
be discussed later in this chapter. First, we will turn our attention to the party

system.

3.5 The importance of the party system in Ireland

The Irish party system, as we saw in the previous chapter, has generally been
regarded as one of strong parties, if not an example of a dominant party system.
There are a number of reasons for this, including parties’ historical antecedence,
increasing central control over nomination contests, and the balance between
legislative and executive relations. However, there is a counter-balancing factor —
the leeway given to legislators to promote themselves at home. In general,
parliamentary systems with strong parties have been assumed to stymie
constituency-level politics, given their foundation on party government, limited
individual resources and voter loyalty for parties rather than individuals (Mayhew
1975; Cain, Ferejohn et al 1984; Bowler, Farrell et al 1996). Theoretically, the
Irish party system should not be too different. It has its origins in the pro and anti-
Treaty sides taken by the Sinn Féin party after its victory in the 1918 Westminster
election. In the Duverger tradition (Duverger 1964), the main opposition party,
Cumann na nGaedheal, later Fine Gael, was a classic cadre party formed around a
group of local notables. As Mair and Weeks (2005: 138) pointed out, it was
founded while in office and without winning any election and, lacking an
effective opposition in the Dail until 1927, the party adopted a complacent attitude
to electoral politics, with contempt for grassroots politics and a dislike of
canvassing. The result was a party that relied on the personalities of notables to

accrue votes.

In contrast, Fianna Fail, formed in 1926 as an extra-parliamentary group, placed
great emphasis on its grassroots organisation, with local branches providing good

foundations. Its organisational skills also owed something to its militarism and its
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addition of rural networks of the IRA arising from the War of Independence. In
essence, these styles have lasted to the present day, with Fianna Féil remaining a
populist but professional political machine and with Fine Gael retaining its more
casual attitude (Gallagher and Marsh 2002: 41-55; Mair and Weeks 2005: 141). It
is thus arguable that, for the period we are looking at, the strong organisational
focus of Fianna Fail'® may lead to the party itself being centrally involved in the
distribution of funds. The fact that Fianna Fail is also in many ways a classical

dominant party also underlines this possibility.

The concept of a dominant party assumes that parties are primarily interested in
office — something that many agree is a feature of Fianna Fail and indeed other
mainstream parties. Indeed, one of the main features of the Irish party system has
been the dominance of Fianna Fail (Boullet 2005; Mair and Weeks 2005). Fianna
Fail has been one of the most successful parties in Western Europe in recent
decades and, even though it has rarely managed to poll an absolute majority of
voters, it has remained in office continuously for long periods of time between
1957 and 1973 and from 1997 to the present. The party also gives top priority to
electoral strategy: winning votes is more important than representing a particular
social group and the leaders and the groups around them make all the main
decisions. Again, this underlines the incentive that the party would have to be
involved in distributive politics. Whether or not it is has the ability to do so in a

committed and organised fashion will be discussed in the next section.

Other factors also impinge on the degree to which a party system is strong. There
is no shortage of literature identifying the centrality of nomination contests in
intra-party power struggles (see Mair (1994) for an excellent literature review).
Schattschneider (1942: 64) captured this dynamic when he observed that “the

nominating process has become the crucial process of the party. He who can make

' Fianna Fail is the focus of this study as it was the party in power for the duration of the study
having been in power from 1997 to date. Detailed data which is employed in the empirical

chapters was not available prior to 2002.
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the nominations is the owner of the party.” Ranney (1981: 103) concurs in
suggesting that what is at stake in candidate nominations “is nothing less than

control of the core of what the party stands for and does”.

Candidate nomination has also become an important test of the internal
democratic strength of party organisations. Gallagher (1988: 1) has argued that
“the way in which political parties select their candidates may be used as an acid
test of how democratically they conduct their internal affairs”. Crotty suggests
that the party, in recruiting candidates, determines the personnel and, more
symbolically, the groups to be represented among the decision-making elite:
“Through recruitment, the party indirectly influences the types of policy decisions
to be enacted and the interests most likely to be heard”(Crotty 1968: 308).
Candidate recruitment, then, represents one of the key linkages between the

electorate and the policy-making process.

In general, Fianna Fail candidates are chosen at a selection conference attended by
all the delegates representing the branches in the constituency. The conference
chairman is usually a sitting TD, nominated by the national executive. The
executive also decides how many candidates the conference can select. The
executive then ratifies (or refuses to do so) the names on the list. It also has the
ability to impose a candidate by adding a name to a list. By far the largest
numbers of candidates are either voted onto a list by all local party members or by
delegates from local branches. The primary objective for the local party selectors
is to ascertain whether the candidate is part of the group and whether he or she
will assume local service. This stands in contrast to the wishes of the national
party, which is primarily considered with the calibre of its representatives. In
recent years, a powerful central committee that oversees the selection procedure

has evolved within each party, through which the centre exercises its power.

According to Weeks (2009), the key to understanding the candidate-selection
strategy within Fianna Fail is the party’s Constituencies Committee. Its role is to

seek out potential candidates, identify key marginal constituencies, and liaise with
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the local party organisations. It also decides on how many candidates to run in
each constituency and when the convention is to be called, and it can add or
deselect candidates. Although the committee is answerable to the Ard Comhairle
(the party national executive), the heavyweight nature of the committee’s make-
up — it included the party leader, deputy leader, general secretary, and director of
elections —helps to ensure that few of its recommendations are ever rejected. Like
its equivalents in Fianna Fail and the other parties, Fine Gael’s Organisation of
Candidate Selection Committee (OCSC) tends to have a good idea of who it
wants selected as the party’s official candidates (Weeks 2009). Unlike Fianna
Fail, Fine Gael’s rules do not allow the OCSC to cancel a convention.
Nevertheless, in several constituencies where the local organisation was weak, it
was the OCSC that in effect selected the candidate, because it provided the
nominees. Overall then, argues Weeks, the pattern is of an increasingly centralised
process. In all the parties, the national executive now has supreme control over the
selection of candidates, but the extent to which it wields these powers varies a
great deal — not surprisingly, the level of centralisation seems positively related to
the size of the party. Although party strategists play down the increasing influence
of the centre, its role very often took an interventionist nature. In addition, the
majority of representatives still live in the constituency they represent. Until
recently, most were also representatives to a local authority, boosting the
importance of local connections. This possibility was abolished in 2002 with the
demise of the so-called ‘dual mandate’, which allowed deputies to simultaneously
serve on a local authority as well as in the national parliament. Candidates must

now choose which body to represent (Weeks 2009).

Gallagher (1980: 652) also pointed out a further complication: the electoral
system also means that parties must decide how many candidates to nominate in
each constituency. This can be a tightly balanced calculation. Too many
candidates, and you risk jettisoning a possible seat; too few, and you lose out on a
good possibility. One crucial factor for the parties is to ensure that the candidates
are spread out over the constituency, particularly in rural areas, once again

incentivising the ‘balliwicking’ of constituencies. Crucially, the rank ordering
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afforded to voters by the electoral system means that candidates must build up a
personal following, usually by establishing a reputation as a diligent and
successful local TD, as a number of studies have demonstrated (Gallagher and

Komito 1999).

As we have seen, other institutions — notably the structure of legislative-executive
relations — also affect the relationship between politicians and party leaders and
the consequent strength of parliamentary parties. According to Mair and Weeks
(2005), the structure of legislative-executive relations determines the extent to
which parties in government can control their parliamentary supporters. In
parliamentary systems, in which the chief executive is ‘fused’ to a parliamentary
majority, governing parties can reward loyal backbenchers with ministerial seats,
and the re-election prospects of parliamentarians from the majority party are
closely associated with the performance of their party leaders in government.
Governing parties can also use a vote-of-confidence motion and the threat of
parliamentary dissolution to force their backbenchers to follow voting
instructions. In Ireland, party voting is the norm, and penalties for voting against
the party are severe, usually entailing instant expulsion from the parliamentary
party. In Fianna Fail, the rules are especially strict: any Fianna Fail deputy who
does not support the party line (that is, who either opposes it or even merely
abstains) in a parliamentary vote automatically loses membership of the
parliamentary party. Hardly surprisingly then, when asked in the 2007 Candidate
Election Study about their allegiance, the clear plurality placed it with the national
party. Overall, 64% of all candidates said they would vote with their party in the
Dail against their constituency interest, rising to an almost unanimous 90% of
Fianna Fail. A similar pattern emerges when asked if they would vote for the
party if it was against their own view: some 62% of candidates said they would,
but 83% of Fianna Fail incumbents said they would. Widening out the question,
when asked if individual TDs should be free to vote independently of their party,
80% of Fianna Fail TDs thought not, compared with 60% per cent of

representatives in general.
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In addition, there is normally relatively little change in the amount of support won
by each party from election to election. ‘Volatility’, measured by the so-called
Pederson index, is often relatively low (Marsh 1985; Mair 1986) and the inter-
election constituency-level correlations between first preference votes cast for
candidates of particular parties are high (Marsh 2000) and party remains an
important voting cue. In general, the evidence (Gallagher 1978; Marsh 2006)
points to the fact that transfer patterns indicate that almost half the people who
give their first-preference vote to a candidate of one party go on to give a
subsequent preference to another candidate from that same party, although not
necessarily in order. In other words, they appear to vote for parties rather than

candidates.

On the other hand, the structure of the party label is declining and the transfer
pattern within the two largest parties has been breaking down (Gallagher and
Komito 2009). In addition, looking at individual-level data, the importance of
candidates becomes clearer. Marsh (2007) has suggested that, in fact, close to a
majority of voters could be said to be primarily candidate centred, and Laver
(2005), considering the same evidence, points to very clear candidate preference
among the electorate. Almost 46% of voters said they would support the same
candidate running for a different party, with about 40% being committed
supporters of parties rather than candidates. Marsh (2007) found, using a
simulation, that if candidates did not matter, only some 20% would change their

vote.

In addition, clientalist practices at home are underpinned by the balance between
parliamentary and electoral incentives. In Ireland, such a balance appears to be
struck by many deputies, who will often say one thing in their local media
criticising their party, yet vote the party line in the Dail. Examples abound. For
example, following the announcement from former national carrier Aer Lingus
that it was moving its Heathrow slots from Shannon to Belfast, a national outcry
ensued. Among the more vocal critics of the move was local TD and Minister for

Defence Willie O’Dea, who rounded on Aer Lingus, insisting that it left the
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region facing a crisis. “I have never seen the business community so exercised.
This is what people are saying, and I am applying my own common sense as
well,” he said, (Sheehan 2007). Yet when it came to Dail vote on an opposition
motion to use the state’s shareholding in Aer Lingus to call an AGM to reverse
the decision, Minister O’Dea voted it down. Following an unpopular Budget in
October 2008, many deputies were unhappy with the level of cutbacks proposed.
Paul Gogarty, a government Green Party TD and his party’s spokesman for
education, went on the record to say that he could not “in all credibility” stand by
the education cuts. But when it came to the crunch, Mr Gogarty voted with the
government, claiming the party was neither backing out of government nor
climbing down on the education issues. He added that he would remain a “strong
critic” of cuts in education funding in general (Sheahan McDonagh 2008). Thus,
while electoral systems generate stronger or weaker incentives for individualised
behaviour, internal party structures condition the ability of legislators to realise a

distinctive local reputation.

Overall then, the dynamic between party and candidate in Ireland is something of
a balancing act. On the one hand, the Irish party system’s foundations on multi-
member districts, strong constituency organisations provides a significant
incentive for politicians to develop and seek support on a personal basis (Carey
and Shugart 1995). On the other hand, parties exercise control over individual
legislators from the nomination process to ensuring that individuals very rarely
vote again party wishes — and those who do are immediately disciplined.
Essentially, where voters have the ability to order preferences among co-partisans,
as in Irish multi-member districts, legislators have a clear incentive to enhance
their personal reputations, which they do not have to share with the co-partisans
with whom they are in competition. This results in the idea of the Irish Dail
deputy or TD as being a ‘local promoter’, primarily concerned with making
representations about the constituency’s collective needs, which may be
economic, environmental or social (Searing 1994). Also, voter and candidate
loyalty to a national party label provides a counter-balancing effect. The result is

electoral politics that are dominated by the local and the individual, and
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parliamentary politics characterised by strong party discipline, with few
legislators ever voting against party lines. Candidates thus have significant
incentives to claim credit for delivering projects to local areas. However, having
the incentive to do so is very different to having the ability. So while we know
that such credit-claiming exists, we do not yet know whether it is plausible, nor its

likely mechanism, and it is to that question that we now turn.

3.6 Legislative and executive factors

In much of the non-US pork-barrel literature, there is an assumption that
individual legislators in parliamentary systems simply do not have the resources
to which the government has access. In short, the literature depicts parliamentary
systems as denying the individual legislator “both the incentive and opportunity”
to construct a personal power base. In order to examine the mechanics of this in
the Irish case, we need to first quickly sketch the composition and operation of
Ireland’s legislature, or ‘Oireachtas’. The Oireachtas is bicameral, with a lower
directly elected house, the Dail, consisting of 166 members elected from 43
constituencies, although this number changes with constituency revisions. Over
the period we shall be examining, the number of constituencies varied from 41 to
43. A member of the Dail is known as a ‘Teachta Déla’ (usually abbreviated to
‘TD’), or deputy. The indirectly elected Seanad (Senate) has some 60 members
and little power. However, as Gallagher (2005: 523) points out, it has frequently
been stressed that the Dail is exceptionally weak, even given generally low
expectations of how much power any parliament can really exercise over a
government, as well as the notorious difficulty of measuring any power in
parliament. Chubb saw it as a “puny parliament peopled by members who have a
modest view of their functions and a poor capacity to carry them out” (Chubb
1992: 189). Given that it is also more realistic to see parliament as wielding power
through government, rather than seeing it as checking the power of a government
that has come into being independently, and that when TDs vote on issues, they
do so as members of a party rather than as 166 individuals, it is clear where the

idea of a particularly weak parliament came into being. As noted earlier, TDs
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rarely vote against the party line or whip, and those that do so can generally find
themselves expelled (Bowler, Carter et al 2000). Thus, as Gallagher (2005: 213)
argues, the role of backbenchers, willingly accepted, is to sustain the government
rather than act as independent scrutinisers of it, and government deputies do not
seek additional means of holding their own ministers to account. Thus, Irish
deputies cannot individually affect legislation or get items added to legislation, as
can the US congressman. Their claim, then, to secure individual funding cannot

be based on this.

