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Whether or not a legislator uses government resources for public goods spending is ar-
gued to be determined by the electoral rules under which they were elected, even under
mixed-member systems. However, Thames & Edwards (2006) argue that mixed-member
systems have huge variation in electoral rules and legislator behavior can be determined
by such variation, like whether seats are independently elected. This paper analyzes how
the electoral rules under which Philippine House representatives are elected affect localized
or targeted spending through the use of discretionary funds. Because representative seats
are elected independently of each other, there should be no difference in targeted spending
among Philippine district and party-list representatives. This paper shows that, in general,
electoral rules do not affect targeted spending in the Philippines.

This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation Graduate Research Fellow-
ship.



A politician’s goal is to be elected and, once in office, remain elected. Electoral victories oftentimes rely

upon the amount of goods–public or private–politicians can provide to their constituents. Thus, politicians

can target limited resources to maximize their electoral success (Wright 1974; Dixit and Londregan 1996;

Grossman and Helpman 1996; Snyder 1989). However, politicians must decide the extent to which they

use government resources to target groups. They can either cater to a broader number of constituents by

providing public goods, or they can target the specific groups or individuals that can help them maintain office

through pork barrel projects. While public goods can contribute to the long-term welfare of the constituents

and can appeal to a greater number of voters, they are difficult to target and harder to attribute to specific

representatives. In this way, politicians face a resource trade-off. They have to bring home the bacon whether

it be for the district as a whole or a small subset–they just need to decide how to distribute those resources.

Discretionary funds are one way to observe the preference of representatives in resource distribution.

These funds allow representatives less restricted distribution of government funds and they do not experience

a common pool issue where representatives must share a common pool of resources (Keefer & Khemani 2009).

Discretionary funds can be used to fund small-scale community or local projects1. This type of spending

program has been adopted in the Philippines, India, Kenya, Pakistan, among other developing countries.

They have the freedom and the resources to fund projects for their constituents. However, even at the

community level, some projects are better able to target groups than others. Politicians can use their

discretionary funds to send a credible signal to their constituents that projects (and money) will continue

to flow as long as the politicians continue to be elected into office. Depending on the electoral rules that

dictate who the constituents are and the number of constituents, those projects will take on different forms,

specifically whether they are geographically targeted projects or not.

Pork barrel spending is often attributed to single-member districts, where representatives are beholden to

their often geographically based constituents. However, all pork projects are not created equally. As alluded

to earlier, some pork projects are more locally targeted than others. Electoral rules should then be able to

further explain discretionary funding behavior across representative type. The Philippines is one example

of a mixed-member electoral system that utilized discretionary funding until 2013. In the Philippine House

of Representatives, representatives are either district representatives (who represent geographic districts) or

party-list representatives (who are nationally-elected from closed party-lists). We should see differences in

discretionary fund allocations among district representatives and party-list representatives if electoral rules

affect pork-barrelling behavior; however, according to Thames & Edwards (2006), that may not be the case.

The authors argue that in mixed-member systems where district and party-list seats are elected inde-

pendently of each other, there should be no difference in behavior between the two representative types. In

1Localized discretionary funds are often referred to as constituency development funds.
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mixed-member systems where the seats are elected independently (mixed-member majoritarian or MMM),

such rules do not maintain proportionality compared to systems (mixed-member proportional or MMP)

where a party’s total number of legislative seats is proportional to its list-tier results (Thames & Edwards

2006: 2-3). Thames & Edwards (2006) find that MMP states were more likely to have increased government

spending compared to MMM states.

According to their classification, the Philippines is classified as an MMM state because 20% of the

seats in the House of Representatives is allocated to party-list representatives. Each party in the party-

list is given one seat if it receives 2% of the national vote, with a maximum of three seats regardless of

a party’s total percentage of votes. Because of the independence of seat allocation, we should expect no

difference between party-list representatives and district representatives in discretionary fund spending. This

paper tests this expectation by comparing discretionary fund spending among Philippine district and party-

list representatives. This will be shown by using a unique dataset comparing party-list representative and

district representative discretionary fund allocation in the Philippines from 2009-2013. The results show that

pork spending is not significantly different between representative types. This could suggest other factors

besides electoral rules affect representative behavior, such as internal political dynamics and rule variation

among mixed-member electoral systems.

Electoral Rules and Resource Distribution

Representatives’ decisions about how to spend government resources are often influenced by the electoral

rules under which they were elected. Depending on who they have to compete against and the number of

seats, politicians need to strategize to maintain power in the most efficient manner. For example, district

magnitude, which is the number of seats elected per district, can affect the number and type of constituents

(whether geographic, social groups, or as a whole) to whom politicians must appeal (Chang & Golden

2007). It has been shown that PR systems with a high district magnitude yield more public goods provisions

because this makes politicians more accountable to larger constituents (Chang & Golden 2007). Public goods

provisions are the most cost-effective way to reach most, if not all, of the constituents, which would be the

incentive for representatives under PR systems (Franzese and Nooruddin 2004; Rickard 2005; Edwards and

Thames 2007).

