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Abstract

This paper studies empirically the existence and stability of implicit compro-
mises that occur in a dynamic scenario between political parties. To this end, a
unique dataset on appointments of governors and mayors between 1958 and 1986
in Colombia is constructed. During the National Front (1958-1974) the liberal
and conservative party agreed to alternate the presidency every 4 years and to
distribute the rest of the executive power in equal proportions. Governors were
appointed by the president and mayors were appointed by the governors. Since
there were two opposing parties trying to split political power in a pacific way,
but with freedom to appoint with the only restriction of parity, the existence of an
implicit compromise is may be studied. The main result supports the existence of
such compromise, in which both parties sacrificed their own interests of seeking
political power in the regions for the sake of stability and peace.
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1 Introduction

Violent clashes between political groups may be avoided if special compromises are

made and sustained. In Austria, Belgium, Netherlands and Switzerland, violent con-

flict (actual and potential) was avoided by a compromise of cooperation between the

elites (Liphart (1969), Liphart (1975), Liphart (1977)). This paper assesses the em-

pirical study of the existence and performance of one of this political compromises.

In Colombia existed a period of time known as National Front, that occurred between

1958 and 1974, during which the two main traditional parties (liberal and conservatives)

agreed to alternate the presidency and share all other remaining positions in the three

branches of power by splitting them in equal parts. I exploit the fact that governors

were appointed by the president, and mayors were appointed by governors, in order to

understand the stability and tensions between this appointments and the true support

of the parties among the population. I find evidence of the existence of an implicit

political agreement between the two main parties.

Compromises like the National Front became known as “consociational” after Liphart

(1969) and are characterized by the formation of coalition regimes in which the elites

(or parties in dispute) usually have mutual veto, and share proportionally bureaucratic

appointments and public expenditure. In essence, they are able to share the resources

that cause the tension, and they do it in a pacific way. The two essential features of

these compromises are an open plural society and elite cooperation. Since conflicts may

arise because of religious, ethnic, or political motives (among others), each compromise

is designed and enforced in a different way. Nevertheless, a common element of them

is that they impose limits to civil rights in different degrees. Of course, these compro-

mises have to impose restrictions over the society in order to achieve its goal of avoiding

conflicts. That is why the National Front agreement was unique in its design, as will

be explained in more detail in the rest of this document.
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Political compromises, understood as implicit or explicit agreements between politi-

cal agents, are difficult to design and to enforce in environments with weak institutions.

This occurs because of the absence of third parties (or mechanisms) able to enforce

contracts. The fact that an environment with weak institutions, understood as blurry

rules of action and lack of enforcement, does not allow the correct operation of political

contracts is not surprising. There are two extreme situations that exemplify this. Lack

of institutional stability may force political groups to have very short periods of time

in charge, when they manage to be in charge. This promotes surging of civil wars,

revolutions to overturn the incumbent, and frequent shuffle of politicians. On the other

hand, the absence of appropriate institutions may restrict access to power in a partial or

complete way. This has repeatedly occurred with autocratic regimes which annihilate

for long periods of time any opposition or political participation that is not in line with

their doctrine.

Mexico during XIX century is a great example of how these extreme situations may

occur in a short period of time if the conditions are adequate. During 1824 and 1867

there were 52 presidents that in average lasted less that a year in office. 10 years later

Porfirio Dı́az became president for more than 30 years. This shows that if political

institutions are weak it may become difficult for the parties to design and enforce po-

litical compromises that allow the pacific alternation of power.

Nevertheless, it is possible to achieve implicit political agreements between parties

in contest, even in a political system with weak institutions. In particular, if the parties

interact in a repeated manner, and they have a positive probability of gaining access to

power in the future, it is possible to observe this type of agreements (See Dixit et al.

(2000)). The concept behind this result is the fact that there are rents associated from

being in office, and if all of the involved parties may access power at some point, it

may be an optimal strategy to design and obey a civilized way of sharing power, since

today’s incumbent may be out of the office tomorrow and receive no share of power as

punishment.
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This paper exploits the National Front agreement, in which both traditional par-

ties agreed to alternate the presidency every 4 years and to split in even proportions

all three branches of power. This agreement was the consequence of many decades

of political instability between the two traditional parties that ended with a civil war

known as La Violencia which had a toll of almost 170,000 deaths (Oquist, 1980). Weak

institutions as the defined above, were also present in Colombia during the first half

of the XX century: between 1900 and 1950 there were only two changes of party in

the presidency. In 1930 the liberals won the presidency, and in 1946 the conservatives

regained it. La Violencia was followed by a military dictator overtaking the presidency

and this situation forced the two traditional parties to arrange a set of rules in order

to regain the presidency and share power pacifically: the National Front. This com-

promise is appropriate to the context of political agreements because it proved to be a

successful1 pacific way to share power and to end almost two decades of political unrest.

There is an interesting fact that is the foundation of this paper: besides the fact that

the agreement was explicit, there was freedom to make appointments. The agreement

only established that parity between the two parties had to be maintained, but there

was no indication on how to split power beyond that. I focus on the division of power

that arose between governors and mayors. Each governor had to appoint dozens of

mayors in equal number for both parties but there was no restriction on how to appoint

them (who went where), as long as parity was respected. This document provides evi-

dence of the existence of an implicit political agreement to share power measured with

these appointments. To this end, a unique dataset is constructed.