Bax, writing in the mid 1970s, nevertheless depicted a certain level of corruption
in Donegal (Bax 1976), painting a picture of politicians installing people in
positions of powers and using them to deliver favours thereafter. However, Sacks
concluded that politicians could accomplish very little. He talked about
“imaginary patronage”, where politicians convinced people that they had
delivered something for them, when in reality they had not (Sacks 1976: 7). This
perception is shared by Dooney and O’Toole (1998), who wrote that officials are
not impressed by representations made to them and that such representations very
rarely have the effect of having a decision reversed. Certainly, civil servants claim
to be inundated with requests and lobbying from backbench TDs. One such, who
worked in the Department of Arts, Sports and Tourism allocating sports capital
funding, insisted, however, that such lobbying made little difference. “We
allocated the monies according to set criteria. The most crucial factor was that
many applications had all the supporting documents and it was the lack of that
which most often determined where on a list a project ended up.” He did admit
that projects were moved around on lists, but claimed that this was rarely at the
request of a local TD. Nonetheless, TDs still persist in their roles as local
promoter, lobbying for services on behalf of a community organisation such as a
residents’ association, community centre or GAA club (Gallagher and Komito
2005: 102). Activities include trying to persuade a local or town council to
improve roads, water treatment or provide a sports grants. Overall then, given his
or her very limited power, there is little that an individual TD can achieve. What

they can do is lobby the particular ministers who actually make the decisions.
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Indeed, the balance of power rests very firmly with the executive. Essentially, the
government is not elected by the people, but chosen by the Dail, which elects the
head of government (Taoiseach), who then appoints his ministers, who sit at
Cabinet and are collectively responsible to the Dail for all aspects of the
government’s activities. The Dail will also vote to endorse the Taoiseach’s choice.
The constitution sets out the basic parameters for the government, which must
consist of between seven and 15 members. Up to two ministers may come from
the Seanad, but the Taoiseach, the Tanaiste (deputy prime minister) and the
Minister for Finance must all be TDs. In practice, almost all ministers have been
TDs. The Taoiseach not only appoints his Cabinet, but also assigns them
responsibilities and can fire them at will. If the Taoiseach resigns, all ministers are
deemed to have resigned also. Theoretically, Cabinet supervision of each minister
is also tight, with all policy proposals by individual ministers requiring the
approval of Cabinet. However, in practice, this applies to broad matters of
principle rather than to specific day-to-day decisions, which the Cabinet has
neither the time nor the inclination to consider — allowing individual ministers

considerable freedom to do as they see fit.

In addition, unlike many other systems, in Ireland all ministers are TDs— a
principle unknown in the rest of Europe, where ministers who are not members of
parliament are commonly appointed (Coakley 2009). In many other European
countries such as France, the Netherlands and Norway, members of parliament
must resign their seats to take up ministerial office. There is no provision in the
Irish Constitution for this to happen but it does however allow two members of
the Seanad to be appointed ministers, although this has happened on only two
occasions. In 1957, Eamon de Valera appointed senator Sean Moylan as minister
for agriculture. And in 1981 Garret FitzGerald appointed senator James Dooge as
foreign minister. Indeed the ability of Cabinet ministers to distribute largesse
arguably makes it even more difficult for the Taoseach to squander patronage by

making appointments form outside the ranks of elected TDs.
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Cabinet ministers control policy and have direct and indirect means of influencing
civil servants. In addition, in Ireland, the Cabinet’s control over parliamentary
business is almost total (Laver and Shepsle 1994: 294). The Déil may debate and
enact legislation, but it is the Cabinet that decides what it will debate and the time
allocated to it. Most bills, with the exception of private member’s bills, originate
with individual government departments that put a ‘memorandum for
government’ to the Cabinet. This outlines the intended purpose of the bill, the
views of the ministers concerned with the issue, and an outline draft of the bill. If
accepted by the Cabinet secretary and the Attorney General (the government’s
lawyer), the latter requests that the appropriate legislation be drafted. On occasion,
prior to the detailed drafting of the legislation, the government will publish a
‘Green Paper’, or discussion document, setting out ideas and inviting comment
and views from individuals and relevant organisations. The bill is then put before
the Dail for a general debate on its principles. Members of the Dail may make
suggestions for amendments and additions to the bill but, in practice, these are not
often implemented. The bill is then sent to committees to be examined section by
section. TDs can raise points about specific sections, but not about the general
principles. If the points raised are consistent with the general principles of the bill,
the minister may well accept them. But only amendments accepted by the minister
will get past. The final stage in the process is a debate in the Ddil, confined to the
contents of the bill. The members of the Dail will then vote on whether to pass the
bill, although this can be practically guaranteed through the whip system. The bill
will then be sent down to the Seanad to go through the entire process of debate
and committee examination again. The Seanad has 90 days (or any longer period
agreed by both houses) to consider the bill and do one of the following: pass the
bill without any amendment, reject the bill completely, or return the bill to the
Dail with amendments. If the Seanad rejects the bill or returns it to the Dail with
amendments that the Dail does not accept, the bill will lapse after 180 days. The
Dail may, within those 180 days, pass a resolution declaring that the bill is
deemed to have been passed by both houses. This provision means that the Seanad
cannot generally stop the Dail from introducing legislation — it can only cause

delays.
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The legislature does theoretically have more responsibility when it comes to
‘money bills’, or bills that relate to taxation or relate to spending by the
government. The constitution states (article 17.2) that no motion or resolution
shall be passed or law enacted that involves spending public money unless the
Dail receives a written message, signed by the Taoiseach, recommending the
measure on behalf of the government. However, in reality, the Oireachtas has few
powers. Spending departments submit three-year projections on spending to the
Department of Finance (DOF). De Haan Moessen (1999) set out the procedure.
The DOF then issues a circular to spending departments, which explains the
parameters in which the budget will operate and which seeks appropriate
adjustments to spending plans. Departments then submit draft expenditure
estimates to government, which decides on detailed expenditure allocations,
resulting in the publication of the abridged estimates for the public service
followed by a White Paper on Receipts and Expenditure. Following the
announcement of the budget, the revised estimates are published, together with
the public capital programme. This is followed by the enactment of the Finance
Bill, which gives legislative effect to the tax changes proposed in the budget
statement. The Dail votes on individual spending estimates by way of financial
resolutions before the Appropriations Bill is passed (de Haan et al 1999: 266)
While the Dail does theoretically have the power to amend legislation involving
public monies, it is not, however, empowered to amend estimates — only to adopt
them or reject them. Standing orders, or procedural rules of the lower house,
preclude any addition or reduction in the annual estimates. However, the
legislature can propose amendments on the taxation side. The upper house does
not debate the budget per se, although it does consider the Finance Bill and
Appropriations Bill, on which it may make recommendations that the Dail may
either accept or reject, and it has just 21 days to do so. Once both houses have
passed the bill, the Taoiseach presents a copy of the bill to the President for
signature. Once the President has signed the bill, it becomes an ‘act’ and has legal

force.
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In general then, we can say that the balance of power rests firmly with the
executive and that individual Cabinet ministers hold considerable sway over their
departments and all legislation emanating from them. While there is collective
cabinet responsibility, the oversight or influence of ministers on one another is
fairly negligible, with the exception of the Minister for Finance, whose
department agrees budgets with each line department on an almost line-by-line
basis. Individual Cabinet ministers thus have considerable discretion over their

own domains.

3.7 The targeting mechanisms

As we saw in the last chapter, Cabinet ministers may act either in the collective
interest of their party or in their own interest. If it were to act in its collective
interest, the Cabinet would have a strong incentive to apportion significant pork
barrel towards marginal seats where they perceive a need to either prop up a vote
to guarantee a narrowly won seat next time round or where they see a real
possibility of taking an additional seat, given that they face a collective incentive
to assure the victory of their most vulnerable colleagues in marginal seats
(Johnston 1976; Denemark 2000). As rational agents, ministers are likely to be at
least partly motivated by collective goals, and if they govern rationally, they
should act to increase their chances of being re-elected, and after that has been
achieved, act to increase their chances of returning to power. This ought to be the
case, whether the individual minister is motivated more by power, policy or
ambition, as none can be achieved without first regaining a seat at the Cabinet
table. After all, as Marsh (2006) points out, it is through party loyalty that
governments are maintained in office, while parties provide the personnel and the
policies that are central to distributive policies. However, in order to ascertain
how a party could go about ensuring that its goals are met in terms of distributive
policies, we need to look briefly at their structure in Ireland. Essentially, the
parties are made up of the politicians who seek re-election, officials who serve the
party on a full time paid basis, and members who comprise the bulk of the party.
As Marsh (2005) sets out, the organisational heart of any party is its central office.
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This provides support for TDs and coordinates local branches, which are scattered
all over the country. Mostly full-time officials staff the central office, although
part timers and volunteers boost these quite considerably at election time. Fianna
Fail employs between 30 and 35 full-time staff, who are primarily engaged in
fundraising, press relations, research and coordinating the rank and file
membership. In Fianna Féil’s case, almost every parish in the country has a
Fianna Fail cumann, or branch, although the vast majority are not particularly
active. Fianna Fail estimates that it has some 2,500 cumainn — in other words, one
in almost half of all the 6,000 polling districts nationwide. Delegations from each
cumann, as well as the national executive and other representatives, attend the
annual ard fheis (party conference), which is — in theory — the policy-making body
of the party. However, the reality is a little different to the theory, and the ard
theis essentially exists as a social occasion, which is used to rally the party
faithful, rather than as a detailed policy-making body. From one ard fheis to
another, the party is under the authority of the national executive, which is made
up of elected members. However, this body does not deal with policy to any real
extent at all. On being interviewed, one national executive member laughed at the
notion that it could be used to direct ministers or civil servants to direct
discretionary spending in any specific direction. In reality then, the central office
feeds into policy making, but it is a subset of the politicians who comprise the

executive of Cabinet that is the policy-making body.

However, in order for the party to determine spending decisions, there are
conditions that must be satisfied: there must be a co-ordinating mechanism at the
party level, which then informs Cabinet ministers where spending must be
directed; and there must be a mechanism for deciding on which areas are
marginal. A co-ordinating mechanism would have organisational consequences
and would require a degree of co-ordination that has not been suggested in
previous literature. Coalition government would make this even more difficult.
Even deciding on which seats are marginal is difficult. Unlike the UK and other

plurality systems, marginals tend to change from one election to the next, and
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there is a case for arguing that almost every constituency is marginal to some

extent — the incumbents in each would certainly argue that no seat is safe.

If Cabinet ministers were to act in their own personal interest, there are two
possible mechanisms. First, they could simply divert a portion of their overall
budget to projects in their own constituency. Of course, if this were to amount to
excessively individualist behaviour, it too could undermine the credibility of party
electoral appeals and provide ammunition for the party’s opponents at the next
election. The mechanism is far simpler: the minister or his adviser need simply
alter plans in their own department. A former special adviser and a former
minister in interviews with the author reported in Chapter Eight both suggest that
there is an informal rule of thumb that a minister can allocate up to an additional
10 or 15% of a discretionary budget to his own constituency, and any more than
that is frowned upon. At times this may not even be necessary, if there is a degree
of bureaucratic collusion, with civil servants anticipating the needs of their
minister. Indeed, the extent to which civil servants are responsible for policy
outcomes has been a matter of some considerable debate. Zimmermann (1997)
found that most senior civil servants did not believe that ministers played a direct
role in the internal management of their departments, and ministers did not view
their department secretaries as their principal advisers. In general, he found that
most senior civil servants lay most emphasis on incremental policy making, with
major changes in policy occurring only rarely. This, of course, serves to give civil
servants their greatest influence. Nevertheless, over the past 20 or so years, the
degree to which the government and the administration can be and are held
accountable has increased. Some interviewees stress that the opportunity to
seriously influence the distribution of benefits is simply no longer available. As
one former senior civil servant put it: “It is likely that in pre-public-procurement
days that projects were allocated according to party ties and links. However, this
whole system is now far more open and transparent, and civil servants can always
quote EU rules to any minister looking for preferment.” Another chairman of a
large state body corroborated this: “If I am asked, which I am occasionally, to

favour a specific constituency for investment, I simply ask that the request be
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made through ministerial order in writing. That has never been forthcoming.”
Perhaps the largest change is the Comptroller and Auditor General Act 1993 and,
to a lesser extent, the Freedom of Information Act 1997. The C&AG is
responsible for ensuring that all public money is properly accounted for. The
C&AG had been hampered in his work by a number of factors, including a lack of
resources, lack of interest, and civil service obstruction. However, all that changed
with the new act, and the C&AG can now carry out value-for-money audits, one
of which we look at in detail in Chapter Five. However, privately, the senior
officials at the C&AG complain that they are still chronically underfunded and
that many programmes simply do not get examined. The process is also perhaps
too formulaic and accountancy based, with a focus on inputs, whereas outputs
would give a far better idea of productive spending. Nonetheless, the belief in a
Cabinet minister’s ability to deliver is very widespread. According to findings in
the Irish National Election Study,'” some 75% of people agree or strongly agree
that a constituency with a Cabinet minister as an incumbent will have more

money spent on it.

It is also conceivable that we would see a form of logrolling, akin to the behaviour
of individually powerful US congressmen. For example, the Minister for
Education may agree to try to speed up or prioritise a project in another Cabinet
minister’s constituency in return for having, say, an application in his own
constituency for a sports capital grant prioritised. However, such a system —
whether formal or informal — runs the risk of alienating backbenchers and
undermining the credibility of party electoral appeals (Cox and McCubbins 1994).
Such behaviours would also disenfranchise the backbenchers. One minister who is
likely to benefit from such behaviour is the Minister for Finance. There is a clear
ranking in the perceived importance of ministerial portfolios (Connolly 2005:
331), with Finance being the most important after the Taoiseach. Indeed, Finance
is undoubtedly the most overarching of the portfolios and, as we shall see, the
Finance Minister has a say in the affairs of almost every other minister, at least so

far as permitting their spending plans, often on a very micro-level. In effect, his

17 Irish National Election www.tcd.ie/ines
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department must approve all spending plans. The Taoiseach ,as chairman of the
Cabinet, also has considerable power, in that no item can be put on the
government agenda without his approval. Gemma Hussey (1994), former Minister
for Education, recalled of the 1982-1987 government that the “Department of
Finance rarely agreed to any spending proposal and fought the battles out at full
Cabinet”. As we will see later, this may have the effect of motivating line
departments to keep the minister sweet and provide ample projects for his own

constituency.

