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Measuring Parliaments: Construction of Indicators of Legislative Oversight
Abstract: Governmental accountability is an obligation that different levels of
government must fulfil nowadays. In order to accomplish this, different levels of
government and different powers, not only the Executive, must disclosure information
regarding the use of public resources and the goods and services delivered to the people.
Although there are several goods that can be easily measured, others cannot. Those
provided by the Parliaments lies in that last category. The results delivered by the
legislative branch are highly abstract. Brazil´s House of Representatives represents the
people (representation function), legislates on matters of national interest (legislation
function) and audits the use of public resources (oversight function). The studies
analysing principal-agent theory on legislative oversight and the use of fire alarms and
policy patrol were not able to identify these indicators so far. This study aims to
construct objective indicators of legislative performance, when exercising their
oversight function. The research is empirical, and was divided in two phases. Initially,
to elucidate the main indicators of oversight function performance, interviews were
conducted with key bureaucrats from the Brazilian and European Parliaments. In
addition, data was gathered in order to measure these indicators and to test their
validity. The study is a first step towards a model to measure Parliamentarian
performance and their effectiveness. Through their results aspects to evaluate oversight
function are proposed and must be depeened in the future in order to allow works on
comparative research on Parliamentarian performance.

Introduction
Governmental accountability is an obligation that all levels of government must fulfill
nowadays. In order to accomplish this, all powers, not only the Executive, in national,
state and local level must disclosure information regarding the use of public resources
and the goods and services they deliver to their citizens.
The politicians, bureaucrats and the government as a whole are not totally accountable if
it is not possible to measure their performance. Although this performance is more
easily measured in certain areas, like health (available public hospital beds, amount of
people who used hospital care), education (number of students enrolled in the public
educational system) or infrastructure (kilometers of roads paved), others are not,
especially in the judiciary and legislative branches.
If we take a closer look in the legislative power, it is possible to identify as its main
functions: people’s representation, executive’s oversight and enactment of legislation.
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Besides these functions, budget approval is a parliamentarian activity that assemble
characteristics from all functions, so some consider it as a fourth function.
Even though it is hard to do it, goods and services provided by the Legislative Power
should be measured and the processes involving their production should follow
efficiency, efficacy and effectiveness principles.
Growing obligations from the government related to accountability have forced the
goods and services to be produced and offered through processes that assure a more
efficient, effective, and effectual performance. Consequently, performance monitoring
is needed to assure that these goals will be met. At the same time that the parliament, in
its obligation to supervise the executive branch, should analyze the performance of the
public service provided by the executive, the service provided to the people by the
parliament should not be excluded from this rule, making necessary to improve
parliament and its members. (Cameron, 2004; Bird et al., 2005; Johnson and Talbot,
2007; Donohue and Holland, 2012)
As it could be seen in the recent demonstrations in Brazil, society's growing wish for
auditing, accountability and transparency from the government, especially from the
legislative branch, shows the matter in hand cannot continue to be dealt with outside the
academy.
When analyzing the performance of public sector institutions, it is common to find
indicators that measure inputs, in terms of resources used, outputs and effectiveness
(Monk, 2009).
According to Moynihan (2006), traditional administration systems would give more
emphasis to input control from the State activity, that is, the budget credits received for
public spent. This made the managers little worried with the result of State actions,
since conformity control was more important and done according to the predicted
budget.
Therefore, after administrative reforms in the public sector in the last few years, most of
them in conformity with the New Public Administration, some elements that were used
only in the private sector were incorporated to the public area, such as outsourcing, total
quality management and strategic planning. One of the goals of these reforms was
precisely to improve the performance of the public sector by changing the emphasis
from input control to results control. (Hood, 1995; Moynihan and Pandey, 2005)
As a first step towards measuring the performance of something, it is necessary to
define what performance means. Performance relates to the achievement of results that
are expected as an outcome of carrying out certain activities. The outcome must be
considered in terms of the objectives, goals and understanding of success of the
institution being measured Hence, one way to measure performance is analyzing the
effort made by a project, process, task or organization to achieve a result (Australia,
2004; Brazil, 2009).
Performance can be considered as the action of an institution aiming a result. Thus,
result measurement is connected not only with the result of certain institution but also
with the processes that lead to such result. (Nichols, 1997; Brazil, 2009).
Therefore, it is necessary to identify a result. Nevertheless, quantify an output is not
enough. It is essential to stablish indicators able to evaluate in what degree the result
2

