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Item Vetoes and Attempts to Override 
Them in Multiparty Legislatures 
Valeria Palanza and Gisela Sin

Abstract: This paper analyzes the dynamics of vetoes and veto overrides in 
the context of a multiparty legislature using an original dataset from the 
period 1983–2007 in Argentina. We argue that the President can use an 
“item” or “partial” veto to selectively delete articles, while keeping enough 
distributive goods in the bill to break up the coalition responsible for its 
passage, thereby eliminating support for an override. Our research reveals 
that total vetoes – which affect all legislators equally – are more likely to be 
overridden than partial vetoes. Contradicting the received wisdom that in 
multiparty legislatures override attempts are more likely under a divided 
government, we find that override attempts are more likely in plurality gov-
ernments. We use case analyses to illustrate the main arguments developed 
in this paper.  
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1 Introduction 
In October 2001, two months before President Fernando de la Rúa resigned 
as President in the midst of public unrest, the Argentine Congress enacted 
Law 25500 modifying a previously approved budget law that allowed each 
Senator and Representative to grant 50 pensions (pensiones graciables) per year 
with no restrictions regarding the recipients. The very simple bill stated that 
each legislator, regardless of political party affiliation, would be entitled to 
allot 50 pensions annually for the next ten years. This type of benefit had 
been instituted for individuals who served the country in extraordinary cir-
cumstances. But over time, legislators’ use of the pensiones graciables had be-
come highly arbitrary. Arguing that such pensions were used in a clientelistic 
manner, the President vetoed the whole law. However, one month later, 
legislators in both chambers unanimously overrode the presidential veto.  

Some ten years earlier, in December 1991, under President Carlos 
Menem, the Argentine Congress had passed a bill (Law 24057) supporting 
non-profit organizations that studied and facilitated citizens’ use of urban 
space, rural land, housing, and transportation. But the President used an 
item veto1 to remove the articles establishing the organizations’ right to take 
action on issues neglected by the federal government, receive preferential 
treatment for loans and subsidies, and work for the federal government as 
consultants about decisions related to those issues. The bill vaguely stated 
that the federal government would “promote” the creation of such organiza-
tions, without providing any specifics as to how that would be done. Indeed, 
the President’s partial veto was substantively a total veto, although legally it 
was not: since Congress did not override his veto the rest of the bill became 
law. We believe that the reasons why the President chose a full veto in one 
case and a partial veto in another affect the likelihood of congressional over-
rides.2  

1  We alternately and equivalently refer to “item vetoes” and “partial vetoes”. The 
former term derives from US politics, whereas the latter is more commonly used in 
comparative politics, especially in Latin America. See Alemán and Schwartz (2006) 
for more variations in terminology. 

2  Acknowledgements: Previous versions of this paper were presented at meeting of 
the American Political Science Association 2011, and at the Primer Encuentro Internac-
ional GEL ALACIP – Legislativos en América Latina: Mirada Crítica y Agendas Pendien-
tes, October 2011, Belo Horizonte, Brasil. We thank Jose Cheibub, Christian Grose, 
Mariana Llanos, Andrés Mejía Acosta and Erica Moreno for extensive comments 
on previous versions of this paper. We also thank Ernesto Calvo, Daniel Chasquet-
ti, Constanza Figueroa-Schibber, Eric Magar, and Juan Moraes for exchanging data 
and ideas. Bárbara Castillo, Nicolás Díaz, Felipe Monestier, Gina Reynolds, Cristó-
bal Sandoval, Jamie Scalera, Esteban Torre, and Giancarlo Visconti provided valu-
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Why did Congress override the President in the first example and not 
the second? What conditions push legislators to attempt to override presi-
dential vetoes? We focus here on the dynamics of veto overrides and how 
they are related to total and line-item vetoes. If presidential vetoes are rare 
events, as Cameron suggested (2000), then successful congressional over-
rides are even rarer. These events afford insight into the bargaining that 
takes place between the executive and legislative branches during the legisla-
tive process. We adopt a comparative perspective, considering variations in 
political environments along with override arrangements that are unlike 
those that have already been analyzed. As Alemán and Schwartz (2006) 
showed, veto prerogatives vary considerably across separation-of-powers 
systems in Latin America. We draw on empirical evidence from Argentina 
not only to understand the nature of veto bargaining in a specific case, but 
also to stimulate further theorizing about the implications of attempts at 
overrides and their success. 