A second mechanism for the effect of electoral rules and resource distribution would be the type of

electoral formula that establishes the rules under which these politicians are elected. Electoral formulas can

affect how narrow or broad the resource distribution should be in order to maximizing a politician’s chances

of staying in office (Persson & Tabellini 1999). In simple plurality systems, the winner is the candidate
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that receives the most votes. Candidates can strategize by appealing to the group(s) that can earn them a

simple plurality. Studies looking at electoral formulas and public goods provisions argue that there should

be an increase in the amount of pork barrel projects under plurality systems since politicians only need to

appeal to a smaller portion of their district in order to get elected and then target projects, as opposed

to broad public goods, are better able to win those groups (Persson & Tabellini 1999; Persson & Tabellini

2004b; Lizzeri & Persico 2001). Pork barrel projects allow politicians to cater to a smaller, well defined set

of constituents. Pork projects are easier to attribute to the politician and cultivates personal connections

that can aid electoral victories. Furthermore, politicians cannot exclude opposition-supporting voters from

access to public goods. Pork projects can then be seen as rewards to loyal supporters (Persson and Tabellini

2003).

Under proportional representation (PR) electoral rules, however, voters elect a party, rather than for

individual representatives irrespective of party 2. Furthermore, representatives elected under PR electoral

rules are not necessarily geographically based, and thus need to appeal to a larger set of constituents. Overall,

a majority of studies looking at the impact of electoral rules on public goods provisions conclude that PR

systems with high district magnitudes are associated with the highest levels of public goods provisions

(Taagepera and Shugart 1989; Persson and Tabellini 1999, 2003, 2004a, 2004b; Lizzeri and Persico 2001;

Gerring and Thacker 2001; Milesi-Ferretti, Perotti, and Rostagno 2002; Franzese and Nooruddin 2004;

Rickard 2005, 2009; Persson, Roland, and Tabellini 2007; Thames and Edwards 2006; Edwards and Thames

2007; Hicken and Simmons 2008). This is especially the case with closed list PR. Under closed list PR

systems, parties compete with against other without needing to rely upon personalistic candidates since

voters have no influence on the party-supplied order in which party candidates are elected.

Mixed-Member Systems

These studies, however, focus on macro-level systems that are either plurality or PR, while ignoring the effects

on the micro-level, or mixed-member systems, where electoral rules differ among legislators. This begs the

questions of how theories regarding plurality versus PR systems and public goods provisions apply to mixed-

member. Depending on the specific electoral rules, legislators under mixed-member systems would behave

similarly to their respective counterparts under PR and plurality systems if the tiers (district versus party-list

electoral rules) are not linked (Thames & Edwards 2006). If the legislators are elected independently of each

other, e.g. parallel voting, their behavior would not exhibit any difference. In the Philippines, for example,

district and party-list representatives are elected independently of each other. District seat allocations in the

2This varies when considering whether or not representatives are elected under open or closed party-list
systems.
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House of Representatives are not affected by the party-list election results and vice versa. District legislators

elected under systems that promote localism (e.g. single-member district or single non-transferable vote

systems) will focus on winning their local constituencies and will use their government resources to target

these geographic groups that will maximize their reelection prospects, even at the expense of party or national

concerns (Bean, 1990; Fenno, 1978; Reed & Thies, 2001; Ward & Peter, 1999). Party-list representatives, on

the other hand, will be better off focusing on broader, national issues and target social or interests groups

rather than specific geographic locations.

However, Ismayr (1992) finds that party-list representatives in the German parliamentary systems are

just as likely to be active in geographic districts as the district representatives. What explains the difference

(or lack of difference) among representatives in mixed-member systems? Thames and Edwards (2006) argue

the variation of electoral rules within mixed-member systems can produce results that mimic either plurality

or PR systems rather than a combination of the two, in particular the independence of seat allocation. Bawn

and Thies (2003) find that linked tiers lead to outcomes that resemble pure proportional representation sys-

tems in terms of behavior and incentives, whereas mixed-member majoritarian states more closely resemble

pure single-member district systems. This is because in most linked tiers, a party’s electoral performance in

the list tier can increase the number of total legislative seats they receive. Parties can maximize their seats

by doing well in the party-list vote, whereas winning majorities in districts does not affect total number of

seat allocation. While they may still support district, or nominal, candidates, parties would prefer to support

candidates who will consistently support the party and its platform to maximize national prospects in the

list tier (Thames & Edwards 2006: 6). In MMM systems, on the other hand, parties’ seat totals are increased

by winning nominal seats. To maximize seats in this situation, parties would support local candidates rather

than concentrating on national concerns (Bawn & Thies 2003). We should expect no difference in behavior

among representatives in MMM and fully single-member district systems. Thus, targeting or pork-barreling

among representatives in MMM systems, like the Philippines, would be seen in both district and party-list

systems.

