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ABSTRACT

The Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT) in Brazil, a once radical and programmatic party
whose impressive rise in Brazil’s patronage-oriented political system appeared to defy
institutionalist logic, has come to look more like its catchall competitors. Rather than
continuing to build upon its earlier promise to shape the party system in a more
programmatic direction and induce higher standards of conduct among the country’s
politicians, the PT—once called an “anomaly” and the most likely case for continued
difference —has itself become more like a typical Brazilian party. This evolution resulted
from the increasing emphasis that party leaders placed on immediate vote—maximization
and the corresponding moves to bring the party closer to the political center. While this
shift expanded the party’s electoral base, the pull to power rendered the PT more
vulnerable to institutional incentives and effectively compromised its political integrity.
Thus, rather than transforming the system, the PT became yet another of its victims.

RESUME

El Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT) de Brasil, que fuera un partido radical y programdtico
cuyo notable ascenso en un sistema politico orientado hacia el patronazgo parecia
desafiar la I6gica institucionalista, ha comenzado a parecerse a sus competidores atrapa-
todo. En lugar de continuar construyendo sobre sus promesas iniciales de orientar el
sistema de partidos en una direccién mds programadtica e inducir pautas de conducta mas
exigentes entre los politicos del pais, el PT (alguna vez calificado como “anomalia” y del
que se esperaba que siguiera siendo diferente) ha devenido mds parecido a un tipico
partido brasilefio. Esta evolucion resultd del acento creciente que los lideres partidarios
colocan en la maximizacion inmediata de votos y del correspondiente desplazamiento del
partido hacia el centro del espectro politico. Aunque este cambio ampli6 la base electoral
del partido, el arrastre hacia el poder volvié al PT mds vulnerable a los incentivos
institucionales y puso en riesgo efectivamente su integridad politica. Asi, en lugar de
transformar el sistema, el PT se convirtio en otra mas de sus victimas.
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Evangelicals, a group that has voted against the PT historically, constitute a sizable share
of Brazil’s population.” Also, the PL’s stronghold, Minas Gerais, is the state with the
second largest number of electoral votes.” Moreover, the PL’s president, industrialist
José Alencdr, has strong connections to the business community. The reasoning was that
he could soften business resistance to the prospect of a PT-led presidency if he became
Lula’s vice-presidential running mate.” With similar calculations in mind, the PT also
managed to secure the support of one faction of the PMDB, arguably the most
opportunistic of existing Brazilian parties.

The shift to a vote-maximizing orientation induced the PT leadership to adopt
another standard practice of catchall Brazilian parties: to closely analyze public opinion
polls and respond to their findings with the help of professional consultants and
publicists. Whereas the PT had eschewed such practices earlier, considering it more
important to clarify the substance of its programs and convince people to embrace the
party’s ideals (Sampaio 1989), three presidential losses suggested that this was not a
winning strategy, at least in the short to medium term. Party pragmatists led the way in
advocating that the PT gain more knowledge about what voters actually thought,
especially about the party. Accepting the importance of style and media images as bases
for voters’ judgments, they built support for the notion of political marketing (Almeida
1997: 12-15). By 2002, Lula had hired to run his campaign Brazil’s best-known and most
expensive publicist, Duda Mendonga, who had earned a reputation for successfully
advising a number of prominent politicians from the right. One of Mendonga’s main
objectives was to remake the image of the party and its candidate, embodied in
everything from giving Lula a more typically “presidential” physical appearance to
formulating catchy yet unobjectionable slogans like “Lula, paz e amor” (Lula, Peace and
Love) and “O PT: para um Brasil decente” (The PT: For a Decent Brazil.)

Pragmatism apparently won out as well with respect to addressing the party’s
financial shortfalls. The PT had always struggled to progress with exceedingly modest
resources in a country where political campaigns are among the most expensive in the
world. Due precisely to its radicalism, the party was not a natural recipient of (legal)
business contributions. Compared to other parties, the PT not only received far less

money from donations overall,” but a smaller percentage of it came from business
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(Samuels 2001: 39).” Monetary restrictions had hampered the effectiveness of Lula’s
first three presidential campaigns in wide-ranging ways. Pursuing vote maximization in a
system where mainstream parties employ high levels of private campaign spending
turned the PT’s limited resources into an even greater obstacle than when party building
was the overriding priority and organizational strategies—such as mobilizing militants to
promote the party label —went a longer way toward overcoming material disadvantages.
Although the PT’s image and aspirations had shifted by the late 1990s, its financial
standing continued to reflect a more radical past and thus posed an obstacle to its new
ambitions.

