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Abstract

The paper evaluates if incumbents can profit fromnon-targeted public trans-
fers that they had no control over. I exploit the random assignment of a Com-
munity Driven Development program to assess the effects of such interventions.
Using data on the municipal level, I find participation in the public program in-
creases the incumbent mayors re-election rates, but had no influence on incum-
bent vice-mayors or governors. Focusingonmechanisms, the study finds evidence
that program effects did not work through political mobilising–neither more cit-
izens ran for office nor turned out to vote. Exploiting village level heterogene-
ity, I observe the incumbent effect only in villages in which citizens collectively
decided on a project and received funding. Villages that were mobilised to de-
cide on a project but ultimately did not receive funding punished their village
mayor. The paper yields important implications for the implementation of pro-
grammatic policies in context of developing democracies.

*
†Contact: felix.hartmann@gu.se

1

felix.hartmann@gu.se


1 Introduction
Can local incumbents profit from non-targeted public transfers that they had no con-
trol over? The notion of democratic theory that elections can create political account-
ability assumes that voters correctly link policy outcomes to politicians, evaluate their
performance, and adjust their voting behaviour accordingly.1 Because politicians want
to retain office, this mechanism can discipline them by creating incentives to perform
according to the preferences of their electorate. In this process, voters have to distin-
guish what part of policy outcomes can be attributed to the competence of politicians
and which part has exogenous causes– i.e. they have to distinguish signal from noise in
terms of what type of politician they are facing. In the context of developing democra-
cies, it is common wisdom that politicians try to manipulate this process by targeting
voters vianon-programmatic transfers, providingmoney, goods or favors in exchange for
electoral support.2 It is less well explored to what extend local politicians can take ad-
vantage programmatic transfers that are often financed by international aid and imple-
mented by the central government to gain an electoral advantage. This paper is focused
onone typeofprogrammatic policy, prominent inmanydevelopingdemocracies, Com-
munity DrivenDevelopment (CDD) programs. Given themagnitude of these types of
programs3 and the scarcity of empirical evidence, the concern that these programs could
undermine electoral accountability has to be taken serious.

Beyond this main empirical puzzle, one question is whether incumbent mayor’s
gained more electoral support because they could mobilise citizens that previously ab-
stained from the elections, or whether the funding of local public goods motivated op-
position voters to switch. CDD programs not only distribute public goods to com-
munities, but also have an institutional component. Theoretically, the programs are
thought to increaseparticipation in community level institutions. Therefore, onemight
expect a mobilisation of citizens and higher voter turnout. Another question is how
citizens attribute responsibilities, i.e., do all levels of local government profit equally
from the program? Since the policy is implemented at themunicipality level, but funds
are allocated at the village level (barangay), the question arises if the average effects of
incumbent reelection on the municipality level might masks some substantial hetero-
geneity on the village level.

1For a recent review of models of electoral accountability, see Ashworth (2012).
2See Golden and Min (2013) for a review. The article defines a distributive strategy as non-

programmatic if the rules are not public and do not shape the distributions of the goods. This includes
clientelistic exchanges directed to voters (vote buying) or party members (patronage), as well as fiscal leg-
islative particularism (pork). For or a distributive strategy to be programmatic, the rules have to be public
and the rules must actually shape the distributions of the goods in question (Stokes et al., 2013, 7).

3Over the last decade, the World Bank alone has invested over $85 billion on this type of programs
worldwide (Mansuri and Rao, 2013).
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Thepresent article addresses these theoretical questions using a randomised control
trail combined with detailed election data from 2013 describing hundreds of municipal
election and thousands of barangay (village) elections in the Philippines. The research
design allows me to distinguish the effect of the policy that was implemented in the
wholemunicipality, from its distributional outcomes, because public goods (called sub-
projects) were only distributed to a subset of villages in each municipality. The results
indicate that voters credit the incumbent municipal mayor for the policy. I find no ev-
idence that the effects occurred because of voter mobilization. Somewhat surprisingly,
municipal vice-mayor do not profit from the policyWhile there exists some qualitative
evidence that all parties try to gain political capital from the program, the effects do
not replicate for governors (usually considered local strongman). On the village level,
re-election rates of village mayors within treatment municipalities are lower than in vil-
lages within control municipalities. It suggests that voter response to CDD’s can not
be explained by models of ordinary retrospective voting. Instead, the findings point to
a more sophisticated inferential process where voters credit actual involvement and are
not easily manipulated. Voters attribute responsibility for policies and their distribu-
tional outcomes to different levels of government.