How representative type affects legislator behavior should be observed in how representatives utilize

discretionary funds, which can encourage pork politics. Representatives are elected to represent the interests

of their respective districts, whether they are small regions within a state or the state as a whole. Pork-

barreling is greater in democracies that incentivize representatives to target small constituencies (Ames 1995;

Ashworth & Bueno de Mesquita 2006; Cain, Ferejohn, & Fiorina 1987, Carey & Shugart 1995; Heitshusen,

Young, & Wood 2005; Lizerri & Persico 2001). For example, when parties are weak, representatives can

use pork to cultivate personal votes (Keefer & Khemani 2009; Primo & Snyder 2010). In order to win

elections, representatives must show that they can provide resources to that district, which often comes in
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the form of pork politics (Ravanilla & Hicken 2012). When representatives are expected to bring home the

pork, this can create a common pool problem if all representatives must share already limited government

resources. Discretionary funds mitigate this issue because each legislator receives the same lump-sump

amount independent of each other. These funds make it easier for representatives to show their constituents

their ability to provide and can build their local reputations (Ashworth & Bueno de Mesquita 2006).

It has been shown that representatives voted under plurality rules engage in more pork-barreling, where

they seek benefits specifically for their home constituents (Weingast, Shepsle, & Johnsen 1981). PR legis-

lators, however, are driven to enact broader policies that benefit their parties rather than policies that are

geographic or district specific (Stratmann 2006). The identity of the voters whom the representatives need to

win informs whether they use public goods or pork to win votes. However, as alluded to earlier, this may not

necessarily be the case in mixed-member systems. While Lancaster and Patterson (1990) find that in Ger-

many SMD elected representatives had stronger incentives to engage in pork barreling than representatives

elected via party-lists, Germany is an MMP state and such difference in pork barreling is expected.

Philippines and Pork

The Philippines is a mixed-member system with independent nominal and list tiers, making it an MMM.

Thus, we should expect similar behavior among district and party-list representatives. However, there are

other factors that contribute to why we should see similar behavior among district and party-list represen-

tatives. The first is the lack of party institutionalization in the Philippines (Hicken & Kuhonta 2014). In

the Philippines, parties are often associated with specific politicians, such as the Kilusang Bagong Lipunan

party and the Marcos clan. People, then, do not identify parties based on their political agenda but by

who their fielded candidates are in the elections. Personality parties would then explain why nine out of ten

Filipinos do not subscribe to a political party (Teehankee 2012: 195).

Party institutionalization is further undermined by the frequent party switching among Philippine politi-

cians. Because of the strong personality-based politics, presidential hopefuls would set up their own political

parties and build their political machines through party switching rather than party building and has become

a commonplace phenomenon in Philippine politics (Teehankee 2012). The average share of party-switching

among Philippine legislators is 33.49% (Mendoza, Cruz, & Yap 2014). Because of the lack of strong grassroots

support for parties rather than people, politicians often switch their political affiliation to the president’s

party in order to receive government resources and support (Mendoza, Cruz, & Yap 2014).

Rather than winning elections based upon agendas and political platforms, politicians win due to con-

nection to the incumbent party or through clientalistic transactions. This can explain 67% of Filipinos
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reported that no political party represents their welfare (Social Weather Station 2006). Instead of pushing

for policies, politicians instead rely on more materialistic (and often immediate) transactions. People would

then identify with local patrons that provide them resources rather than political parties. Presidents often

turn to these patrons to mobilize grassroots for their campaign (McCoy 2007).

Hypothesis: District representatives and party-list representatives should display similar targeting behav-

ior if the list seats are elected independently of each other.

Background and Data

The questions surrounding public goods and electoral rules will be further explored by looking at the Philip-

pine House of Representatives. House representatives are elected for three-year terms but can only serve up

to three consecutive terms. The Philippine House of Representatives is a mixed-member system3. Twenty

percent of representatives in the House are elected via national closed party-lists, and as such, they are

referred to as list representatives. The remaining eighty percent are elected from single-member districts

and are thus referred to as district representatives4. When voters elect representatives for the House, they

vote for individual candidates in their respective districts as well as national party lists, which are drawn

irrespective of district. Voting for one type does not affect the results for the other.

Each representative, whether they are district or party list, is given discretionary funds of equal amount.