While individual ministers set the policy parameters of their departments and are
charged with taking all policy rather than administrative decisions ministerial
advisers also play a key role. The advisers, who are generally recruited from
outside the civil service, in many respects act as an extension of the minister
(Mitchell 2003: 438) rather than as employees of the party. During the 1990s, a
special breed of ministerial adviser, the programme manager, was instigated.
Mitchell has argued that a key aspect of the programme manager’s responsibility
was to submit policy implementation to detailed tracking in order to overcome
bureaucratic and political obstacles to policy delivery and to generally make sure
that the minister’s policies were being implemented. This was watered down to
some extent in 1997, partly because the Progressive Democrats party argued that
it was wasteful. Nevertheless, ministerial advisers are intended to correct the
disadvantages faced by ministers, compared with their senior civil servants, in
terms of detailed knowledge of policy areas. They also work much as the
ministers’ eyes and ears in a department and, as we shall see in Chapter Eight,
they frequently act as a proxy, informing civil servants about the minister’s
‘wishes’ or, more commonly, ‘questions’. It is possible that ministerial advisers
may talk with civil servants in their own departments, enquiring about the
direction of a project or the position of a specific school or club on a list. The civil
servants could then take this to be an unofficial instruction to pay the project
special attention. In this way, there would be no formal process, but rather an

informal system understood by both parties.
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The process involved in delivering for specific areas at the behest of the party
would be more complicated. First, there would need to an individual or committee
working in the party who would draw up a list of key areas for Cabinet ministers
to support in their funding decisions. There would then need to be a co-ordinating
mechanism at Cabinet, which would coordinate different areas of spending for
different ministers. The ministers themselves would then need to agree to
participate in this favouring of these areas with decisions. Only at this point could
the informal mechanisms mentioned have come into play. In Chapter Eight, some
of these questions will be answered though interviews with former ministers, as

well as advisers and civil servants.

To sum then, it would appear that it is Cabinet ministers who are in the best
position to deliver partisan funding: they decide policy, their departments
formulate the legislation, and they in effect get it passed. Thus we should expect
the rational use of funds in safeguarding their own seats first, and possibly
ensuring victory of colleagues in marginal seats in order to ensure that their party
returns to power. In effect, ministers may be expected to feather their own nests,
as well as those of their colleagues who may be under pressure or who could be
seen as good possibility to win an additional seat in multi-member constituencies.
Thus, the most likely explanation may be that Cabinet ministers simply look after
their own bailiwicks. So long as they keep within the possible aforementioned

range of 10 to 15% of the discretionary budget, discipline is unlikely.

3.8 Credit claiming and delivery

As we saw in the last chapter, the areas of government spending that are most
susceptible to particularistic spending are local public goods. In the literature, the
most common areas to examine are those arising from rivers and harbours

legislation. The iconic example is perhaps the ‘Bridge to Nowhere’.'® In Ireland,

'8 The most common example is Gravina Island Bridge (never built), a proposed
road bridge over the Tongass Narrows to the town of Ketchikan in Alaska. This

was a controversial topic of the 2008 US presidential election campaigns.
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there are fewer bridges, and this project wiil examine capital allocations to sports
facilities, schools and roads instead (for the justification see discussion below). In
order for a legislator to able to benefit from pork, he needs to able to claim credit,
on the assumption that members claiming credit for that spending receive
electoral benefits. The research literature has supported this belief, starting with
Mayhew’s seminal 1974 work and followed by over 30 years of research that has
documented a connection, albeit often qualified, between Federal benefits targeted
to individual Congressional districts and electoral support for incumbents (Fiorina
1977, 1981; Rundquist and Griffith 1976; Ray 1980; Johannes and McAdams
1981; McAdams and Johannes 1988; Fiorina 1981; Evans Yiannakis 1981; Cain,
Ferejohn and Fiorina 1987; Parker 1986; Stein and Bickers 1994, 1995; Alvarez
and Schousen 1993; Alvarez and Saving 1997; King 1991; Owens and Wade
1984; Serra and Cover 1992), although admittedly a minority have not found a
connection between pork-barrel benefits and election outcomes or have found
mixed effects (Feldman and Jondrow 1984; Frisch 1998; Evans et al 2007). While
there is disagreement in the US about district service, including distributive
benefits (Fiorina 1981; Yiannakis 1981; Fiorina 1989; Evans 2004), legislators
themselves believe that district service is helpful in building their reputations. In a
study taking a comparative look at the Westminster system (including Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, Ireland, and the UK), Heitshusen (Heitshusen, Young et al
2005) found that even strong party systems are home to many MPs who highly

prioritise constituency activity, Ireland included.

Indeed, in Ireland, credit-claiming is part of the political culture. The 2007
Candidate Study reveals the areas that candidates themselves believe they can
claim credit for. When asked “what sort of local benefits are the most likely for a
TD to be able to claim credit for?”, many of the candidates mentioned more than
one category and these provide justification for the three policy areas mentioned
above. Almost 33% mentioned schools and, in particular, school buildings at least
once, amounting to some 22% of all mentions. Just under that (29%) mentioned
sports facilities and lottery grants, making up about 19% of total mentions. Roads

and infrastructure were next, and were mentioned by 22% and 6% respectively. In
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contrast, transport, social services and playgrounds were all mentioned by less
than 5% of all respondents. Thus, sports clubs, schools and roads are the three

areas that legislators themselves believe it is worth claiming credit for.

Certainly, local service is top of many TDs’ priorities. When asked how strongly
they emphasise service to their local constituency, we find that 64% of 2007
candidates said that they emphasise this service strongly.19 Among Fianna Fail
candidates, that rises to 75%, and among Fianna Fail incumbents, it comes in at
some 86%. In contrast, only 29% of Fianna Féil incumbents said that policy was
very important compared with 41% of non-Fianna Fail incumbents and 100% of
the incumbent Green Party TDs. This is borne out by the numbers who, in the last
election, raised issues locally that were not raised by the party nationally. Overall,
some 72% of candidates did so, rising to 88% of Fianna Fail incumbents. Most of

these were local hospital and school-related matters.

The second condition for pork to work effectively is that voters need to believe
that the credit-claiming is legitimate and that benefits will be secured. Gallagher
and Komito (2007: 250) argue that ministers are expected to secure largesse for
their home base or indeed for their constituency as a whole and that, if a TD
becomes a minister, constituents’ expectations rise accordingly. Examples
abound, such as junior minister Tom Parlon putting up posters around his
constituency reading “Welcome to Parlon Country” after the surprise
announcement that the government planned to decentralise government
departments from Dublin to towns around the country. It was later alleged that he
had played no part in the decision, but simply got wind of it before it was
announced. Unlike the US, the expectations that a minister will deliver are not
confined to one party. Parlon, after all, was a Progressive Democrat minister, a
party that prided itself on its fiscal probity. Fianna Fail is perhaps most
synonymous with the expectation that benefits will be delivered, with former

ministers such as Padraig Flynn in Castlebar and Ray MacSharry in Sligo often

19 Candidate Study 2007
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spoken of in those terms. But the expectations do not stop there. One infamous
pork-delivering minister, former Fine Gael minister Michael Lowry, was returned
to the Dail with massive majorities after being expelled from the party in disgrace
over improper payments from a supermarket tycoon. And former Labour leader
Dick Spring is widely renowned for the many benefits he is said to have brought
back to his home constituency of Tralee, including a leisure centre, a heritage
park, a marina, hotels, a sewage treatment plant and so on (Gallagher and Komito

2007: 251).

Irish voters appear to both believe that pork is delivered and also that local work
by their TD is important. When asked in the 2007 Irish National Election Study
whether a constituency represented by a Cabinet minister would have more
money spent on it, some 85% of respondents agreed, with over 70% agreeing or
strongly agreeing. Underlying this belief in local delivery, some 60% of
respondents agreed completely, choosing point 10 on a ten-point scale that TDs

should primarily work for their local area.

The anecdotal evidence bears out the idea that the impulse towards credit-
claiming and brokerage exists. Even a cursory glance at the press releases of
candidates shows the extent to which they think this is important. Thus, not only
do most TDs hold regular clinics, attend meetings of residents’ associations, and
ensure they are seen at local functions and funerals and so on, but they also do
their best to claim credit for projects delivered to their local area. For example,
many TDs have statements on their websites welcoming various sports capital
grants or new roads and even school projects that have been granted to their
constituency. Sean Haughey, a Dublin North Central TD, has several statements
on his website announcing the onset of a new grants programme and welcoming

individual projects to his area.’” Another junior minister, Wicklow’s Dick

Sean Haughey homepage (2009), viewed July 16 2009,
http://www.artesys.net/seanhaughey/content.php4?id=1&article=570&title=Major
%20Sports%20Capital%20Grants%20For%20North%20Central%20Area.
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Roche,”' whose site is headlined “Always at Your Service”, makes a point of
welcoming sports capital funding that is directed to his constituency. One headline
in June 2007 welcomed “€1.63 Million Funding as a great Day for Sport in
Wicklow”. Countless other examples abound. Even more blatantly, Michael
Moynihan, TD for Cork North West and chair of the Oireachtas Joint Committee
for Education and Science,22 announced that he had delivered Summer Works
Scheme funds to many schools of Cork North West. “But I will not stop there,”
said Deputy Michael Moynihan, “I shall continue to lobby Cork County Council,
along with relevant government departments, to allocate maximum funds to
ensuring that North Cork facilities and public areas are made accessible to all as a

matter of urgency.”

3.9 Conclusion

The aim of this project is to test whether distributive politics in Ireland fits with
the general theory of parliamentary pork barrel. In other words, does the Cabinet
seek to distribute an unequal amount of resources to constituencies it wants to
target — marginal and swing seats or the constituencies of core voters, as the
literature would predict? Or is Irish pork more particularistic, with Cabinet
ministers looking after themselves? Or perhaps is it rather based on stated policy,

with the government targeting areas according to need?

As we saw in the last chapter, in a PR system such as Ireland, if the party’s wishes
were to predominate, we should expect that marginal constituencies or swing
voters would be targeted. In an Irish context, these would be areas where the party
narrowly won last time and feels a need to boost support, or those that it narrowly

lost, where it believes that a little more work could deliver the extra votes needed

2 Dick Roche homepage (2009), viewed July 16 2009,
http://www.dickroche.com/article.php?sip/id=958
*2 Michael Moynihan homepage (2009), viewed July 16 2009 ,

http://www.michaelmoynihantd.ie/news
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for victory in the next election. Ministers do, of course, also have an incentive to
deliver for swing voters, in that the more seats the party wins, the more likely it is
that they will return to their jobs post-election, rather than returning to the
opposition benches. Nonetheless, whether the ministers act in the party’s interest
or not, they are also likely to want to appeal to, and perhaps reward, their core
supporters. We have seen that the Irish party system’s foundations on multi-
member districts, strong constituency organisations, and localism makes for
campaigns that are highly personalised, while STV makes candidate-centred
voting compatible with party voting to a degree that is virtually unique (Marsh
2000). In addition, it provides a significant incentive for politicians to develop and
seek support on a personal basis (Carey and Shugart 1995). Essentially, where
voters have the ability to order preferences among co-partisans, as in Irish multi
member districts, legislators have a clear incentive to enhance their personal
reputations, which they do not have to share with the co-partisans with whom they
are in competition. The anecdotal evidence, as well as the scholarly literature,
backs up the consequent idea of the Irish Dail deputy or TD as being a ‘local
promoter’, primarily concerned with making representations about the
constituency’s collective needs, which may be economic, environmental or social
(Searing 1994). During campaigns, each TD naturally stresses how much he has
done for the constituency, while opponents will usually talk about how a
particular incumbent has failed to deliver. One way to cultivate voters in a
candidate-centred system is to bring home the goodies. However, an individual
TD has very little power unless they happen to be an independent holding the
balance the power. Of course, having the incentive is not the same as having as
the ability, and thus it is those candidates with access to resources who are most
likely to divert the largest proportion of resources to their home ground. Ordinary
backbenchers can merely lobby ministers to ensure that their constituency gets a
look in. In general, those with both the incentive and the opportunity are likely to
be the so-called ‘spending’ ministers with access to the largest budgets and the
widest range of discretionary projects. Thus, if and when a TD becomes a minister
(or ‘chieftain’), expectations rise enormously and there is a belief that a minister

can really deliver in a big way — and ministers help foster this impression. We saw
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earlier that this is a general expectation of the Irish public. The question is, do
ministers seek to reward only their own home supporters in their own bailiwick,
or do they feel a wider sense of responsibility to reward the core supporters of the
party in general? Both of these scenarios require different degrees of coordination,
with delivery to home supporters easier to achieve. Thus the most likely
explanation may be that Cabinet ministers simply look after their own bailiwicks.
This may be partly because the parties are simply not able to discipline their
senior members sufficiently, or it could be because of the lack of organisation.
Our expectation, then, is that the political interest of powerful individual
legislators such as Cabinet ministers is likely to trump the interest of the
governing party. If ministers do deliver, which spending areas are they most likely
to choose? The three areas where legislators are most likely to claim credit are
sports facilities, schools and roads, and thus these are the three areas that this
project will examine. However, first we need to set out our hypothesis and outline

the data and methods that will be used. It is to this that the next chapter turns.
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Chapter Four : Hypotheses, Data and Methods

4.1 Abstract

This chapter derives four hypotheses where Cabinet ministers either (a) behave in
their individual interests looking after their own personal re-election concerns, or
(b) behave in their collective interests, looking after core voters, or (c) behave in
their collective interests, looking after swing voters or (d) behave in their
collective interests, looking after citizens generally. These hypotheses are tested
employing data from three government departments, covering the areas of sports
spending, primary and post-primary education capital spending, and roads
spending in the years 2001-2007. The data are at the level of the individual grant
and are allocated to its constituency. This allows data analysis at a number of
levels, including the success and failure of individual grants, grants to individual
clubs or schools, and constituency level grants. The dependent variable is
regressed on measures of policy and on measures of political influence in order to

test each hypothesis.

4.2 Introduction

This project breaks new empirical ground in the study of redistributive politics,
focusing on the Irish case and analysing patterns of capital expenditure in areas
from roads and education to sports grants. Who wins and loses in these areas is
not just of academic concern: it can make a difference to the real lives of citizens.
For example, distributive policies will make a difference to the quality of roads in
an area, to the quality of the school buildings in which a child studies, and to the

types of infrastructure and recreation available to a family after work and school.

This study differs from existing Irish-specific as well as other comparative and

US-orientated literature in at least three ways. First, the data employed have been
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gathered for the first time using the Freedom of Information Act. It covers a
number of complete capital allocations across various spending areas from 2001
to 2007. Second, all the spending data have been allocated at constituency level
for the first time. A small part of the data, sports capital grants, has been examined
before, but they have never been broken down into constituency level, being
examined only at the county level. Third, it differentiates between the collective
and the individual interests of Cabinet ministers, arguing that the latter may trump
the former. In what follows, I will briefly rehearse the relevant theoretical
literature and derive testable hypotheses suitable for a context of partisan
fragmentation and proportional representation. I will then lay out the empirical
model and detail key variables and the dataset before outlining the methods

employed.

