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Studies on patronage and politicization typically focus on the dilemma 
politicians face when recruiting public personnel. Politicians must choose 
between appointing loyal allies to implement policies or party members 
to garner political support. The term politicization typically emphasizes 
the political facet of the public bureaucracy. Through an integrative 
literature review, this paper aims to provide new insights into the 
concept of patronage and its relationship with the politicization of 
bureaucracy. The paper introduces findings from an intensive literature 
review of publications on patronage, bureaucracy, and politicization. A 
search was conducted for texts published between 2000 and 2022 on 
Scopus and Web of Science. Through a qualitative content analysis, 144 
texts discussing the concept of patronage were read and coded to identify 
theories, frameworks, and measurement methods. The results 
indicate that the research literature tends to overly emphasize the role 
of political parties in the distribution of public offices. In contrast, this 
paper proposes a reconceptualization of patronage, highlighting 
the power of other stakeholders, such as interest organizations and 
social movements. It advances the research agenda by proposing a new 
typology that scholars might employ in comparative studies. 
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he influence of political parties on the distribution of public offices is 

a major concern in the research literatures on politics and public 

administration (CHUDNOVSKY, 2017). Several studies address the relationship 

between non-elected bureaucrats and politicians within a principal-agent 

theoretical framework (BRESLER-GONEN and DOWDING, 2009; DORP, 2022; 

ENNSER-JEDENASTIK, 2014; FLEISCHER, 2016;JIANG, 2018; MEYER-SAHLING et 

al., 2012). According to this framework, politicians act as principals, whereas 

bureaucrats serve as their agents. Thus, politicians make decisions while non-

elected bureaucrats are responsible for their implementation. 

This ideational distinction between politics and administration is 

challenged by the various ways politicians intervene in administration and 

bureaucrats are immersed in politics (COOPER, 2021).  Scholars have critically 

conceptualized this exchange through the notion of patronage, which is understood 

in two key ways: as the allocation of resources for political purposes (BRASSIOLO et 

al., 2020; CAMERON, 2010) and, secondly, as the power wielded by political parties 

in appointing individuals for public office (DI MASCIO, 2014). Further work 

associates patronage with other concepts, such as clientelism and corruption 

(CAMERON, 2010; CHUDNOVSKY, 2017; GOLDEN, 2003; LASSOU, 2017; SCHUSTER, 

2020). However, in other instances, patronage stands out without a specific 

definition or clear typology(DERLIEN, 2003; JENNINGS, 2010; PAINTER, 2006). 

The lack of a consensual definition poses challenges for comparative studies 

on patronage because systematic comparisons require concepts and 

measures capable of ‘traveling’ to diverse contexts (SARTORI, 1970). While recent 

reviews have focused on bureaucratic oversight and autonomy (BERSCH and 

FUKUYAMA, 2023; BRIERLEY et al., 2023), there remains a gap in the literature 

concerning a comprehensive and extensive mapping of the different concepts of 

patronage. This paper seeks to build upon previous studies by comparing concepts 

and typologies of patronage found in the most recent literature, ultimately 

proposing an adapted theoretical framework. By presenting the findings from an 

unprecedented and intensive literature review, the paper critically discusses how 

authors frame and operationalize the concept of patronage. Through this study, a 
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comprehensive overview of recent publications is synthesized, addressing their 

strengths and gaps. 

I conducted a qualitative content analysis of 144 texts that explicitly 

mentioned the word ‘patronage’. This paper provides an overview of how scholars 

have defined and measured patronage, their main theoretical frameworks and 

research methods, and explores the relationship between patronage and other 

political phenomena. The findings indicate that the research literature 

focuses on partisan influence, which tends to confine discussions of patronage and 

political appointments to political parties. In contrast, I claim policymaking within 

the public bureaucracy may be influenced by patrons beyond political parties, such 

as interest organizations, private companies, and social movements.  

Accordingly, I propose a new typology of patronage that considers a more 

diverse range of stakeholders beyond political parties. The remainder of this paper 

is divided as follows. The first section exposes the methodology employed in this 

investigation. The next discusses the works qualitatively, indicating their advances 

and gaps. The third section proposes a new typology. The conclusion focuses on 

further steps to advance this research agenda. 