In order to study the division of power measured with appointments, I construct a

dataset that consists of the lists of mayors appointed by the governor to each municipal-

ity during this period. The duration of mayors in office is the main variable of interest

1See Caballero et al. (2012) for a compilation of diverse essays written 50 years after the establish-
ment of the National Front.
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since it captures a great deal of information given that objective of the mayors was

to be appointed for long periods in order to gain political support and get associated

rents from being in office. On the other hand, governors had the power to decide the

duration of mayors, and therefore could use this in order to align their incentives. For

this reason, durations are a central object of study in this paper. The main empirical

strategy is therefore to use econometric duration models to understand the determi-

nants of mayoral duration during the National Front.

One of the main contributions of this study is the construction of a dataset that

contains information on every mayoral appointment made from 1958 to 1986 in Colom-

bia (in 1986 it was established that mayors were going to be elected and not appointed

anymore.) This is the first dataset of this type and it is precisely because of this that

most of the conclusions that are provided in here are also new to the literature of the

National Front. This dataset will shed light on a recent period of Colombian history

that played a central role for the end of La Violencia, the establishment of traditional

parties, the appearance of new political forces, the explosion of violence in form of guer-

rillas, among many other related events. This dataset will also open the path to more

quantitative studies about Colombian political life in the second half of the XX century.

The rest of the document is organized as follows: section 2 makes a historical de-

scription of some key aspects of the National Front. Section 3 presents an analytical

framework useful to understand the incentives and constraints that each subject of the

context faced. An empirical model used to study the duration of mayors in charge is

presented in section 4 with results presented in section 5. Finally section 6 concludes

and points possible extensions for future work.

5



2 National Front: a historical overview

The conflict between the two traditional parties, namely liberals and conservatives, had

deep roots in the XIX century. The Colombian political system was bipartisan at least

until 1965, and this is why the main cause of conflict between the two parties was the

division of power. Since system was highly centralized, the presidency was the most

desired office. Therefore it is not surprising to see that alternation of the presidency

was a struggle: between 1900 and 1950 the party of the president only switched twice.

As it was mentioned before, weak institutions may be understood in a context where

alternation of power is infrequent or violent.

An interesting example of how difficult it was for the traditional parties to share

power in Colombia is the situation that led to the Thousand Days’ War, which oc-

curred between 1899 and 1902. Liberals had a smaller support than conservatives in

the population and there was enacted a majority rule that gave almost all power to the

incumbent party (conservatives). The liberal party (and even a faction of the conser-

vatives) made huge efforts to modify the majority rule in order to enact a proportional

rule that would give them a more accurate share of power (about 30% by the time). But

traditional conservatives denied this propositions time after time, and liberals had no

other choice than to revolt and produce the conflict known as the Thousand Days’ War,

that lasted 3 years and left more than 100,000 victims. Soon after it ended, the ma-

jority rule was disposed for a new proportional rule (see Mazzuca and Robinson (2009)).

But the cause of the National Front is the civil war of La Violencia, and this civil

war can be better understood when the political scene is looked upon from the 1930s.

Before the Great Depression the economy was growing in average 7.3% and this was

due to the boom of exports in coffee and the compensation paid by the United States to

Colombia by the loss of Panamá (Ocampo, 1987). Enrique Olaya Herrera is elected as

president in 1930, being the first liberal president of the century. His election became

possible because the conservatives were split, and the support of the catholic church
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was also divided inside of the conservatives. He was a moderate liberal, who had served

for conservative governments before, and who ran an intelligent campaign to draw sup-

port from the conservatives. The liberals began to fill positions of the government that

they were running, and this started causing conflicts with the conservatives that were

entrenched due to the lack of alternation. This first clashes eroded in 1932 when a

threat of war with Perú draw the attention to the border shared by the two countries

(see Hartlyn (1988) for a detailed description).

Since Colombia’s exports were concentrated in coffee and its industrialization stage

was still lagged behind, the consequences of the Great Depression were mild (but not

completely negligible.) The liberal president elected in 1934 (with rumors of corrup-

tion), Alfonso López Pumarejo, produced a whole set of reforms that were meant to

adjust the economy to the new international conditions. The main focus of those re-

forms was: the limitation of the interference of church in State, a fall in public spending,

and reforms to the way property titles were handled. It was precisely because of these

reforms and because of the fall of international coffee prices that civil unrest began to

appear in the rural areas.

In 1942 López Pumarejo is elected president again, after the presidency of Eduardo

Santos, a moderate liberal that was unable to produce a bipartisan coalition. The

second term of López Pumarejo was more complicated since the political parties were

more polarized. He was being opposed by a faction of the liberal party (leaded by

Jorge Eliecer Gaitán, a radical liberal), and by the conservative party, and this made

the opposition in congress larger than what he could handle. After surviving a military

coup in 1944, López Pumarejo resigns in 1945.

In 1946, moderate liberals had more in common with conservatives than with the

radical wing of the liberal party (Hartlyn, 1988). Because of the division inside of the

liberal party, they compete in the elections for the presidency of 1946 divided between

Gabriel Turbay (on the moderate side) and Jorge Eliecer Gaitán (on the radical side).
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On the other hand, the conservatives compete with Mariano Ospina Pérez, who runs a

moderate campaign that exploits the division of the liberals and wins the presidency.