Argentina’s government is composed of an executive with a four-year 
mandate and a bicameral legislature with staggered elections. Representatives 
of the House are elected through proportional representation in closed party 
lists with five to 35 seats – which results in a multiparty distribution of seats 
in Congress. Each province elects three Senators through direct elections, 
with seats allocated by the two-thirds rule: the party with the most votes 
wins two seats, and the party with the second largest amount of votes wins 
the third.3 

As in other Latin American countries, the Argentine President enjoys 
ample legislative prerogatives. Perhaps most importantly, the President is 
entrusted with decree authority – the constitutional prerogative to enact 
legislation through non-statutory means. Other presidential prerogatives 
include the exclusive authority to make propositions in key areas such as the 
budget. In Argentina, the President’s traditional veto power includes the 
authority to veto parts of approved legislation – while the remaining content 
is enacted. Overrides of presidential vetoes require the approval of two-
thirds of both congressional chambers, and are made by roll call (Schinelli 
1996: 413).  

                                                                                                         
able research assistance at different stages of this project. Valeria Palanza gratefully 
acknowledges funding provided by FONDECYT #11100174 and by Iniciativa 
Científica Milenio Proyect NS100014, Min. de Economía, Fomento y Turismo de 
Chile. Gisela Sin acknowledges the generous support of the Research board, Uni-
versity of Illinois.  

3  Prior to the constitutional reform of 1994, each provincial legislature elected two 
Senators per district.  
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Despite the Argentine President’s considerable prerogatives and high 
status as party leader, as well as the strong party discipline in Congress, ve-
toes do occur and sometimes they are overridden. Key to the functioning of 
this system is the difference between total and item vetoes.  

This paper shows that Congress is more likely to override total vetoes 
than partial vetoes because the line-item veto prerogative can undo the coa-
litions in each chamber that initially supported a bill. We claim that by using 
the line-item veto, Presidents are not just able to eliminate items far re-
moved from their own predilections, but also keep the right number of 
particularistic goods in a bill so that the right number of legislators will pre-
fer to not override.4 

We also contradict previous findings about veto enactment, finding that 
divided governments – in various forms – contribute to successful over-
rides.5 Successful overrides are more likely when the President’s party enjoys 
only a simple plurality in Congress. When the governing party (the plurality 
party) does not have a majority in at least one of the chambers it uses over-
rides as an instrument to gain credibility in its commitments with other parties. 
This is because the party in power knows it will need other parties’ support 
to reach a majority in the future: overriding presidential vetoes helps the 
governing party maintain credibility within its working coalition. For issues 
that are of great importance to the “extra” legislators, the plurality party in 
Congress is better off by overriding the presidential veto. 

We analyze an original dataset that contains every law enacted in Ar-
gentina from December 1983 until December 2007 and present the quanti-
tative results. We also present four case studies that support the identified 
causal mechanism: Partial vetoes serve to break up coalitions by differentiat-
ing particularistic goods.  

In the next section we introduce the literature. In section 3 we explain 
our decisions regarding the variables of analysis, and present the patterns 
that emerge from the Argentine setting. In section 4 we test a few prelimi-
nary hypotheses and reach descriptive conclusions. Section 5 presents four 
case studies that support our argument. Section 6 concludes. 

4  In particular, the president needs to leave at least one-third of the membership of 
one chamber with no incentives to override the presidential veto under a two-thirds 
override requirement. 

5  We follow Calvo’s (2011) use of two categories of divided government, which we 
explain in section 3. 
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2 Vetoes and Bargaining between the  
Branches

Strategic approaches to studying vetoes that were developed with the United 
States case in mind have produced a substantial understanding of the role of 
vetoes in separation-of-powers systems. However, most of these contribu-
tions are meaningless when tested in other institutional contexts. Here we 
review the contributions and some of the complexities that become evident 
in a comparative analysis of the effects of vetoes. 