This study contributes to scholarship on distributive politics and political account-
ability in threeways. First, the studyhas advantages over earlier studies in termsof causal
identification and measurement. While previous work has relied on observational data
to estimate the causal effect of CDDprograms on electoral outcomes (Cruz and Schnei-
der, 2017), the present study relies a randomized field experiment to identify the effect
of the program. Further, measurements of the outcomes are vote shares, disaggregated
for each electoral position, rather than binary indicators of re-election. Second, makes
several theoretical contributions. The results suggest that voters engage in a more so-
phisticated inferential process when evaluating politicians than previous theoretical ac-
counts suggested. The voting behaviour can not be explained by models of economic
voting alone. Rather, it seems like voters reward some politicians for a pure policy and
punish others for outcomes. Theoretically, the results are consistent with selections
models under information asymmetries as well as psychological theories of reciprocity.
Third, the article also suggests that non-targeted government transfers (that the incum-
bent had little control over) can lead to distortions of political accountability but only
in the short run.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 provides a theoretical review of commu-
nity driven developments programs as a form of programmatic distribution, evaluates
existing evidence and derive hypothesis. Section 3 will describe the local context in the
Philippines with a special focus on local politics and may also illuminate scope con-
ditions. It also provides the reader with the necessary background on the KAHALI-
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CIDDS program. Section 4 describes the experimental design and data. The paper
concludes with a discussion of the results and provides an overview of extensions.

2 Programmatic Distribution and Voting: Theory and Ev-
idence

The literature ondistributive politics findsmixed evidence of non-targeted government
transfers on incumbent re-election. Pop-Eleches and Pop-Eleches (2012) study the effect
of government vouchers on political preferences in Romania. They find that program
beneficiaries were significantly more likely to vote for the incumbent governing coali-
tion. These effects occurred both through higher political mobilization and through
party-switching. A growing literature evaluates the effect of conditional cash transfers
(CCTs)4 on political preferences and voting behaviour. They find positive effects on
voter turnout and incumbent re-election in Mexico (De La O, 2013, 2015), short term
benefits for the presidential party candidate in Brazil (Zucco, 2013), and stated sup-
port for the central government in Uruguay (Manacorda, Miguel and Vigorito, 2011).
Labonne (2013) also finds higher incumbent vote share in the Philippines, but only for a
subset of competitivemunicipalities. Galiani et al. (2016) study aCCTprogram inHon-
duras and find that voter turnout and incumbent votingonly increasedwhen larger pay-
ments were made to voters. Contrary to this evidence, Imai, King and Rivera (2016) re-
analyse the data fromDe La O (2015) and find no effects. Recently, Blattman, Emeriau
and Fiala (2016) found evidence that a cash transfers to entrepreneurs increased income
and enabledparticipants to vote freely and less likely to followvote-bying. Anearlier ob-
servational study evaluated the predecessor program (KC 1) and found a positive effect
the electoral support for the incumbent municipal mayor (Cruz and Schneider, 2017).
The authors point to a underserved credit claiming mechanism: even though mayors
had no active part in funding and only aminor part in implementing the program, they
publicly support the project, use social media to spread news, and use inauguration cer-
emonies to convey their involvement.

2.1 Theory
Theoretical accounts in the tradition of politcal accountability perceive of elections as
a device for citizens to punish or reward politicians for past performance (Key, 1966;
Barro, 1973; Ferejohn, 1986). Citizens use retrospection to inform there voting decision.
In it’s most simplistic form, citizens utility may include pocketbook consideration (in-

4CCT programs provide money to poor families conditional on some criteria (often investments in
education or health).