4.3 Hypotheses

To briefly recap, in Chapter Two we saw that the core theoretical debate in
distributive politics is whether political parties allocate targetable goods to core or
swing voters in order to optimise their electoral prospects. Briefly, the debate pits
those who lean towards Cox and McCubbins’s (1986) “core voter model” against
those who lean towards Lindbeck and Weibull’s (1987) “swing voter model”. In a
parliamentary context, both models envision parties competing by promising to
distribute targetable goods to various groups. Cox and McCubbins argue that
vote-maximising parties will allocate distributive benefits primarily to their core
voters. Lindbeck and Weibull argue that it is more beneficial to target voters at the
margin who can be persuaded to change their minds, and thus rational politicians
will target these and perhaps even take their core voters for granted. As we have
seen, patterns of American pork-barrel distribution reflect the structure of its
governmental system: non-party based, individualistic, and dominated by power
brokers in safe seats. In contrast, parliamentary pork is seen as fusing executive
governmental authority with partisan power (Denemark 2000). This creates a
powerful incentive for a centrally dictated, collective form of pork. It is typically

argued that parliaments deny the individual legislator both the incentive and the
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opportunity to construct a personal power base. However, this is ignoring the

interaction of varying electoral and party systems.

Effective party organisation is that which, within its given system, strikes the
electorally optimal balance between maintaining the collective reputation for
providing national polices and personalist electioneering locally. Individual
candidates must seek personal identity in their campaign and incumbents must
routinely credit claim. Thus the incentives facing individual legislators are
separate and different to the incentives facing political parties. Individuals seek re-
election and cultivate votes in their home district, whereas parties seek more
votes, as these translate into seats, and therefore cultivate their swing voters. The
individual legislators build personal bailiwicks to distinguish themselves from
competitors within their own parties and pork barrel and a focus on the local area
are likely to be part of this. And, as Ministers have less time to spend providing
constituency service (Studlar and McAllister 1996), they may also secure benefits
as a sop for their sometimes ignored local constituency. In this way, individual
self-interest would prevail over the Cabinet’s overall tactical priority of winning
seats in marginal constituencies. As a consequence, an incumbent legislator will,

like many a US congressman, attempt to direct resources to his home district.

However, unlike the Congress, individual legislators in parliamentary systems
have less power and influence. The Irish parliament, Dail Eireann, displays many
of the characteristics of the Westminster parliamentary model, at least in theory. It
possesses powers of appointment and dismissal, a scrutiny function and,
according to article 15.2.1 of the constitution, Bunreacht na hEireann, “the sole
and exclusive power of making laws for the state”. Dinan (1986) notes that the
“difference between constitutional theory and political practice in the case of
parliamentary powers and prerogatives is striking”. Twenty years later, this
remains the case and Murphy (2006) notes that debates are invariably poorly
attended, with the chamber only filling up once votes are called and after the whip
has ushered deputies in. This perception of an arrogant executive and subservient

parliament is further compounded by the increasing tendency for major

78



Chapter Four: Data and Methods

government announcements to be made outside of parliament (Murphy 2006;
440). But it is when it comes to lawmaking that the weakness of the house’s
powers can be seen. The Dail has sole and exclusive responsibility in lawmaking,
effectively allowing deputies to propose, amend, pass or reject legislation. In
reality, however, the process of lawmaking is not monopolised by the national
parliament. Constitutional reform is subject to popular referenda, statutory
instruments permit Irish ministers to make laws that are not subject to any serious
degree of parliamentary scrutiny, and the civil service is on occasion in a position
to affect policy change and policy implementation in the absence of direct
parliamentary input. Further constraints on Dail Eireann’s legislative function are
reflected in the fact that the vast majority of Irish legislation starts life as a
government proposal. Private member’s motions are not a significant source of
Irish law. The government dominates even control of the legislative agenda. The
political executive takes charge of the legislative programme, meaning the
activities of the Dail are dictated to it as opposed to decided by it. Even the
parliament’s power to affect the outcome of the executive’s legislative proposals
is restricted, due to the rarity of government defeats. Members of the majority
party or coalition are unlikely to object to legislation being proposed and
pioneered by party colleagues in government. In fact, over the period in question,

not one government deputy voted against a budget measure.

In addition, those most likely to see their legislation adopted and, by inference,
those with access to the resources are those with the greatest access to these goods
(Laver and Shepsle 1994, 1996) — in other words, Cabinet ministers. Ministers
with access to resources would have the most opportunity to ensure that their own
home area is looked after. In particular, this is likely to be the so-called ‘spending’
ministers with access to the largest budgets and the widest range of discretionary
projects. According to the matrix in Chapter Two, the minister acts out of
individual rather than collective interest and, given the party’s relatively weak role
in the local arena as opposed to the parliamentary one, we would expect
individual ministers to deliver for their home constituencies. It is possible that

these actors engage in logrolling within the legislature, as do their counterparts in
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Congress, in which we could expect to see the core districts of all Cabinet
ministers in general, rather than the specific core districts of individual legislators,
being targeted. More likely is perhaps the possibility that, given the centrality of
the Minister for Finance, his individual needs - and perhaps those of the
Taoiseach - will be looked after by the line departments. In all of these cases, the
political imperative of individual minister should trump the imperative of the
ruling party. As the matrix outlined in Chapter Two set out, the interaction of
open-list or STV systems with a party system that allows legislators considerable
freedom at home allows the interests of the individual legislator to trump the

interests of the party™.

However, it is also conceivable that ministers would act in the collective interests
of their party. The party, whether strong or weak, faces different incentives and
seeks to maximise the number of votes they receive, regardless of constituency,
because PR will result in a close match between votes won and seats gained.
Thus, parties will either target their areas of core electoral strength, since more
voters who are weakly predisposed rather than opposed towards the party should
be located there (Golden and Picci 2008). The bailiwicks of individually strong
legislators may or may not be located where the party is strong, and thus there is a
tension between where the party would like resources to be directed and where the
legislator would. Parties will also have some incentive to try to ensure the safety
of individual legislators where the candidate is in a marginal position and again
the boundaries of swing districts will not necessarily conform to the same

boundaries as those for minsters.

Finally, an alternative view, also put forward by Cox and McCubbins (1986), is a
universalistic party-centred notion of delivering to the country as a whole rather

than simply buying votes in an individual constituency or electoral area, although

2 Of course the ministers actions in delivering pork may also boost the party vote in their
constituency, helping gain or retain and additional seat for their party (‘bringing in a running
mate’), which both benefits the reputation of the minister within the party as someone whose
personal popularity paid dividends for the party
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they did not find much evidence for this approach. In theory, they argue that many
bills, which are not targetable, benefit all voters or at least a significant sector of
the population — for example, child benefit, pension provision, or free travel or
heath care for the over-70s and so on. Because their proposed beneficiaries are
widely dispersed, the bills reflect well on all deputies from a party, and thus are an
efficient way for a party to build its reputation (to advertise the party’s policy
product). Working in groups on such initiatives, legislators build a collective
reputation they can share. This does not mean that all distributive spending is
public good provision rather than pork, but simply that spending is shared
between constituencies and is not geographically based. In addition, there are of
course risks and reputational costs involved in delivering pork, as we saw in
previous chapters. If the party was strong and was to take these seriously, then we
could expect a form of universalistic distribution targeted in general rather than at
any specific groups. More likely, however, there is a limit to the extent to which
they can prefer their own constituents, with a balance being struck between
increasing their own popularity and potential damage to the party reputation

nationally.

The discussion thus far generates the following core hypotheses. In subsequent

chapters, I will empirically test these hypotheses to falsify or validate each.

* Cabinet ministers will act in their individual interests, directing

higher levels of expenditure or more benefits to their home districts.

* Cabinet ministers will act in the collective interest of the party,
directing higher levels of expenditure or more benefits to geographic

areas of greater electoral strength for the party.
* Cabinet ministers will act in the collective interest of the party,

directing higher levels of expenditure or more benefits to geographic

areas with maximum numbers of swing voters for the party.
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e (Cabinet ministers will act in the collective interest generally, directing
expenditure at all constituencies on a universal basis, targeting

groups as set out by government policy.

4.4 Model

Thus, we expect different influences on the dependent variable: one emanating
from the individual powerful legislators or Cabinet ministers, another from the
political party and the last from needs based variables. I argue that the former is
likely to be more important in an STV context, even though the party is strong.

Following Golden and Picci (2008), a way to represent this is:

INV;, = f(CAB;, GOVi, MARG;, CONS;))

INV is the amount of money spent on capital projects in constituency 1 at time t
(year). CAB is a composite measure representing the political influence of
particular Cabinet ministers (detailed shortly). GOV is another composite,
measuring the strength of governing party; MARG is the marginality of the party
in a district; and CONS are the socio-economic characteristics of the constituency.
Several variables potentially capture the influence of Cabinet ministers, including
a dummy variable for whether or not each constituency is represented by a
Cabinet minister as well as dummy variables for the finance minister (perhaps the
most individually powerful minister in terms of the allocation of discretionary
expenditure) and Taoiseach, as well as particular spending ministers, for example,
the ministers for education, for transport and for arts, sports and tourism. These
dummies are included in order to test whether individually powerful ministers

such as this target disproportionate allocations to their home constituencies.

The variables composing GOV include the raw number of seats held by the
governing party in a constituency, a measure of the vote for the party at the
previous election, as well as a measure of the vote of the two main opposition

parties at the previous election. The number of seats held by the governing party
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is included because research shows that the size of the legislative delegation may
be important in securing resources (Ansolabehere, Gerber et al 2003; Golden and
Picci 2008). The vote at the previous election is included, since I seek to estimate
the importance of the extent of electoral support for the parties in government in
discretionary allocations to constituencies. MARG is made up of a variable
denoting the absolute swing to or from the party between the previous two
elections and a dummy variable denoting whether the constituency was
considered marginal during the upcoming election campaign. These variables are
included in order to test whether swing districts or marginal seats are targeted by

partisan allocations.

Socioeconomic characteristics of the constituencies in which investments are
made are also controlled for. These include the number of residents as well as the
numbers in various age cohorts, such as 0-4, 5-12 and 13-18. The expectation is
that the government ought to target greater resources for school building at areas
with greater numbers of children, while those in the upcoming cohort are included
as a measure of where future resources for primary schools should be targeted.
The 5-12 class represents the current cohort of children at primary school as well
as the cohort that will be entering post-primary school, while those aged 13-18 are
currently attending post-primary school. Some change variables, denoting the
percentage change in the relevant age cohort between the two census points of
2002 and 2007, are also included. These variables allow the policy response to
changing demographics to be captured. The numbers of adults in various age
cohorts may explain the allocation of some sports funding. In the education
chapter (Chapter Six), there are other specific variables, such a dummy for
whether a school is Irish language or not, another that accounts for religious
affiliation, and a dummy for whether or not a school is on a specific
disadvantaged list, as well as the number of children enrolled in the school and a
gender variable that denotes whether it is a boys’, girls’ or mixed school. In the
roads chapter (Chapter Seven), there are a number of other variables denoting the
length of roads in a constituency and the number of car drivers. Further variables

will be outlined in specific chapters.
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Operationalising the concept of governing party is, in this case, straightforward.
Fianna Fail had come to power, forming a coalition with the Progressive
Democrats (PDs) in 1997 — this coalition was returned to power in 2002. Thus, for
the entire period in question®’, the coalition was extremely stable, with only
Fianna Fail (the dominant party) and the PDs being in power. The PD ministers
were not in charge of any of the spending areas that we measure and thus have not
been singled out. They are, of course, counted in the overall Cabinet minister
designation, where appropriate. However, I do measure the seat share of Fianna
Fail in each constituency. This ranges from one to three, and is expressed as a

percentage of the total number of seats in that constituency.

4.5 The data

A key impediment to developing a unified test of pork barrel has been
disagreement on how best to operationalise particularistic spending as a dependent
variable. Many studies have focused on easily available central government
spending data, using transfer programs (Milesi-Ferretti, Perotti et al 2002),
government consumption (Bradbury and Crain 2001), public employment, and
even overall government spending (Persson, Tabellini et al; Persson, Roland et al
2000; Bagqir 2002) to measure pork. Yet many of these variables either fail to
capture general notions of pork or include too many non-pork items, such as
universal benefits. Others choose to utilise capital expenditures at all levels of
government as a good proxy of particularistic spending (Diaz-Cayeros and
Magaloni 2004). Capital expenditures are typically large physical infrastructural
projects, such as buildings, bridges, and roads, which are visibly located in a place
and usually impossible to relocate or withdraw. Because they are geographically
located, they can be used a reasonable proxy for pork spending. The largest
capital spending areas in Ireland in the years covered are transport, energy, health

and education. One area of transport spending that is amenable to partisan

2% Due to restrictions on data availability from individual Government Departments the time
period for which data was available was limited to the 2001-2007 period
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geographic allocation is roads spending, as each constituency has a roads network.
Energy spending, in contrast, is concentrated in large generating sites in a few
locations around the country. Health spending is to some extent amenable to
geographic allocation, particularly for smaller regional and local hospitals and
daycare centres and so on. Education spending is also amenable to geographic
distribution, with both primary and post-primary schools in each electoral
constituency. In addition, as we saw in the last chapter, education and roads are
among the top credit-claiming opportunities for candidates. Thus I will examine
both of these areas. Health also represents a credit-claiming opportunity, although
not as popular as either roads or education. However, until 2006, health spending
was the responsibility of a myriad of local and regional health boards. I obtained
information from these, but it was inconsistent and not amenable to being
analysed in any consistent manner. In addition, as we have seen, sports clubs are
the most popular credit-claiming opportunity. The level of spending is smaller,
and these do not appear in the largest areas of spending, but they are nonetheless
worth examining. In many ways, if we do not find evidence of partisan spending
in sports grants, we are unlikely to find it anywhere. Thus, in all the forthcoming
analysis, I will be examining various headings of capital expenditure, from sports
clubs to schools and roads. I will outline the reason for looking at these areas in
their own chapters, but all were listed among the top credit-claiming opportunities

in the 2007 Candidate Survey.

4.6 Dependent variable

The data on the dependent variable was obtained under the Freedom of
Information Act from each individual government department and includes all
items of capital expenditure within the relevant area in the years 2001-2007, when
suitable data was available in an electronic format. On the one hand, that date
range means that the same two governing parties were in power for the duration,
however, it also ensures that two general elections are included, as well as one
local and European election. In most departments, this means that around three

ministers had been in charge over the period, allowing for some variation. I will
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discuss this more in the section outlining the independent variables. Each
individual grant — whether a new window or a new school, a new sports pitch or a
refurbishment, a pavement improvement or new road — is then allocated to its
specific constituency. As a result, all datasets contain thousands of individual
observations. Most datasets are thus at the level of the individual grant, although
this is consolidated to the individual institution, such as school or sports club and
further to the constituency in order to avoid as far as possible any problems of
ecological inference. I used the reports of the Constituency Commission in order
to ascertain which constituency each address was in. This was done manually and
took thousands of hours of coding. For example, in Chapter Five on sports grants,
all the grants are allocated under the sports capital programme from National
Lottery funding in the Departments of Arts, Sports and Tourism (DAST). In the
years examined, this amounts to some 6,243 grants amounting to €403 million.
The DAST makes this data available by county. However, in many cases, counties
do not map into constituencies. In Dublin, for example, there are 12
constituencies, while in Cork there are four. I separately allocated each
observation to its constituency in the year in question. I set out the constituency

revisions during the period in question below.