The Priority Development Assistance Fund (PDAF) is used as a lump-sum discretionary fund by the repre-

sentatives to fund small, local projects that are not covered under larger budgets5. Legislators then decide

how to allocate these funds—but with some provisions. A detailed explanation of PDAF allocations can

be found in Appendix A. The benefits of those funds are directly attributable to the legislators, so voters

will know where those funded projects came from. Because each representative receives the same amount

3Specifically, the Philippines would be classified as a mixed-member majoritarian system where a single
election takes place and a party’s share of the vote determines the number of seats, as determined by
Thames & Edwards (2006).

4There have been cases where representatives have switched types, e.g. from party-list representative to
running as a district representative. This data has only one instance of representative type switching,
where Juan M. Macapagal Arroyo switched from district representative to a party-list representative in
2010.

5There is a current scandal surrounding the alleged misuse of PDAF by several members of Congress. These
members used the PDAF to fund ghost projects and NGOs that were “implemented” by Janet Lim-Napoles,
a Philippine businesswoman. The scam allegedly went on from 2003-2013. This has prompted many people
to protest for cutting the fat and ending PDAF. While the scandal raises some questions regarding the
validity of the projects, this paper focuses on the type of projects representatives allocate their funds
towards rather than the projects’ outcomes. Representatives would still have to determine the type of
project, real or otherwise, to fund and the project type sends a signal to their constituents about what
projects are a priority to the representative. The project type is also publicly available to the constituents.
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irrespective of other representatives, PDAF removes the issue of representatives sharing a common pool of

funds.

PDAF can only be appropriated for the following priority programs: education; health; social protection;

financial assistance; public infrastructure; peace and order; and arts & culture. A detailed explanation of

the types of projects that fall under each program can be found in Appendix A. These projects are then

implemented by specific agencies as outlined in PDAF. Some projects are implemented by local government

units (LGUs), while others fall under the discretion of national agencies, also referred to as line agencies in

the law6. The difference in implementing agencies can show whether a legislator is geographically targeting

funds. The project funds go directly to the implementing unit at the start of the project. Representatives

are then be able to give funding to local politicians or national government bureaucrats. Because of the

nature of the allocation, when representatives fund projects that are under the purview of the LGU, they are

giving funds directly to the local government and local officials. These funds can then be directly attributed

to the representative.

To illustrate the process of PDAF allocations, we can look at examples of the types of projects funded

by representatives. Representative Imelda Marcos is the current representative of the second district of

Ilocos Norte, a position she has held since 2010. One of the targeted projects she funded in 2013 was

the repair/rehabilitation of Elizabeth Elementary School Building Barangay Elizabeth Marcos Ilocos Norte.

Representative Marcos allocated PHP�5,500,000 to the project. The implementing agency of this project

was the Marcos Province of Ilocos Norte, which is an LGU. Because the project implemented by the province,

the funds for the project went directly to the provincial government.

Representative Marcos has also funded non-targeted projects. In 2011, for one of her PDAF funded

projects, she allocated PHP�1,000,000 to concreting a road in Pinili municipality. Concreting of roads falls

under the Department of Public Works and Housing, which is a national or line agency. Because the road is

inherently geographically located, much like a school, it can be a targeted good. However, unlike the school

project funded above, there are no exclusions to the use of the road. In order to attend a school, the family

must live within the district in order to gain access. This project would be classified as non-targeted because

the implementing unit, and the unit to which the funds go directly, is a national agency.

Data

The study looks at Philippine legislators’ allocation of PDAF from 2009 to 2013, which covers the 14th-16th

Philippine Congress. There are a total of 360 district representatives and 87 party-list representatives in

6Further explanation of the PDAF allocation process can be found in Appendix B.
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the data. Because the units of analysis are PDAF allocations (total number and proportion of targeted and

non-targeted), representatives can appear more than once in the dataset. This was taken from the Philippine

Department of Budget and Management. The DBM provides the amount each representative receives in their

discretionary fund as well as the type of projects to which a portion of the fund was allocated, the location

of the projects, the recipient of the funds, and the implementing agency. To examine whether electoral rules

affect representative pork spending, a dataset was created using the PDAF allocations by both district and

party-list representatives.

For this study, the first dependent variable, targeted is whether a PDAF project was targeted. Following

the targeted measurement employed by Ravanilla and Hickens (2012), this variable is measured by whether

a representative distributed funds to an LGU. This is a binary variable indicating 1 for an LGU as an

implementing agency and 0 otherwise7. The number of targeted and non-targeted projects by representative

type can be found in Table 1.

Control variables include an indicator of whether a representative held an official post (i.e. speaker of

the house, deputy speaker, majority leader, and minority leader).