It was precisely in 1946 when the conflict between the two parties exacerbated. The

liberals (that had been in the presidency since 1930) refused to be fired for the con-

servatives to fill their positions, and this was a main source of conflict (Oquist (1980),

Sharpless (1978)). Ospina Pérez replaced the liberal members of the police by sectarian

conservatives that were used to cause repression in liberal zones.

Tension between liberals and conservatives escalated. Laureano Gómez was the con-

servative leader behind Ospina Pérez, and Jorge Eliecer Gaitán was the leader behind

the liberal party. Gaitán was proclaimed as the presidential candidate for the liber-

als after the congressional elections of 1947. The climax of the conflict was reached

in April 1948 when Gaitán, was murdered in Bogotá. Riots became widespread and

finally became a civil conflict that lasted until 1957 and that is known as the period

of La Violencia (The Violence) (see Pécaut (2012) for an exhaustive discussion on

this period.) It was in 1953 when the militar dictator Gustavo Rojas Pinilla became

president after a coup to overturn the conservative president Laureano Gómez. The

first steps to put end to the civil war came during the period Rojas Pinilla was president.

But traditional parties were isolated from power during the period of dictatorship.

This is why they started a series of conversations abroad, in order to design a mecha-

nism that would allow the end of dictatorship, and a subtle return to democracy. In

June 13, 1953, Alberto Lleras (leader of the liberal party) and Laureano Gómez (leader

of the conservative party), signed a pact in Benidorm (Spain), that procured a first

attempt to admit responsibility and end the civil war. A second agreement was made

in 1957 and was called Pact of March.

But it was only in 1957 when both parties came to design what was going to be the

arrangement known as National Front. This agreement was established in the Pact of

Sitges. This fragment of the pact exemplifies the causes of this war:

8



“A first limit has to be the creation of a civil service career that removes the concept

that the political victor has the right over the remains of the defeated and the right to

alter upside down public administration, replacing all of the employees by the new fa-

vorites. The tragedy of every transition of power in Colombia has been that one (...)

because employees or candidates promote violence to defend their positions or unleash

it to acquire them.” (Pact of Sitges, cited in Pastrana (1984). Originally in Spanish.)

This set of arrangements allowed a transition from the military regime of Rojas

Pinilla to a ‘democratic convalescence’ (see Gutiérrez (2007)). This term refers to the

fact that the National Front was a solution in the way of a partial democracy. Only

liberals and conservatives were going to have access to power during these 16 years,

with elections being held in a restricted manner for the sake of stability and peace.

There is little evidence that relates to the incentives and constraints that mediated

the appointments during the National Front. Archer (1987) affirms that the two main

constraints faced by the president when appointing mayors were a clientelistic obligation

at the local level that provided him support to be elected, and the parity rule. This

means there was power at the local level capable of negotiating which governors were

appointed, and subsequently which mayors were appointed. My study is the first one

that attempts to uncover quantitatively the incentives and relations that were behind

these appointments.
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3 Data and summary statistics

In order to study the strategic behavior between governors and mayors during the

National Front in Colombia, a completely novel dataset is constructed. Most of the

information is collected from archives and digitalized in order to be used. The main

source of information is the archive or library that each governor’s office has and that is

located in the capital city of each department. They hold a copy of every decree that a

governor has ever signed. Since governors appointed mayors before 1988, there is a de-

cree for every appointment made in the period of analysis. Each decree has information

on the date it was signed, the name of the appointee, the municipality to which it was

appointed, and in some cases but not in all, the reasons for the appointment and the

name of the mayor that is being replaced. It is important to mention that these decrees

do not have information regarding the party of the mayor, since it was not mandatory

to state the party in the decree.

All decrees that appointed a mayor between 1958 and 1986 are coded and available

for analysis2. This version of the paper includes information for Antioquia, Boĺıvar,

Córdoba, Cundinamarca, Risaralda, Santander and Valle del Cauca. These depart-

ments account for 40.99% of the municipalities that actually exist in Colombia3. The

database of all decrees is cleaned so that temporary appointments are not included.

Temporary appointments are those that occur due to vacations, illness, or permissions

to step away from office. These type of decrees are not included in the analysis, since

the purpose is to study true strategic appointments and not merely routine changes.

Table 1 summarizes the number of decrees by department. The total number of decrees

available after depuration is 12,934. Antioquia, Cundinamarca and Santander account

for almost 85% of the decrees, but this occurs because these departments are the ones

2The period of analysis is restricted in 1986, because it was precisely in this year when the Legislative
Act 01, that established the popular election of mayors from 1988 on, was signed.

3Data from Córdoba is only available from 1958 until 1975, since the rest of the decrees were
damaged due to weather issues. Decrees for Risaralda are available from 1967, year in which it was
created. Information regarding the rest of the departments has already been collected, and is being
digitalized at this point. It will be included in future versions of this article.
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with a larger number of municipalities.

There are 7,306 unique names of appointed mayors during the period of analysis.