The education data has also been collected from the Department of Education
under the Freedom of Information Act. It incorporates all capital spending on the
primary and post-primary education sectors in Ireland from 2001-2007. The
original dataset contains the name of each school, as well as its address, the
amount of each individual grant, and its purpose. From 2001-2003, data were at
the level of the grant and thus any school could have a number of entries in each
year. From 2004-2007, the data were supplied at the level of the school. Again, I
manually allocated each to its constituency. While the data cover every capital
payment to every school over the period, as we will see in Chapter Six, the
Department of Education has a growing number of schemes — such as the Small
Schools Accommodation Scheme, the Permanent Accommodation Scheme and
the Summer Works Scheme — which are aimed at different types of projects and

were introduced in 2003 and 2004. Where appropriate, these schemes are dealt
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with separately and, at other times, are included in the general analysis. In the
years examined in this chapter, this amounts to some 9,386 primary grants
amounting to €940 million. At the same time, there were some 18,136 post-

primary grants, amounting to €1.2 billion.

The roads data was collected from the Department of the Environment, also
under the Freedom of Information Act. It incorporates all capital spending on
non-national roads in the republic from 2001-2007. The dataset contains the
name of each section of roadway on which funds were spent and the
programme under which it was spent — that is restoration, EU-co-financed,
strategic grants programme or miscellaneous grants. Again each specific
stretch of road was allocated to its constituency. Further information is
available on the allocation of funds to city and borough councils, as well as
town councils. In addition, I collected information from the Department of
Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs about CLAR funding, or specific
funding for disadvantaged areas, which is outlined in greater detail below, on
roads projects. This includes data on the amount spent, the stretch of road, and
the electoral district in which it was located. I then allocated each to its
constituency. In many cases, these were stretches of between 1km and 2km and
thus can be allocated to within specific electoral districts, at least where CLAR
co-funding was obtained. In other cases, the funding has been allocated to the
constituency where the road was located. In cases where the county council and
constituency border are in the same place, this was a simple matter. In other
cases, the stretch of road had to be allocated to a specific constituency. In very
few, the stretch of road crossed constituency boundaries, in which case the
amount was divided equally between the various constituencies. In total over
the time period, there are 3,718 observations amounting to over €2 billion in
funding. Further details about specific programmes are outlined in the relevant

chapter.

Because the size of the grants varies hugely, there are a large number of outliers,

which skew those data. For example, in the sports data, amounts involved are
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small, ranging from €500 to €3 million — the median value of grants is €30,000
and the mean is €64,570. In the schools data, the amounts involved range from
€50 for glass replacement to €8 million for a new school. Again, as with sports
grants, most grants are small, with the mean grant coming in at €64,362. The
median grant is only €12,708, and 90% of all grants are below €139,675. At the
same time, there were some 18,136 post-primary grants, ranging from €50 to €11
million. Here a similar pattern emerges: the mean post-primary grant was
€69,925, while the median grant was €14,141. Some 90% of grants were under
€312,987, while 75% of grants were below €58,714. In the roads data (see Figure
4-1), the amounts involved range from €4,000 for pavement improvements, to
small stretches of road for over €12 million. In total, there are 3,481 observations
amounting to €5.8 billion, with the mean at €1.7 million, only slightly above the
median at €1.6 million. For illustrative purposes, Figure 4-1 shows a box-plot
distribution of roads grants, showing a large number of outliers. A similar picture
also emerges for sports and education grants, as we shall see in Chapters Five and

Six.

Boxplot Distribution All Roads Grants
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Figure 4-1: box-plot distribution of all sports grants
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However, it is not simply the amount of grants allocated to a particular
constituency that we can envisage as pork — the number of such grants may also
be important. After all, a minister or party may prefer to spread around a large
number of smaller grants rather than focus on a few larger ones. Thus, in each
chapter, there is analysis where the dependent variable is a count variable — that is,
the number of grants allocated to that constituency. In the sports data, there is also
a dummy variable indicating success or failure for all applications. This allows me
to examine the likelihood of success or failure in this dataset, in which case the

dependent variable is a binary denoting success or failure to win a grant.

4.7 Level of analysis

There are three levels of analysis employed across the various categories of grant.
First, the individual grant, where the success or failure of applications is analysed
in terms of sports grants. Second is the level at the individual projects, where the
amount of money allocated is analysed. This level of analysis allows a very
detailed look at spending patterns. In the schools data, it makes it possible to
distinguish between spending on different types of school, whether disadvantaged
or not, as well as the number of children enrolled. In sports data, it means that we
can observe variation between various types of sports club (whether GAA or
soccer or boxing and so on) and, in roads, it means that we can look at spending in
specific electoral divisions that are designated under special schemes for extra
funding. Third, there is also a case for examining the data in a reduced format,
where the unit of observation is the constituency, where both the amount of
money allocated and the number of grants allocated is analysed. After all, the
central argument of this thesis is that ministers or parties will use their ability to

direct resources to areas of perceived electoral advantage for themselves.

4.8 Constituency-level variables

All grant data are manually allocated to their appropriate geographic constituency.

In 2002, there were 42 constituencies in the Republic of Ireland. In 2004, the
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report of the Constituency Commission proposed major changes to Dail
constituencies, and five new constituencies were created: Longford/Westmeath,
Meath East, Meath West, Roscommon/South Leitrim, and Sligo/North Leitrim.
They replaced the four existing constituencies of Longford/Roscommon, Meath,
Sligo/Leitrim and Westmeath. The only Cabinet minister affected was Noel
Dempsey, whose constituency changed from Meath to Meath West while he was
Minister for Education and Science (2002-2004) and Minister for
Communications, Marine and Natural Resources (2004-2007). These new changes
resulted in the creation of a 43rd constituency and the removal of the provincial
boundary breach between Leinster and Connacht. At the same time, the number of
seats was reduced in two constituencies, where Cork North Central fell from five
seats to four and Dublin North Central from four to three. In addition, two three-
seater constituencies, both represented by Cabinet ministers, gained an extra seat,
where Dublin Mid West and Kildare North both went from three to four. There
were further smaller boundary changes to 11 constituencies outside Dublin,
almost all resulting in the transfer of less than 1,000 voters. These were Clare,
Cork North West, Cork South Central, Cork South West, Donegal North East,
Donegal South West, Kerry North, Kerry South, Kildare South, Limerick East,
and Limerick West. At the time, boundaries for ten of the 12 Dublin
constituencies were also revised: Dublin Central, Dublin Mid West, Dublin North,
Dublin North Central, Dublin North East, Dublin North West, Dublin South,
Dublin South Central, Dublin South West and Dublin West. Following the
revision, the lower house of the Oireachtas currently contains 166 Teachtai Dala
(TDs), representing 43 parliamentary constituencies. All monies that were
allocated after the boundary changes were announced in 2004 are allocated to

their new constituency.

The constituency-level independent variables are divided into two sections, one
dealing with political factors and the other with policy. The key political
independent variables are Fianna Fail vote share at the previous election, as well
as a number of dummy variables representing the marginality of a constituency

and whether or not a Cabinet minister represents it. Fianna Féil vote share refers
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to the proportion of the overall vote that Fianna Fail candidates garnered in the
prior election. Thus, in the years prior to the 2002 general election, the 1997
elections are used and, post-June 2002, the general election results of that year are
utilised. Fianna Fail vote share in individual constituencies ranges from 24.5% to

56.4%, with a mean of 41.5%.

Summary statistics constituency variables

Variable Mean Std Dev
FF Vote 41.68 5.83
FF Swing .055 5.88
FG/LAB Swing 3537 8.18
Number Seats 4.01 .84
Number Seats FF | 1.96 558
Population 98,344 22,385
Population 0-19 28,287 6,847
Population 20-45 | 37,145 8,588
Distance from | 185 84.89
Dail

Table 4-1 : summary statistics constituency variables

The simple argument is that the higher the votes share in any constituency, the
more core voters in that constituency. In other words, the higher the Fianna Fail
vote share, the more solidly Fianna Fail the constituency is. Thus, if the party
were to reward its core supporters, as predicted by the core-supporter hypothesis
put forward by Cox and McCubbins (1986), we would expect that constituencies
that had a higher percentage vote for Fianna Fail at the last general election would
attract more funds. The swing to or from Fianna Fail at the previous election is
also included. This is simply the absolute deviation from the previous election.
The greater the swing, the more volatile is the electorate in that constituency. The
dummy for whether or not a constituency is marginal was garnered from
following Noel Whelan, a well-known political commentator, who, in a book
published three weeks before polling day in 2002 and in an interview on RTE
radio just before the 2007 election,” gave his predictions for what might happen
given a variety of scenarios. In each case, such as a big win for FF, he suggested

how many seats each party would win in each constituency. I have taken these

» RTE Radio One, Today with Pat Kenny, May 1% 2007.
91



Chapter Four: Data and Methods

predictions and distinguished seats that would go to the same party, whatever
scenario is adopted, from those that would not. The latter are considered marginal,
meaning a party might win a seat here, or lose one, or both. This should
summarise what would have been the conventional wisdom of the time. Of course
Whelan was writing at the start of the election campaign and his predictions may
not be the same as the perception in the immediate aftermath of the previous
election. Another way of describing a marginal constituency is as a swing
constituency. The swing voter hypothesis of Dixit and Londregan (1996) predicts
that, on average, more funds are allocated to swing voters, and therefore the swing
vote is expected to be positive and significant. In addition, the marginality of a

constituency should be positive and significant.

In order to examine the impact of Cabinet ministers, there is also a dummy
variable indicating whether or not a Cabinet minister represented a constituency.
If Cabinet ministers were to engage in logrolling with one another, then we would
expect this to be positive and significant. In addition, the individual spending
ministers are separately coded, which will allow an examination of whether they
act in their own individual interests, delivering to their own constituencies. Thus,
there is a variable for the Minister for Finance. In general, the Irish Minister for
Finance is the second most important ministerial position in the Irish Cabinet,
after that of the Taoiseach. He or she is in charge of the Department of Finance
(An Roinn Airgeadais), responsible for all financial matters. Gemma Hussey
(1990: 12), a former Minister for Education, said that the Department of Finance
rarely agreed to any spending proposal and fought the battles at Cabinet level,
often on a line-by-line basis. The finance minister changed a few times over the
period. Charlie McCreevy was minister from 26 June 1997 to 29 September 2004.
Brian Cowen became minister on that day, until 7 May 2008. There is also a
dummy for the Taoiseach. If ministers do look after the MoF in order to curry

favour, then we would expect the dummy to be both positive and significant.

In order to examine whether the line ministers act in their own individual self-

interest, the relevant spending minister has also been coded. Thus in Chapter Five,
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we have the Minister for Arts, Sports and Tourism — from 12 July 1997 to 6 June
2002, Jim McDaid held the post, then called ‘Minister for Tourism, Sport and
Recreation’. In 2002, the department’s responsibilities were changed, and it
became the Department of Arts, Sports and Tourism. The first minister was John
O’Donoghue, who remained in situ for the duration of the time, from 6 June 2002
to 14 June 2007. The Minister for Education and Science from 27 January 2000 to
6 June 2002 was Michael Woods. From then until 29 September 2004, Noel
Dempsey took over and, until 7 May 2008, it was Mary Hanafin. The Cabinet
minister hypothesis states that a constituency belonging to a Cabinet minister or to
a key agenda-setting minister should receive more funds. Thus we would expect

these variables to be both positive and significant.

4.9 Independent policy variables

While the political variables mentioned above may have an influence on spending,
they will not determine the allocation of all monies. Governments should also
allocate funding in line with overall policy. In general, the greater the local need
and the less the local services, the greater the contribution from central exchequer
should be (Johnston 1978). For schools spending, for example, the department
states that disadvantaged schools will be prioritised, as well as new schools in
areas of rapidly growing population. More generally, we would expect that
schools funding might be determined by the number of children in a school or, at
the constituency level, by the number of children in the appropriate or upcoming
age cohort in an area. In terms of sports funding, again the department specifies
that facilities in disadvantaged areas will be prioritised and, more generally, we
can expect that funding for sports facilities may also be determined by
demographic factors such as the number of young people in an area. In terms of
roads spending, there is again a priority for disadvantaged areas but, more
generally, funding is on the basis of road length in an area rather than usage.
There is more detail on each of these in the appropriate chapters.

Summary statistics for all the variables are given in Table 4.1.
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For each area, there are variables denoting disadvantage, both of which come
from the government’s own measures. The civil service uses two primary
measures of disadvantage, one allocated by Pobal, which looks after the RAPID1
and RAPID 2 allocations, and the other by CLAR. Pobal is a not-for-profit
company with charitable status that works on behalf of the government to support
communities and local agencies towards achieving social inclusion, reconciliation
and equality. The RAPID Programme is a government initiative that targets 46 of
the most disadvantaged areas in the country. The programme aims to ensure that
priority attention is given to the 46 designated areas by focusing state resources
available under the National Development Plan. The programme also requires
government departments and state agencies to bring about better co-ordination
and closer integration in the delivery of services. The CLAR programme (Ceantair
Laga Ard-Riachtanais, or ‘Underprivileged Designated Area of High Necessity’),
launched in October 2001, is a targeted investment programme in rural areas. The
Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs coordinate both
programmes. CLAR areas were selected on the basis of population decline
between 1926 and 1996, and the programme is intended to combat the negative
effects of this depopulation, such as withdrawal of services and loss of
development funding. Following an analysis of the 2002 census data, the CLAR
areas were reviewed and extended. RAPID1 is confined to the major urban areas
and RAPID2 focuses on certain provincial towns (see Appendix for details of
areas covered). In addition to these geographic-based measures of disadvantage,
the Department of Education has designated certain individual schools as

disadvantaged, and these are also included as a dummy variable.

Other policy variables include demographics, which come from the Central
Statistics Office and, in particular, the census results in 2002 and in 2007.%° Many
of these variables are not perfect measures for policy outcomes, but do act as
reasonable proxies. In sports funding, the majority of sporting facilities are

utilised by the under-35 age cohort, with a few exceptions, such as golf courses.

%8 The CSO data was obtained from the Small Area Population Statistics and contains 68 tables

organised into 15 themes. I utilised the economic theme by constituency.
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There is thus an argument that funding to sports facilities in an area might be
related to the number of people under 45 in that area. However, it is also
conceivable that spending may be related to older age cohorts, who may be more
likely to apply and lobby for funding. Thus, in the sports chapter, there are
variables to control for a number of age cohorts, including 0-18, 18-45, over 45

and so on.

