


1890 as the break-off point, i.e. the year in which universal male suffrage was
introduced and which, according to Moreno Luzon (2007) and Martorell Linares (2000),
among others, saw a strengthening in the relationship between candidates and districts
and resulted in a loss of the central government’s prominence in the electoral process.”!
In addition, the 1890s are, in general, considered by historians as being the years that
saw the onset of the crisis in the system, due not only to the extension of suffrage but
also to the modernisation of the country, the monarchy’s gradual loss of legitimacy after
the 1898 defeat, and the growing fragmentation of the “dynastic” parties (Comin,
1988).%* Therefore, the first subperiod that we consider includes the elections from 1879

until 1886, and the second one the elections from 1891 until 1910.

We have defined a time dummy variable for the second subperiod,” which has
been interacted with each of the ‘political competition’ variables, generating three new
variables: % Minority Seats x 2" Subperiod, % Opposition Seats x 2" Subperiod and
% Change in Minority Seats x 2" Subperiod. The results of estimating regression (1)
with these new variables are presented in Table 3 below. Column (5), which shows the
estimation outcomes of the more complete version of the regression, confirms once
more that the share of minority deputies had a significant impact on government
expenditure on road construction. However, while the sign of this effect was negative
during the first subperiod, this trend was reversed after 1890. The same process may be
observed in the case of the opposition variable, although the coefficient is lower in this
case. As for the impact of the change in minority seats with respect to the previous
election, this again is non significant, as is the impact of the seniority variables. Finally,
the deputies who had been ministers in previous administrations seem to have used their

influence to attract greater resources to their provinces.

Based on earlier considerations, these results seem to suggest that the low level
of electoral competition during the early years of the Spanish Restoration made the use

of vote-buying tactics unnecessary and, therefore, the government could assign more

*! By contrast, Varela Ortega (2001) and Comin (1988) minimise the role of the establishment
of universal male suffrage in the transformation of the political system (see above).

* Comin (1988: 495) suggests 1898 as the main turning point in the Restoration period.
Actually, the results of the analysis are not altered significantly if we take this year instead of
1890.

 Since the regression has a constant term, we only interact a dummy variable for the second period,
while taking the first subperiod as a reference. The dummy for the second subperiod is equal to 1 if the
political variables refer to an election held after 1890.
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resources to the “core” regions®* at the expense of the rest of the country. This would
indicate that the dynastic parties did not collude to favour one another when allocating
public funds for roads, as might initially be expected. By contrast, after 1890, the results
of the estimation suggest two possible interpretations, both associated with increasing
political competition. On the one hand, it might be argued that the rise in the number of
minority and opposition deputies forced the government to exchange road investments,
as well as other benefits, for electoral votes, in an attempt to attract swing voters. On the
other hand, the results might reflect the fact that, with time, the deputies elected from
minority and opposition parties managed to challenge the government’s electoral plans
thanks to their relatively high efficiency in obtaining benefits for their districts. This
would be consistent with the idea that, since the 1890s, the local powers grew to the
detriment of the central power (Moreno Luzén, 2007), and it might also explain to some
extent the lack of significance of the seniority variables. Inasmuch as senior deputies
remained in Parliament regardless of the party holding office, the effect of seniority
would be partially captured by the share of minority and/or opposition parties in each

province.
***Table 3 about here***

An alternative way to account for the presence of structural change in the model
is the interaction of the political competition variables with a linear time trend, as in the

following specification:
i, = B,Pol.Competition, + uLeadership, +v Seniority, + AX, + 06D, + €,

&, =a;+u, (2)

B, =P, + B, xtrend

Hence, the new variables in the regression are: % Minority Seats % trend, % Opposition
Seats x trend and % Change in Minority Seats % trend. Actually, if we ignore (as in the
regressions in Tables 2 and 3) the possibility that the effect of the “political
competition” variables may present a shifting trend over time, we might be dealing with
the results of a spurious regression in which the impact of the explanatory variables on
road investment would be in fact the effect of an omitted factor. In this context,

introducing the interaction of a time trend with the explanatory variables allows us to