In the end, the single-minded determination to win the presidency subjected the
party to financial pressures and temptations it had previously withstood. Just how far the
PT was willing to bend the ethical standards at the core of its reputation became clear
halfway into Lula’s presidential term. Apparently, underpinning the 2002 campaign (and
possibly that of 1998) was an intricate and illegal scheme whereby PT mayors extracted
kickbacks from private and public firms seeking municipal contracts (most prominently
in the area of garbage collection and transportation) and then diverted these “donations”
into a secret campaign slush fund. Disputed details aside, no one within the PT denies the
existence of a “caixa dois” (second cash till). The publicist responsible for Lula’s 2002
campaign has admitted receiving money from these funds through an illegal account held
in the Bahamas. Even Lula himself has acknowledged the party’s use of the caixa dois in
a defense to the effect of “The PT only did what other Brazilian parties have done all
along” (O Globo, July 18, 2005).

The Benefits of Moderation Against a History of Difference

Election and survey results from 2002 suggest that the PT had evolved to the
point of striking that crucial but difficult balance between retaining an alternative identity
and assimilating to the political environment, a challenge for former ideological parties
seeking to broaden their support base. Otto Kirchheimer encapsulated it well: “There is
need for enough brand differentiation to make the article plainly recognizable, but the
degree of differentiation must never be so great as to make the potential customer fear he

will be out on a limb” (1966: 192). In short, while the PT continued to benefit from the
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broad contours of the political and economic profile it had established in earlier years,
moderating its image no doubt helped it expand its vote share.”

Clearly, many votes cast for Lula in 2002 were rooted in the PT’s historic profile.
A binomial logit analysis based on Brazil’s National Election Survey of 2002, presented
and explained at length elsewhere (Hunter 2005), suggests that voters’ reservations about
economic liberalism and their attachment to modern political principles had a positive
and significant impact on voting for the PT in the first and second round presidential
contests. These attitudes were determined through indexes constructed around relevant
survey questions. The economic index was based on what respondents thought should be
the ideal level of government involvement (full public control, full private-sector control
or mixed public/private control) in various sectors of the economy. The political
orientation index was constructed around people’s stated criteria in selecting a party (with
options like “the party program” and “the honesty of party personnel” considered more
modern than answers like “having friends and family members in the party”) and around
a scenario where the reception of given public services depends on political
intermediation, and the respondent is asked whether political assistance should be
accepted to secure the good. Anti-market attitudes and anti-clientelist political sentiments
were important predictors of voting for Lula even though anti-incumbent sentiment also
figured prominently.

At the same time, the PT’s moderated profile clearly enhanced its electoral
support base. Comparisons of key variables across the four presidential races in which
Lula was a candidate are telling in this regard. Falling rejection rates reflect well the
evolving image of the party and of Lula, its symbolic leader, in a less sectarian direction
over time. Whereas the number registering an active aversion to Lula was judged to be as
high as 40 percent of the electorate in 1989, this rate decreased to roughly 32 percent in
1994,” fell further to approximately 27 percent in 1998,° and was estimated at
somewhere between 10 and 16 percent in 2002.”” Needless to say, while lower rejection
rates do not necessarily translate into active support for a given candidate, they can only

increase a given candidate’s chances of gaining an electoral majority.
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TABLE 5

Pro-State & Politically Modern Influences on the Lula Vote (Logit Results), 2002

Coefficients (with standard errors)