This means that there are mayors that were appointed more than once. In fact, 73.77%

of the mayors were only appointed once, while 26.23% were appointed at least two

times. Those mayors that were appointed twice or more will be referred to as recurrent

mayors. This type of mayors were appointed between 2 and 25 times between 1958

and 1986. It is important to notice that 7,189 decrees (a 57.29%) correspond to ap-

pointments were recurrent mayors were being appointed. Conservative governors issued

54.36% of the decrees where a recurrent mayor was appointed, while liberal governors

did so in 43.05% of the decrees. Figure 1 shows that liberals and conservatives were

appointing approximately the same proportion of recurrent mayors.

It is also important in order to understand the incentives of recurrent mayors, to

determine the distribution of the duration off charge. That means, the time that they

spend with no appointment. Figure 2 shows a histogram of this variable. It can be

seen that there is a lot of mass accumulated at 0, and it is in fact the median of the

distribution. This means that more than 50% of the recurrent mayors were immediately

reappointed. This is probably related with the incentives of the governor: these recur-

rent mayors were being useful to his purposes, but leaving them too long in one place

could be harmful for the governor because the mayor might encroach in its position and

weaken local institutions. Therefore, the governor could have simply reappointed him

to another municipality.

All of the governors were appointed by the president. For the seven departments

mentioned above, there were 140 governors appointed between 1958 and 1990 (an av-

erage of 20 governors for each department in a 33 year period.) More than half of

them were liberal (56.43%), while the rest were conservatives (40.00%). There are 5 of

them, which correspond to 3.57% for which still no party affiliation has been clearly

established. Since the party of most governors is known, and the party of all presidents
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is known, it is possible to state a simple relation between them: 63.29% of the liberal

governors were appointed by liberal presidents, while 36.70% were appointed by conser-

vative presidents. But perhaps more striking is the fact that 71.42% of the conservative

governors were appointed by liberal presidents, while only 28.57% were appointed by

conservative presidents. The average time in office for these governors was 526.01 days,

roughly 1.44 years, while the standard deviation was 309.73 days (or 0.84 years).

In order to measure the political support of the parties at the municipality level,

the elections database produced by Fabio Sánchez and Mónica Pachón of the Universi-

dad de los Andes is used (See Pachón and Sánchez (2014) for more details about this

dataset.) It contains information for almost every election at the municipality level

for the whole period of study4 Elections were held for department assembly, municipal

council, national senate, and presidency. Results for department assembly are used

at the municipality level, since they are the best measure available. These elections

were held every 2 years and provide the share of votes that liberals and conservatives

obtained. Table 2 summarizes descriptive statistics for the liberal share at the munici-

pality level for the elections held in 1958. This table shows that Boĺıvar and Córdoba

were liberal departments, while Santander was conservative. Antioquia, Cundinamarca,

and Valle del Cauca seem to be competitive in average.

Finally, some auxiliary control variables are constructed based on the population

census produced by Departamento Nacional de Estad́ıstica (DANE), and on geograph-

ical characteristics of the municipalities.

4This dataset contains no information for the elections held in 1960. In order to get outcomes from
the elections of 1960, a formal petition was made to the Registraduŕıa Nacional. They responded with
the information, and is part of the data used in here. Information for municipal councils is also not
available for the period of study.
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4 Analytical framework

In this section, a simple analytical explanation regarding the strategic behavior of gov-

ernors and mayors is presented. To this purpose it is important to establish some key

aspects. First, the president appointed all governors and the mayor of Bogotá, the

capital city. Second, the rest of the mayors were appointed by the governor of the de-

partment (for example, Antioquia’s governor had to appoint a mayor for each one of the

100 municipalities it had in 1958.) Third, every governor had to respect the National

Front rule of dividing executive power in equal proportions. This means that in theory

half of the mayors had to be from the party of the governor, and the other half from the

opposite party. Nevertheless, there is no evidence showing that this division occurred

in exact proportions as the law mandated. Even if parity was respected there were no

more specifications regarding how to divide. This means that any governor could have

appointed mayors of his party to the most desired municipalities (think for example

of the largest ones in terms of population), while maintaining parity. That freedom to

appoint while maintaining parity is precisely the object of the present research. This

paper focuses on the relation between governors and mayors however, it does not ex-

plore the relation between the president and the governors.

The relation between the governor and appointed mayors is framed into the hidden

action or moral hazard problem, where there is a principal (a firm, for example) and an

agent (a worker), that might have not the same objectives (see Mas-Colell et al. (1995)

or Watson (2013)). In this case, the governor can be thought as the principal and the

mayor as an agent, who may act in a different way from what the governor wants. On

the other hand, the governor has the power to replace him at any given moment so that

if their interests diverge, he can simply fire him. Nevertheless, the governor does not

want to fire mayors frequently. He prefers to design mechanisms that align the incen-

tives of the mayors with his own incentives, so that the hidden action problem is solved.

In the case of the National Front, this simple agent-principal framework is somewhat
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more complex, since the governor had to appoint mayors from the opposite party, and

it was probably difficult to align them with his objectives. In order to further describe

the strategic relation between governors and mayors, it is necessary to fully describe

their incentives. Each of them had a different set of incentives and constraints, as it is

described next.

4.1 Mayors’ incentives

There are two main reasons why any citizen would have wanted to be a mayor during the

National Front. First, because being a mayor would have allowed him to be recognized

as a politician at the local level, and this would have been useful in order to rise in the

ladder of political positions. With enough support and experience, being a mayor could

have become a platform to run for the Assembly of the department, or even for Senate.