2 By ‘core regions’ we refer to those provinces in which the party in government enjoyed the largest
representation.
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capture the impact of the upward trend in the level of political competition over time (as
revealed by Figure 2). The outcomes of the estimation of this specification of the model

are shown in Table 4.
***Table 4 about here***

All columns in Table 4 confirms the results obtained in the earlier analysis,
where we introduced the possibility of a structural change, although now the
interpretation of the coefficients is not so straightforward. Using the results reported in
column (5) we can see that in an initial year (=1) a 10% increase in the share of
minority deputies in one province leads to a 0.017 pesetas decrease in per capita road
investment. However, this effect does not remain constant for the entire period. By the
end of the period (for instance when =30, which is equivalent to 1909) the effect is
quite distinct and we would observe a 0.012 pesetas increase in per capita road
investment as a result of a 10% increase in the share of minority deputies in one
province. The B; specification in equation (2) allows us to infer the cut-off year when
the initially negative effect of the number of minority deputies was cancelled out and
after which the effect became positive. Thus, it was at =18 (that is, in 1897) when a
province’s share of minority deputies had no impact on the government allocation of
road expenditure. Following the same reasoning, the share of deputies representing the

“dynastic” opposition exerted no impact on the distribution of road investment in 1899.

Robustness. To conclude this section, we present in short the robustness checks
that we have conducted to ensure the validity of our results. First of all, it might be
argued that, despite solid reasons for taking 1890 as the cut-off point for dividing the
sample into two subperiods, the results might be different if another year had been
selected. As mentioned in footnote 24, 1898 could also represent a reasonable cut-off
point. We have performed the same regressions as those reported in Table 3 on the basis
of this hypothesis and find that, besides obtaining slightly lower coefficients, the sign
and significance of the variables remained unaltered in all cases except for the two
variables related to the share of Opposition deputies, which lose their significance.
Secondly, we have also tried to capture the level of seniority that the deputies of a
province had by using another specification, which attempts to reflect the level of

seniority of a deputy compared to the maximum seniority that he would have had if he
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had been elected in all previous elections. Then, the seniority level of province i can be

expressed as follows:

T

n,it
n=1
Max
% Tt

Seniority, =

where T, 1s the number of times that deputy » in province i at election year ¢ has been
previously elected, t* is the maximum number of times that a deputy could have been
elected (i.e. the number of previous elections) up to election year ¢ and N is the number
of deputies in province i in electoral year ¢. The analysis with this indicator of seniority
does not alter our previous results. Our third robustness check was to consider a cubic
as opposed to a linear time trend. This allows the effect of the ‘political competition
variables’ to be seen in three different stages, implying that the effect of this variable is
not null at a precise point in time but rather that it remains null for a number of years
before changing its sign, which would result in a smoother transition. However, the
non-significant results of this regression tell us that this type of trend is unlikely to fit
with the patterns observed during the period under analysis. Lastly, column (6) of each
table provides the estimates of the fixed effect regressions of each specification,” as a

further means for checking the robustness of the results.

6. Conclusions

This paper has examined the effects of parliamentary representation on the
distribution of state funding for road infrastructure during the Spanish Restoration. Put
more simply, it has investigated the possibility that politicians affected individuals’
voting preferences (as well as their welfare) by directly allocating state spending to
promote a particular district’s interests. One of the main points of interest arising out of
this case study is the fact that it involves a political system in which the widespread use
by politicians of vote-buying mechanisms coexisted with a process of increasing

electoral competition.