Early models that were used to interpret vetoes assumed complete in-
formation (Romer and Rosenthal 1978) and predicted that vetoes (and over-
rides) would never occur in equilibrium. Later theoretical models relaxed the 
complete information assumption by introducing uncertainty about which 
kinds of bills the President would accept or reject. Those models found that 
vetoes occur when the preferences of Congress and the President diverge 
enough to make Congress uncertain about what the President will find ac-
ceptable.  

Cameron’s (2000) model of sequential veto bargaining, in which Con-
gress updates its beliefs about the President’s preferences after the first veto 
bargaining episode, emphasized veto chains and the policy concessions they 
bring about. Cameron finds that a President may veto a bill despite prefer-
ring it to the status quo in order to build a reputation that can extract con-
cessions from Congress in a second iteration of the process. 

Studying the United States, Matthews (1989) focused on the effect of 
veto threats, arguing that Presidents use them to reveal information about 
their preferences. He found that a President might threaten a veto to obtain 
a larger concession from Congress despite being ready to accept Congress's 
ideal point. Groseclose and McCarty (2000) developed a “blame game” that 
includes an electorate that is uncertain about the President’s preferences. 
With the electorate watching, Congress may present the President with a bill 
that will have to be vetoed, so as to reveal the President’s true preferences. 
Groseclose and McCarty’s found that vetoes tend to reduce the President’s 
popularity. McCarty (1997) examined the effects of presidential honey-
moons, arguing that Presidents have strong incentives to veto bills during 
the first months of their term in order to make a reputation for being ex-
treme. Anticipating this possibility, Congress passes bills closer to the Presi-
dent’s ideal point during the “honeymoon” period, which reduces Con-
gress’s willingness to be accommodating to the President throughout their 
term (Ibid.). We are greatly indebted to these scholarly contributions. 

However, the many institutional variations beyond the well-known US 
setting complicate the analysis, since predictions based on the United States 
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can provide little guidance. Among the comparativists, Shugart and Carey 
(1992), Carey and Shugart (1998), and Mainwaring and Shugart (1997) have 
pointed out the relevance of the veto prerogative, especially the leverage it 
gives presidents. In the 1990s, Carey and Shugart generally determined the 
research agenda on aspects of the institutional life of new democracies, but 
students of separation-of-powers systems did not address vetoes.  

The most extensive analysis of the veto prerogative in different settings 
may be that of Alemán and Schwartz (2006), which made a comparative 
analysis of veto prerogatives. In their words, presidential veto powers are 
“richer, more varied, and more regionally distinctive than hitherto appreciat-
ed”. They classified the patterns observed in 18 Latin American countries 
into four game forms and noted important details. Several of their game 
forms represent systems with presidential line-item or item-reduction vetoes 
that expand presidential prerogatives by allowing the President to revise 
congressional drafts. This is the case in 15 Latin American countries: Argen-
tina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela.6 
Tsebelis and Alemán (2005) claimed that item vetoes and the possibility of 
making amendatory observations allow presidents to choose the final form 
of any bill, a considerable enhancement of executive power. 

Recent work by Indridason (2011), who also emphasized the line-item 
veto, united important issues in legislative politics in order to assess com-
mon expectations about vetoes. He advanced a model of veto bargaining 
over public-goods- and pork-barrel-spending that includes incentives that 
can be used for credit claiming. Indridason’s theoretical findings – (a) item 
vetoes reduce pork-barrel spending and (b) gains made by reducing pork can 
be offset by greater incentives to attach riders to legislative proposals – pro-
vide theoretical guidance but also call for empirical testing.  

A related literature has focused on the incidence of vetoes in specific 
Latin American countries: Uruguay (Buquet, Chasquetti, and Moraes 1998; 
Magar and Moraes 2003, 2011), Argentina (Figueroa Schibber 2005; Magar 
2001; Mustapic and Ferretti 1995), Chile (Magar 2001; Sandoval 2012), and 
Brazil (Hidalgo 2010). These valuable works show how the veto prerogative 
is used in different institutional settings, and the conditions that favor ve-
toes. On average, Presidents make four vetoes per year in Chile, approxi-
mately four-and-a-half in Uruguay, thirteen in Brazil, and fourteen in Argen-
tina. All these studies focus on the partisan affinities of the President and 

6  A fundamental difference among these 15 countries is that while in Argentina, 
Brazil, Ecuador, and Uruguay presidential revisions of bills using the item veto 
need not undergo a send-back vote in Congress, in the other countries it is re-
quired. 
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Congress and the levels of significance of laws as explanatory variables. 
They can be used to make important comparisons and provide a wealth of 
hypotheses that we attempt to address. 