Second, that a mayor was the greatest authority in the municipality, and had the auton-

omy to make appointments and budgetary decisions. This implies that there were rents

associated to being a mayor, probably due to corruption or clientelism as Archer (1987)

asserts. There are of course all other sort of personal motivations that could have been

related to being a mayor, but the ones proposed here broadly capture motivations that

can be measured in an empirical study, avoiding explanations based on non-observables.

If mayors wanted to gain political support to access higher political positions, or if

they also wanted to extract rents from being in office, it is natural to think that they

wanted to maximize their term in office. This would have allowed them to achieve both

objectives. However, they clearly faced restrictions imposed by the governor in charge.

If they deviated from the tasks that the governor imposed, he could have simply shuf-

fled them to other municipality or removed them from power. Since the threat of being

fired was real, and harmful to their interests, it is expected that they would have abided

to the rules.

The average term in office for all mayors was 307.04 days (roughly 0.84 years). This
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average is statistically equivalent when comparing appointments made by conservative

and liberal governors. On the other hand, recurrent mayors had shorter terms in office,

in average: non-recurrent mayors were in average 348.74 days in office, while recurrent

mayors only were 277.51 days. The difference (71.23 days) is statistically different from

zero. Such finding is puzzling, at least in principle, because it suggests that there was

a subset of the pool of appointments that was being used frequently, but had shorter

durations in office. This relation should become clearer, as the incentives of the governor

are discussed.

4.2 Governors’ incentives

Governors had a difficult task, because they had to appoint according to the parity rule,

but taking into account that parties had a specific support in each municipality. Table

2 has descriptive statistics for the liberal share in 1958, measured at the municipality

level with Assembly elections. As it can be seen, the median liberal share was between

41% and 75%, with minimums and maximums ranging between 0 and 100%. This shows

that there was a lot of variation in terms of party support inside each department.

Governors had to take into account that municipalities with low polarization (where

one of the parties had a lot of support) would not stand a mayor from the opposite

party. Under a governor of any of the two parties, a liberal municipality must have

had appointments of liberal mayors, and a conservative municipality5 must have had

appointments of conservative mayors. If a governor were not to follow this intuition,

his mayor would face strong opposition in the municipal Council, and all of his activi-

ties would have been thoroughly scrutinized by citizens and local institutions. This of

course, would limit his range of action, and would make his duties (and those of the

governor) difficult to accomplish. Even more, this sort of political behavior soon after a

civil war fueled by political convictions, would have fostered protests, riots or violence

5A liberal or conservative municipality is one where political support is concentrated in favor of one
party. For example, if the share measured with Assembly elections is larger than 70% in favor of the
liberal party.
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inside the municipality.

The exposed behavior goes in line with the incentives of a traditional politician that

is seeking to be elected: it is costly for him (governor) to compete (appoint) in places

were his (party) support is very low. But governors were not behaving as traditional

politicians because the incentives of the National Front were such that they preferred

to recover and preserve political stability. For that purpose, they had to appoint liberal

mayors to liberal municipalities and conservative mayors to conservative municipalities.

A more interesting question is that of the appointments in polarized municipalities

(those were parties had similar shares). Swing voter theorem asserts that it is precisely

in this type of municipalities where the governor (if he were to behave as a traditional

politician) would have wanted to appoint mayors of his party, since citizens in these

municipalities are not too ideological and it may be easier to convince them to support

his party. But this behavior is not compatible with the National Front agreement nei-

ther, since it would show that there are incentives to seek political profits rather than

sacrificing them for the sake of stability. If governors were concerned with stability

rather than with profitable deviations from it, non-polarized municipalities should not

have had more appointments from the party of the governor than from the opposition

party. This is in fact the case, as it is shown in Figure 36.

Governors may have had incentives to procure benefits for they parties, but the

arrangement was such that this type of deviations were punished. Another piece of

evidence that fits this hypothesis is the fact that roughly half of the recurrent mayors

were appointed by governors of both parties. This suggests that mayors were not work-

ing to improve the political support of the governor’s party, since otherwise they would

have not been appointed by a governor of the opposite party. Almost half of the re-

6This figure groups municipalities in 5 bins, which are located in the horizontal axis, that break
liberal support in 20% increments: 0-20, 20-40, ..., 80-100. In the vertical axis, the proportion of liberal
appointments out of the total number of appointments for which the party is known.

16



current mayors had appointments by governors of the two parties, as is shown in Table 3.

By law, we have that governors during the National Front appointed mayors of

the two parties. It is also true that recurrent mayors are appointed in half of the

cases by mayors of the two parties. The next question is if those recurrent mayors

are used for the same purposes by governors of both parties, or if one party uses

them in more polarized municipalities, for example. To this end, a simple statistical

test is presented. The idea is to use different characteristics of the municipalities to

which they are appointed, in order to study the differences of appointments made by

liberal governors when compared to conservative governors. This is made using only

mayors that were appointed by both parties, because otherwise I would be comparing

potentially different subsets of mayors. Table 4 shows a statistical comparison of the

mean of different variables at the municipality level, when they are differentiated by

the party of the governor. This suggests that governors from both parties were using

in the same way those mayors that were serving both parties.