 

Data and procedures 

This investigation addresses the concept of patronage and proposes a new 

typology, employing an integrative literature review with a qualitative content 

analysis. An integrative literature review typically seeks to criticize and synthesize 

research articles, books, or other published materials, facilitating the 

development of taxonomies and theoretical models. The purpose is not to cover all 

publications on a topic but to combine different perspectives. Given the maturity of 

the patronage topic, this research aimed to assess the knowledge base and re-

conceptualize the phenomenon by examining the literature available (SNYDER, 

2019).  

Although integrative reviews do not require systematic searches, I followed 

specific and clear criteria to select publications for the analysis. To provide an 

overview of the most recent literature, I searched publications from 2000 

to 2022 on Scopus and Web of Science databases. After running tests with different 

combinations of keywords, the final search included the following terms: 
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bureaucracy, bureaucrat, civil servants, government officers, government officials, 

interest groups, lobbying, advocacy, pressure groups, interest organisations, 

lobbyists, patronage, and political parties with the Boolean operators ‘OR’ (for 

synonyms) and ‘AND’ (for different topics). Clientelism was intentionally excluded 

from the keywords to avoid bias. Although clientelism is frequently associated with 

patronage (WEINGROD, 1968), I preferred to avoid this association to maintain 

neutrality in this review. The primary goal was to investigate how the literature 

defines patronage (in the context of the public bureaucracy and lobbying) without 

assuming any definition or relationship ‘a priori’. 

The metadata with all publications found in the searches was downloaded 

into a reference file. Since Scopus and Web of Science operate differently, I 

combined both imported collections using a reference manager (Mendeley). After 

excluding duplicated texts and non-related or non-academic publications, the 

consolidated collection comprised 1,978 publications from 2000 and 2002 that 

mentioned any combination of the keywords used in the searches. In sum, I 

imported different collections from both databases, aggregated them using the 

reference manager, and eliminated duplicates and non-related materials by reading 

abstracts and identifying keyword mentions.  

Thus, after excluding duplicates, Scopus and Web of Science returned 1,978 

publications related to bureaucracy, interest groups, and patronage. I did not filter 

by area to include a wide range of publications from different fields. After re-reading 

the abstracts, I selected all texts discussing the relationship between patronage and 

bureaucrats, using the following criteria: period and regime (focus on contemporary 

regimes), stage of the policy cycle (policymaking, rulemaking, or political 

appointments), and type of publication (journal articles and book chapters). 

I used NVivo software to read and code 415 texts about the political 

connections of bureaucrats. Among these texts, 144 specifically mentioned the 

keyword ‘patronage’1. This paper discusses the content of these texts, which address 

patronage more directly. The coding process followed a deductive approach, 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
1The complete list of publications is available at ˂https://github.com/fierycherry/ 

bureaucraticpolitics˃. The file ‘FinalCollection.xml’ contains the list of all 415 texts analyzed 
qualitatively, including the 144 addressing patronage. The NVivo project file – which allows the 
identification of all texts – is available upon request. 

https://github.com/fierycherry/%20bureaucraticpolitics
https://github.com/fierycherry/%20bureaucraticpolitics
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drawing from previous studies (MAYRING, 2000). The top-level codes (Appendix B) 

were: 

01. Concept of patronage; 02. Actors: stakeholders mentioned by authors; 

03. Patronage goals, and 04. Perspectives on patronage (costs or benefits to the state 

and society). 

These categories were determined by reading the abstracts of the general 

sample (N=1,978) and other texts before conducting the content analysis. The codes 

are not mutually exclusive, as a sentence or word may be classified into more than 

one category. They were constantly reassessed throughout the reading process. 

As with any other study, this investigation has challenges and limitations. 

The number of texts was limited by language (keywords in English) and availability. 