Our interest in multiparty presidential systems led us to focus on the 
Argentine case using a dataset that includes all the bills passed by Congress 
and all the presidential vetoes in 24 years. This is why we are particularly 
interested in earlier work on the country’s legislative process. The most 
notable literature on the Argentine legislative process has focused on legisla-
tor preferences (Alemán et al. 2009; Calvo 2011; Jones and Hwang 2005), 
and how Congress’s internal organization affects lawmaking (Jones et al. 
2002; Calvo 2011). We draw on these studies to examine vetoes, which they 
surprisingly ignored. The empirical work of Figueroa-Schibber (2005) fo-
cused on how an institutional innovation such as partial overrides contrib-
utes to successful bargaining between Congress and the President. She ana-
lyzed overrides during Menem’s presidency and found that the number of 
overrides was inversely related to the President’s strength: the stronger the 
President, the fewer the overrides. Molinelli’s (1985) studied veto overrides 
in Argentina between 1862 and 1985, and Mustapic and Ferretti (1995) fo-
cused on the period immediately after Argentina became a democracy. This 
paper incorporates our understanding of inter-branch interactions in terms 
of the actors’ strategic interactions.  

3 Vetoes and Overrides in Multiparty  
Presidential Systems: The Case of Argentina 

In the 24 years between the return to democracy in December 1983 and the 
end of Nestor Kirchner’s presidential term in December 2007, the Argen-
tine Congress enacted 3,258 laws: 362 were vetoed by the President, and 
Congress overrode 42 of those vetoes.  

What explains these figures? Under what conditions does Congress at-
tempt to override vetoes, and under what conditions does it prevail?  

Argentina presents an interesting puzzle because of its President’s many 
legislative prerogatives. The President initiates legislation – in fact, certain 
types of legislation can only be proposed by the President. This rule ensures 
that a substantial portion of all proposals will represent presidential prefer-
ences. But what is the role of vetoes when the President can also enact high-
ly significant legislation by decree?7  

7  Between 1983 and 2007, Argentine Presidents issued 694 decrees (DNU), which 
equal congressional statutes although legislators are excluded from the process. 
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The institutional layout and the nature of interactions during the legisla-
tive process in Argentina lead to expectations that the executive and legisla-
tive branches would have reached agreement on a bill passing through Con-
gress to permit its approval in relative proximity to presidential preferences 
– because otherwise, the President would have legislated by decree. But this 
is not the case. Palanza (2009) put forth a new argument that Argentine 
Presidents legislate via Congress when they know that legislators will not 
accept a presidential decree.8 In other words, Presidents only choose to 
legislate through Congress when Congress would view an executive decree 
as countering its interests and be sure to seek reversal. 

This paper develops that intuition: we expect confrontations between 
the branches during the legislative process, and see vetoes and overrides as 
indicators of such tension. The Argentine President’s prerogative to issue 
item vetoes as well as total vetoes provides an interesting case for analysis. 
Furthermore, Congress can override parts of vetoes – one article and not 
another, and also parts of overridden articles. We examine these interactions 
more closely below. 

3.1 Hypotheses and Variables 
In this section we present our variables of analysis and a set of descriptive 
hypotheses that are in line with the literature on vetoes and veto bargaining. 
This section is organized into three parts, each of which deals with an inde-
pendent variable.  

But first we present our dependent variable, congressional overrides. 
We operationalize overrides in two instances: (1) attempts to override vetoes 
and (2) the success of attempted overrides. In the case of override attempts, 
we seek to discover the conditions under which legislators try to override 
presidential vetoes without considering their possible success. We believe 
that there are systematic differences between the vetoed laws that legislators 
try to override and vetoed laws that remain unchallenged (the majority). In 
this case, we use a dichotomous variable that takes the value of 1 when there 
is an override attempt. We also seek to understand the conditions that favor 
successful override attempts, that is, what enables the undoing of presiden-
tial decisions. This, too, is a dichotomous variable, where 1 represents a 
successful override. 