3 This requires a degree-of-freedom adjustment on the cluster-robust covariance estimator due to the fact
that panels are not nested within clusters.
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Our findings from a panel data set for Spanish provinces between 1880 and
1914 confirm the relevance of political factors in the regional distribution of road
building. During this period, the Spanish electoral system underwent major changes that
led the government to redefine its political tactics. More specifically, the mid-1890s
seem to have constituted a turning point, after which electoral strategies experienced
significant change. Once this structural change is taken into consideration in the
estimation, our analysis shows that the party in government, initially, undertook
relatively less road investment in those provinces with a largest representation of
minority and/or opposition deputies. This was presumably aimed at avoiding their
empowerment and, thus, their potential challenge to the furno pacifico system.
However, later on, increasing political competition resulted in the government re-
channelling road expenditure towards the provinces more represented by minority and
opposition deputies. Moreover, our estimates show that the provinces with a higher
proportion of senior deputies who had been ministers in previous administrations
obtained more public resources for road construction. In this sense, the ability of
influential deputies to attract resources to their constituencies might have been rewarded

with more votes, regardless of the political persuasion of their party of affiliation.

To conclude, these results indicate that political variables had a statistically
significant impact on the allocation of road infrastructure during the Spanish
Restoration. Further, our findings point to the importance of electoral dynamics within a
political system that is often considered to be non-democratic, while the overall analysis
offers an interesting example of the long-term evolution in government tactics within

settings characterised by clientelist practices.
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Figures and Tables

Figure 1. Liberal and Conservative deputies as share of total
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Figure 2. Minority deputies as share of total
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Figure 3. Spanish road network mileage by category
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Table 1:

Descriptive statistics and data sources

Variable Description ( Seg} Source
116 Memorias, Anuarios and
Road investment Pesetas of road investment;, / Population;, Estadisticas de Obras
p-C. L07 Publicas, Ministerio de
(1.07)  Fomento (1880-1914)
0.07
9% Minority Seats Minority parties seats; / Total seats;
e (0.14) .
Dynastic opposition parties seats; / Total 0.24
% Opposition Seats seats;
e (0.18) .
% Change in Y% M inority Seat.s,., - %Minority Seats,,_, 0.07
Minority Seats % Minority Seats, 0.25)
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" “==¢-- Varela Ortega (2001),
LE Tt Sanchez de los Santos
N4l (1908 and 1910), E/ ajio
politico (1895-1910), El
y Imparcial (1876), El
T, . max. number of times that a deputy has 037 Liberal (1881-1910), La

Relative Seniority been elected up to election year ¢ Correspondencia de
Espaiia (1879-1905), La

0.15 .
o e ) . ©0-15) Epoca (1879-1905), ABC
T, ;0 of times that deputy # in province i at (1905) and Historical
election year ¢ has been previously elected. Archive of Deputies
N: total number of deputies in province i in (Spanish Congress).
electoral year ¢
. ‘ Deputies elected in previous 0.61
% Senior Deputies elections;/Total n°® of deputies;,
L (0.20)
) Dummy variable = 1 if the Minister of 0.02
P ’{b{lc Works Public Works represents province i in
Minister election term ¢ (0.13)
9% Deputies who quuties .in province  who were ministers (.07
were Ministers in in previous electorgl t§rms/Total n° of
the past deputies in ¢ (0.25)
Population in cities of over 10,000 0.23 Calculated from the
Urban Population inhab./Population; Spanish population
(0.20) censuses
0.18

(0.08)  Data provided by Julio

GDP ; (in thousands of pesetas) / 0.47 Martinez-Galarraga
GDP p.c Population;

Note: Subindex it always refers to province i and year ¢.
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Table 2:

Determinants of the regional allocation of road investment during the Spanish Restoration.