4



dividual income, individual wellbeing) or sociotropic consideration (public wellbeing)
(Fiorina, 1981; Kinder and Kiewiet, 1981; Kramer, 1983; Markus, 1988). CDD is a form
of programatic redistribution because it delivers public goods to villages based on clear
and transparent rules (Stokes et al., 2013, 7). Assuming that citizens and communities
profit from public goods provision, the theory predicts that voters will rewards all in-
cumbents, regardless of their position.

Hypothesis 1 Treatment Municipalities will have a higher vote shares for incumbents.

In later selection models, retrospection is barely a mean for voters to form expectations
about future behavior of politicians. Past bahavior is only instrumental because it can
signal competence of the incumbent (Fearon, 1999). Voters evaluate potential outcomes
under each candidate, calculate their own utility for each, and vote accordingly. While
earlier accounts model governments transfer as bribes from politicians, Bracco et al.
(2015) introduce the idea that public good provision can function as a signal of incum-
bent competence. The receipt of the program provides voters with a signal about the
competence of the incumbent. However, in our case, the municipal mayor had little
to no influence on the receipt of the project. Therefore, voters will only reward in-
cumbents if they themselves –erroneously–interpret the program receipt as a signal of
incumbent competence or if incumbents claim credit for the program.5

Hypothesis 2 Treatment Municipalities will have a higher vote shares for incumbents if
voters credit them for the public goods.

Voters may also want to reward successful applications due to reciprocity norms
towards local mayors (Finan and Schechter, 2012; Lawson and Greene, 2014). Voters
might reciprocate because (1) they are forward looking and expect future payoffs from
anticipating similar programs in their community in the future and therefore reward
successful mayors (instrumental reciprocity). A critical assumption of this mechanism
is that citizens are aware of the program and credit the incumbent for its implemen-
tation or infer that incumbent has favourable characteristics or qualities because the
program got implemented. On the other hand, (2) voters may derive utility from re-
warding mayors that helped their community, and from punishing mayors that were
unsuccessful in their application (intrinsic reciprocity). However, only intrinsic reci-
procity would explain that voters punish unsuccessful mayors given that voters do not
anticipate that punishment would induce future higher payoffs due to increased effort
by the mayor (Sobel, 2005). Alternatively, punishment may also occur under a signal-
ing mechanism where rational forward-looking voters will update their beliefs about

5The reader might note that hypothesis 1 works regardless of this information asymmetry because
voters are not driven by any other signal than their own pocket.
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the post-electoral pay-off because the punishment will increase the performance of can-
didates.

Hypothesis 3 Villages that took part in the social preparation phase, but did not receive
the grant will punish the incumbents.

3 Context and Data
The following section briefly describes the local political system in the Philippines fol-
lowed by a summary of the KALAHI-CIDDS program.

3.1 Local Public Finance & Local Politics
Being a unitary presidential democracy with a multiparty system, the country is com-
posed of provinces (81), subdivided into cities (145) and municipalities (1,489), which
are further composed of barangays (42,036). Eachmunicipality is governed by amayor,
a vice-mayor and eight municipal councillors elected in first-past-the-post elections. In
response to the highly centralised transfer system under autocrat Ferdinand Marcos,
the structure of the local government in the Philippines was decentralised by the Local
GovernmentCode (LGC) thatwas enacted in 1991.6 Thepolicy increased the autonomy
of the municipal government by transferring responsibilities for health care (Atienza,
2004), a substantive number of civil servants (Llanto, 2012; Sidel, 1999), and other pub-
lic enterprises (markets, bus terminals, slaughterhouses), and extension services (agri-
cultural, veterinarian, irrigation) to local governments. In order to finance the new re-
sponsibilities, direct federal transfers7 were introduced.8While they have no influence
over the size of municipal budget, there is some evidence that especially governors and
mayors have considerable levarage on the allocation of the budget (Hutchcroft, 2012;
Esguerra, 2001).