For primary schools, there is an argument that spending should be related to the
number of children in the 5-11 age cohort. For medium-term planning, it may also
be related to the numbers in the 0-4 cohort, who will be entering the system in the
coming years. Of course, populations are not static, and some areas have
experienced particularly rapid population growth over the past decade and thus, if
the department is involved in planning, the spending may be related to the change
in population levels rather than the levels themselves. In order to capture this
possibility, there is a variable denoting change in the relevant age cohorts. In post-
primary funding, similar arguments apply. There is a variable measuring the
number of children in the 12-18 age bracket, while the numbers in primary
schools act here as a predictor of future spending. Again, there are variables
measuring change in the numbers in the different cohorts. For roads spending,
there is a variable denoting the road length in each constituency. However, there
is also an argument that roads funding would be determined by the number of cars
in an area, the number of commuters, and so on. Thus there are variables

measuring each of these.

4.10 Qualitative data

As a complement to the empirical chapters, qualitative techniques and, in
particular, a range of interviews are also employed. As King, Keohane and Verba
(1994) set out, qualitative research can often act as a complement to quantitative
methods. In general, qualitative interviewing tends to be flexible, responding to
the direction in which interviewees take the interview and perhaps adjusting the
emphases in the research as a result of significant issues that emerge in the course

of interview. At the most basic level, interviews are conversations (Kvale 1996).
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Kvale defines qualitative research interviews as “attempts to understand the world

from the subjects’ point of view, to unfold the meaning of peoples’ experiences,

to uncover their lived world prior to scientific explanations.”
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Summary statistics of all non-dummy sports variables

Variable Mean Std Dev N
Grant 64570.7 119586 6243
Log Per Cap|.0001154 .0000306 4518
Grant

Sought 207495.2 550709 6243
Cost 392661.7 1270732 6242
Log Grant 10.75 1.23 4566
Success 7313 443 6243
Fail 2686 443 6243
Table 4-2 : summary statistics sports variables

Summary statistics for non-dummy education variables
Variable Mean Std Dev N
Grant Primary 9386 100138 9386
Log PC Grant | .0001005 .0000295 7579
Primary

Grant Post Primary | 69925 220981 18136
Log Grant P Primary | 9.57 1.93 17990
Summer Works Sc 93952 109421 875
Devolved Scheme 115440 160309 241
No Enrolled Primary | 190 155 9386
No Enrolled P1517 258 14712
Primary

Children 0-4 35420 45802 9295
Children 5 — 12 38159 43908 9295
Children 0-4 % ch -93.27 1.21 8830
Children 5-12 % ch -867.02 173.54 8830
Table 4-3: summary statistics education variables

Statistics for non-dummy roads variables

Variable Mean Std Dev N
Grant 253427 660295 3718
Log Per Cap Grant | .0001198 .0000332 3360
CLAR Grant 22482 26901 1574
CLAR  Per Cap |.0001056 .0000256 1503
Grant

Total Grant to | 1680000 9455923 3481
Cons

No Grants in Cons | 690 333 3565
Cars per household | 35513 7818 3302
Commuters 24853 6328 3686
Road KM 377 170 3777

Table 4-4: summary statistics roads variables
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Essentially, the interviews followed a semi-structured approach, with a list of
topics to be covered, but the interviewee had a great deal of leeway in how to
reply. The benefit of this approach is that questions may not follow on exactly in
the way outlined on the schedule. Questions that are not included in the guide may
be asked, as they pick up on things said by interviewees. But, by and large, all of
the questions were asked and a similar wording was used from interviewee to
interviewee. | interviewed each person once. The interviews were not taped, as
many interviewees expressed a preference not to be taped. I did, however, take
extensive contemporaneous notes of all interviews.”” Many of the interviewees
also asked not to be specifically named and, when this is the case, I give them a

general description.

Interviews were generally divided into two broad sections. The first was a
‘soaking and poking’ in the Fenno tradition, where interviewees were generally
asked what their expectations would be for the research and also for any examples
of particularistic spending that they could recall. In the second, more structured
part of the interview, interviewees were asked to talk about the process of decision
making when it came to allocating funds and about the business of lobbying and
writing letters, and whether these practices made a difference. The interviews
focus on whether the mechanisms that would be required for a party-wide tactical
apportioning of funds exist. These mechanisms could be seen as the observable
implications of some of the macro hypotheses. This is essentially a ‘process
tracing’ approach rather than the ‘soaking and poking’ of the earlier part of the
interview, and involves searching for the evidence consistent with the overall
causal theory about the decisional process by which the outcome was produced. In
Chapter Eight, I will discuss in greater detail the format and style of the
interviews. These interviews are an integral part of the project. Interviewees
include former Cabinet ministers and governmental advisors, as well as public

servants and chief executives of semi-state bodies and civil servants.

27 : . . :
In most instances, no names are given, as many interviewees spoke on an off-the-

record basis.
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4.11 Methodology

In general, I will employ multivariate regression and, in particular, OLS. The
central empirical strategy is to regress per capita spending for each policy area
and for each electoral district and year on measures of political factors, together
with economic and demographic controls that may influence funding decisions. In
the regression model, the dependent variable is assumed to be a function of one or
more independent variables, plus an error introduced to account for all other
factors. The procedure has strong theoretical justification if a few assumptions are
made about how the data are generated. The starting point is the regression
equation, which describes some causal or behavioural process. The independent
variables play the role of experimental or treatment variables. The error term
captures the effects of all omitted variables. I have made a set of assumptions,
known as the Gauss-Markov assumptions, which are sufficient to guarantee that
ordinary regression estimates will have good properties. First, we assume that the
errors u_i have an expected value of zero: E(u i ) = 0 .This means that, on
average, the errors balance out. Second, we assume that the independent variables
are non-random. In an experiment, the values of the independent variable would
be fixed by the experimenter and repeated samples could be drawn, with the
independent variables fixed at the same values in each sample. As a consequence
of this assumption, the independent variables will in fact be independent of the
disturbance. For non-experimental work, this will need to be assumed directly,
along with the assumption that the independent variables have finite variances .

Third, we assume that the independent variables are linearly independent. That is,
no independent variable can be expressed as a (non-zero) linear combination of
the remaining independent variables. Fourth, we assume that the disturbances u i

are homoscedastic:
E(v}) = o for i=1,...,IT

This means that the variance of the disturbance is the same for each observation.

Fifth, we assume that the disturbances are not auto correlated:
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E(”Ujvj) =0if i#j

This means that disturbances associated with different observations are
uncorrelated. If the first three assumptions above are satisfied, then the ordinary
least squares estimator b will be unbiased: E(b) = beta. Unbiasedness means that,
if we draw many different samples, the average value of the OLS estimator based
on each sample will be the true parameter value beta. Usually, however, we have
only one sample, so the variance of the sampling distribution of 4 is an important
indicator of the quality of estimates obtained. Although the preceding theorems
provide strong justification for using the OLS estimator, a few large outliers can
influence the OLS estimates. As we saw earlier, in each of the datasets, there are a
large number of outliers in each of the dependent variables, which measure the
amount of grant. Transforming the data by logging the dependent variable yields a
model that fits the data quite well and hence a logged version of the dependent
variable restores the reliability of the estimates. In general, the e log
transformation is necessary to take account of the non-normal residuals. Thus the
primary dependent variable is the logged grants per capita,”® expressed in euro

amounts, measured to each sports club, school or road in each year.
For the most part then, the OLS model that I shall utilise takes the following form:

Yii= 0+XKy=1 kX5 +MXp=1 mX,; + 65 (1)
el N0, "2}
fori=1,...,10,000andj=1,...,48

% For information on how to properly assess the effect of interval and dummy
variables on log-transformed dependent variables, please refer to Halvorsen and
Palmquist (1980). For interval variables, the coefficient is multiplied by 100 to get
the percentage change in the untransformed dependent variable. For dummy
variables, the following formula needs to be applied to get the percentage change in
the untransformed dependent variable caused by the dummy variable:
100[exp(coef)-1].
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The bulk of the data in the upcoming chapters fits into this set of assumptions.

In addition, as pointed to earlier, there is an argument that it is the number of
grants, rather than the value of the grants, that may be important to those
allocating partisan funds. After all, a legislator or party may get more credit for
providing a large number of small projects in an area, which may benefit more
people. These smaller projects may also be easier to target specifically to projects
in subdivisions of the constituency. There is an argument (Bickers, Evans et al;
Bickers and Stein 1994) that the pattern of credit is similar when the focus is on
the number of grants or awards. However, one problem with analysing count data
is that it is likely to be over-dispersed, which can result in problems. In general, in
each dataset, the number of grants is skewed, while there are also signs of over-
dispersion, as the variance is about 50 times greater than the standard deviation,
ruling out a standard Poisson fit, which is in general the model of choice when
analysing count data. The negative binomial distribution is often more appropriate
in cases of over-dispersion (Gardner, Mulvey et al 1995). Thus, in the count
analysis, I have employed a negative binomial regression to best fit the dependent
variable. The negative binomial is a discrete probability distribution. It arises as
the probability distribution of the number of failures in a sequence of Bernoulli
trials needed to get a specified (non-random) number of successes. If one throws a
die repeatedly until the third time a ‘1’ appears, then the probability distribution of
the number of non-1s that appear before the third 1 is a negative binomial

distribution. The negative binomial probability distribution of Y is:

P(Y=y)=(/r+ 1) T(r+y)/T(y+DIF) Wr+i)f

where I is the gamma function. The mean of the negative binomial distribution is

/. but the variance is A+42/r, where r is called the dispersion parameter.

In the sports chapter, there is an additional level of information. As well as
revealing how much grant was paid to each project, there is also information on

whether or not a project was successful — that is, received a grant. In this model,
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we are estimating a dichotomous dependent variable (success, failure, which takes
only two values, say zero and one.) We will be interested in the probability that
the dependent variable takes the value one (success). The probability that the
dependent variable equals zero is, of course, one minus the probability that it
equals one. Now probabilities are required to fall between zero and one, so a
linear regression model is not appropriate to the modelling of probabilities since,
for extreme values of the independent variables, the predicted value of the
dependent variable will be either less than zero or greater than one, which is
impossible for a probability (Walkling 1985). Moreover, use of linear regression
with a binary dependent variable can be shown to cause heteroskedasticity. What
is needed is a model that ensures, for all values of the independent variables, that
the predicted probability of the dependent variable equalling one is admissible.
Logit analysis maps the predicted probabilities to the meaningful zero one range.
Logistic regression makes no assumption about the distribution of the independent
variables. They do not have to be normally distributed, linearly related or of equal
variance within each group. As a result, I have employed logistic regression here.

The dependent variable in a logistic regression is the log of the odds ratio: In(p/(1-

p)-

4.12 Conclusion

In a weak party system, it is clear (Golden and Picci 2008) that the interest of the
individual legislator will trump those of the party. I argue that this is also possibly
true in an ostensibly strong party system such as Ireland, due to the operation of
STV and the resulting strong focus on individual candidates. Essentially, the intra-
party competition that STV generates is so intense that parties must allow
individuals a considerable degree of freedom to compete locally. Even
government ministers have been known to criticise government policy in local
areas; so long as this does not feed into parliamentary voting behaviour, it is
tolerated by the parties. There is thus a disconnect between the party in a
parliamentary and an electoral arena, with parties in STV being strong in the

former and weak in the latter. If this is not the case, and the party’s interests also
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dominate in the electoral arena, then we should find that it is possible that these
powerful legislators will, after looking after themselves, seek to look after their
colleagues in the most marginal seats. Given that the resources to which the
Cabinet has access are finite, it makes sense for it to pick and choose where they
support carefully, and the greatest incentive will be to target marginal seats where
the electoral return is greatest. Nevertheless, this again would imply that party
control of ministers is high, that there is a coordinating mechanism for such a
result at Cabinet, and that the ministers do not fear a reputation backlash at the
prospect. These marginal seats could be either seats that the governing party is
hoping to gain at the next election or those that it is in danger of losing. It is
possible that these actors engage in logrolling within the legislature, as do their
counterparts in Congress, in which case we could expect to see core districts of all
Cabinet ministers in general, rather than specific core districts of individual
legislators, being targeted. According to my matrix, if the party system at the

electoral level 1s weak, as I have outlined, this will not be the case.

In the next three chapters, which examine sports grants, schools and roads
respectively, the same four hypotheses are tested. Essentially, either Cabinet
ministers behave in an individual or a collective fashion, looking after their own
personal re-election interest, those of the party or of citizens generally. If they
look after the party’s interests, they may target either core or swing voters. Each
of these hypotheses will be tested using data on individual grants garnered under
the Freedom of Information Act. The first estimate is an OLS regression where
the dependent variable is a logged per capita transformation of the amount of
grants. This is examined at both individual club or school levels and at a macro
constituency level. In addition, the hypotheses are re-tested using count data — that
is, the number of grants in each of the areas to constituencies — and this is
examined utilising a negative binomial. Finally, in the case of sports, a grant and
count model is utilised, which predicts the likelihood of success or failure of

individual grant applications. To begin then, we turn next to sports club data.
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Chapter Five: Sports Capital Grants

5.1 Abstract

This chapter examines the extent to which allocations of sports capital were made
on the basis of partisan, electoral or demographic criteria. Of course, not all sports
grants are pork,”” but I would argue that, because the spending is typically
discretionary rather than formula driven and because the impact of the spending is
highly visible to voters, sports grants often have the smell of pork about them. I
find that the interest of the individually powerful ministers frequently trumps the

interest of the ruling party in making the partisan allocations.

5.2 Introduction

Government spending on sports grants is one area where we might expect to find
evidence of pork barrel spending, as we discussed in Chapter Three. There are a
number of factors that make the study of sports grants worthwhile in terms of pork
expenditure. First, there is considerable anecdotal evidence that sports pork exists
and widespread allegations of sports pork in the national press, not only in Ireland
but also internationally. Second, sports pork is the only area that has been found in
an empirical analysis in Ireland (Considine et al 2004), although this was on a
county rather than a constituency basis. Third, sports spending is in general
discretionary and the amounts involved are generally small, potentially allowing a
minister considerable discretion when it comes to allocating funding. Indeed, it is
likely that if there is no evidence of partisan delivery in sports allocations, then

there is unlikely to be evidence of it elsewhere.

% There are many definitions of pork barrel; however, I will utilise the broad-based
definition by Ferejohn that it is any geographically targeted spending aimed at

electoral gain.
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This chapter will first look at the international picture, finding evidence in the US
and Australia, before looking at the strong media perceptions about the existence
of sports pork, outlining some of the charges made. It will then turn to a
discussion of the Sports Capital Programme, which is responsible for the
allocation of the grants under scrutiny here, examining how it operates, the
application and the decision-making process. At this point, it will turn to a brief
excursion through past reports into the programme, examining their
recommendations, before setting out the expectations and hypotheses and data —
in particular, the independent variables relating to policy, which the preceding
discussion will have illuminated. At this point, it turns to some descriptive
statistics, before proceeding to some in-depth techniques to examine not only the
amount of grants awarded, but also the number and the likelihood of success of an

application.