Lula Vote 1 Round

Lula Vote 2" Round

Variable Model 1 Model 2
Political Modernity
Political Modern Index .190 (.086)* .134 (.098)
Educationally Modern .208 (.104)* 313 (.116)*
State/Market Attitudes
Pro-State Index .019 (.008)* .029 (.009)**
Controls
Family Income -.111 (.036)** -.067 (.035)
Educational Attainment -.007 (.011) -.009 (.012)
Evangelical -1.045 (.168)** -.150 (.175)
Medium-Sized City .302 (.033) .189 (.189)
Large-Sized City 478 (175)* 122 (.190)
Mega-City .278 (.175) .072 (.189)
South .215 (.173) .216 (.254)
Southeast .191 (.236) .310 (.218)
North .310 (.205) -.168 (.357)
Northeast .034 (.221) .594 (.239)*
FHC Problem Solving -.247 (.338)*" -.251 (.035)**
PT Partisan 1.683 ((171)*
PSDB Partisan -1.928 (.355)**
Constant -.123 (.345) .014 (.369)
N 1656 1650
-2 Log Likelihood 2238.489° 1888.690°
Cox & Snell R Square .075 172
Nagelkerke R Square .100 .237
Null Model 51.2% 65.1%
Predicted Model 62.3% 70.4%
Reduction of Error 22.7% 15.2%

*p>.05;"p>.01.

Source: Brazilian National Election Survey, 2002

Other survey responses reflect a similar perception of a less sectarian party in

later years. For example, a 1994 poll asked people whether they thought Lula, if elected
president, would confer with broad-ranging societal sectors (including the business
community) or confine his consultations to the party. In 1994, nearly 40 percent of all

respondents thought he would not seek out broader opinions when making decisions
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(Almeida 1996: 215). By contrast, in 2002 only 14.8 percent of respondents reported
thinking this way.™

Furthermore, by softening the ideological content of its campaign, the PT was
able to appeal to a wider range of voters.” Whereas Lula’s early following featured an
overrepresentation of voters with high levels of education and middle-class incomes, over
time it included more and more people from the lowest education and income brackets.
And while Lula initially suffered a deficit of support among older Brazilians, by 1998
and 2002 he had made significant headway in this regard. Similarly, whereas polls from
1989, 1994 and even 1998 show a nine to ten percentage point male preference for Lula,
in 2002 he closed this gap. Lula was also able to extend his support over a significant
portion of the ideological spectrum, with the exception of people who classified
themselves on the far right (Brazilian National Election Survey, 2002). The regional base
of support for the PT also evened out strikingly over time. In 1989, PT followers were
concentrated in the South and Southeast, the wealthier and more industrialized regions of
the country. By 2002, the party was able to bring the majority of voters from the less
developed North and Northeast into its camp, along with the Center-West.

TABLE 6

Regional Breakdown of Second Round Presidential Election Results (‘89 vs. ‘02)

Collor vs. Lula (1989) Lula vs. Serra (2002)
NORTH 70.5 29.5 58.2 41.8
NORTHEAST 55.7 443 61.5 38.5
SOUTHEAST 50.5 49.5 63.0 37.0
SOUTH 48.3 51.7 58.8 41.2
CENTER WEST 63.2 36.8 57.3 42.7
BRAZIL TOTAL 53.0 47.0 61.3 38.7

Source: Jairo Nicolau’s IUPERJ website.

In short, if the aim of PT strategists was to pick up the “median voter,” they

succeeded in doing so or at least in moving much closer to this goal.
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IV. THE DARKER SIDE OF ADAPTATION

All of this came at an eventual cost, however. While the shift to vote
maximization allowed the PT to become a leading political contender, it rendered the
party more susceptible to systemic incentives, including those related to the financing of
campaigns.®’ The full weight exerted by these incentives became apparent only much
later, with the media’s revelation in July 2005 of the caixa dois scheme coordinated by
PT mayors. The news broke in conjunction with the discovery of another corruption
scheme, this time operated by the PT-led national government.

Presidential victory had shifted the structure of institutional incentives facing the
PT from the electoral to the governing arena, opening up new issues. The most prominent
of these was the disjuncture between holding the presidency and controlling less than 20
percent of seats in the Chamber of Deputies. How Lula and his team would muster
Congressional backing—especially since the campaign pledge to pursue neoliberal
constitutional reforms in areas like social security and taxation would require
supermajorities—would crucially affect the government’s success and the party’s future.

’

Evidently, one method they used was the “mensaldo,” monthly bribes amounting to
several million dollars paid to congressional allies in exchange for their legislative
support.