Table 1: Number of Targeted and Non-Targeted Projects by Representative Type

Representative Type:

Project Type Party-List District

Non-Targeted 9627 45320

Targeted 3743 24713

Total 13370 70033

Observations 83403

The second dependent variable, proportion targeted, is the proportion of total funding allocated to

targeted projects by a legislator in a given year, i.e. what proportion of 70 million was spent on targeted

projects. This was calculated by dividing the number of funds devoted to targeted projects by their total

PDAF allocations in a given year8.

The main explanatory variable is district representative, which is a binary variable indicating 1 for

7If the following project was implemented by the following agencies, it was classified as non-targeted: CDA,
CHED, DA, DECS, DENR, DBM, SUCS, SUCs, DPWH, DOF, DOLE, OEO, DSWD, UPS, SUC, DepEd,
DOH, DTI, DENR, DILG, DFA, DND, DOA, DOST, DSWD, NCCA,vNCIP, NCMF, NHCP, PRC, SCU,
TESDA.

8For representatives, this is PHP�70 million a year, or roughly USD$1.6 million.
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district representative and 0 for party-list representative.

I have also included a few controls which include whether the representative was up for reelection,

whether he or she was a term ender, whether he or she had an official post (i.e. speaker, deputy speaker,

majority leader, and minority leader), and the number of terms in office.

Analysis

For this analysis, a logistic regression was used to determine whether representative type affects the amount

of targeted spending in PDAF allocations. The first model looked at the total number of targeted projects

a representative funded. Because I use multiple observations from each representative and year, I include

representative and year random effects. The random effects also allow for further heterogeneity and improves

the model fit (Gelman and Hill 2007).

The results of the model are displayed in Model 1 of Table 2. There is a slight negative effect of

being a district representative on total targeted project spending with a standard error of 0.178; however,

I find that there is no substantial difference between district representatives and party-list representatives

in discretionary pork spending. Reelection and the number of terms had a positive but insignificant effect

on targeted projects. Official post has a negative but not significant effect. Whether the representative was

a term ender had a negative and significant effect on the total number of targeted pork spending with a

standard error of 0.08.
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Table 2: Model 1 & 2 Results

Model 1 Model 2

Constant -0.971 ∗∗∗ -1.485 ∗

(0.258)
District Representative −0.102 0.264

(0.178) (0.235)

Reelection 0.036 0.024
(0.032) (0.134)

Official Post −0.142 0.089
(0.142) (0.392)

Number of Terms 0.059 −0.218
(0.045) (0.095)

Term Ender −0.192∗ −0.663
(0.080) (0.237)

N 70,788 882
Log Likelihood −35,018.2 0.001
Akaike Inf. Crit. 70,052.4 -0.000
Bayesian Inf. Crit. 70,125.8 2.228

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Model 1 is a logistic regression with random effects using the overall number of targeted projects by each
district and party-list representatives. In Model 2, the dependent variable (the proportion of spending on
targeted projects by district and party-list representatives) was logit-transformed to prior using a linear
fixed-effects model.

Figure 1 shows the predicted probability that a project is targeted or non-targeted by representative

type. From the figure, the confidence intervals show much overlap, which means there is no significant

difference between representative types and total targeted pork project spending.
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Figure 1: Predicted Probability of Targeted Projects
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However, looking at the total number of targeted projects may not capture whether a representative is

using his or her discretionary funds to capture specific localities. A second model was run using a linear

fixed-effects model to look at the proportion of total funds allocated to targeted projects, the results of

which can be found in Model 2 of Table 2. The effect of district representative type increases and becomes

positive when looking at the proportion of total funding allocated to targeted projects with a standard error

of 0.235, but the effect remains substantially insignificant between representative type. Reelection is positive

but insignificant with a standard error of 0.134, as does official post with a standard error of 0.392. Term

ender is no longer significant but the negative effect remains with a standard error of 0.237. The number of

terms also has a negative but insignificant effect with a standard error of 0.095.

The results of the second model are displayed in Model 2 of Table 2. The effect of being a district

representative on total targeted project spending switched from negative to positive; however, the result is

still statistically insignificant with a standard error of 0.235. Reelection and the number of terms had a

positive but insignificant effect on targeted projects with standard errors of 0.134 and 0.095 respectively.

Official post now has a positive but the insignificance remains with a standard error of 0.392. Whether the

representative was a term ender had a negative effect on the total number of targeted pork spending with a

standard error of 0.237 but is no longer significant.
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Figure 2 shows the difference in proportion of funding that is allocated to targeted projects in a given

year. There is still overlap between the confidence intervals, thus we cannot conclude that there is any

statistical difference between representative type. I generated the predicted probabilities and the difference

in proportions by calculating 100 boot strap samples.