It is important to mention that senators could be appointed as governors by the

president. This paper does not study the problem of the president when appointing

mayors, but it is important to take into account that it was different to appoint gov-

ernors with no experience, to governors that could have been senators and had a vast

political experience.

4.3 Interaction of incentives

I have described the incentives and restrictions that each of the sides had. Descriptive

statistics of the data that suggest this patterns has been presented, even though no

formal empirical model has been analyzed yet. A brief summary of incentives, possible

actions, and restrictions, is presented before introducing the empirical model.

Summary of incentives, actions and restrictions for mayors:

• They wanted to accumulate experience, and gain support in the population in
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order to grow in their political career.

• They wanted access to the rents associated to being a mayor: appointments,

power to decide how to spend, etc.

• Both of this objectives are achieved through time in office. They want longer

durations.

• If their objectives start to differ too much from those of the governor, he might

be shuffled to other municipality, or simply removed with no reappointment.

• If they behave accordingly to the governor’s desires, they may enjoy longer terms

in office, or future reappointments.

Summary of incentives, actions and restrictions for governors:

• They needed (by law) to maintain parity. Nevertheless, there is no clear evidence

that this happened and this question remains open until the party of the mayors

is known.

• The instrument that they had to make mayors work for them was time in office.

They could promise an expected duration in office, and they could also promise

that if they had to remove them from that appointment, they could reaapoint

them in another municipality.

• The objectives of the mayor were not compatible in the long run with those of

the governor: mayors seeking to raise their political support, or mayors extracting

rents from the public finances, could potentially become a threat to the stability

of the National Front.

The interaction between these two sets of conditions, is what governs the dynamic

of the political agreement at the local level in the National Front. All of the evidence

suggests that the incentives of the agreement precluded the intentions of the parties to

seek political deviations by pursuing their own interests. Next section introduces an

empirical model intended precisely to study the determinants of the time in office of

mayors (survival time, in econometric language).
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5 Empirical strategy

The purpose of this section is to develop a model that explains the duration of mayors

in office as a function of covariates that are able to capture the analytical framework

presented in Section 4. It has been established that durations were a key element in

the interaction of governors and mayors. That is why I introduce this type of models

in order to understand the determinants behind the decision of appointing a mayor for

a longer or shorter period. Duration models form a class of non-linear models used

to understand what causes failures or sudden changes of state, for a given situation

(see Cameron and Trivedi (2005)). In this case, duration models become useful to

understand which events relate to the survival time of mayors in office.

5.1 General framework for duration models

Let T denote the duration of a mayor in office, which is a nonnegative random variable.

Assume that T is distributed according to a cumulative distribution function (CDF)

F (t) and a density function f(t) =
dF (t)

dt
. Therefore, by definition: F (t) = P [T ≤ t].

I define the survivor function (denoted by S(t)) as the probability that duration

equals or exceeds t. That is:

S(t) = P [T > t] = 1− F (t) (1)

It can be shown using these definitions that E[T ] =
´∞

0
S(z)dz. Which simply states

that the mean duration is equal to the area under the survival function.

The key concept for the empirical strategy is the hazard function, λ(t), which is

defined as the instantaneous probability of leaving a state (office in this case) conditional
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on having survived at least until t. That is:

λ(t) : = lim
∆t→0

P [t ≤ T < t+ ∆t|T ≥ t]

∆t

=
f(t)

S(t)

Finally, since dS(t)
dt

= −f(t) by differentiating (1), we have that:

λ(t) = −d lnS(t)

dt

Which means that the hazard rate equals the change in log-survivor function. The

objective now is to propose a way to estimate λ(t) as a function of covariates. Doing

so will tell us how does the probability of a mayor leaving office changes as a function

of his characteristics and the characteristics of the municipality and the governor that

appointed him.

5.2 Estimation of hazard rate

Fully parametric models are relatively simple to estimate but produce inconsistent esti-

mates if the parametric model is misspecified. The Cox PH model is a semiparametric

method that requieres less than complete distributional specification.

The starting point is to propose a particular functional form for the hazard rate. In

particular, I assume that:

λ(t|x, β) = λ0(t)φ(x, β) (2)

where x and β are assumed to be vectors. The function λ0(t) is called the baseline

hazard and is a function of t alone. The function φ(x, β) is a function of x alone. The

model is said to be semiparametric since the functional form for λ0(t) is unspecified

and the functional form for φ(x, β) is fully specified.
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The most common choice of φ(x, β) is the exponential form:

φ(x, β) = exp(x′β)

where x′β = β0 + β1x1 + ... + βnxn, for x, β ∈ Rn. This assumption about φ allows an

easy interpretation of marginal effects and also guarantees that φ(x, β) > 0. Finally,

marginal effects can be calculated directly by differentiating (2):

∂λ(t|x, β)

∂xj
= λ0(t) exp(x′β)βj

= λ(t|x, β)βj

Since λ(t|x, β) ≥ 0 (it is a probability), the sign of the marginal effect is equal to the

sign of the coefficient, even though the two quantities are not the same.

This type of proportional hazard model is widely used since β can be consistently

estimated without specification of functional form for λ0(t).
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6 Results

In this section, the results of estimating the non-linear model presented in Section 5

are discussed. This model seeks to establish the determinants related to the probability

that a mayor survives a longer time in office. The main findings suggest that the party

of the governor, being a recurrent mayor, historical support for a given party, or even

improving the outcome of the governors’ party while in office, do not explain how long

does a mayor last. The only variables that are related to the survival time of a mayor

are the dummy of election during his term, the distance (in time) from the date of the

appointment to the next election, the party of the president and the distance to the

capital city of the department.