Even though the Philippines are a democracy since 1987, political dynasties prevail
and campaigns are organised around personalities, families, or "clans" and lack pro-
grammatic parties and policy platforms (Hutchcroft and Rocamora, 2003; Querubin,
2016). National and provincial elections (for president, vice-president, and senators)
are held every six years and municipal and barangay elections every three years.9 Local

6See Local-Government-Code (1991).
7Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA)
8It is funded by a fixed percentage of national tax revenues from three years prior, transferred directly

from the national government and constitute about 85% of municipal government revenue (Troland,
2014)

9Barangay elections are held roughly 7months after the national and local elections. Throughout the
text I use barangay, village and community interchangeable.
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politics are dominated by strong political machines, where party affiliation can change
but the personal stays the same.10 Local politics also tend to be clientelistic (Schaffer,
2007; Capuno, 2012) and resources are often allocated according to political consider-
ations (Fafchamps and Labonne, 2016). At the lowest level of the political hierarchy
are barangay kapitans–village chiefs with no official party affiliations–, who are often
used by municipal mayors as political brokers to distribute clientelistic goods and fos-
ter their electoral success (Cruz, Labonne and Querubin, 2017; Ravanilla, 2017). These
clientelistic networks are embedded in social norms of reciprocity rooted in the Filipino
concept of utang na loob which can be translated as "debt of inside" or "debt of grati-
tude". The social norm is based on mutual exchanges of payment and re-payment (of
many forms) and is enforced viaHiya, often translated as shame, if one party does not
repay its debt (Hollnsteiner, 1964).

3.2 The KALAHI-CIDSS (KC) Program
KALAHI-CIDSS (KC) is a community driven development program that delivers pub-
lic goods to communities. It is implemented from the national government through
its Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD). The first phase, known
as KC1, took place from 2003-2009. In 2011, the central government of the Philip-
pines received US$120 million grant from the United States government’s Millennium
Challenge Corporation Compact and a loan of $59 million by theWorld Bank (KC2).11
Within each targeted province, municipalities with 70% or more poverty incidence au-
tomatically received the project while municipalities with less than 33% poverty inci-
dence automatically did not receive the project. For a subsample 198municipalities that
had a poverty incidence between 33-69%, the program was randomly assigned to 99
treatment municipalities and not assigned to 99 control municipalities.

10One manifestation can be observed during election campaigns where municipal mayors, vice-
mayors, and councilors run as one "team" even though elections are held separately for each position.

11Subsequently, the administration of president Aquino expanded the program from an agency pro-
gram to a national government program.
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Figure 1: 198 Municipalities included in KC2

Like many similar programs, KC2 had a (a) resource and an (b) institutional com-
ponent. As of July 2015, the resource component financed public goods investments
(called subprojects) reaching from social services (for example health, education, water),
infrastructure (roads, bridges), facilities (community production, economic support,
and common service facilities), to environmental protection and conservation (Beatty
et al., 2015, 19). On average participatingmunicipalities received PHP 450,000 (approx-
imately USD 11,250) per village (Beatty et al., 2015, 11). Out of roughly 2,500 villages
within the 99 treatment municipalities, about 500 villages started or finished a public
goods project until the village elections in November 2013. Figure 5 in appendix A rep-
resents the subprojects in detail.
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Figure 2: KC2 Implementation