Figure 2: Predicted Probability of Targeted Projects
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Discussion and Conclusion

The null result gives some evidence to Thames and Edwards (2006). The authors find that mixed-member

majoritarian (MMM) systems create electoral incentives that cause representatives, regardless of the elec-

toral rule under which they are elected, to behave like representatives in a pure plurality system. This is

because the party-list representatives and district representatives are elected independently of each other,

with neither election result affecting the seat allocation of the other. This means that there is no maintenance

of proportionality between seats and votes. For example, in the Philippines, party-list representatives make
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up a maximum of 20% of the House of Representatives and each party-list can win a maximum of three

seats. Even if a party gains significant proportion of the vote in the party-list election, they only receive

three seats. In this system, a party would prefer to maximize their number of seats by supporting district

representatives, where there is no cap on the number of seats they can win. Parties may also be more inclined

to support representatives that can secure them enough votes to meet the minimum victory to gain a seat,

and such representatives can rely heavily on personal votes. Both representatives would choose to cultivate

personal votes to win seats because victories are on an individual candidate basis and can be separate from

the party agenda. The null result supports the implication that simply having a mixed-member system does

not create differing electoral incentive structures.

However, the Philippine political environment also contributes to the similar targeting behavior among

district and party-list representatives. First, party-list representatives are increasingly depending on geo-

graphic bailiwicks to ensure electoral wins. Parties only need a minimum of 2% of the national vote to

ensure a seat in the House. Party-list representatives can then be strategic by targeting districts of provinces

that can give them the 2%. Rather than pushing for broad policies, these party-list representatives will

engage in targeted spending or clientalism to guarantee the minimum number of votes to win the seats. This

particular electoral rule means that ambitious individuals can create their own parties, run on the party-list

vote, campaign in a large district or province, and still win a seat. This makes them look very similar to

district representatives.

This leads to the second attribute of Philippine politics: concentration of wealth. In the party-list

system, 91%, or 52 seats, are held by millionaires and multi-millionaires. Only three members of the House

of Representatives are not millionaires9. The party-list system was initially created to ensure the marginalized

sectors of the Philippines are represented. However, wealthy and ambitious individuals have taken advantage

of rules to garner seats that may not be possible to win if they ran as district representatives. Due to their

ability to use their wealth and status, party-list representatives use the same or similar tactics as district

representatives to win elections.

Wealth among representatives is also connected to the third aspect of Philippine politics that can affect

representative behavior: political dynasties. Family allegiance rather than party- and policy- allegiances

dominate Philippine politics. Rich political clans take advantage of their social status as well as brand name

recognition to win elections. Political elites–which include dynastic politicians–tend to be more central in

their social networks and that such centrality confers organizational and logistical advantages that facilitate

clientelistic transactions (Cruz,Labonne, & Querubin 2015). Dynastic politicians can be found among both

9http://www.bworldonline.com/content.php?section=Nation&title=only-3-house-members-are-non-
millionaires&id=108378
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district and party-list representativesThe personal profile of representatives can impact their behavior more

so than electoral rules.

It may be the case that political culture plays some role in shaping representative behavior. Electoral

rules can be used to foster change in the political environment, such as promoting party organizations.

However, internal political dynamics can counteract those rules. Representatives may choose to cultivate

personal votes if they believe they have a greater probability of winning elections and are not beholden to their

parties. In order to decrease such personalism among political strategies, it is important for policymakers

to take into consideration the kind of impact electoral rules can make and the factors that can undermine

the intent of those rules.

14



References

Ames, B. (1995). Electoral rules, constituency pressures, and pork barrel: Bases of voting in the Brazilian
Congress. Journal of Politics 57 (2):324343.

Ashworth, S. & Bueno de Mesquita, E. (2006). Delivering the goods: Legislative particularism in different
electoral and institutional settings. The Journal of Politics 68 (1):168-79.

Bawn, K. & Thies, M. (2003). A comparative theory of electoral incentives: Representing the unorganized
under PR, plurality, and mixed-member electoral systems. Journal of Theoretical Politics 15 : 5-32

Cain, B., Ferejohn, J., & Fiorina, M. (1987). The Personal Vote: Constituency Service and Electoral Inde-
pendence. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Carey, J.M. & Shugart, M.S. (1995). Incentives to cultivate a personal vote: A rank ordering of electoral
formulas. Electoral Studies 14 (4): 417-439.

Chang, E. C. & Golden, M. A. (2007). Electoral systems, district magnitude and corruption. British Journal
of Political Science, 37 (01), 115-137.

Cruz, C., Labonne, J., & Querubin, P. (2015). Politician family networks and electoral outcomes: Evidence
from the Philippines. Working Paper.

Edwards, M.S., & Thames, F.C. (2007). District magnitude, personal votes, and government expenditures.
Electoral Studies 26 (2):338-345.