was achieved or not. Besides that, the Legislative Power involves a set of efforts and
work that cannot be measured in a single indicator. The solution would be to create a
model capable of measure different dimensions of efforts is essential to allow the
researcher to analyze if a Parliament performs his activities with efficiency.
Since the function of legislate is the one most associated with the legislative houses,
number of bills proposed or passed are often used in researches in order to evaluate
parliamentarian performance (Olson, 1974; Frantzich, 1979; Weissert, 1991; BoxSteffensmeier; Grant, 1999; Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair Chapman, 2003;
Jeydel and Taylor, 2003; Micozzi, 2013; Volden, Wiseman and Wittmer, 2013).
According to Monk (2009), when evaluating congressional committee performance, we
can identify three different approaches: effect of committees on public policy,
implementation of committee’s recommendations and their effect and the use of
quantitative data.
Thus, attempts to measure the Congress subjectively, through voters surveys
(McDermott and Jones, 2005; Stein, 2006), legislators, lobbyists and journalists surveys
(Weissert, 1991; Miquel and Snyder, 2006), executives from the private sector surveys
(Stein, 2006), and surveys with advisors, journalists, and society representatives (Stein,
2006) were made. However, the results of such surveys express only the opinion of the
participants and that is not objective enough to measure parliament performance
(Miquel and Snyder, 2006).
The effectiveness of legislation and its impact on people's lives cannot be used as an
index of parliament's quality because the impact of a law can be affected by factors
outside the parliament (Haarhuis and Niemeijer, 2009). In fact, effectiveness of each
public policy separately can be measured, as well as the impact of specific legislation
for that result. Thus, this study’s aim is not to evaluate the effectiveness of public
policies affected by parliament's actions, nor the effect that these actions have on
general population.
Considering there is not a natural indicator for the results of the parliament actions and,
so far, no valid academic indicators, international organizations have started researching
ways to measure parliament performance.
National Democratic Institute for International Affairs (NDI), a nonprofit organization
which aims to strengthen and expand democracy, developed the first model of
parliamentary assessment, created as a set of standards that should be met to determine
if the Parliament is adherent to democratic values considered relevant by NDI.
This model helps to point out if a Parliament have the power and if it is able to exercise
these powers. It is not sufficient to have the legal rights to do; the parliament must have
enough independence to use them. It is also important to highlight that the answers
given on a survey done among parliamentarians, theirs advisers and members from the
civil society, are subjective and measure a feeling more than actual results achieved by
the parliament, so it does not measure efficiency or efficacy.
The Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) has created a model to evaluate the way the
parliament works. This model measures the performance based on a survey done among
parliamentarians, parliamentary staff, political parties, civil society organizations or
other interested citizens, academics or researchers in which they should evaluate
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different items about the effectiveness of the parliament in a 1 to 5 scale (very low/very
poor, low/poor, medium, high/good, very high/very good). It measures 5 basic
principles: representativeness, transparency, accessibility, accountability and
effectiveness. The evaluation process is based on the definition of best practices for
measuring democracy in a parliament and also identifies its weaknesses and strengths,
helping in the formulation of an action plan through the issuance of recommendations to
the Parliament.
CPA (Commonwealth Parliamentary Association) has published a benchmark for
democratic legislatures in 2006. Such benchmark is constituted by several items that
identify the qualities a parliament should have. This model includes, for example,
auditing immunity and remuneration of parliamentarians, procedures and sessions,
organization and competence of committees, and parliamentary advice, among other
subjects that affect parliamentary activities. The idea is to set the minimum standard
parliaments should aim for. Once selected from that list of items, a scale method (1-5 is
suggested, however some questions admit only 1 OR 5 as answer) should be used to
complete the analysis.
The Assemblée Parlementaire de la Francophonie (APF) created a benchmark which
was largely based on the one developed by the CPA. The differences are mainly related
to the differences between the parliamentary institutions of these organizations. In his
work, APF deepened the CPA benchmark in the areas related to elections having 117
criteria (30 more than CPA). This model is closer to a guide of good practices to
empower the parliaments that apply the APF Criteria.
The European Commission decided to develop his own model to analyze the
Parliaments. The work, which started in 2010, had as its main goal the support to
Parliaments all over the world. It is developed having the IPU and CPA instruments as a
starting point and uses two checklists to complete his work. The first one helps to
determinate the existence of a set of minimum conditions necessary to allow a
parliamentary development program to be successful. The second is a tool designed to
identify the current strengths and weaknesses of parliamentary functions.
Later, in 2012, the European Commission developed a Study on Performance Indicators
for EU parliamentary support. The study was important because of a lack of indicators
of program effectiveness, through the identifications of positive impacts of support
projects on the effectiveness of the parliamentary functions.
The Study divides the performance indicators in seven themes: Legislation, Oversight,
Budget, Representation, Administration, Inclusivity, and Institution-building. For each
one of these themes, the study outlines parliament activities (outcomes).
The study presents several indicators for each outcome. However, the guide does not
present to its user the way the indicator could be used. A parliament where more
legislation is drafted is better than the others? This question is not answered by the
guide. Besides that, the assessment has to be driven by the parliament itself. This means
that these indicators are not meant to be used by scholars.
The NDI, CPA and APF models are actually minimum standards for parliaments to
measure their democratic and institutional level. They are not intended to make analysis
of their performance between different parliaments. On the other side, the IPU and the
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European Commission approach do not try to identify these minimum standards having
a different approach.
Almost all the frameworks were developed to be used by parliaments or
parliamentarians as a self-assessment leading to improvement and institutional
maturation. Besides that, none of them was stablished to rank different parliaments,
which also turns difficult analysis over time. Additionally, none of the models succeed
in shaping precisely objective performance indicators that could be used to measure
those parliaments.
The existence of a performance management model is not compatible with the lack of
measurement. Thus, this measurement should be done using indicators, values and
measurement tools that are capable of quantifying efforts and results. According to the
indicator model from the National Program for Public Management and deBureaucratization (Gespublica) a measurement system should allow: “a) generation of
indicators in different dimensions of efforts and results with different weight between
them (once they represent measurements of distinct importance); and b) the generation
of a grade for each indicator (which will require not only to find the value of the
indicator at the time of the measurement, but also to compare the value found with a
target-value, that could be a target itself or a benchmark) that express a relative
measurement (real measurement in relation to an “ideal” measurement).” (BRASIL,
2009, p. 10).
Existing programs that aim the improvement of parliament performance through
parliamentary strengthening have not succeed in getting results. (Kinyondo; Pelizzo,
2013) However, the lack of a valid method to analyze the parliament does not allow this
type of analysis to be done objectively.
Many researches have tried to analyze parliament performance even though there is no
acceptable measurement model. As a result, each research uses different data to analyze
effectiveness. Coghill, Donohue and Holland (2008) identify that the lack of criteria for
the evaluation of the parliament performance and the lack of the necessary competence
for the exercise of the parliamentary activity makes it difficult to create mechanisms
that allow the improvement of the work of parliamentarians.
According to Muylle (2003), the analysis of the effectiveness of any public service
should take into consideration the quality of the service provided and the quality of the
process to produce it. To measure the work of the parliament only by the number of
laws elaborated is inadequate because a large number of laws could lead to an excessive
regulation of certain issues. Thus, consistency, comprehensibility, transparency, and
clarity of a law, for example, are indicators of the quality of the legislation that are
independent from the number of approved laws, and could be better indicators of the
parliament performance.
Anderson, Box-Steffensmeier and Sinclair-Chapman (2003) have identified a series of
factors that influence on the analysis of the legislative success; among them are the
parliament rules, political context, and speeches at the Legislative Chamber. These
criteria must be considered when performing the analysis. Van Der Meer (2010)
identified that one of the factors that affects negatively on parliament performance is
corruption and the incompetence from the legislative branch to end it. Number of
deliberation in the parliament, including hearings and debates, are pointed out by
Lascher Jr (1996) as key factor in the legislative decision-making.
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Besides, different types of law should be categorized separately for analysis since the
category of the law has an impact on its probability of becoming a law. Researches that
use approval index as indicator of efficiency are impacted by it (Adler and Wilkerson,
2005).
Moreover, evaluations based only on one criteria does not capture all the aspects of the
public service provided by the parliament, so only a part of the performance is actually
measured (Miquel; Snyder, 2006).
Oversight function, although extremely important is often ignored in parliamentarian
performance studies. According to the European Commission (2012, p. 14)
“Parliament’s capacity to carry out comprehensive oversight of government action that
is the key determinant of how much a parliament contributes to good governance”.
Parliaments must detect all the Executive Power’ violations on Legislative’s goals.
These activities are the core of the function of oversight (McCubbins and Schwartz,
1984).
Besides that, studies analyzing principal-agent theory on legislative oversight and the
use of fire alarms and policy patrol were not able to identify these indicators so far. This
study aims to discuss objective indicators of legislative performance, when exercising
their oversight function.
When considering evaluation of the auditing function, the existence of the auditing
power is not enough to determine the effectiveness of such evaluation (Pelizzo;
Stapenhurst and Olson, 2007).