5.3 Sports pork — the background

‘Sports pork’, as it is called, is rife in the US (Fort and Quirk 1995; Quirk and
Fort 1997; Keating and Cato 1999; Siegfried and Zimbalist 2000; Zaretsky 2001)
and evidence has also been found in Australia (Denemark 2000). Certainly across
much of the world, sports pork — in other words, money spent by the government
on sports, from stadiums to local community initiatives — has an inglorious
history, likely driven by its discretionary nature and the associated populist and
credit-claiming advantages. Attention in the US is generally on the costly
relationship between major league sports and government (Keating and Cato
1999). During the 20" century, more than $20 billion was spent on major league
ballparks, stadiums and arenas, including a minimum of $15 billion in
government subsidies. The major beneficiaries were major league baseball, the
National Football League, the National Basketball Association and the National
Hockey League. Keating argues that sports organisations sometimes pursue
taxpayer dollars off the field with greater tenacity than they do victories on the
field. However, most of the analysis is on the relationship between the owners of
the sports clubs and their lobbyists with Congress. Little scholarly work has yet

been done on the electoral mechanics behind the grants. It is unclear, for example,
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if legislators respond to lobbying in return for campaign finance donations or

whether there are other mechanisms at work.

In contrast, in Australia, the evidence is that there is an electoral relationship
between sports grants, their timing and their destination. Denemark (2000) found
evidence that the Labour government had disproportionately benefited its own
supporters in marginal seats with sports grants ahead of both the 1990 and 1993
general elections. In the so-called ‘sports rorts’ affair in 1994, federal Labour
minister Ros Kelly was accused of directing the bulk of sporting and community
grants to vulnerable Labour-held seats in advance of the 1993 election. The
auditor general later criticised Kelly for failing to document the decision-making
process (Young, Tham et al 2006). Kelly had given twice as much money to
sports facilities in marginal Labour seats as she gave to marginal seats held by the
coalition parties. She later admitted that she had assessed over 2,800 submissions
for funding on the basis of verbal advice from her staff. She had apparently
written down the names on a “great big whiteboard” in her office, which she had
later rubbed out. She also conceded that she had put through at least one grant
even after her staff advised her it would not be appropriate. Kelly resigned shortly

after the report was published.

In Ireland, there has been much discussion and many newspaper headlines on the
destination of sports capital funding, with numerous reports of the counties that
ministers represent receiving disproportionate allocations. The subject has also
received some scholarly attention. The conventional wisdom is that the allocation
of grants is influenced by political and electoral considerations. Considine and
Coffey (2004) provide some evidence that, from 1999 to 2002, the county of the
Minister for Tourism, Sport and Recreation received the highest per capita
allocation of all 26 counties. The second highest per capita allocation went to the
county of the Minister for Finance. It is worth noting, however, that this analysis
was done on the basis of county rather than constituency, and that neither of these
ministers’ constituencies actually matches county boundaries. Yet there must be

something there. The then Minister for Arts and Sports, John O’Donoghue,

106



Chapter Five: Sports

speaking on national radio,”” insisted that it was the job of a minister to look after
his constituents, although he also tried to suggest that this did not mean that this
was treating individuals elsewhere unfairly. As a headline in the Sunday Tribune
put it, “Sports funding looks a lot like notes for votes”. The article is worth

quoting:

In a productive few hours last Saturday, the Minister for Arts, Sport and Tourism John
O’Donoghue opened extensive new facilities at Killarney Legion and Laune Rangers
GAA clubs. At both, he spoke about how these cornerstones of his own constituency had
now received near enough €700,000 between them through the sports capital grants
system. In Killorglin, he even went a step further, teasing the crowd about more potential
largesse to come.

“I understand an application for funding under the 2007 scheme has been received in
respect of pitch development, floodlighting and renovation of existing juvenile dressing
rooms,” said O’Donoghue to the Laune Rangers’ faithful. “Applications are being
assessed, and I hope to be in a position to announce allocation of grants in the near
Sfuture.”

Five days later, he was as good as his word. When his department released the latest
figures on Thursday (the announcement is usually a summer affair, unless there’s an
election), both clubs were put down for another €100,000 each. The minister didn’t forget
his own either. St Mary’s of Caherciveen ... of which he is former chairman ... trousered
€170,000, taking its haul over three years to an impressive €650,000. Other outfits from
his patch lucky enough to complete a throughput of successful applications were
Waterville (€390,000 since 2005) and Glenbeigh Sports Hall (€395,000.) (Hannigan
2007).

Or as The Irish Times reported: “Minister’s county gets twice as much sports
funding” (Reed 2006). The article pointed out that “since Mr O’Donoghue took
office as Minister for Sport in 2002, Kerry has enjoyed one of the highest rates of
funding for any county. This has been consistently above €3.3 million.” It went on
to quote a spokesman for Mr O’Donoghue saying that the high level of funding
for Kerry was not linked to the fact that the minister was from Kerry. He said the

3% The minister was on The Right Hook, presented by George Hook on Newstalk
106 on 8 March 2007.
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level of funding for any county was based on the quality, number and size of the
applications. He added that Kerry’s overall share was likely to fall when a further
€22 million for regional sporting facilities was announced in the coming weeks.

That is a statement that we shall empirically test later in this chapter.

There have also been direct accusations of political patronage, also denied by the
minister. According to another frish Times report, the headline noted: “Minister

rejects ‘slush fund’ remark”. Again it is worth quoting:

Mr Paudge Connolly (Ind, Cavan-Monaghan) alleged that some grant aid smacked of
“political patronage” and that “three concerns in the south Kerry area received more
grant aid than allocated to eight counties, namely Cavan, Monaghan, Laois, Sligo,
Carlow, Limerick, Longford and Westmeath”. He added that Cavan and Monaghan were
not getting “their fair share” of the capital grant funding.

However, the Minister for Sport, Mr O’Donoghue, rejected the claim and pointed out
that there had been substantial transfers to Mr Connolly’s constituency since 1997.

“That is a fact,” he said, adding that Deputy Connolly should not focus only on the
Sports Department, but should look at the entire spectrum of Government supports.

He pointed out that “it is also the case, and little can be done about this, that in many
circumstances the people living in the county where I come from submit many
applications for funding under the sports capital programme [and therefore] the
proportion of applicants can be higher than the number in other counties”.

However, Fine Gael’s leader in the Seanad, Brian Hayes, called for a review of the
current system, describing it as “the personification of political patronage”. (O’Halloran

2002)

But it was not just Minister O’Donoghue. The newspapers also noticed a pattern
when his predecessor Dr Jim McDaid was in situ from 1997 to 2002. One
headline’' reported “Donegal fares well as McDaid announces €76m sports
grants”. Nonetheless, it may be that O’Donoghue’s spending habits were in a

league of their own. A former adviser to the government claims, as we shall see in
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Total Sport Expenditure 2006

[ | 3s5000- 788200

B 768200 - 1576400
B 1576400 - 2364600
I 2364600 - 3152800
I 3152800 - 3941000

Figure 5-1: Sports grants to all constituencies

Chapter Eight, that his prolificacy with the sports money was one of the reasons

he was demoted from Cabinet in 2007 to become Ceann Combhairle (Speaker of

the Dail). While this could be perceived to undermine the hypothesis that

ministers will engage in pork delivery to their home constituencies it is likely that

O’Donoghue simply went beyond the balance of what is considered acceptable
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and was perceived to have damaged the party reputation nationally. Looking at
the map, Figure 5-1, we can see that his constituency in Kerry South and the
constituency of then Minister for Finance Brian Cowen (Laois Offaly), in the
centre of the country, both received more funds than other areas. However, in
order to investigate this, we need not only to empirically examine the data, but
also to understand the process behind the decision making and the nature of the

grants, which I shall turn to next.

5.4 Background to the Sports Capital Programme

The Sports Capital Programme comes under the auspices of the Department of
Arts, Sports and Tourism (DAST). The department has only had a significant
spending role in relatively recent years. The Sports Capital Programme was first
introduced in the early 1970s and, up to 1987, its average annual spend was in the
order of €1.5 million (DAST annual report 2006). The introduction of the
National Lottery in 1987 saw a major increase in funding for the programme. A
crucial point worth noting is that the percentage of National Lottery funds
allocated to sport is at the discretion of the Minister for Finance, a point to which I
shall return later. To begin with, two separate schemes were introduced: the
Recreational Facilities Scheme and the Major Facilities Scheme. The Recreational
Facilities Scheme assisted voluntary and community organisation in providing,
improving and equipping recreational, leisure and community facilities. The
maximum grant was limited to €50,000. The Major Facilities Scheme was a multi-
annual sports programme assisting in the provision of major sports facilities at a
national, regional and local level. In the first decade of their existence, some £67
million was allocated — approximately £48 million under the Major Facilities
Scheme and approximately £19 million under the Recreational Facilities Scheme.
In these early years, Gaelic games were the main beneficiary outside community
sports and recreation, receiving 25% of all monies, compared with 7.5% for
soccer and 6.5% for athletics. Over the years 1987 to 1997, Longford, Westmeath
and Sligo received the largest per capita allocations. At the time, Mary O’Rourke
was the decision-making minister at the Department of Education (1987-1991),

and her constituency was Westmeath, although both Sligo and Westmeath’s
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figures were distorted by the allocations of £1.5 million and £2.5 million
respectively for the development of regional centres. Longford was the home
constituency of Albert Reynolds, who served both as Taoiseach (1992-1994) and
as Minister for Finance (1988-1991) over that time period. Indeed, Reynolds is
mentioned frequently by those musing about pork, and particularly his winning of
a significant slice of limited roads funding to secure a bypass for Longford, which
returned many tourists through the town rather than bypassing the town to
decrease journey times as the funding intended. Cork and Kilkenny received the
next highest allocations:** In 1994 Fine Gael returned to government and Fine
Gael’s Bernard Allen, a representative for Cork North Central, was appointed as
Minister of State at the Department of Education and the Environment with
special responsibility for Youth and Sport (1994-1997). However, it is not
possible to be definitive that any of these exercised political influence, as the
figures are not available on anything other than a county basis. Meath, Louth and
Wicklow received the lowest per capita allocations of funding. The administration
of the programme transferred from the Department of Education and Science to
the Department of Tourism, Sport and Recreation in September 1997. The first
minister where we can allocate the grants by constituency was Dr Jim McDaid of
Donegal North East and, during his tenure, the largest individual grant went to

Letterkenny UDC, in the minister’s hometown.

Overall since 1998, over 7,400 projects have received sports capital funding,
bringing the total allocation in that time to over €725 million, with a further €107
million allocated towards the redevelopment of Croke Park. Indeed, since 2002,
the GAA has continued to be favoured, having received £5 million under the
scheme for the first phase of its Croke Park development in 1994/95. In addition,
four other national governing bodies were allocated grants for the
development/upgrading of their national centres. These were in athletics (Morton
Stadium, €1.7m), basketball (National Arena, €1.8m), hockey (UCD pitch, €0.7m)
and boxing (National Stadium, €0.26m) and an amount totalling €400,000 was

provided for the development of an International Youth Sailing Centre at Schull,

32 Report of the Review Group 1999, p28
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Co Cork. The department insists that, while Gaelic games would appear to have
received a high percentage of overall grants,” it should be borne in mind that the
largest number of grant applications are received from GAA clubs and the level of

funding allocated reflects this.

Anecdotally, then, it would appear that there is at least a widespread perception
that sports capital grants are a form of Irish pork. Later in the chapter, I will test
this empirically, but first it is important to outline the process by which grants are

distributed in order to ascertain where it is that ministers can intervene.

5.5 Application process

Of course, it is one thing to say that ministers direct funds at their own
constituencies. If they do, it is also important to ask how they do it. To answer
this, I shall trace the process from application to funding decision. The annual
allocation of grants under the programme commences by inviting applications
from relevant bodies, normally over a six-week period following advertisements
in the national press. The timing of this invitation has varied in recent years,
commencing any time between November and March. For projects to be
considered for funding, completed application forms must be submitted with
accompanying documentation before the stated deadline. The accompanying
documentation would typically include details of the proposed project and its cost,
a copy of statements from financial institutions, a copy of planning permission, a
solicitor’s letter confirming title to the proposed site, and evidence of consultation
with other local clubs, groups, schools and so on. Applications are typically
submitted by, or on behalf of, voluntary and community organisations, including
sports clubs and, in certain circumstances, schools, colleges and local authorities
seeking support in respect of capital projects. Applications from national
governing bodies of sport and third-level education institutions are also accepted
where it is evident that the proposed facility will contribute to the regional and/or

national sporting infrastructure. Interviewees say that this process itself is a
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considerable disincentive to many of those applying. However, one interviewee
noted that the crucial function of a minister or an adviser was to check that all the

documents had been received in time for a remedy to be found.

Grants are allocated towards the cost of eligible work of up to 50% cent in respect
of regional facilities, 70% for local facilities, rising to 80% where such a project is
located in a disadvantaged area. The first stage of the scrutiny of applications is to
identify those deemed ineligible, which are then ruled out immediately. The main
reason that applications were deemed ineligible was due to the lack of the

required local funding or evidence submitted in support of it.

This combination of a detailed application process and the requirement to have
local funding means that applications may be more likely from clubs that have an
active membership, whether in more middle class or rural areas. In 2002 alone,
almost 300 out of the 1,370 applications received under the programme were
deemed ineligible and most of them were ruled out due to inadequate local or
matching funding. This may be due in part to their location in areas of low
population or disadvantage, limiting their capacity to raise local funding. In other
cases, it may be that such clubs are without existing capital assets, which would

also help their efforts to generate funds.

5.6 Assessment and decision making

The assessment process on individual applications is carried out by officers from
the Sports Unit of the department, who carry out the assessments on a county-by-
county basis. Each application is scored between 0 and 5 under the assessment
criteria, depending on the extent to which they meet the criteria. Different
‘weights’(from 1-4) are attached to the various criteria, depending on their
importance (See Table 5-1). One problem, as the department’s 2005 review
pointed out, is that many of these are difficult to assess and are even subjective.
On the first assessment criterion — an increase in the levels of active

participation/improved standards of sporting performance — more points are
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awarded for good sporting projects, catering for different sports and increasing
participation levels. Non-sporting projects are scored zero here. Apart from the
clear sporting dimension, it can be hard to adequately judge one project from the
next in the absence of clear information on specific facility needs in an area or
sport facility deficit. On the current and planned levels of sport and/or recreational
sport facilities in the area, even greater difficulties exist. Points are awarded based
on levels of current applications and previous awards from the same area, taking
account of the need to achieve an equitable geographical distribution of funds.
This is very difficult for the department to assess, especially in the absence of
complete information on existing facilities and needs. The extent of consultation

is also difficult to assess.