Franzese, R.J., & Nooruddin, I. (2004). The effective constituency in (re)distributive politics: Alternative
bases of democratic representation, geographic versus partisan. Juan March Institute Working Paper Series.

Gelman, A. & Hill, J. (2007). Data Analysis Using Regression and Multilevel/Hierarchical Models.
Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

Gerring, J. & Thacker, S.C. (2001). Human development in cross-national perspective:The role of political
institutions. Unpublished paper.

Heitshusen, V., Young, G., & Wood, D.M. (2005). Electoral context and MP constituency focus in Australia,
Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and the United Kingdom. American Journal of Political Science. 49 (1): 32-
45.

Hicken, A. & Kuhonta, E. M. (Eds.). (2014). Party System Institutionalization in Asia: Democracies, Au-
tocracies, and the Shadows of the Past. Cambridge University Press.

Hicken, A. & Simmons, J. (2008). The personal vote and the efficacy of education spending. American
Journal of Political Science 52 (1):109-124.

Ismayr, W. (1992). Der Deutsche Bundestag: Funktionen Willensbildung, Reformanstze. Opladen: Leske &
Budrich.

Keefer, P. & Khemani, S. (2009). When do legislators pass on pork? The role of political parties in deter-
mining legislator effort. American Political Science Review, 103 (01), 99-112.

Lancaster, T.D. & Patterson, W.D. (1990). Comparative pork barrel politics: Perceptions from the West
German bundestag. Comparative Political Studies 22 :458-77.

15



Lizzeri, A., and Persico, N. (2001). The provision of public goods under alternative electoral incentives.
American Economic Review 91 (1):225-239.

McCoy, A. (2007). An Anarchy of Families: State and Family in the Philippines. Quezon City: Ateneo de
Manila University Press.

Mendoza, R. U., Cruz, J. F., Yap, I. I., & Barua, D. (2014). Political Party Switching: It’s More Fun in the
Philippines. Asian Institute of Management (AIM) Working Paper, (14-019).

Milesi-Ferretti, G.M., Perotti, R, and Rostagno, M. (2002). Electoral systems and public Spending. Quar-
terly Journal of Economics 117 (2):609-657.

Persson, T. & Tabellini, G. (1999). The size and scope of government: Comparative politics with rational
politicians. European Economic Review 43 (4):699- 735.

Persson, T. & Tabellini, G. (2003). The economic effects of constitutions. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Persson, T., and Tabellini, G. (2004a). Constitutional rules and fiscal policy outcomes. American Economic
Review 94 (1):25-45.

Persson, T. & Tabellini, G. (2004b). Constitutions and economic policy. Journal of Economic Perspectives
18 (1):75-98.

Persson, T., Roland, G., & Tabellini, G. (2007). Electoral rules and government spending in parliamentary
democracies. Quarterly Journal of Political Science, 2 (2), 155-188.

Primo, D. M. & Snyder Jr, J. M. (2010). Party strength, the personal vote, and government spending.
American Journal of Political Science, 54 (2), 354-370.

Ravanilla, N. & Hicken, A. (2012). “Bringing home the pork” when “home” is the entire national electorate:
Reelection incentives of senators of the Philippines. Under review.

Rickard, S.J. (2005). Broad vs narrow: Explaining the form of redistributive policies. Paper presented at
101st Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, August 30-Sept 3, at Washington D.C.

Rickard, S.J. (2009). Strategic targeting: The effect of institutions and interests on distributive transfers.
Comparative Political Studies 42 (5):670-695.

Stratmann, Thomas. (2006). “Party-Line Voting and Committee Assignments in the German Mixed Mem-
ber System.” In Democratic Constitutional Design and Public Policy: Analysis and Evidence, ed. Roger D.
Congleton and Birgitta Swedenborg. Cambridge: MIT Press. pp. 111-130.

Taagepera, R. & Shugart, M.S. (1989). Seats and Votes: The Effects of Determinants of Electoral Systems.
New Haven: Yale University Press.

Teehankee, J. (2012). ”Clientelism and party politics in the Philippines.” In Party Politics in Southeast
Asia: Clientelism and electoral competition in Indonesia, Thailand, and the Philippines, 186-214. London
and New York: Routledge.

Thames, F.C. & Edwards, M.S. (2006). Differentiating mixed-member electoral systems: Mixed-member
majoritarian and mixed-member proportional systems and government expenditures. Comparative Political
Studies September 39 (7):905-927.

16



Weingast, B.R., Shepsle, K. & Johnsen, C. (1981). The political economy of benefits and costs: A neoclas-
sical approach to distributive politics. Journal of Political Economy, 79 : 642-64.