I tried to minimize this bias by including a diverse range of publications in different 

languages. The final collection included journal articles and book chapters in 

English, French, Portuguese, and Spanish. Still, this study advances this research 

agenda by pointing out gaps in the literature and proposing new solutions for 

theory-building. Thus, this paper contributes to future empirical investigations by 

mapping existing studies and proposing a theoretical framework capable of 

‘traveling’ to different contexts. This adaptability is crucial for comparative studies 

(SARTORI, 1970).  

 

Patronage and politicization 

In the extensive literature on patronage in the fields of political science and 

public administration, a consensus regarding the definition of patronage is notably 

lacking. Several scholars employ the terms ‘patronage’ and ‘politicization’ without 

providing clear definitions (COOPER, 2018; DAHLSTRÖM and HOLMGREN, 2019; 

DERLIEN, 2003; DOYON and KELLER, 2020; GERA, 2016; JENNINGS, 2010; LAGUNA, 

2011; LEE, 2013; MARENCO, 2017; MASUD and HOSSAIN, 2021; NGUSMANTO, 

2016; PAINTER, 2006; REUTER and ROBERTSON, 2012; SHARAFUTDINOVA and 

TUROVSKY, 2017; TING et al., 2013). Frequently, these terms overlap with political 

appointments as they are employed as synonyms (LOWANDE, 2019; MEYER-

SAHLING, 2006; MIKKELSEN, 2018; MONSOD, 2017, among others). 

The definitions of patronage vary, ranging from broader ideas of patron-

client relationships to more specific concepts associating the phenomenon with 
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certain stakeholders or goals. In US scholarship, the expression ‘patronage 

appointments’ refers to appointments made by parties, politicians, or the president 

(HUBER and TING, 2021). Grindle (2012) associates it with discretionary 

appointments made for political or personal reasons. Most studies assessing the 

American system focus on the president’s choices and powers regarding 

appointments, recruitment processes, and removal (LEWIS, 2011a; PARSNEAU, 

2013; SNYDER, 2022). Consequently, resulting conceptualizations of patronage 

often exhibit a distinctive US-centric perspective.  Even studies focusing on other 

regions, such as South America or Africa, employ concepts rooted in the American 

system (BERSCH et al., 2023).  

Most studies relate patronage to the president or political parties in the 

context of appointments to public office. Overall, it is considered a strategic tool 

available to the executive leader to negotiate with parties and members of 

parliament or a means for politicians to oversee the bureaucracy (BERSH et al., 

2023). As Brierley et al. (2023) explain: 

 

Political patronage, in particular, is central to both the comparative and 
American politics literatures, although differences in word usage make 
the connections unclear. It is often of greatest interest to scholars when 
individuals are selected for political reasons, but the variety of such 
reasons disjunctures across research programs. In the US 
context, these political reasons mostly involve selecting 
bureaucrats with policy preferences similar to the principal, or what is 
sometimes called the official’s loyalty to the person who hired them. In 
comparative studies, the political reasoning is usually about the 
distribution of government jobs to partisans - often party workers – or 
what is sometimes know as spoils system (BRIERLEY et al.; 2023, p. 275).   
  
 

Table 01 summarizes the predominant meanings of patronage found in the 

most recent studies on bureaucracy, patronage, and politicization (2000-2022). 

Table 01 reveals, the third, fourth, and fifth definitions, employed by several 

scholars, associate patronage directly with political parties. Even when scholars 

adopt broader definitions such as ‘patron-client relationships’, empirical 

studies tend to estimate patronage by examining the partisan affiliations of 

bureaucrats. The content analysis confirmed this, as patronage and political parties 
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were frequently connected. From a patron-client perspective, parties are considered 

patrons, and their appointees are seen as clients (STARONOVA and RYBÁŘ, 2021).  