Literature Review
According to Fiorina (1982), division of work between politicians and bureaucrats
increases the government efficiency because the latter generally have an expertise
advantage. Besides that, the costs to implement the policy are shared between political
and nonpolitical actors. Considering that politicians avoid being accountable for the
public policies decisions, it is essential to Legislative to delegate even part of its
regulatory activities to Executive.
Although creating an administrative institution authorized to make decisions bounded to
its authority allows the Parliament to lower its transaction costs and improve the
decision-making process, at the same time it can also difficult democratic accountability
(Kassim and Menon, 2003; Hall and Taylor, 1996).
All the delegation models recognize that policy adoption and implementation by
bureaucrats results in ‘frictions’ and ‘imperfections’. Although it is considered that
bureaucrats always sought to maximize the budget of its agencies, and that politicians
face a loss of power, usurped by the bureaucrats, we cannot ignore the hypothesis that in
fact the conflict of goals in the public service is higher among voters and politicians
than between the latter and the bureaucrats (Fiorina, 1982; Niskanen, 1994).
When delegating its authority over the public policies cycle to the Executive, an agency
problem is created by the Congress, because the interests, goals and preferences of
congressmen and bureaucrats can diverge. In order to avoid goals conflict, incentives to
align their interests must be put into place and elude the problem of asymmetries of
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information caused by adverse selection and moral hazard (McCubbins and Schwartz,
1984; Shapiro, 2005).
Agency Theory analyzes the relationships, between participants in a system where
ownership and control are assigned to different people and, although they should
cooperate with each other, in fact they pursue different goals, causing an agency
problem. The individuals in an agency relationship are identified as principal (who
delegates the powers) and agent (who performs the work according to a delegation
received from the principal (Eisenhardt, 1989; Kiser, 1999).
More precisely, "the heart of the agency theory is the goal conflict inherent when
individuals with different preferences engage in cooperative effort and the essential
metaphor is that of a contract." (Eisenhardt, 1989 p.63).
In agency theory, the agents are considered opportunistic by nature, so in the absence of
controls, they always act on behalf of their own interests, even when they are contrary
to principal’s interests (Lubatkin et al, 2006).
Regarding the application of agency theory in public administration it is necessary to
define who is "principal" and who is "agent". As observed Worsham and Eesner (1997),
public policies often find their origin in legislation defining objectives in a
comprehensive way and delegating the authority to implement it.
Kiser (1999) identified that the transposition of Agency Theory, like others models used
to analyze economic organizations, to the public administration need an adjustment, as
institutional frameworks where politicians and bureaucrats work are different from
those found in the private business. In addition, the existence of other stakeholders as
taxpayers, regulated companies and public policy beneficiaries makes relations in the
public sector distant from the principal-agent model (Rose-Ackerman, 1978 apud Kiser,
1999).
The problem of information asymmetry between bureaucracy and political actors was
already pointed by Weber. Politicians would have difficulty to monitor the bureaucrats,
given their knowledge and the disposal of the information and means necessary to
prevent politicians from being informed about their actions, even though the politicians
are the ones with the formal authority. The administrative institutions act as agents of
Congress since they depend on them for authorizations and appropriations. The
information problem is crucial in public sector, influencing the evolution of public
policies and the avoidance of past mistakes (McCubbins and Schwartz, 1984; Waterman
and Maier, 1998; Kiser, 1999; Miller, 2005).
The use by politicians of more efficient monitoring systems, such as technical
assistance, development of information networks and the use of external consultants for
evaluation of public policies is due in large part to the recognition of information
asymmetry in this relation (Laffin, 1997).
Besides the conflict of objectives, information asymmetry is another serious problem in
agency relationships. When the principal does not obtain information about the agent’s
behavior easily, in order to be informed whether agent's actions are happening as
expected, potentially leading the agents to act in their own interests instead of the
principal’s. Information asymmetry is due to the inability of the principal to qualify the
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behavior performed by the agent. Therefore, it is essential that the principal monitor
agent's behavior (Eisenhardt, 1989; Lubatkin et al., 2006).
Perpetuation in power is the main motivation to both politicians and bureaucrats.
Politicians achieve it through the maintenance of their electoral base and bureaucrats by
expanding the feedback received for their work or by running their own agenda,
independent of the principal interests (Laffin, 1997; Shapiro, 2005).
According to McCubbins (1985), instability in social institutions causes that even when
the bureaucrats and politicians have the same goals, the dynamics of the decision
making process leads to decisions far from parliaments’ interests.
Besides personal interests, the agency problem in the public sector also occurs when
agents’ principles are contrary to principal interests. The structure of delegation could
incentive this and also increase the likelihood of shirking and slippage. Conversely,
political commitments stablished with principal and agent’s participation helps to keep
their interests aligned especially when there is moral hazard on principal’s side (Pollack
1997; Miller, 2005; Shapiro, 2005; Wiseman et al., 2012).
The asymmetry of information in public sector implies that the principal will take great
effort to evaluate agent’s performance. In this case, improved transparency and direct
control can serve as a way to reduce moral hazard and adverse selection risks (Moe,
1984; Wiseman et al, 2011.).
According to Brandt and Svendsen (2013, p. 596) “A transparent political system, for
example, would make it possible for a group of voters as principal to assess the
efficiency of an agent (a bureaucracy, for instance), and adjust its budget according to
performance”. Therefore, administrative procedures, sanctions and agents surveillance
must be established by the Parliament (Pollack, 1997).
Therefore, the structure of the relationship between parliament and bureaucracy
involves the creation of a rewards and sanctions system to enforce agency compliance
(McCubbins, 1985).
Despite the information problem, politicians usually do not have enough incentive to
engage in oversight activities given their low electoral reward. Actions to increase
legislature professionalism usually increase their participation in oversight proving that
parliamentarians’ interest in control is more important than the agency problems.
Patrolling is usually practiced by a specialized oversight unit or by preeminent
congressmen. Besides that, usually agencies are observed to work accordingly to
Congress’s interests despite little direct oversight (Weingast, 1984; Wohlstetter, 1990;
Brandsma, 2012; Woods and Baranowski, 2006).
Prior to McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) and Weingast (1984), most researches treated
Congress effort to oversee the Executive Power as ineffectual. However, up to then,
researches focused solely on active and direct control.
However, the scholars acknowledge two types of oversight: police-patrol and fire alarm.
Police patrol is more centralized, active and direct. It is also limited, since it is possible
to examine in this extent only a sample of executive actions. The Parliament initiates a
process of activities examination to identify if the executive agency deviated from their
goals, ensuring positive results for the principal. Hearings, inquiries, written and oral
questions to government, audit works, performed by the Congress or by the country’s
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Superior Audit Institution, are examples of police-patrol procedures (McCubbins and
Schwartz, 1984; Lupia and McCubbins, 1994).
Fire alarm is decentralized, less active and put into place through indirect intervention.
The parliament establishes rules, procedures, and practices that make it possible to the
non-state actors to exercise the control using transparence and accountability
mechanisms. When fire alarms are in place, a more consensual process is facilitated
because government and non-state actors develop accountability mechanisms to
improve policy performance together (McCubbins and Schwartz, 1984; Bovens 2007).
However, in the absence of police patrol and if the principal is not well informed about
the policy, the agent could implement the policy further from the politicians’ ideals and