17



Appendix A: List of Approved Priority Development Assistance
Fund Project Type

The Priority Development Assistance Fund is used to fund the following priority programs and projects:

A. Education

1. Scholarships

2. Sportsfests/sports tournaments

3. Purchases of IT equipment

4. Assistance to the Alternative Learning System (ALS) Program

B. Health

1. Assistance to indigent patients either confined or out-patients in hospitals under DOH and Specialty

Hospitals including Professional Fees if favorably endorsed by proponent-legislator

2. Purchase of medical equipment

3. Insurance premium

4. Reduction of infant mortality and under-five mortality, and improvement of maternal health and

reduction of maternal mortality

C. Social Protection

1. Small and medium enterprise/livelihood including DTI’s One town, One product (OTOP) Program

2. Specialty training/employment program (community based training program) including acquisition

of training supplies and equipment

3. Purchase of equipment to upgrade existing technical vocational training centers

4. Special program for employment of students

5. Comprehensive and integrated delivery of Social Services Program of the DSWD

D. Financial Assistance

1. Education

a. Scholarship

b. Sportsfest/sports tournaments

c. Purchase of school equipment (inlucluding IT), furniture, and fixtures

2. Health

a. Assistance to indigent patients either confined or out-patient in hospitals under DOH, Specialty

Hospitals, Hospitals devolved to LGUs, and Rural Health Units

b. Purchase of medical equipment, ambulances, and mobile clinics

c. Medical mission including provision of medicines

d. PHILHEALTH insurance premium

3. Livelihood

a. Small and medium enterprises/livelihood

b. Specialty training/employment program including acquisition of training supplies or equipment

c. Comprehensive integrated delivery of social services (may be used as LGU counterpart for foreign-

assisted projects or FAPs)

4. Social Services

a. Assistance to indigents or displaced families/victims of calamities

5. Electrification

a. Barangay/Sitio electrification
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6. Water Supply

a. Construction of water system, purchase/installation of pipes/pumps/tanks, and water supply

system development for local water districts

7. Public Infrastructure

a. Construction, repair, and/or rehabilitation of the following: roads and bridges, flood control,

school buildings and other school facilities, hospitals and health facilities, and public markets/multi-purpose

buildings/multi-purpose pavements, pathways and footbridges

b. Academic buildings of community colleges administered or managed by LGUs

c. School fences and stages

8. Irrigation

a. Construction, repair, and/or rehabilitation of irrigation facilities

9. Peace and Order

a. Purchase of the following: firetrucks and firefighting equipment; patrol/multipurpose vehicles;

multicabs and prisoner’s van; and police patrol equipment

b. Construction and repair of police, jail, and fire stations

10. Housing

a. Construction of housing units for eligible beneficiaries

11. Arts and Culture

a. Rehabilitation , preservation, and conservation of historical and heritage sites

E. Public Infrastructure

1. Construction, repair, and/or rehabilitation of the following: roads and bridges; flood control;

school buildings and other school facilities; hospitals and health facilities; public markets/multi-purpose

buildings/multi-purpose pavements, pathways and footbridges; educational facilities identified in the Basic

Education Information System Quick Count Module of DepEd which includes the color coding scheme: (i)

school buildings and (ii) school desks and chairs

2. Water supply/system; basic and/or emergency obstetric care units; wards or facilities; hospital and

health facilities

3. Roads and bridges leading to declared/strategic tourist destinations determined by the DOT

4. Academic buildings

5. Police, jail,a nd fire stations

6. Septage and sewerage project in accordance with the national sewerage and septage management

program

7. Farm to market roads identified in the network plan and following the new construction design Small

Water Impounding Projects/Shallow Tube Wells/Small Farm Reservoir

8. Irrigation projects within the priority production areas identified by the DA

9. Barangay/rural electrification

10. Housing units available for beneficiaries

F. Peace and Order

1. Purchase of the following: firetrucks and firefighting equipment; patrol/multipurpose vehicles; multi-

cabs and prisoner’s van; and police patrol equipment

G. Arts and Culture

1. Rehabilitation , preservation, and conservation of historical and heritage sites
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Appendix B: Procedure Summary of Release of Priority
Development Assistance Funds

The Priority Development Assistance Fund (PDAF) allocates PHP�70 million (USD$1,581,561) to each

member of the Philippine House of Representatives. In order to begin the process of releasing PDAF

allocations, the following procedure must be followed:

1. The representative must make a request for a release of his or her PDAF allocation. The request

includes proposed project lists that details the type of projects being funded, an outline of which can

be found in Appendix A. The requests also include the description of the project, project location,

project cost, and implementing agency.

2. The request is then sent to the House appropriations committee. The committee chairman endorses the

request to the Speaker of the House, who then forwards it the Department of Budget and Management

(DBM).

3. The DBM ensures that the project list request conforms to the budget law. If so, the DBM releases

the funds to the implementing agency indicated by the requesting representative.
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