There were simple exercises that have already been pointing towards a careful equi-

librium during the National Front. Some of the results that suggest the importance

of stability are: the president appointed governors from both parties and most of the

conservative governors were appointed by liberal presidents, recurrent mayors were

appointed by appointed by mayors of the two parties and as Table 4 showed, these

appointees were appointed in places that in average had the same characteristics.

As it was mentioned before, there were appointments with an election in between

and others without it. In order to estimate the determinants of the survival time of

mayors in office, two variations of the model are estimated. In the first one, the complete

database is used (decrees with and without an election in between) and the duration is

defined simply as the difference in days between the initial and the final date of each

decree. The covariates used in this case are: the party of the governor, the party of the

president, the dummy of recurrent mayor, the historical liberal share of the municipal-

ity, the distance of the municipality to the capital of the department, a dummy that

indicates if the decree had an election in between and the distance between the date

of the appointment and the next election. I also include fixed effects (as dummys) for

departments, governors and years.
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Results regarding this model are presented in Table 5. Coefficients, instead of

marginal effects, are reported in this table. This model suggests that distance to capi-

tal and the dummy for liberal president have a positive marginal effect on the hazard

ratio. This means that duration is lower for mayors that were appointed in municipal-

ities more distant to the capital of the department, and is also lower for mayors that

were appointed during the term of liberal presidents. In the other hand, the coefficient

is negative and significant for the dummy of having election during the appointment

and for the variable that measures distance from the date of the appointment to the

next election. This means that mayors with election in between or mayors that were

appointed farther from the election date, survive more than those with the opposite

characteristics.

The second model only uses those decrees that had an election in between, and de-

fines duration as the number of days that the mayor stayed in office after the election.

Two covariates are added to the ones used in the previous model: a variable that mea-

sures the time each mayor had already been in office at the moment of the elections (in

order to make them comparable), and the difference between the share of the governor

in that election and the one before. This new model allows us to understand if mayors

received a prize (in terms of duration) when they increased the share of the party of

the governor.

Results regarding the second model are reported in Table 6. Again, coefficients

instead of marginal effects are reported. It is important to notice that duration in this

model is different from the one estimated in Table 5, since I measure duration as the

number of days that mayors lasted after the election, rather than the total number of

days that they lasted. Results show that distance to capital has a positive coefficient,

which means that mayors appointed farther away have lower durations. The coefficient

associated to the time in office before election is negative, which means that those who

were appointed longer before the election had larger survival times. Finally, and this
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is perhaps the most striking result, but the one that best describes the National Front

agreement: the coefficient associated to the variable that measures the difference in

share for the party of the governor when compared to the previous election, is not

significant. This means that governors were not giving a prize in terms of duration to

those mayors that improved the share of his party.

This results show that mayors that were appointed longer before elections survived

longer, and that improving electoral outcomes did not matter for governors when they

were deciding about the length of the term of mayors. The fact that better outcomes

were not being prized shows that this was not the objective of the National Front (at

least for governors). This is clearly a consequence of the way incentives were being

shaped. Their main goal was to procure an stable arrangement in which power was

divided evenly (at least in theory), respecting the traditional support for parties inside

municipalities, but without promoting campaigns in favor of any party. They under-

stood that doing so, would have implied that the opposite party would do the same in

the next period, and this would hurt the arrangement of a peaceful division of power

(at least during the period of the National Front).
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7 Conclusions

This paper has built a new dataset from the archives in order to study political com-

promises in the presence of a principal-agent situation during the National Front in

Colombia. I find evidence of the existence of an implicit equilibrium between political

parties for the sake of stability. The incentives were such that political parties respected

the implicit compromise in the division of power because doing the contrary would have

been a threat to the equilibrium. They frequently appointed mayors of the opposite

party in places that were polarized. This is a strong lead that points out the objectives

of governors during the National Front. There is also evidence that mayors were not

being prized when they improved the election outcomes of the party of the governor,

and this also goes in line with the same hypothesis.

Future versions of this paper will include more departments, and this of course will

allow us to have more variation and more precision in the estimates produced. Perhaps

the most important and difficult extension of this paper will be to find and incorporate

in the analysis the party of the mayors, since this will let us understand completely the

dynamics related to the division of power during this period. Nevertheless, this paper

is the first one that tries to study empirically the division and the dynamics of power

during the National Front. All of the conclusions provided in here are completely novel,

because this database is the first one that contains information about mayors during

this period.
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Uniandes.

Cameron, A. C. and Trivedi, P. K. (2005). Microeconometrics: Methods and Applica-
tions. Cambridge University Press.

Dixit, A., Grossman, G. M., and Gul, F. (2000). The dynamics of political compromise.
Journal of Political Economy, 108(3):531–568.