M @) 3) @) ®) ©)
Random- Random- Random- Random- Random- Fixed-
effects effects effects effects effects effects
‘Political Competition’ factors
% Opposition Seats 0.00 0.00 ---- ---- -0.03 -0.03
(0.02) (0.01) (-0.15) (-0.19)
% Minority Seats 0.72%* 0.86** - - 0.60* 0.44
(2.11) (2.24) (1.67) (1.32)
% Change in Minority Seats ---- -0.08 ---- ---- -0.03 -0.02
(-1.42) (-0.55) (-0.33)
‘Leadership and Seniority’ factors
Public Works Minister ---- ---- 0.55 0.55 0.59 0.59
0.95) (0.95) (1.05) (1.14)
% Deputies who were ---- ---- 1.05%* 0.88%* 1.01%* 1.09%*
Ministers in the past 2.17) (2.04) (2.04) (2.18)
Relative Seniority ---- ---- -0.27 ---- -0.07 -0.10
(0.63) (0.16) (0.24)
% Senior Deputies ---- ---- ---- 0.05 ---- ----
(0.24)
Control Variables
GDP p.c. - - - - 1.95%** 2.90%**
(3.41) 4.27)
Urban Population ---- ---- ---- ---- -1.27%* 1.09
(-2.14) 0.97)
Industrial Sector ---- ---- ---- ---- -2.57%* -2.63%*
(-2.42) (-1.97)
Constant 0.99%** 0.98*** 0.92%** 0.98%** 0.81%** -0.07
(5.25) (5.13) (4.39) (4.67) (2.56) (-0.15)
N° Observations 1575 1575 1575 1575 1575 1575
Time-effects ( f7) YES YES YES YES YES YES
R-squared 0.0883 0.0896 0.0681 0.0716 0.112 0.139
Robust Hausman Test 0.17 0.11 0.69 2.00 1.07 L
(fe vs.re) [0.84] [0.95] [0.56] [0.11] [0.38] '
B-P LM Test(Var(u)=0) 3669.55 3682.96 3666.93 3562.21 2543.49 L
[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] '
F-Test (Hy. /7=0) 181.07 181.22 179.22 171.17 175.17 5.91
[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]
F-Test (Hy.Fixed-eff.=0) L L L L L 19.07
. . . . . [0.00]

Notes: (1) Robust z-statistics in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; (2) p-values in brackets; (3) SE
clustered by province and election (45 provinces x 14 elections=630 clusters); (4) DoF adjustment is imposed in the

fixed-effect regression; (5) Refer to Table 1 for a brief explanation of the variables.
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Table 3:

Determinants of the regional allocation of road investment during the Spanish Restoration.
Interaction of a dummy for the 2" subperiod (1892-1914) with ‘political competition’ factors

1) 2) (3) ) (5) (6)
Random- Random- Random- Random- Random- Fixed-
effects effects effects effects effects effects
‘Political Competition’ factors
% Opposition Seats -0.76* -0.76* ---- ---- -0.84%* -0.91**
(-1.79) (-1.80) (-1.94) (-2.20)
% Opposition Seats x 2" 1.O1** 1.01%** - - 1.07** 1.16%**
Subperiod (2.20) (2.21) (2.34) (2.62)
% Minority Seats -1.25% -1.16 ---- ---- -1.23* -1.24%*
(-1.82) (-1.54) (-1.65) (-1.81)
% Minority Seats x 2" 2.35%%* 2.43%%* - - 2.24%%* 2.09%%**
Subperiod (3.05) (2.86) (2.79) (2.79)
% Change in Minority Seats - -0.03 ---- ---- 0.01 -0.00
(-0.23) (0.10) (-0.00)
% Change in Minority - -0.06 ---- ---- -0.06 -0.02
Seatsx 2" Subperiod (-0.40) (-0.40) (-0.17)
‘Leadership and Seniority’ factors
Public Works Minister - ---- 0.55 0.55 0.57 0.57
0.95) (0.95) (1.08) (1.19)
% Deputies who were - ---- 1.05%* 0.88%* 1.07** 1.16**
Ministers in the past 2.17) (2.04) (2.19) (2.36)
Relative Seniority - ---- -0.27 ---- -0.08 -0.11
(0.63) (0.18) (0.25)
% Senior Deputies - ---- ---- 0.05 ---- --.--
(0.24)
Control Variables
GDP p.c. - - - - 1.70%%* 2.52%%*
(3.02) (3.83)
Urban Population ---- - - - -1.16%* 1.29
(-1.98) (1.15)
Industrial Sector - ---- ---- ---- -2.75%** -3.00%*
(-2.62) (-2.30)
Constant 1.19%*** 1.18%** 0.92%%*%* 0.98*%** 1.14%%* 0.33
(5.80) (5.73) (4.39) (4.67) (3.47) (0.78)
N° Observations 1575 1575 1575 1575 1575 1575
Time-effects ( f7) YES YES YES YES YES YES
R-squared 0.0913 0.0936 0.0681 0.0716 0.120 0.154
Robust Hausman Test 0.29 0.22 0.69 2.00 1.07 L
(fe vs.re) [0.88] [0.97] [0.56] [0.11] [0.39] ’
B-P LM Test(Var(u)=0) 3795.82 3745.56 3666.93 3562.21 2607.51 L
[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] ’
F-Test (Hy. /7=0) 179.98 176.99 179.22 171.17 177.45 6.55
[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]
F-Test (Hy.Fixed-eff.=0) L L L L L 19.54
. . . . . [0.00]