 

Table 01. Concepts of patronage 

Concept of patronage Authors 

1. Patron-client relationships  Demir, 2017; Flinders and Matthews, 2012; Jiang, 
2018; Junyan Jiang and Zhang, 2020; Staronova and 
Rybář, 2021; Zeng, 2019 

2. Exchange of jobs or other benefits for political 
support or loyalty 

Aspinall and As’Ad, 2015; Sundell, 2014; Tadić and 
Elbasani, 2018; Zeng, 2019 

3. Distribution of public jobs to allies or 
partisans 

Brassiolo et al., 2020; Cameron, 2010; Cooper, 2018; 
Feeney and Kingsley, 2008; Kopecký et al., 2022; 
Lopez and Silva, 2022; Mikkelsen, 2013  

4. Distribution of public jobs based on political 
criteria (in contrast to merit-based 
recruitment) 

Meyer-Sahling, 2006; Nunes, 2015; Schuster, 2017, 
2016 

5. Power of political leaders, president, or 
parties to appoint 

Bach, 2020; Di Mascio, 2014; Iacoviello and Llano, 
2017; Llano, 2019; Mikkelsen, 2013; Scherlis, 2013; 
Silva and Jalali, 2016a, 2016b; Sotiropoulos, 2004    

6. Pork-barrel allocations or clientelism Golden, 2003 

Source: Elaborated by the author based on Final collection (N=144). 

 

Nevertheless, these definitions are not mutually exclusive, as scholars 

usually combine different elements related to patronage. For instance, Zeng (2019) 

defines patronage as the distribution of public jobs to clients in exchange for their 

political support, combining the first two definitions in Table 01. Likewise, 

Mikkelsen (2013) describes it as the power of political leaders to appoint loyalists 

to public jobs to control public administration. Bersch et al. (2022) use the concept 

of ‘patronage coalition’ to refer to all appointees who are not members of the cabinet 

coalitions but are affiliated with political parties and selected through non-merit-

based processes.  

Definitions are often connected by two elements: discretion and the 

dichotomy between merit-based and non-merit-based criteria. According to 

Campbell (2020), patronage implies recruitment that prioritizes the relationship 

between the recruiter and the applicant over qualifications. In this context, the 

political dimension refers to the use of non-merit-based criteria in the selection of 

bureaucrats.  

Thus, patronage is frequently associated with political appointments or the 

recruitment of bureaucrats, which may serve different purposes. The classical 

‘politician dilemma’ refers to two goals related to political appointments: gaining 
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political or electoral support and ensuring policy implementation. The president or 

the competent authority must choose between rewarding partisans in exchange for 

political support or nominating officers aligned with his/her ideological preferences 

to implement proposed policies (GEDDES, 1994). Phrased differently, the literature 

generally approaches two types of motivations behind patronage: rewarding 

individuals in exchange for political support and exerting control over the 

bureaucracy to ensure that policies are implemented (STARONOVA and RYBÁŘ, 

2021).  

Table 02 presents some examples of studies discussing patronage goals. It 

becomes evident from the table that authors tend to focus on these two goals 

(control vs reward or policy vs support), although other purposes exist. 

 

Table 02. Patronage goals   

Goals Authors 

Control over the bureaucracy or agencies Bach, 2020; Bersch et al., 2022; Dahlström et al., 2022; 
Di Mascio, 2014; Kenny, 2015; Kopecký et al., 2016; 
Meyer-Sahling and Veen, 2012;  Mikkelsen, 2013; 
Scherlis, 2013; Silva and Jalali, 2016a, 2016b; 
Staronova and Rybář, 2021;  Üstüner and Yavuz, 2018; 

Creation of political organizations Kopecký et al., 2022; Scherlis, 2013;   
Democratic goals Bearfield, 2009 
Policy goals Kopecký et al., 2022; Meyer-Sahling, 2006; Meyer -

Sahling and Veen, 2012; Scherlis, 2013;  
Political support or loyalty Colonnelli et al., 2019; Kopecký et al., 2022; Meyer-

Sahling, 2006; Mueller, 2015; ; Rogowski and Simko, 
2022 

Reward to partisans or allies Bersch et al., 2022; Brassiolo et al., 2020; Cameron, 
2010;Meyer-Sahling, 2006; Rogowski and Simko, 
2022; Silva and Jalali, 2016a; Staronova and Rybář, 
2021  

Reform Scherlis, 2013; Schuster, 2016 

Source: Elaborated by the author based on Final collection (N=144). 