The caixa dois scheme, together with the mensaldo, has severely damaged the
reputation for programmatic and ethical politics that the party built over the course of two
decades. Testifying to this loss in the public’s faith are falling approval ratings of the
government and of Lula himself despite the strong performance of the Brazilian
economy. The impact of these corruption scandals has been serious enough to jeopardize
Lula’s chances of winning reelection. Once thought to be a “shoo-in” for 2006, this is
now far less clear. In short, after what appeared to be an initial reaction of disbelief and

denial among many Brazilians, the public has begun to digest the fact that somewhere

along the way the party that once offered hope for change fell prey to the system.
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FIGURE 7
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The scandal has also thrown the PT into an internal crisis. Militants who
dedicated years of their time and energy to the party and its ideals feel tremendously
betrayed by the leadership, which took pragmatism to the extreme. After quieting down
in the period surrounding Lula’s presidential victory, longstanding divisions and tensions
about how far the party should go to enhance its competitive capacity have resurfaced
dramatically. A number of historic PT figures have left the party. The party organization
has responded to these developments by asking members to redouble their commitment
to the PT. It remains to be seen whether this plea will meet with the same level of
sacrifice that PT enthusiasts were willing to make in the past.

Ironically, the measures deemed necessary to come to power and be successful
thereafter are precisely those now threatening the party’s future. Facing perhaps the
single most severe crisis of its existence, the party and its future are open to question.

Even if the PT manages to smooth over internal tensions and keep winning enough votes
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to remain a significant party, it can no longer claim to stand above “politics as usual,” a

crucial aspect of its electoral success even as recently as 2002.

CONCLUSION

The PT, a once radical programmatic party that rose against expectations in
Brazil’s patronage-oriented political system, has come to look more like its catchall
competitors. After an early period of pursuing a strategy of differentiation, the party
turned to vote maximization and moved toward the center. Testimony to the powerful
role that institutional incentives exert on parties that care about maximizing their share of
the electorate is the fact that even a party like the PT, with a committed core of militants
and a long history of radicalism, fell into traditional patterns of behavior after it redefined
its interests. If even the PT could not resist employing measures that are the logical
instruments of a vote-maximizing strategy within the context of Brazilian politics, it is
highly unlikely that any other party could. That the individuals responsible for designing
and implementing these measures had played a prominent role in founding the party, that
they supported radical platforms before the mid-1990s, and that they switched course
fairly rapidly thereafter in line with a changing political landscape featuring a new mix of
opportunities and constraints all reinforce support for a strategic perspective of political
change.

The PT had originally hoped that it could help change Brazilian politics by virtue
of its own example of difference. In this connection, after Lula’s 1989 loss to Fernando
Collor, Margaret Keck wrote, “While prevented by its very project from fully adapting to
its political environment, it has not succeeded in changing it. Ten years after it began, the
PT remains an anomaly”(1992: 19). Where is the party twenty-five years after it began?
The PT may well have contributed to some changes, e.g., the creation of a more
organized civil society, a greater sense of empowerment among the poor, and a more
institutionalized party system with lower rates of volatility. But it has fallen woefully
short of transforming Brazil’s political system. Moreover, having adopted many of the
practices of its catchall competitors, no longer is the party an anomaly. Without changing
the established rules of the game—infinitely larger and more powerful than the party

itself —rather than transforming the system, the PT become yet another victim of it.



26 Hunter

APPENDIX

FIGURE 1

Evolution of Partisan Preferences, 1989-2003
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TABLE 1
CONGRESSIONAL ELECTIONS
% of PT Seats # of PT Seats in # of PT Senators
in Chamber of Deputies Chamber of Deputies

Year

1982 1.7 8 0
1986 3.3 16 0
1990 7.0 37 1
1994 9.6 50 5
1998 11.3 60 8
2002 17.7 91 14

Source: JAIRO NICOLAU'’s IUPERJ website.

TABLE 2

MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS

YEAR PT MAYORS PT COUNCILLORS
1982 2 127

1988 36 1006

1992 54 1100

1996 115 1895

2000 187 2475

Source: JAIRO NICOLAU’s IUPERJ website.