Treatment MuniciaplityControl Municiaplity

Village 1 Village 2 Village 3

(I) Public Lottery

(II) Subproject
Selection & Vote
Representatives

(III) Subproject
Ranking by Repre-
sentatives

(IV) Subproject
Implementation

The implementation of KC2 consisted of four steps: (I) The random assignment
of eligiblemunicipalitieswas publicly decided at twelve lotteries conducted throughout
the country from May 23rd to June 30th 2011 (Beatty et al., 2015).12 (II) Communities
participated in a series of meetings to identify and prioritize the problems and needs
of the community. Community members were trained to design subproject propos-
als. Further, each village democratically elected three representatives to vote on their
behalf. Municipal Inter-Barangay Forum set criteria for the selection of sub-projects.
(III) Reprsentatives from each barangays within a treatment municipality compete for
funds by presenting proposals at the Municipal Inter-Barangay Forum. The role of
the municipality mayor in selecting subprojects is limited to an advising status in the
forum. Once a barangay has been prioritized for subproject investment, a community
bank accountwas opened and funds from the project were directly transferred from the
Philippine Government’s implementing agency (the Department of SocialWelfare and
Development; DSWD) accounts into the community account. It is also worth noting
that communities are themselves involved inmobilizing resources as a local counterpart
contributions including either in cash or in-kind that are pooled from various sources
(Beatty et al., 2015).13

12Funding was only allocated if the municipality was located in a province in which guaranteed mu-
nicipalities had not been allocated all of KC funding based on the 50% minus one rule, did not receive
KC1 funding, and had a mayor or his/her representative present at the public lottery event.

13A minimum of 30% of the total project cost comprises local counterpart contributions from the
community, local government units, congresspersons, non-governmental organizations, and other stake-
holders
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Figure 3: KC2 Timeline and Local Elections

2012 2013 2014

Cycle 1 Soc. Prep. Cycle 1 Subp Impl.

Cycle 2 Soc. Prep.

Municipal
Elections

Barangay
Elections

Cycle 2 Subp. Impl.

3.2.1 The Role of Local Government

Before implementation, the municipal local government unit (LGU) and the DSWD
sign amemorandum of agreement, the Administration of Panaad sa Pagsuporta (Man-
ifesto of Support). Once amunicipality was randomly selected, mayors are supposed to
(a)mobilize their villages and (b) inspect projects. Survey evidence indicates that citizens
ascribe influence in subproject selection foremost to barangay captains (79%), followed
by other village officials (64%) and ordinary citizens (61%). Notably, only 23.9% of re-
spondents named the municipal mayor, 10% named other officials (for example gover-
nor, contractor, congressperson) (ADB, 2012, 25). Communities are required toprovide
Local Counterpart Contribution (LCC) either in cash or in-kind that are pooled from
various sources (province, municipality, barangay and community). The Sangguniang
Bayan (Municipal Council) has to approve the budget for the counterpart contribu-
tion.

3.3 Data
At the municipality level, the main dependent variables are incumbent re-election and
election turnout. Incumbent re-electionmeasureswhether the incumbentwas reelected
during local elections in 2013.14 The data was provided by the Commission on Elections
(COMELEC) and contains information on voter registration and turnout for the elec-
tions in 2010 abd 2013. The data includes detailed information about the name of all
candidates that ran for the office of mayor, vice-mayor, and governors as well as the
votes obtained by each. We know who was elected, when, as well as their party affilia-
tion. The dependent variable takes the value 1 if the newly elected mayor has the same
last name and middle name as the incumbent mayor last name and the middle name,
and 0 otherwise. At the village level, the dependent variables are incumbent mayor re-

14ThePhilippineswere severely effectedby typhoonYolanda that devastated the country inNovember
2013. Elections were held inMay 2013 at themunicipality level andOctober 2013 at the village level. Thus,
the elections were not influenced by the natural disaster.
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election and the number of candidates per election. Since the village election in 2016
were postponed, I only include the 2013 election.

4 Experimental Design
The KALAHI program offers an ideal case to test the theory. While the allocation of
funds is usually conducted on the basis of a poverty count calculated for each munic-
ipality, for a subset of 198 municipalities the program was assigned randomly. These
municipalities constitute the sample for this study. The random assignment of eligi-
ble municipalities was publicly decided at twelve lotteries conducted throughout the
country from May 23rd to June 30th 2011. Prior to each lottery, municipalities within
each province were matched on four variables: poverty incidence, population, land area,
number of barangays. This block randomization creates treatment and control groups
that are balanced on blocked covariates. This is an advantage over earlier work that eval-
uated the electoral effects without an experimental manipulation (see Cruz and Schnei-
der (2017)). Please see figure 6 in appendix A for the distribution across treatment and
control groups.