towards the bureaucrats’ interests (Lupia and McCubbins, 1994).
Although the constituents equally do not know about bureaucrats’ behaviors, they can
nevertheless evaluate if the bureaucrats fail to provide satisfactory public services.
When this happens, a fire alarm is sounded and the legislator is prompted to do his
oversight job. So, parliamentarians focus in creating and perfecting the decentralized
system of control and, intervening only in the cases where concrete violations occurs if
these cases are not solved by executive and judiciary branches. In this case, the
oversight begins in response to complaints made by potential supporters (McCubbins
and Schwartz, 1984).
The cost to perform police patrol or fire alarm are clearly agency costs. According to
McCubbins and Schwartz (1984), fire alarm oversight will be preferred every time it is
as informative as the police patrol system.
Members of parliament involved in police-patrol spend time doing ineffective work like
the examination, detection and remediation of actions that do not violate their goals or
harm their constituents. Therefore, the reason for fire alarm preference is the high cost
of the police patrol activities to congressmen. When applying fire alarm part or even all
of the cost is paid by the citizens and interest groups complaining and by administrative
agencies and courts who examine the subject (Lupia and McCubbins, 1994).
Despite its low cost and higher visibility, most researches could not validate the
effectiveness of fire alarm control conclusively. Likewise, the diluted character of
certain policies can also prevent constituents from pulling the alarm (Bugarin and
Vieira, 2008).
Congress cannot rely on fire-alarm when it is not mandatory, since non state actors
shouldn’t decide when to sound the alarm. If the agency is not following parliaments’
interests, but constituents’ interests were not violated, the control will fail. Besides that,
the constituents can pull fire alarm with the intention to mislead the congressmen, who
could not be able to differentiate real and false fire alarms (Williams, 2000; Eaton,
2003).
However, not being able to detect the alarm being pulled can also mean that the agent is
acting to achieve Parliament’s goals. In this case, the established controls would be
effective (Huber and Gordon, 2004).
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Methodology
This research is empirical, and two instruments to collect data were used: interviews and
document research. The research is qualitative, so that words and their meanings
implied could be analyzed to construct the indicators of parliamentarian performance
(Miles and Huberman, 1994).
Initially, to elucidate the main indicators of oversight function performance, it was
necessary to select the activities that a Parliament perform to accomplish its oversight
obligation. In order to achieve that, face-to-face interviews were conducted with key
bureaucrats in the Brazilian House of Representatives and the European Parliament.
These interviews were carried out as a guided exploration of topics based on
parliamentary performance and effectiveness and on resources available and constraints
to their action. The answers from previous questions guided the next issues to be
discussed. We adopted an intensive interviewing approach given that “intensive
interviewing permits an in-depth exploration of a particular topic or experience and,
thus, is a useful method for interpretive inquiry” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 25).
After that, we performed a document research to detect extant texts that could be useful
to identify parliamentarian activities of oversight. The advantage of extant texts relies
on their unobtrusive availability, objectivity, independence on research bias and
capacity to complement interview methods (Charmaz, 2006).
The chosen documents were the rules of procedures of eight different legislative houses.
To choose the parliaments, we used criteria of availability of documents and data about
oversight activities in English, Portuguese or French. The selection should allow using
data from parliamentary, presidential, national, multinational, unicameral and bicameral
countries from different institutional background and different parts of the world.
Therefore, the rules of procedures of the House of Representatives of Brazil and United
States, the Republic Assembly of Portugal, the National Assembly of France, the
Brazilian, American and the French Senate and the European Parliament were selected.
Additionally, data showing how these Parliaments perform these activities were also
analyzed with the intention to validate their use as an indicator. These data were collect
in the internet sites of these institutions.
In analyzing, we must to discover the relevant themes and subthemes of the research.
This study used grounded theory methods to do that. These methods allows the
construction of theories, based on the qualitative data, through the adoption of
guidelines to collect and analyze these data (Ryan and Bernard, 2003; Chamaz, 2006).
Therefore, the potential indicators of parliamentarian performance would be identified
as codes in the research. The codes are able to separate, sort and summarize each piece
of data collected, and allow us to compare quotes coded together with the purpose of
form the basic units for theory (Corbin and Strauss, 1990; Charmaz, 2006).
A Qualitative Data Analysis Software was used to help in the analysis task. The
software is useful to manage the data and to make the qualitative research processes
more transparent, credible and replicable (Hwang, 2008).
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Results and discussions
The legislative oversight exists to monitor the activities of the Executive Power and to
assure that their results are aligned to legislative goals and performed with efficacy and
efficiency.
In choosing to carry out oversight through fire alarm or police patrol is a decision based
on the analysis of its cost and its potential benefits to the Congressman. That is, if it is
probable that his constituents will reward the realization of these activities, then it is
possible that the politician invest the resources at his disposal to exercise such control.
However, the result of this oversight is not measured. Thus, although the literature has
identified an alternative form of oversight (fire alarm control), it did not identify
whether that control has effectiveness.
The different institutional arrangements in each country are a complexity element when
constructing an evaluation model. Constitutional, social-economic and political
contexts, to name a few, are factors that vary from country to country and must be
considered when elaborating such a model.
The first step in this direction is to define the appropriate indicator to perform this
measurement. As shown in previous sections, this indicator has not been established for
any of the legislative functions, given the difficulties involved.
The interviews confirmed that evaluate parliamentarian performance is not an easy task.
According to a key bureaucrat in the European Parliament, “It is correct to say that a
Parliament is a service provider, but it is not like a gas company”. Nevertheless,
interview with another civil servant in the same legislative house pointed “a growing
political awareness that it is necessary to do so”.
So, how could we measure Parliamentarian oversight? The interviews were not enough
to clarify this subject. Despite a consultant in the Brazilian House of Representatives
identifying “oversight function as the most weak” among the Parliament
responsibilities, it was not possible to identify a way to measure this objectively.
Thus, it was necessary to understand how the work is actually done by the parliaments
studied in this research. After analyze their rules of procedures, we could identify
several oversight activities that are performed by different legislative houses.
Although the tools and instruments varied between the different houses, it is possible to
divide these activities in four groups based on their similarity. Therefore, these actions
were grouped together according with their similarity. These groups are use of active
oversight instruments, follow-up on policy effectiveness, committee hearings and
Supreme Audit Institutions reports.
The figure 1 is a network view connecting rules of procedures and the groups of
oversight activities. It shows that almost all the parliaments researched perform at least
one activity of each of these groups.
Figure 1 – Network view on Rules of Procedures and Oversight activities
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Use by the Congress of oral and written questions, interpellations to the Executive
Power and missions of inquiry are the most common way of oversight and are identified
in the literature as forms of police patrol.
The oral questions, plenary debates and interpellations to government officials are part
of the accountability process involving the public policies they are responsible for. To
be effective the majority shall not be able to block these instruments, since government
parliamentarians would not eager to participate in this kind of debate. Additionally to
those instruments, when it is not possible to make the question directly, it is possible to
parliamentarians to question through the use of written questions.