 

The qualitative analysis has confirmed that the two most frequently cited 

goals within this research literature are control over the government and political 

support or loyalty. Nevertheless, control over the government is interpreted in 

various ways. While several scholars focus on control over the bureaucracy to 

implement the party’s policy goals (MEYER-SAHLING, 2006; MEYER-SAHLING and 

VEEN, 2012; SCHERLIS, 2013), others, such as Kopecký et al. (2022), associate 

control with party-building and the utilization of state resources. In this context, 

patronage is seen as a strategy for building parties’ organizational networks within 
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the state. Accordingly, parties take over state institutions to advance their interests 

vis-à-vis their opponents. 

Like the diverse concepts of patronage, these goals are not mutually 

exclusive. Not surprisingly, authors usually mention more than one goal or 

motivation (BEARFIELD, 2009; SCHERLIS, 2013), which may lead to the 

development of typologies of patronage (discussed in more detail below). 

The appointment of loyalists is seen as a strategy to increase the political leader’s 

control over the bureaucracy. According to scientific literacy, exerting control over 

the public bureaucracy aims to implement the program of the higher-level authority 

(policy goals). Furthermore, the reward is typically associated with an exchange for 

political or electoral support (COLONNELLI et al., 2019).  

Nonetheless, the dichotomy between political/electoral support and policy 

implementation (or reward vs control) is illusory. Appointing partisans or 

coalition members (related to reward/support) might also facilitate policy 

implementation (control), as the executive leader needs political support 

to implement policies (ALBRECHT, 2021). According to the coding matrix (Table 

03)2, control over government, political support, and reward to partisans or allies 

are usually connected in the texts. 

Investigating patronage goals presents methodological challenges due to 

the inherent difficulty in assessing motivations. Authors employ a variety of proxies, 

including the number of discretionary positions, personnel appointment systems, 

the scale of the public sector employment, and public spending (DI MASCIO, 2014; 

DOYON and KELLER, 2020; KENNY, 2015; LIU, 2021; SCHERLIS, 2013). The most 

commonly used data source is expert surveys. Additionally, career indicators of 

partisan loyalty serve as a standard proxy to identify patronage and political 

connections among government officers (BACH, 2020). Despite the many definitions 

and goals associated with patronage, most studies focus on political parties. Table 

04 shows the number of documents citing political organizations: political parties 

are cited in 56 publications regarding patronage, followed by bureaucrats (54) and 

politicians or elected officials (42). The research literature barely mentions 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
2The matrix serves to analyze the relationships between codes by showing the number of files coded 

with one or more codes simultaneously. 
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other political organizations, such as interest groups, social movements, and 

unions. 

 

Table 03. Coding matrix of patronage goals 
 

A: Control 
over the 
government 

B: Creation of 
political 
organizations 

C: Democratic 
goals 

D: 
Policy 
goals 

E: Political 
support or 
loyalty 

F: 
Reforms 

G: Reward 
to partisans 
or allies 

1: Control over 
the government 

__ 
01 0 02 06 01 06 

2 Creation of 
political 
organizations 

01 
__ 

0 01 01 01 02 

3: Democratic 
goals 

0 0 
__ 

0 0 0 0 

4: Policy goals 02 01 0 __ 03 01 02 

5: Political 
support or 
loyalty 

06 01 0 03 
__ 

01 07 

6: Reforms 01 01 0 01 01 __ 01 

7: Reward to 
partisans or 
allies 

06 02 0 02 07 01 
__ 

TOTAL 16 06 0 09 18 05 18 

Source: Elaborated by the author based on Final collection (N=144). 