4.1 Identification
KALAHI-CIDDSwas mostly concerned with community institutions and not explic-
itly tailored to influence electoral outcomes. Thus, the treatment effects on secondary
outcomes should treated with some caution. I define the treatment T as the partici-
pation of the whole municipality in the social preparation phase (including subproject
identification) and the receipt of a public goods program of a subset of villages within
themunicipality. To identify the causal effect of the treatment on incumbent vote share,
I rely onmatched pair designwhere 198municipalities were first paired based on covari-
ates ( resulting in 99 pairs) and, secondly, assigned randomly into treatment and con-
trol groups through public lotteries. Using the potential outcome framework (Splawa-
Neyman, Dabrowska and Speed, 1990; Rubin, 1974), we can define Yi1 as the outcome
under treatment, Yi0 as the outcome under control, and Yi1 − Yi0 as the individual
treatment effect and write average treatment effect:

ATE = E[Yi |Ti = 1] − E[Yi |Ti = 0] (1)

The definition of the ATE above assumes that all municipalities that were assigned to
treatment actually received the treatment. However, the programwas rolled out in 3 cy-
cles spanning from 2012 to 2016. By the time of the elections in 2013, all municipalities
took part in the social preparation phase, but only some received public goods. There-
fore, I rely on intent-to-treat effect (ITT).Here, we distinguish assignment to treatment
and actual treatment. If amunicipality iwas assigned to treatmentwedenote it by zi = 1
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and by zi = 0when assigned to control group. The actual treatment status is indicated
by ti(z)when treatment assignment is z. Using the notation, we define:

ITTY = E[Yi(z = 1, t(z = 1)) − Yi(z = 0, t(z = 0))] (2)

4.2 Estimation
To estimate of the intent-to-treat effect for incumbent re-election I rely on local linear
regression:

E(Yi) = β0 + TDi + β1C1,i + β2C2,i + ... + β99C99,i + ei (3)

Yi denotes the incumbent re-election inmunicipality i.Di is an indicator that takes the
value 1 if the municipality is eligible for the program and 0 if it is not. The treatment
estimator is given by the parameterT . C1,i...C99,i denotes a set of dummy variables cor-
responding to each of the 99 treatment pairs and ei denotes the error term. The ordi-
nary least squares regression adjustment for binary outcomes is robust for randomized
experiments as shown asymptotically by Lin (2013) and via simulation by Humphreys,
Sanchez de la Sierra and Van der Windt (2013); Judkins and Porter (2016).15 I include
the set of dummy variables because I rely on a blocked randomised design and esti-
mated standard errors should take the blocking into account.16 If the probability of as-
signment to treatment is constant across blocks, the inclusion pair dummies into 3 will
leave the treatment effect unchanged but produce more precise standard errors (Bruhn
andMcKenzie, 2009).

5 Results

5.1 Municipal Elections
Table 4 shows that effects of theKAHALIprogramon incumbent re-election andvoter-
turnout. I find a statistically significant positive effect for the 2013 election. The magni-
tude of the estimated effect in is substantial.

15All main results are robust when estimating the parameters with logit link functions.
16If the the method of randomisation is ignored in the estimation, standard errors tend to be conser-

vative (Kernan et al., 1999; Bruhn andMcKenzie, 2009).
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Figure 4:Municipal Elections 2013
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Beta coefficients fromOLS regression with 90% confidence intervals. The independent variable is CDD
program participation for municipality i. A series of dummy variables (99) for each treatment/control
pair is included. Provincial governor vote shares are disaggregated by municipality.

As expected, the participation in the program increased the likelihood for incum-
bent re-election. While there exists some qualitative evidence that all parties try to gain
political capital from the program17, the effects do not replicate for vice mayors or gov-
ernors. The standard errors are sizable and no estimate is significantly different from 0
even at low levels of statistical significance (p < .10). These findings suggest that voters
credit mayors for the policy implementation, but not vice mayors or governors. This is
not only corroborated by the uncertainty of the estimates, but also by these effect sizes.
Further, I find no evidence that the results are driven by higher voter turnout. All point
estimates are close to 0.