Committees of inquiry are another important instrument for opposition to investigation
about certain issues and scandals in the government. This process can lead to
indictments and even to an impeachment process.
The Rules of Procedures of the European Parliament has several rules, which fit in this
first group, like rules 117 (motions of censure), 130 (written questions) and 198
(committee of inquiry):
Rule 117.1 “A motion of censure on the Commission may be
submitted to the President by one tenth of the component Members of
Parliament.”
Rule 130.1 “Any Member may put questions for written answer to the
President of the European Council, the Council, the Commission or
the Vice-President of the Commission/High Representative of the
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy in accordance with
criteria laid down in an annex to these Rules of Procedure18. The
content of questions shall be the sole responsibility of their authors.”
Rule 198.1. “Parliament may, at the request of one quarter of its
component Members, set up a committee of inquiry to investigate
alleged contraventions of Union law or alleged maladministration in
the application of Union law which would appear to be the act of an
institution or body of the European Union, of a public administrative
body of a Member State, or of persons empowered by Union law to
implement that law.”
12

Another group is the one with activities connected with follow-up on policy
effectiveness. Parliaments should monitor the implementation of their vision by the
executive branch using reports on policy implementation and Programme effectiveness.
The Rule 146 of the Rules of Procedures of the French National Assembly is an
example of this kind of instrument:
On its own initiative or demanded by a permanent committee, the
evaluation and public policy control committee perform activities of
evaluation on public policies whose scope goes beyond the
competence of one standing committee.

The organization of legislative hearings in stablished committees of the house allow the
discussion of themes related to the committee between the parliament, the government,
groups of interest and the general population.
The Rule 255 of the Rules of Procedures of the Brazilian House of Representatives is
about their capacity to hold committee hearings:
“Each Committee may hold a public hearing meeting with entities of
civil society to instruct proposed bills, as well as to address issues of
relevant public interest, relating to their area of expertise by their
request or from any committee member.”

Finally, parliaments audit the Executive aided by Supreme Audit Institutions. The
reports delivered by these institutions provide an important technical assistance to the
politicians. The use of this tool also helps to identify the effectiveness of
parliamentarian oversight.
There are two models of Supreme Audit Institutions, the court of accounts and auditor
general. The court of accounts is an independent institution responsible by the
governmental audits on government. The Westminster modelled parliaments have in its
own structure an auditor general who performs this task and reports to the parliament.
The House of Representatives of the United States of America uses the Inspector
General Model. His competence is regulated by the Rule of Procedure II:
(c) Subject to the policy direction and oversight of the Committee on
House Administration, the Inspector General shall only: (1) provide
audit, investigative, and advisory services to the House and joint
entities in a manner consistent with government-wide standards; (2)
inform the officers or other officials who are the subject of an audit of
the results of that audit and suggesting appropriate curative actions;
(3) simultaneously notify the Speaker, the Majority Leader, the
Minority Leader, and the chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on House Administration in the case of any financial
irregularity discovered in the course of carrying out responsibilities
under this clause; (4) simultaneously submit to the Speaker, the
Majority Leader, the Minority Leader, and the chair and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Appropriations and the
Committee on House Administration a report of each audit conducted
under this clause; and (5) report to the Committee on Ethics
information involving possible violations by a Member, Delegate,
Resident Commissioner, officer, or employee of the House of any rule
of the House or of any law applicable to the performance of official
duties or the discharge of official responsibilities that may require
referral to the appropriate Federal or State authorities under clause
3(a)(3) of rule XI.
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The table 1 informs how many activities of each group are performed by each
parliament.

European Parliament
House of Representatives Brazil
Senate Brazil
Republic Assembly Portugal
National Assembly France
Senate France
House of Representatives USA
Senate USA
TOTALS:

2
6
6
2
4
1
3
1
25

3
6
4
8
9
3
0
0
33

1
2
4
1
7
5
3
5
28

1
4
3
1
1
1
1
0
12

TOTALS:

SAI

Public
Policy
Evaluations

Active
Oversight
Instruments

Hearing

Table 1 Use of oversight tools by country

7
18
17
12
21
10
7
6
98

Passing the next phase, we started to collect quantitative data for each of these groups.
However, here the difficulty in establishing effective indicators of parliamentary
evaluation was disclosure in quantitative ways.
Four indicators were initially proposed, the number of legislative hearings conducted,
questions, interpellations and committee of inquiry performed, Supreme Audit Reports
used as a support for oversight process and number of post assessment works on public
policies.
However, the quantitative information gathered was not useful to evaluate
parliamentarian performance adequately. For example, the committes on Armed
Services from the 113th Congress of the United States Houses conducted together 428
hearings. The House of Representatives was responsible for 302 hearings and the
Senate, 126.
Nonetheless, what does it mean? One could say that given that the House Commiitte
performed much more hearings than the Senate, so it is more efficient. However, it is
not that simple.
The hearings should provide opportunities of collaboration between citizens and
government. Therefore, although a small number of hearings is an indicator of
insufficient work. A higher amount does not adequately measuse effectiveness of
control.
A better indicator could be quantifying how many hearings resulted in policy
modifications due to citizens’ participation. Therefore, an indicator of this group would
be hearings with changes in policy divided by the total of hearings.
Equally, measure Supreme Audit Institutions support to Congress, is hard too. First of
all, it is necessary to identify two directions in the information. There are cases where a
14

congressman demands information or audits to the Court of Accounts or Inspector
General. Besides that, the items raised by the institution based on their own planning
should also be quantified.
However, most Parliaments do not publish or track this kind of information.
Considering that in proposing a model, we should guarantee that all the variables used
in the model to be available.

Conclusion
After the identification of these activities and collect information about their use, it was
possible to conclude that, in order to evaluate parliamentarian performance on
oversight, the Parliament must accomplish certain steps.
First, the Parliament must have the means to perform their activities. So it must have
constitutional instruments to control the Executive Power, like those presented in this
article.
After that, the legislative house should not only use the available tools, but also use
them effectively. So, the data about the instrument’s use cannot be directly used. Even if
the Parliament uses the tools, that doesn’t mean that it performs well.
Although the present research did not manage to identify a model to
Parliamentary performance, future work must be made to ascertain how
raised in this paper can be addressed in order to evaluate Parliamentary
and how to stablish not only the quantity but also the quality of the
application.