 

Table 04. Coding matrix of actors 
 

A: Patronage 

1: Bureaucrats or government employees 54 

2: Citizens (public) 05 

3: Interest groups 05 

4: Lobbyists 0 

5: Ministers 12 

6: NGOs or non-profit organizations 0 

7: Political parties 56 

8: Politicians or elected officials 42 

9: President, PM, or Executive leader 22 

10: Social movements 01 

11: Trade unions or professional associations 01 

Source: Elaborated by the author based on texts from the final collection mentioning ‘patronage’ 
(N=144). 
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There is a gap in the existing literature concerning the empirical 

investigation of patron-client relations beyond political parties. Since the authority 

to appoint and remove individuals usually lies with formal authorities, 

studies tend to concentrate on the executive leader, political parties, or politicians. 

Nevertheless, this formal prerogative might be informally delegated to other 

stakeholders, such as lower-level authorities (ALBRECHT, 2021). 

Furthermore, the authorities’ decisions regarding appointees may be influenced 

by other actors. The existing definitions and typologies of patronage predominantly 

focus on political parties and the dichotomy between control (policy) and reward 

(support). They overlook other types of patron-client relationships. Thus, the 

literature lacks a conceptual framework that incorporates stakeholders beyond 

political parties and offers more flexibility regarding patronage goals. 

Social movements and other stakeholders are cited in the literature on 

representative bureaucracy (ABERS, 2019; ABERS and OLIVEIRA, 2015), where the 

term ‘patronage’ is avoided. Thus, it is noted that politicization and patronage often 

carry pejorative meanings when associated with clientelism, corruption, diminished 

state capacity, or deficiency in service delivery, among other dysfunctions 

(BRESLER-GONEN and DOWDING, 2009; CAMERON, 2010; DIERICKX, 2003). 

Nonetheless, most recent studies have highlighted that patronage might also offer 

certain advantages, such as responsiveness to society or political programs and 

innovation (CARDOSO and MARENCO, 2020; TORAL, 2020). 

 

Towards a new typology of patronage 

Although most studies relate patronage to political parties, there is 

evidence suggesting that other actors might affect political appointments. In the 

United States, for instance, interest groups may exert influence over political 

appointments through oversight mechanisms (BERTELLI and LYNN, 2004; 

BERTELLI and FELDMANN, 2007). In Brazil, a growing body of research has 

revealed the connections between government officers and social movements or 

interest organizations (ABERS, 2019, ABERS and OLIVEIRA, 2015; ALBRECHT, 

2021). Yet, the literature on political appointments predominantly concentrates on 

political parties (LOPES and VIEIRA, 2020). These connections might affect 

the probability of being appointed as much as partisan affiliation. Given that 
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government officers play a significant role in designing policies, interest groups may 

try to influence them by persuading public authorities to appoint their members. 

The process of influencing decisions might involve selecting bureaucrats and 

shaping policies directly.   

Studies recognize that patronage might serve various purposes and actors. 

Some authors add adjectives to the term ‘patronage’. Meyer-Sahling and Veen 

(2012) use the expression ‘party patronage’ to refer to the distribution of goods 

(including public jobs) to party supporters. Likewise, Staronova and Rybář (2021) 

relate party patronage to the role of parties appointing their clients to public 

positions. The most complete typology is offered by Bearfield (2009), who describes 

four styles of patronage according to their goals: building organizations, achieving 

equalitarian goals, bridging political cleavages, and reforming the patronage system. 

More recently, Ramos Larraburo Ramos et al. (2018) proposed a typology 

based on the nature of trust between patrons and appointees, as well as the skills 

patrons seek. The authors innovate by focusing on the different patronage roles, 

categorizing trust as partisan and non-partisan, and skills as either professional or 

political. Patronage roles include (LARRABURO et al., 2018): 

01. Party professionals: “appointees combining partisan trust and techno-

professional competence” (LARRABURO et al., 2018); 02. Programmatic 

technocrats: appointees combining non-partisan trust and techno-professional 

competence; 03. Apparatchiks: appointees combining partisan trust with 

political competence. It includes ‘party operators’, ‘commissars’, ‘brokers’, and 

‘activists’; and 04. Political agents: appointees combining non-partisan trust with 

political skills.  It encompasses ‘fixers’, ‘minders’, and ‘electoral agents’. 