28 Hunter
TABLE 3
LULA’S RECORD IN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS
YEAR 15T ROUND % 2N° ROUND %
OF VOTES OF VOTES
1989 17.2 47.0
1994 27.0 —
1998 31.7 —
2002 46.4 61.3
Source: JAIRO NICOLAU’s IUPERJ website.
TABLE 4
IDEOLOGICAL BLOCS IN THE CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES (1982-2002)*
1. CHAMBER de DEPUTIES FROM 1982 UNTIL 2002
1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002
RT 49.1 33.4 42.2 38.9 35.7 33.3
CT 445 56.9 36.7 39 415 33.3
LT 6.5 9.6 19.9 21.6 22.1 32.3
2. PT SHARE WITHIN THE LEFT BLOC
1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002
26.1% 34.3% 35.1% 44.4% 51.2% 54.7%

Source of electoral data: Jairo Nicolau’s IUPERJ website.

*Coppedge (1997) informs these categorizations of left, right, and center.
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ENDNOTES

' Partisan identification rates are notoriously low in Brazil (Carreirdo and Kinzo 2004;
Samuels 2006). Figure A (in the appendix) charts the evolution of partisan support for the
PT.

* In Brazil’s highly fragmented Congress, the PT held 91 of 513 seats in the lower house
following the 2002 election. Figure B (in the appendix) shows the evolution of the PT
delegation in that body.

’ See Figure C in the appendix.

* Figure D (in the appendix) shows Lula’s first and second round vote shares in the 1989,
1994, 1998, and 2002 presidential elections.

> Not surprisingly, the left bloc has grown since Brazil’s transition to democracy in 1985,
as suggested by Figure E(1). What deserves special attention is the expansion of the PT
within the left, as Figure E(2) shows. Other left options that were reasonably viable in the
1980s have faded in favor of the PT.

% Meneguello (1989) and Keck (1992) remain excellent analyses of the PT in the first
decade of its existence (1979-1989).

7 PT governance in cities was characterized by a participatory governing style and a
unique array of social programs, such as school scholarship funds, microcredit, and
family health programs.

¥ Levitsky (2003: 13—15) provides an excellent summary of this literature.

’ Not all Latin American presidential election systems operate this way. Several (e.g.,
Honduras, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, and Venezuela) elect presidents by a plurality.
Others (e.g., Argentina, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, and Ecuador) have reduced thresholds
(40 or 45 percent) for candidates to be elected in the first round (Payne et al. (2002:
chapter four).

' For others, see Strom (1990).

""'There are, however, some differences of opinion over when the PT’s moderation began
to occur. While I regard the 1994 presidential loss as a decisive turning point, others (e.g.
Novaes 1993 and Rodrigues 2002) date this process earlier.

"> See Hunter (2005) for a description of the other major parties and a justification of their
respective placement.

"The alliance issue has constituted one of the most ongoing sources of internal
disagreement, with radical factions being less favorable than their more pragmatic
counterparts to joining with non-left parties. Teoria & Debate, the PT journal that
publishes differing viewpoints on such debates, frequently features articles that speak to
this issue.

“Recent work by Andy Baker, Barry Ames, and Licio Renné (n.d.) demonstrates this
point well. First round presidential candidate Ciro Gomes managed to rise to second
place at one point, but when a series of gaffes caused the “atmospherics” on him to turn
negative there was no organization in place that could catch his fall. By contrast, Lula
had a better-organized social network, which kept large numbers of PT affiliates with him
to the end.
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" Powerful testimony to the strength of PT efforts to cultivate party label votes comes
from a public opinion poll done in 2002 (The Brazilian National Election Survey).
Whereas 93.08 percent of all those polled were able to associate the number 13 with
either the PT (77.13 percent) or with Lula (15.95 percent), less than one percent could
link the appropriate party to any of the other numbers on the list.

16" Author interview with PT Senator Ana Julia Carepa, Brasilia, August 14, 2003. Put
somewhat differently by one political opinion analyst, “There was more space for
followers of Fernando Henrique Cardoso to grow in the electorate of Lula than for Lula
to grow in the electorate of Fernando Henrique Cardoso” (Almeida 1996: 87). This same
source notes that most people saw the PSDB more experienced and competent than the
PT, and therefore a less risky option.

""" Author interview with PT Deputy, José Eduardo Cardozo, Brasilia, August 8, 2003.

'® Compatible with this institutional arrangement is the fact that PT politicians with extreme
views are to the present day more likely to be found in the Chamber of Deputies than in
positions requiring an electoral majority (namely, the presidency, mayorships of cities over
200, 000 registered voters, and senatorial and gubernatorial positions).