1

evaluate the
the question
performance
instruments’

References

ADLER, E. S.; WILKERSON, J. The scope and urgency of legislation:
Reconsidering bill success in the House of Representatives. In: annual meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Washington, DC. 2005.
ANDERSON, W. D.; BOX‐STEFFENSMEIER, J. M.; SINCLAIR‐CHAPMAN, V.
The keys to legislative success in the US House of Representatives. Legislative
Studies Quarterly, v. 28, n. 3, p. 357-386, 2003.
AUSTRALIA, Australian National Audit Office and Department of Finance and
Administration. Better Practice Guide: Better Practice in Annual Performance
Reporting, Canberra, 2004.
BIRD, S. M.; COX, D.; FAREWELL, V. T.; GOLDSTEIN, H. HOLT, T., SMITH, P.
C. Performance indicators: good, bad, and ugly. Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society: Series A (Statistics in Society), v. 168, n. 1, p. 1-27, 2005.
BOVENS, Mark. Analysing and assessing accountability: a conceptual framework1.
European law journal, v. 13, n. 4, p. 447-468, 2007. BORGES, André. Desenvolvendo
Argumentos Teóricos a partir de Estudos de Caso: O debate recente em torno da
pesquisa histórico-comparativa. Revista BIB, n. 63, p. 47-62, 2007.
15

BOX-STEFFENSMEIER, J. M.; GRANT, J. T.. All in a day's work: the financial
rewards of legislative effectiveness. Legislative Studies Quarterly, p. 511-523, 1999.
BRANDSMA, Gijs Jan. The effect of information on oversight: the European
Parliament’s response to increasing information on comitology decision-making.
International Review of Administrative Sciences, v. 78, n. 1, p. 74-92, 2012.
BRANDT, Urs Steiner; SVENDSEN, Gert Tinggaard. Why does bureaucratic
corruption occur in the EU?. Public Choice, v. 157, n. 3-4, p. 585-599, 2013.
BRASIL. Guia Referencial para Medição de Desempenho e Manual para
Construção
de
Indicadores.
Disponível
em:
http://www.gespublica.gov.br/biblioteca/pasta.2010-12-08.2954571235/Guia%20%20Indicadores%20%28versao%20preliminar%20Dez%2009%29.pdf. Acessado em
12-set-2013, 2009.
BUGARIN, Mauricio; VIEIRA, Laercio. Benefit sharing: An incentive mechanism
for social control of government expenditure. The Quarterly Review of Economics
and Finance, v. 48, n. 4, p. 673-690, 2008.
CAMERON, W. Public accountability: Effectiveness, equity, ethics. Australian
Journal of Public Administration, v. 63, n. 4, p. 59-67, 2004.
COGHILL, K., DONOHUE, R.; HOLLAND, P. Parliamentary accountability to the
public-Developing MPs' ethical standards. Australasian parliamentary review, v. 23,
n. 1, p. 101-120, 2008.
CORBIN, Juliet M.; STRAUSS, Anselm. Grounded theory research: Procedures,
canons, and evaluative criteria. Qualitative sociology, v. 13, n. 1, p. 3-21, 1990.
CHARMAZ, Kathy. Constructing grounded theory. Sage, 2006.
DONOHUE, R.; HOLLAND, P. Building Parliamentary Human Capital.
Parliamentary Affairs, v. 65, n. 3, p. 529-540, 2012.
EATON, Kent. Can politicians control bureaucrats? applying theories of political
control to argentina's democracy. Latin American Politics and Society, v. 45, n. 4, p.
33-62, 2003.
EISENHARDT, Kathleen M. Agency Theory: An Assessment and Review. Academy
of Management Review, 1989. Pp. 57-74
EUROPEAN COMMISSION. Strengthening democracy support to EU delegations:
from performance indicators, knowledge sharing to expert services. Study on
performance indicators for EU parliamentary support. EC Brussels, 2012.
FRANTZICH, S. Who makes our laws? The legislative effectiveness of members of
the US Congress. Legislative Studies Quarterly, p. 409-428, 1979.
HAARHUIS, C. M. K.; NIEMEIJER, E. Synthesizing Legislative Evaluations
Putting the Pieces Together. Evaluation, v. 15, n. 4, p. 403-425, 2009.
HALL, Peter A.; TAYLOR, Rosemary CR. Political science and the three new
institutionalisms*. Political studies, v. 44, n. 5, p. 936-957, 1996.
16

HOOD, C. The “New Public Management” in the 1980s: variations on a theme.
Accounting, organizations and society, v. 20, n. 2, p. 93-109, 1995.
HUBER, Gregory A.; GORDON, Sanford C. Accountability and coercion: Is justice
blind when it runs for office?. American Journal of Political Science, v. 48, n. 2, p.
247-263, 2004.
HWANG, Sungsoo. Utilizing qualitative data analysis software: a review of Atlas.
ti. Social Science Computer Review, Winter 2008, v. 26, n. 4, p. 519-527, 2008.
JEYDEL, A.; TAYLOR, A. J. Are women legislators less effective? Evidence from
the US House in the 103rd-105th Congress. Political Research Quarterly, v. 56, n. 1,
p. 19-27, 2003.
JOHNSON, C.; TALBOT, C. The UK Parliament and performance challenging or
challenged?. International Review of Administrative Sciences, v. 73, n. 1, p. 113-131,
2007.
KASSIM, Hussein; MENON, Anand. The principal-agent approach and the study of
the European Union: promise unfulfilled?. Journal of European Public Policy, v. 10,
n. 1, p. 121-139, 2003.
KINYONDO, A.; PELIZZO, R. Strengthening Legislatures: Some Lessons from the
Pacific Region. Politics & Policy, v. 41, n. 3, p. 420-446, 2013.
KISER, Edgar. Comparing Varieties of Agency Theory in Economics, Political
Science, and Sociology: An Illustration from State Policy Implementation.
Sociological Theory. 1999. p. 146 a 170.
LAFFIN, Martin. Understanding Minister-Bureaucrat Relations: Applying MultiTheoretic Approaches in Public Management. Australian Journal of Public
Administration, 1997, pp. 45-58
LASCHER JR, E. L. Assessing legislative deliberation: a preface to empirical
analysis. Legislative Studies Quarterly, p. 501-519, 1996.
LIJPHART, Arend. Comparative politics and the comparative method. The
American Political Science Review, v. 65, n. 3, p. 682-693, 1971.
LUBATKIN, Michael; LANE, Peter J.; COLLIN, Sven; VERY, Philippe. An
Embeddedness Framing of Governance and Opportunism: Towards a CrossNationally Accommodating Theory of Agency. Journal of Organizational Behaviour,
2006. Pp. 43-58.
LUPIA, Arthur; MCCUBBINS, Mathew D. Learning from oversight: Fire alarms
and police patrols reconstructed. Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization, p. 96125, 1994.
MCCUBBINS, Mathew D. The legislative design of regulatory structure. American
Journal of Political Science, p. 721-748, 1985.
MCCUBBINS, Mathew D.; SCHWARTZ, Thomas. Congressional oversight
overlooked: Police patrols versus fire alarms. American Journal of Political Science,
p. 165-179, 1984.
17