Both classifications advanced the research agenda by proposing a more 

comprehensive understanding of patronage and extending its scope beyond its 

relationship with clientelism. Nonetheless, they focus on elements that might be 

difficult to assess, such as motivations and skill sets. Furthermore, Ramos Larraburo 

et al. (2018) continue to focus on party systems and institutionalization. Overall, 

studies generally overlook types of patronage beyond partisan patronage, 

particularly in empirical investigations. Empirical research commonly uses partisan 

affiliation as a proxy for patronage, partisan engagement, or politicization (LOPEZ 
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and SILVA, 2019). Tang et al. (2022) criticize the excessive attention given to 

political parties but still ignore other types of non-partisan patronage, apart from 

those mentioned by Bearfield (2009).  

Descriptions of bureaucrats are complex and extend beyond a simple divide 

between political and professional dimensions, as they may have mixed experiences. 

Characteristics such as technical expertise and political engagement are not 

mutually exclusive; for instance, an appointee might have worked in various sectors 

such as corporations, government bodies, and research institutions (ALBRECHT, 

2021). Bureaucrats might be recruited from diverse backgrounds including 

academia, interest groups, and the private sector (MEYER-SAHLING, 2008). 

Although the research literature on public bureaucracy focuses on political 

parties, government officers, and politicians, it is plausible that other patrons and 

clients operate in this setting. Based on previous classifications (BEARFIELD, 2009; 

LARRABURO et al., 2018), I propose five types of patronage categorized according 

to the type of patron and the nature of their relationship with the client: 

01. Political-individual patronage:  the patron is a politician or public 

authority (policymaker with formal political power), and the relationship is based 

on ideological alignment or political bargaining (votes, policies, among other 

goods); 02. Political-partisan patronage: the patron is a political party, and the 

relationship relies on partisan affiliation or engagement; 03. Political-societal 

patronage: the patron is an association, social movement, or interest organization. 

The relationship is once more grounded in ideological alignments; and 04. Personal 

patronage: the exchange results from personal ties between the patron and his/her 

client, e.g., family or friendship. 

This classification is based on ideal types rather than mutually exclusive 

categories. Therefore, a relationship might encompass more than one type of 

patronage simultaneously. This framework does not connote clientelism or 

corruption, as this relationship is not necessarily illicit or self -regarding. 

Merely appointing someone does not necessarily indicate a patronage relationship, 

as appointees might be recruited through formal application processes instead of 

being supported or nominated by an authority or organization.  

This typology offers many advantages for future studies. First, it is simple 

and broad enough to be applied in different contexts. Second, it reinstates the core 
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element of patronage – patron-client relations – by addressing the questions ‘Who 

is the patron?’ and ‘What is the nature of the relationship between the patron and 

the client?’. This classification departs from the concept proposed by Toral (2020), 

which associates patronage with the discretionary power of politicians in 

appointing bureaucrats. Albeit useful for distinguishing patronage from other 

concepts, such as clientelism, this definition might contribute to confounding 

patronage with other terms (e.g., political appointments and politicization). 

Answering the questions above is not easy. Empirical studies might identify 

the types of patronage mentioned by exploring evidence related to who appoints 

individuals and the nature of their relationship with the appointee. This involves 

analyzing informal practices since the formal authority may not always be the one 

directly nominating the appointees. Regarding formal authority, it is possible to 

identify who is responsible for appointing individuals to public office by analyzing 

rules and statutes. However, identifying the true patron behind the political 

appointment made by formal authority poses the greatest challenge. This could be 

investigated using diverse data sources, such as interviews, surveys, and other 

documents. Social Network Analysis offers a valuable approach to assessing 

connections between patrons and clients. For instance, it can identify if they 

attended the same institutions (eg., OLIVIERI, 2007; PERISSINOTTO et al., 

2017) or were members of the same group. Prosopography, which involves the 

study of collective biographies, might also help to identify connections. 

Empirical studies in this field rely on expert surveys. To complement these studies, 

it would be useful to assess the insiders' perspectives, i.e., bureaucrats and 

appointees, using surveys and interviews. They have critical information 

on appointments and the role of political and personal connections. 