" See IBOPE poll, no. 339, February 1994, questions 2901-2908, and questions 2801—
2806. Unfortunately, questions in the 1989, 1994, and 1998 polls ask almost exclusively
about Lula and not the party more generally.

% Pierucci and Prandi (1994) compare Catholics who are organized into base
communities with those who are not. Support for Lula and the PT among the former in
the 1994 presidential election was nearly universal. Unorganized Catholics showed an
average propensity to vote for Lula.

*' Opinion survey (no. 00730) carried out by DATAFOLHA in August 1997.

**> Opinion survey (no. 00806) carried out by DATAFOLHA in February 1997.

> A central question that must also be asked is what allowed the party leadership such a
high degree of strategy flexibility. Many socialist parties remain bureaucratically
entrenched and unable to adapt to changing times. While recognizing the importance of
this issue, I must “bracket” it as beyond the scope of the present paper to address, and
refer readers to an informative piece by Samuels (2004) on the topic.

** Party leaders also recognized that they needed to attract voters who might have leaned
toward the PT but for their aversion to risk. Many of these voters cast their lot with
Cardoso in 1998 even after the limitations of his economic program had become clear.

» “Em busca do biliondrio liberal.” Veja On-line, February 27, 2002.

* See “Partidos comecam a discutir aliancas,”Jornal do Brasil, September 13, 1999: A—
2. “PT reelege José Dirceu e abre para aliancas,” Gazeta Mercantil, September 1, 1997,
A-8.

*7 This measure was criticized strongly by party radicals quick to draw a comparison
with the PSDB-PFL alliance forged several years earlier, the “beginning of the end” of
the once left-leaning PSDB in their view.

** Ideological differences, in addition to the historic enmity of some evangelical leaders
toward the PT, made it exceedingly difficult for many petistas to swallow this aspect of
the alliance (author interview in Brasilia on August 14, 2003 with Athos Pereira, Chief of
Staff, Office of the PT leadership in the Chamber of Deputies.) Yet, the consequences of
foregoing these votes was significant given that at least 15 percent of all Brazilian voters
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identify strongly as evangelicals. Moreover, evangelical Protestantism is expanding
rapidly among working class Brazilians (Freston 1994: 23-26).

* The perceived importance of Minas Gerais was one reason the PT also cultivated the
support of its PMDB governor, Itamar Franco. “PT ndo vence sem Itamar, afirma
Dirceu.” Folha de Sdao Paulo, May 20, 2000, A—6.

** Em busca do biliondrio liberal.” Veja On-line, February 27, 2002.

*' For example, whereas Cardoso’s declared contributions in the 1994 campaign were on
the order of $41,366,843, Lula’s were $1,741,40. The numbers for 1998 were
$37,088,337 and $1,933,129, respectively (Samuels 2001: 39).

> For example, legislative candidates from the PT each raised about 10 percent of the
amount from business that candidates from non-leftist parties did in 1994 (and did only
slightly better in 1998).

* T am not claiming to comprehensively analyze the determinants of the 2002 elections
in this section. Those successes reflected the weaknesses of the governing coalition and
of Lula’s main competitor, José Serra of the PSDB, as much as they did the particular
assets of the PT. After eight years of Cardoso, who in 1994 had saved Brazil from hyper—
inflation but by 2002 was heavily criticized for not adequately addressing unemployment
and a variety of other social ills, Brazilians wanted a change. José Serra, who squared off
against Lula in the second round, could not possibly represent this given his close
association with the Cardoso administration.

** IBOPE poll 00198, October 1989.

* IBOPE poll 00339, February 1994.

% IBOPE poll 01259, September 1998.

7 DATAFOLHA poll 01601, February 2002; DATAFOLHA poll 01692, September
2002.

* IBOPE poll 1811, question 28, November 2002. The rest either did not know or said
that he would listen to members of his governing team. Unfortunately, I could uncover no
similar survey questions for 1989 and 1998.

* This is readily discernable by comparing a large number of opinion polls that use the
same demographic categories across elections.

“ To date, however, it has not changed all patterns of behavior but mainly those
predictable from a desire to win elections. The PT’s uniquely high levels of discipline,
cohesion, and loyalty remain intact for the most part.
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