Points are awarded based on information supplied on the application form and
supporting documentation detailing commitments by other groups to use the
facility. It is difficult to assess and compare the ‘extent’ of consultation from one
application to the next. Following assessment, scores are allocated to each eligible
application, which determine an order of priority within each county. Each
county is given a minimum allocation in respect of local projects based on their
population, thus taking into account the need for a geographical spread of funds.
This is an area that interviewees feel needs to be revisited and is one that leads to
a political dimension. Grants in respect of regional and national projects are not
taken into account for the purposes of county ceilings. Recommendations based
on this process, taking into account the indicative amount of funding available for
allocation, are submitted to the Minister for Arts, Sport and Tourism along, with
the entire list of the applications. Crucially, the minister, who has responsibility
for making the final decision on all grants, can make amendments to the list of
grants to be allocated before it is finalised. According to the department’s official
spokesman, the minister would normally exercise his discretion to support
projects that seem to him to be “particularly meritorious”, although this is
questioned by a former civil servant, who thought that “political considerations”

also applied.
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Assessment sheet
Selection Criteria Point Score Total Score Comment
Weight
1 Increase in the levels of active 0to5 4
participation/improved standards
of sporting performance
2 Level of socio-economic 4
disadvantage in the area
3 Technical merits of the project -+
4 Financial viability of project 4
S Level of local funding available 4
6 Extent to which applicant will be 3
able to maintain project after
completion
7 Current & planned levels of sport 2
and/or recreational sport
facilities in the area
8 Extent of consultation with other 2
clubs/groups etc & the
outcome of the consultation
9 Strategies to be used to attract
people from disadvantaged 3
areas
10 Priority of proposed improvements/ 4
facility in relation to existing
facilities
11 Priorities as identified by the NGB 3
Total

Table 5-1: Assessment sheet
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Sanction for the total amount allocated each year is obtained from the Minister for
Finance. The final list of projects to be funded is published in the national press
and on the department's website, www.arts-sport-tourism.gov.ie. The department
also points out that, while it attempts to allocate a fair geographical spread of
funds along county lines, it is limited to the actual pool of applications received.
“Consequently, it would be unrealistic to expect that a perfect geographical
distribution could be achieved.” According to the 2005 review, to place this
analysis of county-by-county allocations in its proper context, a couple of factors
should be taken into consideration. In addition to individual project grants, which
are allocated on a county basis, a sizable amount of funding is provided through
national and regional projects, which are not allocated across counties on an equal
basis. Therefore, a large national or regional grant could significantly skew the
per-capita grant allocation for some counties. In addition, each county is given a
minimum allocation in respect of local projects, based on its percentage of the
national population. I will be thus controlling for population in the empirical part
of the chapter. This is based on the expected total funding available for allocation,
as it is projected at the time of decision making. The Sports Unit strictly observes
the minimum level of allocation during the assessment of grants. Crucially,
however, from time to time, the minister, subject to the agreement of the Minister
for Finance, may make additional funds available for extra Sports Capital
Programme projects, and it is this additional funding that tends to skew the county
distribution. This, perhaps undue, ministerial influence has been the subject of
attention in official reports into the grants, and I shall outline some of the issues

next.

5.7 Reviews and ministerial influence

Crucially, as I pointed out, the Minister for Finance decides on how much
National Lottery money will be allocated, while the Minister for Sport has to sign
off on all individual projects. Former officials at the Department of Sports say that

this led almost inevitably to political influence on the destination of grants in
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favour of the constituencies of both ministers. The influence was reportedly both
direct and indirect. In some case, the ministers’ programme managers would
mention that the minister was wondering about the status of a particular project,
while at other times, he would make decisions when he was presented with the
final list. The detail of these interviews is reported in Chapter Nine. This
interference in the grant-making process has been subject to a number of reviews

over the past decade.

However, an internal expenditure review of the programme from 1999-2002 did
make some findings. The publication was part of the Expenditure Review
Initiative®* (ERI), a process of evaluating public expenditure programmes
administered by government departments. The objectives of the ERI are to
analyse government programmes in a systematic manner to determine what was
actually achieved by the expenditure and to provide a basis on which more
informed decisions could be made on priorities within and between programmes.
The results were quite revealing for this research. The review set out the four
specific objectives of the Sports Capital Programme: (1) to develop an integrated
and planned approach to the development of sport and recreational facilities; (2)
to assist voluntary and community organisations to develop high-quality and

sustainable facilities in appropriate locations that will maximise use in terms of

G general, an expenditure review seeks to examine the extent to which the stated
objectives of the programme have been met in the period under review and so
attempt to measure its effectiveness. The outputs and outcomes from the
programme will be looked at to determine what the programme has actually done
or produced and what impact has it had on the target population or on the wider
community/region. In conjunction with this, the evaluation will also seek to
measure the extent to which the programme has operated efficiently with the
resources available to it and so provided good value for money. Reviews are
usually undertaken by spending departments under the aegis of steering groups
representing the relevant departments. The whole process is overseen by the
Central Steering Committee on Programme Evaluation, chaired by the secretary
general at the Department of Finance. The Sports Capital Programme Expenditure
Review is one of a number of reviews carried out by the Department of Arts, Sport

and Tourism under its 2003 expenditure review programme.
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participation in sport and recreation; (3) to prioritise the needs of disadvantaged
areas in the provision of facilities; and (4) to encourage and prioritise the multi-

purpose use of facilities at all levels by all groups.

It found that objective 1 (to develop an integrated and planned approach to the
development of sport and recreational facilities) had only been met in a very
limited way, being severely hampered by the absence of a strategic plan. I argue
that the absence of plans likely incentivised minsters to view the fund as a
personal slush fund. Indeed, this has been acknowledged, and attempts at political
influence were so blatant that the 1999°° review recommended that the Sports
Council, following the enactment of the Irish Sports Council Bill, should be the
primary decision-making authority on the allocation of funding under the new
programme, and any funding earmarked for the programme should be assigned to
it. The group argued there was “an element” of strategic development in the initial
1988-1993 periods but, since then, the focus has been less strategic and more
demand-driven, with local projects, geared more towards individual sports,
predominating. The review pointed out that “while recommendations are made by
Sports Capital Unit of the department to the minister who makes the final decision
on projects to be grant-aided, generally, decisions on the allocation of grant-aid
are made following discussions between the minister and officials from Sports
Capital Unit on the merits of the individual cases. However, while every effort is
made by all involved to allocate funding having regard to the merits of each case,
the Review Group found that the decision-making process was not altogether
satisfactory for a number of reasons” (emphasis added). One observer said that
this was considered strong language at the time and left those involved in little

doubt that they were talking about overt political influence from the minister.

The report itself drew particular attention to the absence of comprehensive data on
existing facilities around the country, which made it difficult to identify the areas
of greatest need or where there was an overlap or duplication of facilities. “These

shortcomings in the decision-making process have led to duplication and over-

% Sports Capital Programme, Report of the Review Group, December 1999.
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provision in some areas and serious under-provision in others. The results can be
seen in many towns and villages throughout the country where there is a dearth of
facilities in some areas while, in others, different elements of a leisure or sports
complex are in place but situated at different sites, often in close proximity to
each other and usually in different ownership.” And in a controversial and
strongly worded recommendation, the review group found “that this approach to
facility provision is inefficient and ineffective and is not achieving best value for
state funding, as it is encouraging overlap and duplication. It highlights the need
to develop a planned approach to facility provision in the future, with clear aims,
objectives and assessment criteria.” It specifically called for the Sports Council to
be given the task of allocating grants, taking the decisions out of the ministers’
hands, but this was overruled in the Oireachtas,36 after the government decided in
1999 that the Minister for Sport should be the competent decision maker. The
Oireachtas also debated this issue during the passage of the Irish Sports Council
Bill and the then minister, Dr Jim McDaid, insisted that the decision making
should remain within the government’s remit’’ and thus decided against the
function being transferred to the Sports Council. This combination of factors

makes the Sports Capital Programme an ideal vehicle for pork-barrel politics.

In 2005, the review group (DAST 2005) report revisited the possibility of
removing funding decisions from the minister. However, perhaps unsurprisingly,

it concluded that:

“As the minister has final responsibility for all funding provided to his department’s vote
and that as he is answerable to the Oireachtas for all decisions made by him, he should
continue to be the ultimate deciding authority in respect of allocations under the Sports
Capital Programme. The minister is accountable through the various processes of
parliamentary procedure, including oral and written parliamentary questions,
adjournment debates, appearances before select committees and so on. The transfer of
the decision process to another body or committee would not necessarily lead to a more

equal spread of grants across geographical areas. Indeed, it would not be easy to change

3 Irish Sports Council Bill 1998, second stage.
¥ Ibid.
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the perception that external factors are brought to bear on grant decisions, no matter

what process was applied.”(Review Group DAST 2005)

Nevertheless, the report went on to argue that the assessment criteria should be
clearly defined and that decisions on allocations should be made in an open and

transparent manner. It is worth quoting at length.

The process by which representations are made to individual ministers in relation to
a wide range of issues provides a useful channel of communications for individual
citizens and groups through their local representative. Transferring the decision
function from the minister to a separate independent committee might create a
perception of independence, but it is doubtful that such a committee would be better
placed to have regard for the wider remit of government policies on disadvantaged,
spatial strategy, rural development and children’s strategies, and in addition there
would no longer be as effective a channel of information as is frequently provided by
political representatives about their local areas. A significant improvement could be
achieved in matching need with supply if detailed information was available on the
existing level of sports facilities in each county. Such information could enable the
production of a clearly defined strategy setting out the priorities for future public
Sfunding of such facilities. This could provide a solid basis for future decisions. In the
meantime, the allocation of grants in respect of local projects should in the short term
continue to be guided by thresholds set for each county. Not only should there be a
minimum allocation of funding based on population levels, but also some
consideration should be given to setting limits on the amount of disparity between
counties, in order to iron out the any disparity and to ensure that differences in
allocation levels are minimal. This policy would need to be reviewed in light of the
results of the planned audit of sports facilities, which would highlight counties, or
areas of critical need. In addition, there should be a clear separation between the
distribution of funding among local sports projects and strategic projects of regional
or national significance, so as to avoid the skewing of grant allocation data, when

analysed on a county basis.(DAST 2005)

The other measures proposed at that time are also still to be put in place. A
steering group was established in March 2003 to oversee the review, with
representatives from the DAST, the Department of Finance and the Irish Sports
Council. The DAST then commissioned a group of consultants, Holohan Leisure,

who were due to have a draft report completed by mid 2007. At the time of
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writing in June 2009, this has still not been delivered. The Programme for
Government in 2002 also included a commitment to complete a national audit of
sports infrastructure, but again this has not been completed. In June 2009, DAST

told this researcher that:

“The long-term strategic plan for sports facilities ... the National Sports Facilities
Strategy review is currently being carried out by the Department of Arts, Sport and
Tourism. This five-year strategic plan will inform the future development of necessary
sporting facilities throughout the country. The aim of the strategy is to provide high-level
policy direction for future investment and grant assistance at national, regional and local
level. The strategy will also identify the wider economic, health and social case for
continued investment in sports facilities. It will aim to prioritise areas for future
investment and to ensure continued impact on participation in the relevant areas,
including those in lower socio-economic groups. The strategy will address future sports
facility funding and provision and will inform decisions on future rounds of the Sports

Capital Programme.” (Interview DAST June 2009)

However, there was still no confirmation of when this report would materialise.

5.8 Expectations

Given the continued absence of a long-term plan and the anecdotal evidence, it is
likely that the individual legislators — that is, the Minister for Finance and the
Minister for Arts and Sports — are likely to have a disproportionate influence on
the allocation of monies. However, there are also likely to be significant
incentives for the governing party to become involved. Because much of the
spending is highly discretionary, the DAST receives a large volume of
representations from many legislators. While there does not appear to be a
mechanism for the party to actually direct funding, the minister could ensure that
party objectives such as targeting core voters or indeed swing voters are met. This
would also be in the minister’s self interest, as he would be enhancing the chances
of his party returning to power after the next general election. There is also a
possibility that the minister will do deals with fellow Cabinet ministers, offering
perhaps a swimming pool in return for a school. Before he became minister, John

O’Donoghue certainly seemed to do so (O’Halloran 2004). In 2004, Labour’s
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sports spokesman, Mr Brian O’Shea, charged that the sports funding was operated
like a “slush fund”. He referred specifically to the controversial funding of the
Killorglin rowing club, in O’Donoghue’s constituency, which received funding in
2001 from the then minister, Dr Jim McDaid. Mr O’Donoghue said he had sent
two letters to the minister. “I did what any deputy would do in the normal course
of events, whether on the government or opposition benches. I made
representations on behalf of my constituents. That is what I am elected to do and it
is my constitutional function. If I did not make such representations, I would not
be here this afternoon talking to the deputy.” However, most interviewees felt that
deals between Cabinet ministers happen on an ad hoc scale only, and such

patterns are likely to be hard to find in the data.

One of the programme’s four objectives is to “assist voluntary and community
organisations to develop high-quality and sustainable facilities in appropriate
locations that will maximise use in terms of participation in sport and recreation”.
Population data in relation to children and young adults who are most likely to
make maximum use of such facilities is a proxy to measure this. The programme
also contains specific measures to assist disadvantaged areas, including a higher
grant percentage ceiling and the availability of additional weighting based on the
level of disadvantage. A second is to “prioritise the needs of disadvantaged areas
in the provision of facilities”. However, the absence of a strategic plan may mean
that objectives such as targeting disadvantaged areas may not be met. The 2005
review found that, even with these measures, applications in respect of projects
located in disadvantaged areas had a lower success rate than those for non-

disadvantaged areas. I will include an examination of this in the following section.

5.9 Hypothesis and model

As I set out in Chapter Four, there are a number of competing hypotheses, which I

shall test:
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1. Cabinet ministers will act in their individual interests, directing

higher levels of expenditure or more benefits to their home districts.

2. Cabinet ministers will act in the collective interest of the party,
directing higher levels of expenditure or more benefits to geographic

areas of greater electoral strength for the party.

3. Cabinet ministers will act in the collective interest of the party,
directing higher levels of expenditure or more benefits to geographic

areas with maximum numbers of swing voters for the party.

4. Cabinet ministers will act in the collective interest generally, directing
expenditure at all constituencies on a universal basis, targeting groups

as set out by government policy.

All of the above hypotheses can fit a simple model where spending is a function
of political and/or economic factors. Spending can be measured in a number of
different ways. Our primary measurement is the amount of grants allocated or

total sports grants per capita.

One way to represent this is: Spend; = f(Pol;, Strengty,, Eco;)

See Chapter Four for more detail on methods. I shall also outline each in more

detail as I employ it in the following section.

5.10 