Moreover, this classification does not assume a direct link between 

patronage and the characteristics of bureaucrats. Instead, it allows empirical studies 

to analyze whether patron-client relations might influence the appointment of 

bureaucrats with specific profiles or career paths. It is worth noting that the 

literature tends to associate patronage with non-merit-based recruitment and 

bureaucrats with a political profile, as opposed to meritocratic selection, which 

prioritizes civil servants with technical expertise (BORGES, 2020; BRESLER-GONEN 
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and DOWDING, 2009; CHUDNOVSKY, 2017; COOPER, 2021). This reproduces the 

traditional logic of dichotomy between politics and administration. Some authors 

(FERRAZ, 2020; POLGA-HECIMOVICH, 2021; TORAL, 2021) challenge this logic by 

recognizing the hybrid nature and political roles of bureaucrats. In contrast to 

mainstream literature, they highlight the potential benefits of patronage, such as 

service delivery (TORAL, 2021), bureaucratic accountability (TORAL, 2021), and the 

capacity of agencies to coordinate for economic growth (JIANG, 2018). 

Finally, the proposed typology highlights the distinction between patronage 

and the politicization of the bureaucracy, although they might be connected. While 

bureaucratic politicization refers to the relationship between politics and 

administration, patronage is an exchange relationship in which a patron sponsors a 

client. The concept does not suggest that this exchange will always be driven by 

political affinity. Therefore, a broader understanding of politicization is necessary, 

acknowledging that it involves actors beyond political parties, such as interest 

groups and social movements. 

Some public positions might be distributed to acquaintances or family 

members of political authorities (CAMERON, 2010). Cameron (2010) categorizes 

this as a type of ‘politicization’ less subject to political control. Similarly, Ferraz 

(2020) incorporates personal ties into the definition of patronage. Conversely, 

Mikkelsen (2013) argues that patronage is not based on familial or kinship ties, 

which are characteristic of nepotism. The author associates patronage with self-

regarding transactions. I argue that patronage involves different types of 

connections, including personal relationships, without necessarily being 

self-regarding. It is political when this relationship is related to ideological 

alignment or bargaining.  

 

Final remarks 

This paper presents the findings of an extensive literature review on 

patronage and politicization. Through qualitative content analysis of publications, 

the study indicated that research on the topic is primarily focused on political 

parties as the prominent patrons in the distribution of public positions. Further 

studies are necessary to delve more deeply into the role of other organizations. 
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Politics comprises a variety of actors and practices beyond political parties and 

formal institutions. For instance, interest groups might try to affect policy by 

appointing members or loyalists  (ALBRECHT, 2021; MANCUSO and GOZETTO, 

2018). Moreover, patronage might serve different goals, and it is not necessarily 

positive or negative. Its effects on service delivery and state capacity might be 

further explored. 

In addition to mapping concepts, this paper proposes a new typology of 

patronage that highlights other actors in addition to political parties. To 

complement existing research, I propose four types of patronage based on the 

nature of the ties between patrons and their clients. In addition to 

reinstating the core element of the definition of patronage, this typology is more 

comprehensive and comprises measurable elements. Given the complexity of this 

topic, a triangulation of methods and techniques is needed, including 

prosopography, interviews and surveys with bureaucrats, and social network 

analysis. Further comparative studies are necessary to assess the practicability of 

this theoretical framework in empirical research. 

The proposed typology allows future studies to examine whether certain 

types of patronage lead to specific bureaucrat profiles. A key challenge lies 

in measuring these variables. Classifying bureaucrats as ‘political’ or ‘technocrats’ 

might be challenging due to the hybrid nature of the public bureaucracy. Defining 

what qualifies as ‘political’ is both crucial and challenging. While some studies relate 

patronage and politicization to partisan affiliation, such data might not be available 

in several countries. Moreover, affiliation is not the only type of partisan 

engagement, and other organizations may influence appointments to public 

positions. Parties are not the only patrons; bureaucrats engage in different 

relationships and political endeavors. Recognizing this diversity is crucial to 

overcoming the illusory divide between politics and administration. 
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