MCDERMOTT, M. L.; JONES, D. R. Congressional performance, incumbent
behavior, and voting in Senate elections. Legislative Studies Quarterly, v. 30, n. 2, p.
235-257, 2005.
MICOZZI, J. P. Does Electoral Accountability Make a Difference? Direct Elections,
Career Ambition, and Legislative Performance in the Argentine Senate. The
Journal of Politics, v. 75, n. 01, p. 137-149, 2013.
MILES, M. B.; HUBERMAN. A. M. Qualitative data analysis: An expanded
sourcebook. Sage, 1994.
MILLER, Gary J. The political evolution of principal-agent models. Annu. Rev.
Polit. Sci., v. 8, p. 203-225, 2005.
MIQUEL, G. P. I.; SNYDER, J. M. Legislative effectiveness and legislative careers.
Legislative Studies Quarterly, v. 31, n. 3, p. 347-381, 2006.
MOE, Terry M., The New Economics of Organization. American Journal of
Political Science, Vol. 28, No. 4, 1984, pp. 739-777
MONK, David. In the Eye of the Beholder?: A Framework for Testing the
Effectiveness of Parliamentary Committees. Crawford School of Economics and
Government Australian National University, 2009.
MOYNIHAN, D. P. Managing for results in state government: Evaluating a decade
of reform. Public Administration Review, v. 66, n. 1, p. 77-89, 2006.
MOYNIHAN, D. P.; PANDEY, S. K. Testing how management matters in an era of
government by performance management. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, v. 15, n. 3, p. 421-439, 2005.
MUYLLE, Koen J. Improving the effectiveness of parliamentary legislative
procedures. Statute Law Review, v. 24, n. 3, p. 169-186, 2003.
NICHOLS, KENNETH L. The crucial edge of reinvention: a primer on scoping and
measuring for organizational change. Public Administration Quarterly, p. 405-418,
1997.
NISKANEN, William A. et al. Bureaucracy and public economics. Books, 1994.
OLSON, D. M. District Party Organization and Legislative Performance in
Congress. The Journal of Politics, v. 36, n. 02, p. 482-486, 1974.
PARKER, David CW; DULL, Matthew. Rooting Out Waste, Fraud, and Abuse: The
Politics of House Committee Investigations, 1947 to 2004. Political Research
Quarterly, p. 1065912912459566, 2012.
PELIZZO, R.; STAPENHURST, R.; OLSON, D.. Trends in parliamentary oversight.
World Bank Institute, Washington DC, 2007.
RYAN, Gery W.; BERNARD, H. Russell. Techniques to identify themes. Field
methods, v. 15, n. 1, p. 85-109, 2003.

18

SAALFELD, Thomas. Members of parliament and governments in Western
Europe: Agency relations and problems of oversight. European Journal of Political
Research, v. 37, n. 3, p. 353-376, 2000.
SHAPIRO, Susan P. Agency Theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 2005, p. 263-284.
STEIN, Ernesto et al. A política das políticas públicas: progresso econômico e social
na América Latina. Relatório 2006. Ed. Campus, 2ª edição.
VAN DER MEER, T. In what we trust? A multi-level study into trust in parliament
as an evaluation of state characteristics. International review of administrative
sciences, v. 76, n. 3, p. 517-536, 2010.
VOLDEN, C.; WISEMAN, A. E.; WITTMER, D. E. When Are Women More
Effective Lawmakers Than Men?. American Journal of Political Science, 2013.
WATERMAN, Richard W.; MEIER, Kenneth J. Principal-agent models: an
expansion?. Journal of public administration research and theory, v. 8, n. 2, p. 173-202,
1998.
WEINGAST, Barry R. The congressional-bureaucratic system: a principal agent
perspective (with applications to the SEC). Public Choice, v. 44, n. 1, p. 147-191,
1984.
WEISSERT, C. S. Issue salience and state legislative effectiveness. Legislative
Studies Quarterly, p. 509-520, 1991.
WILLIAMS, Juliet A. The delegation dilemma: Negotiated rulemaking in
perspective. Review of Policy Research, v. 17, n. 1, p. 125-146, 2000.
WISEMAN, Robert M.; CUEVAS‐RODRÍGUEZ, Gloria; GOMEZ‐MEJIA, Luis R.
Towards a social theory of agency. Journal of Management Studies, v. 49, n. 1, p.
202-222, 2012.
WOHLSTETTER, Priscilla. The politics of legislative evaluations: Fire-alarm and
police patrol as oversight procedures. Evaluation Practice, v. 11, n. 1, p. 25-32, 1990.
WOODS, Neal D.; BARANOWSKI, Michael. Legislative professionalism and
influence on state agencies: The effects of resources and careerism. Legislative
Studies Quarterly, v. 31, n. 4, p. 585-609, 2006.

19

The Economics and Politics (CNPq) Research Group started publishing its members’
working papers on June 12, 2013. Please check the list below and click at
http://econpolrg.com/working‐papers/ to access all publications.
Number
52/2015