Notes: (1) Robust z-statistics in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; (2) p-values in brackets; (3) SE
clustered by province and election (45 provinces x 14 elections=630 clusters); (4) DoF adjustment is imposed in the

fixed-effect regression; (5) Refer to Table 1 for a brief explanation of the variables.




Table 4:

Determinants of the regional allocation of road investment during the Spanish Restoration.
Interaction of linear trend with the ‘political competition’ factors.

(1) 2 3) 4) ) (6)
Random- Random- Random- Random- Random- Fixed-
effects effects effects effects effects effects

‘Political Competition’ factors

% Opposition Seats -0.73 -0.74 ---- ---- -0.79* -0.85%*
(-1.55) (-1.55) (-1.67) (-1.85)
% Opposition Seats xTrend 0.04%* 0.04%* ---- ---- 0.04%* 0.04%*
(1.65) (1.68) (1.78) (1.97)
% Minority Seats -1.84%%* -1.84%* - - -1.80%* -1.84%*
(-2.58) (-2.30) (-2.29) (-2.38)
% Minority Seats x Trend 0.10%** 0.11%** - - 0.10%** 0.09%**
(3.40) (3.25) (3.15) (3.16)
% Change in Minority Seats - 0.07 ---- ---- 0.07 0.06
(0.45) (0.46) (0.41)
% Change in Minority - -0.01 ---- ---- -0.00 -0.00
Seats x Trend (-0.75) (-0.48) (-0.36)
‘Leadership and Seniority’ factors
Public Works Minister ---- - 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55
0.95) (0.95) (1.02) (1.10)
% Deputies who were - ---- 1.05%* 0.88%* 1.07** 1.15%*
Ministers in the past 2.17) (2.04) (2.18) (2.34)
Relative Seniority - ---- -0.27 ---- -0.05 -0.08
(0.63) (0.12) (0.19)
% Senior Deputies - ---- ---- 0.05 ---- --.--
(0.24)
Control Variables
GDP p.c. - - - - 1.61%** 2.31%**
(2.93) (3.53)
Urban Population - ---- ---- ---- -1.11% 1.25
(-1.88) (1.11)
Industrial Sector ---- - - - -2.68%* -3.02%*
(-2.53) (-2.31)
Constant 1.20%*** 1.21%** 0.92%** 0.98%** 1.16%%* 0.44
(5.92) (5.79) (4.39) (4.67) (3.63) (1.06)
N° Observations 1575 1575 1575 1575 1575 1575
Time-effects ( f7) YES YES YES YES YES YES
R-squared 0.0880 0.0901 0.0681 0.0716 0.118 0.154
Robust Hausman Test (fe 0.34 0.23 0.69 2.00 0.83 L
vs.re) [0.85] [0.97] [0.56] [0.11] [0.62] ’
B-P LM Test(Var(u)=0) 3830.76 3808.31 3666.93 3562.21 2666.01 L
[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] ’
F-Test (Hy. /7=0) 183.41 181.42 179.22 171.17 174.39 5.00
[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]
F-Test (Hy Fixed-eff.=0) - - - - - 19.45[0.00]

Notes: (1) Robust z-statistics in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; (2) p-values in brackets; (3) SE
clustered by province and election (45 provinces x 14 elections=630 clusters); (4) DoF adjustment is imposed in the
fixed-effect regression; (5) Refer to Table 1 for a brief explanation of the variables.
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