5.2 Village Elections
I now turn to the electoral effects on the village level. Table 1 present the results of
the village elections. Since the randomization occurred on the municipal level, all stan-
dard errors are clustered at the municipal level. Somewhat surprisingly, I find negative
effects of the CDD program on village mayor re-election. The participation in the pro-
gram decreased the odds for incumbent re-election by a factor of 0.90. The effects are
significant conventional security levels. Since KALAHI had an institutional compo-
nent that was intended to foster grass-roots democracy, one might expect more citizens
to apply for the position of barangay captain. This increased competition could have
resulted in lower re-election rates. However, as we can see in the second raw in table
1, the estimated effect of the program on the number of candidates is negative and in-
distinguishable from 0. All villages within treatment municipalities received the the

17See for example figure 7 in appendix A.
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Table 1: Village Elections 2013

Election 2013
Barangay Kapitans −0.028∗∗

(0.012)
Candidates −0.019

(0.028)
Pair Dummies X
Num. obs. 4,842
∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.1

Beta coefficients from OLS regression. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the
municipality (N=198). The independent variable is CDDprogramparticipation for villiage
i. Pair dummies refer to a series (99) dummy variables for each treatment/control pair.

policy intervention, but not all villages had a subproject being implemented. If vot-
ers attribute responsibility for the policy tomunicipal mayors, but assign responsibility
for the receipt of the subprojects to barangaymayors–as earlier research indicates–only
voters in treatment municipalities that actually received subprojects will rewards their
barangaymayor. Voters in communities that applied for a subproject butdidnot receive
it will punish the baranagy captain. The average negative effect indicates that voters in
non-receiving villages punished the barangaymayormore than those voters in receiving
villages rewarded the mayor.

6 Discussion
The results indicate that voters credit the incumbent municipal mayor for the policy.
The electoral returns only occur and are not driven by electoral returns. This suggests
that non-targeted government transfers (that the incumbent had little control over) can
lead to distortions of political accountability but only in the short run. Somewhat sur-
prisingly, municipal vice-mayor do not profit from the policy. Voters seem to engage in
a more sophisticated inferential process when evaluating politicians. The result can be
explained by more effective credit claiming on the part of the mayor than of the vice-
mayor. Re-election rates of village mayors within treatment municipalities are lower
than in villages within control municipalities. It suggests that voter response to CDD’s
can not be explained ordinary retrospective economic voting. Voters attribute respon-
sibility for policies and their distributional outcomes to different levels of government.
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A Appendix

Figure 5: Subprojects implemented in the 198 municipalities until November 2013
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Source: Department of Social Welfare and Development, Republic of The Philippines
Note: Projects financed by Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) and Additional Financing (AF)
from theWorld Bank.

Table 2: Summary Statistics: Municipality Level

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

treatment 198 0.500 0.501 0 1
Turnout 2010 198 0.791 0.064 0.412 0.956
Turnout 2013 198 0.773 0.053 0.492 0.877
Mayor Re-election 2013 198 0.672 0.471 0 1
Vice Mayor Re-election 2013 198 0.414 0.494 0 1
Governor Vote Share 187 0.557 0.306 0 1
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Figure 6: Covariate Balance across Treatment and Control Groups
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Figure 7: Example Ribbon Cutting

"Leyte governor Leopoldo Dominico "Mic" L. Petilla lead the ribbon cutting during the turn over of
KALAHI CIDSSWater System project worth P637,233.00 in barangay Canha-ayon, Hindang Leyte a 14
Kilometers from thenational road. WithhimareMayor EdpidioCabal Jr., andBarangayCaptainRomeo
Bongas. (Gina P. Gerez)." Source: Provincial Government of Leyte http://www.leyteprovince.
org/gallery.html
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