Date
07-03-2015

51/2015

06-29-2015

50/2015

04-29-2015

49/2015

04-15-2015

48/2015

04-08-2015

47/2015

03-27-2015

46/2014

12-17-2014

45/2014
44/2014

12-10-2014
12-04-2014

43/2014

11-12-2014

42/2014

11-05-2014

41/2014

10-13-2014

40/2014

10-06-2014

39/2014

10-02-2014

38/2014

08-27-2014

37/2014
36/2014

08-20-2014
06-23-2014

35/2014

06-22-2014

34/2014
33/2013

06-06-2014
11-27-2013

32/2013

11-13-2013

31/2013

10-30-2013

30/2013

10-16-2013

29/2013
28/2013

10-02-2013
09-25-2013

Publication
Measuring Parliaments: Construction of Indicators of Legislative Oversight, Bento
Rodrigo Pereira Monteiro and Denílson Banderia Coêlho
A didactic note on the use of Benford's Law in public works auditing, with an
application to the construction of Brazilian Amazon Arena 2014 World Cup soccer
stadium, Mauricio S. Bugarin and Flavia Ceccato Rodrigues da Cunha
Accountability and yardstick competition in the public provision of education, Rafael
Terra and Enlinson Mattos
Understanding Robert Lucas (1967-1981), Alexandre F. S. Andrada
Common Labor Market, Attachment and Spillovers in a Large Federation, Emilson
Caputo Delfino Silva and Vander Mendes Lucas
Tópicos da Reforma Política sob a Perspectiva da Análise Econômica do Direito,
Pedro Fernando Nery and Fernando B. Meneguin
The Effects of Wage and Unemployment on Crime Incentives - An Empirical Analysis
of Total, Property and Violent Crimes, Paulo Augusto P. de Britto and Tatiana Alessio
de Britto
Políticas Públicas de Saúde Influenciam o Eleitor?, Hellen Chrytine Zanetti Matarazzo
Regulação Ótima e a Atuação do Judiciário: Uma Aplicação de Teoria dos Jogos,
Maurício S. Bugarin and Fernando B. Meneguin
De Facto Property Rights Recognition, Labor Supply and Investment of the Poor in
Brazil, Rafael Santos Dantas and Maria Tannuri-Pianto
On the Institutional Incentives Faced by Brazilian Civil Servants, Mauricio S. Bugarin
and Fernando B. Meneguin
Uma Introdução à Teoria Econômica da Corrupção: Definição, Taxonomia e Ensaios
Selecionados, Paulo Augusto P. de Britto
Um modelo de jogo cooperativo sobre efeitos da corrupção no gasto público, Rogério
Pereira and Tatiane Almeida de Menezes
Uma análise dos efeitos da fusão ALL-Brasil Ferrovias no preço do frete ferroviário de
soja no Brasil, Bruno Ribeiro Alvarenga and Paulo Augusto P. de Britto
Comportamentos estratégicos entre municípios no Brasil, Vitor Lima Carneiro &
Vander Mendes Lucas
Modelos Microeconômicos de Análise da Litigância, Fábio Avila de Castro
Uma Investigação sobre a Focalização do Programa Bolsa Família e seus
Determinantes Imediatos. André P. Souza, Plínio P. de Oliveira, Janete Duarte,
Sérgio R. Gadelha & José de Anchieta Neves
Terminais de Contêineres no Brasil: Eficiência Intertemporal. Leopoldo Kirchner and
Vander Lucas
Lei 12.846/13: atrai ou afugenta investimentos? Roberto Neves Pedrosa di Cillo
Vale a pena ser um bom gestor? Comportamento Eleitoral e Reeleição no Brasil,
Pedro Cavalcante
A pressa é inimiga da participação (e do controle)? Uma análise comparativa da
implementação de programas estratégicos do governo federal, Roberto Rocha C.
Pires and Alexandre de Avila Gomide
Crises de segurança do alimento e a demanda por carnes no Brasil, Moisés de
Andrade Resende Filho, Karina Junqueira de Souza and Luís Cristóvão Ferreira Lima
Ética & Incentivos: O que diz a Teoria Econômica sobre recompensar quem denuncia
a corrupção? Maurício Bugarin
Intra-Village Expansion of Welfare Programs, M. Christian Lehmann
Interações verticais e horizontais entre governos e seus efeitos sobre as decisões de
descentralização educacional no Brasil, Ana Carolina Zoghbi, Enlinson Mattos and
Rafael Terra

Number
27/2013

Date
09-18-2013

26/2013

09-11-2013

25/2013
24/2013

09-04-2013
08-28-2013

23/2013
22/2013

08-21-2013
08-14-2013

21/2013

08-07-2013

20/2013

07-31-2013

18/2013

07-17-2013

17/2013

07-10-2013

16/2013

07-03-2013

15/2013

06-26-2013

14/2013

06-26-2013

13/2013

06-26-2013

12/2013

06-19-2003

11/2013

06-19-2013

10/2013

06-12-2013

09/2013

06-12-2103

08/2013

06-12-2013

07/2013

06-12-2013

06/2013
05/2013

06-12-2013
06-12-2013

04/2013

06-12-2013

03/2013

06-12-2013

02/2013

06-12-2013

01/2013

06-12-2013

Publication
Partidos, facções e a ocupação dos cargos de confiança no executivo federal (19992011), Felix Lopez, Mauricio Bugarin and Karina Bugarin
Metodologias de Análise da Concorrência no Setor Portuário, Pedro H. Albuquerque,
Paulo P. de Britto, Paulo C. Coutinho, Adelaida Fonseca, Vander M. Lucas, Paulo R.
Lustosa, Alexandre Y. Carvalho and André R. de Oliveira
Balancing the Power to Appoint officers, Salvador Barberà and Danilo Coelho
Modelos de Estrutura do Setor Portuário para Análise da Concorrência, Paulo C.
Coutinho, Paulo P. de Britto, Vander M. Lucas, Paulo R. Lustosa, Pedro H.
Albuquerque, Alexandre Y. Carvalho, Adelaida Fonseca and André Rossi de Oliveira
Hyperopic Strict Topologies, Jaime Orillo and Rudy José Rosas Bazán
Há Incompatibilidade entre Eficiência e Legalidade? Fernando B. Meneguin and Pedro
Felipe de Oliveira Santos
A Note on Equivalent Comparisons of Information Channels, Luís Fernando Brands
Barbosa and Gil Riella
Vertical Integration on Health Care Markets: Evidence from Brazil, Tainá Leandro and
José Guilherme de Lara Resende
Algunas Nociones sobre el Sistema de Control Público en Argentina con Mención al
Caso de los Hospitales Públicos de la Provincia de Mendoza, Luis Federico Giménez
Mensuração do Risco de Crédito em Carteiras de Financiamentos Comerciais e suas
Implicações para o Spread Bancário, Paulo de Britto and Rogério Cerri
Previdências dos Trabalhadores dos Setores Público e Privado e Desigualdade no
Brasil, Pedro H. G. F. de Souza and Marcelo Medeiros
Incentivos à Corrupção e à Inação no Serviço Público: Uma análise de desenho de
mecanismos, Maurício Bugarin and Fernando Meneguin
The Decline in inequality in Brazil, 2003–2009: The Role of the State, Pedro H. G. F. de
Souza and Marcelo Medeiros
Productivity Growth and Product Choice in Fisheries: the Case of the Alaskan pollock
Fishery Revisited, Marcelo de O. Torres and Ronald G. Felthoven
The State and income inequality in Brazil, Marcelo Medeiros and Pedro H. G. F. de
Souza
Uma alternativa para o cálculo do fator X no setor de distribuição de energia elétrica no
Brasil, Paulo Cesar Coutinho and Ângelo Henrique Lopes da Silva
Mecanismos de difusão de Políticas Sociais no Brasil: uma análise do Programa Saúde
da Família, Denilson Bandeira Coêlho, Pedro Cavalcante and Mathieu Turgeon
A Brief Analysis of Aggregate Measures as an Alternative to the Median at Central
Bank of Brazil’s Survey of Professional Forecasts, Fabia A. Carvalho
On the Optimality of Exclusion in Multidimensional Screening, Paulo Barelli, Suren
Basov, Mauricio Bugarin and Ian King
Desenvolvimentos institucionais recentes no setor de telecomunicações no Brasil,
Rodrigo A. F. de Sousa, Nathalia A. de Souza and Luis C. Kubota
Preference for Flexibility and Dynamic Consistency, Gil Riella
Partisan Voluntary Transfers in a Fiscal Federation: New evidence from Brazil, Mauricio
Bugarin and Ricardo Ubrig
How Judges Think in the Brazilian Supreme Court: Estimating Ideal Points and
Identifying Dimensions, Pedro F. A. Nery Ferreira and Bernardo Mueller
Democracy, Accountability, and Poverty Alleviation in Mexico: Self-Restraining Reform
and the Depoliticization of Social Spending, Yuriko Takahashi
Yardstick Competition in Education Spending: a Spatial Analysis based on Different
Educational and Electoral Accountability Regimes, Rafael Terra
On the Representation of Incomplete Preferences under Uncertainty with
Indecisiveness in Tastes, Gil Riella