Gutiérrez, F. (2007). ¿Lo que el viento se llevó? Los partidos poĺıticos y la democracia
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Table 1: No. of Decrees by Department

Department Decrees Proportion
Antioquia 4731 36.57
Boĺıvar 334 2.58
Cundinamarca 4115 31.81
Córdoba 125 0.96
Risaralda 313 2.41
Santander 2108 16.29
Valle Del Cauca 1208 9.33
All 12934 100.00
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Table 2: Liberal share (percentage) for 1958, 1974 and 1986

Department Year Mean Median Std.Deviation Maximum Minimum No. of Municipalities
Antioquia 1958 47.72 50.14 29.56 100.00 1.33 100
Antioquia 1974 46.40 47.57 26.68 98.03 3.84 109
Antioquia 1986 45.16 46.80 22.83 94.93 2.98 122
Boĺıvar 1958 71.78 74.62 15.49 93.24 39.61 28
Boĺıvar 1974 64.07 69.19 17.36 90.04 9.16 29
Boĺıvar 1986 52.25 50.10 18.86 89.40 3.58 32
Córdoba 1958 70.40 70.37 11.66 86.81 50.56 18
Córdoba 1974 63.66 67.10 14.49 83.93 31.70 23
Córdoba 1986 55.23 55.28 11.54 82.69 32.91 26
Cundinamarca 1958 46.69 46.08 35.43 98.80 0.00 106
Cundinamarca 1974 49.00 52.86 30.08 98.16 0.04 111
Cundinamarca 1986 40.31 41.09 25.44 90.30 0.04 114
Risaralda 1974 41.60 31.02 28.86 92.26 7.33 14
Risaralda 1986 39.44 32.42 26.92 86.45 7.64 14
Santander 1958 40.96 41.40 34.71 100.00 0.00 74
Santander 1974 44.21 46.01 31.11 99.91 0.00 78
Santander 1986 38.64 38.71 27.83 98.74 0.09 85
Valle Del Cauca 1958 44.62 50.00 31.20 85.22 0.00 34
Valle Del Cauca 1974 42.97 51.45 28.29 91.79 0.09 42
Valle Del Cauca 1986 41.47 46.36 26.92 91.95 0.17 42
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Table 3: Mayors appointed by both parties

Departament No Yes
Antioquia 51.31% 48.68%

Boĺıvar 56.25% 43.75%
Cundinamarca 46.09% 53.90%

Córdoba 50.% 50.%
Risaralda 21.42% 78.57%
Santander 58.13% 41.86%

Valle Del Cauca 49.05% 50.94%
Total 50.40% 49.59%

Table 4: Differences by party of governor

Variable N1 N2 P-Value t-Statistic Mean 1 Mean 2 Difference
Latitud 749 749 0.76 0.30 5.69 5.67 0.02
Longitude 749 749 0.84 -0.12 -74.70 -74.69 0.01
Distance to Capital 749 749 0.27 -1.10 69.43 71.57 2.14
Population 742 742 0.79 -0.27 14020.12 14668.88 648.76
Liberal Share 743 743 0.21 -1.26 42.24 44.12 1.88
Conservative Share 743 743 0.86 0.17 53.11 52.85 0.26
Absolut Margin 743 743 0.14 -1.47 52.86 54.80 1.94
Conservative Margin 743 743 0.47 0.72 10.87 8.73 2.14

Columns with 1 refer to liberal appointments and columns with 2 refer to conservative appointments.

The column titled difference contains the absolute difference between the means.
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Table 5: Duration model, all decrees

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
λ1 λ1 λ1 λ1 λ1

Distance to capital 0.000 0.001*** 0.000 0.001*** 0.001***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Liberal governor dummy -0.018 0.000 -0.023 0.004 0.020
(0.019) (0.019) (0.021) (0.143) (0.228)

Liberal president dummy 0.039** 0.040** 0.141*** 0.282*** 0.355**
(0.019) (0.019) (0.037) (0.106) (0.148)

Recurrent mayor dummy 0.078*** 0.022 0.087*** 0.011 0.012
(0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.020) (0.021)

Election during term dummy -2.464*** -2.438*** -2.483*** -2.470*** -2.507***
(0.030) (0.030) (0.031) (0.031) (0.032)

Distance from appointment to election -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.003***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Historical liberal share -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Observations 11,659 11,659 11,659 11,659 11,659
Department Fixed Effects NO YES NO NO YES
Year Fixed Effects NO NO YES NO YES
Governor Fixed Effects NO NO NO YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 6: Duration model, only decrees with elections

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
λ2 λ2 λ2 λ2 λ2

Distance to capital 0.000 0.001** 0.000 0.001*** 0.001**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Liberal governor dummy 0.016 0.004 0.015 0.086 -0.210
(0.031) (0.032) (0.034) (0.195) (0.346)

Liberal president dummy -0.016 -0.019 0.016 -0.125 -0.227
(0.031) (0.031) (0.071) (0.174) (0.280)

Recurrent mayor dummy 0.115*** 0.026 0.139*** 0.052 0.041
(0.031) (0.032) (0.032) (0.034) (0.034)

Change in share of gov. party -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Days in office when elections occur -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.001***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Historical liberal share -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Observations 4,285 4,285 4,285 4,285 4,285
Department Fixed Effects NO YES NO NO YES
Year Fixed Effects NO NO YES NO YES
Governor Fixed Effects NO NO NO YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Figure 1: Recurrence by party of governor
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Figure 2: Duration off charge for recurrent mayors
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Figure 3: Liberal share vs. liberal mayors
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