Of the 3,258 bills proposed during the 24-year period, only 362 were 
vetoed. We observe these 362 cases to evaluate the conditions that prefigure 
override attempts. Because the likelihood of successful overrides is condi-

8  There are many reasons why a decree might be unacceptable, from constitutional 
limitations to pressure imposed by constituents and interest groups.  
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tional on the number of override attempts, the number of observations is 
62. 

3.1.1 Identifying – and Classifying – the Bills 
We built a dataset of all the bills that became law between the return to 
democracy in 1983 and the end of Néstor Kirchner’s presidency in 2007, 
and identified all the bills that were vetoed. We also coded each veto as a 
“total veto” or an “item veto”, generating an indicator variable, Item Veto 
that takes the value 0 when a veto is total and 1 when it is partial.  

In many presidential systems, including Argentina’s (and unlike that of 
the United States), presidents can propose bills without having to go 
through a legislator. One of our independent variables distinguishes a bill’s 
originator: Presidential Proposal is a dichotomous variable that takes the value 
1 when the bill was proposed by the President and 0 when Congress pro-
posed it. We expect Congress to be inclined to override vetoes of laws pro-
posed by its members.  

3.1.2 Partisan Support in Congress 
Our identification of divided and unified governments acknowledges the 
distinct characteristics of a divided government in multiparty legislatures, 
following Calvo’s (2011) three categories. The first, Unified Government, 
includes the periods in which the President’s party has more than 50 percent 
of the seats in the House and the Senate. The second category, Plurality 
Government, identifies the periods in which the President’s party is the 
largest party in the House and/or the Senate, and falls short of a majority in 
the other chamber.9 The third category, Divided Congress, identifies wheth-
er or not the same party controls a plurality (or majority) of seats in both 
chambers. These variables seek to represent the distance between Congress 
and the President, as well as inter-chamber affinity. The literature on vetoes 
and overrides suggests that more overrides are to be expected when the gap 
between the President and Congress is greatest, that is, under a divided gov-
ernment.  

Earlier studies argued that the “honeymoons” at the beginning of a 
new administration should produce a smaller probability of vetoes and 
therefore, of veto overrides (e.g., McCarty 1997). To assess these hypotheses 
we created a dichotomous variable, Honeymoon, which takes the value 1 dur-

9  The party may have a plurality in both chambers, or a plurality in one chamber and 
a majority in the other. There were pluralities in the periods 1989–1995, 1997–
1999, 2001–2003, and 2005–2007. 
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ing the initial three months of a President’s term, the period usually viewed 
as the honeymoon phase.  

3.1.3 Scoring Legislative Significance 
Scoring legislative significance is a complicated and difficult task. Mayhew’s 
(1991) outstanding effort, further developed by others such as Cameron 
(2000) and Clinton and Lapinski (2006), makes use of sophisticated analyses 
and publications that unfortunately are not available for Latin America. 
Students of Latin American legislative politics who have to score legislative 
significance are aware of many limitations. Without independent sources 
that systematically analyze and assess the impact of new legislation, May-
hew’s admirable work cannot be applied to Argentina (nor, we dare say, to 
most Latin American countries). Monestier (2010) reviewed the multiplicity 
of criteria used in recent studies to establish the levels of significance of 
legislation where Mayhew’s criterion cannot be applied, suggesting that 
much could be gained with a unifying criterion that enables comparisons. 
Ricci (2010) also took up this debate, pointing out that classifying legislative 
content through an approach that assesses levels of significance is better 
than the alternatives, but is no small challenge.  

Despite the difficulty, we agree with Cameron (2000) that “legislative 
significance is hard to define but easy to recognize”. In this paper we expand 
on Molinelli et al. (1999) by continuing to use three levels of significance. 
This classification is conceptually very similar to Mayhew’s (1991), although 
as explained above, it is not possible to directly apply Mayhew’s criterion to 
this context. Molinelli et al. (1999) introduced three levels of categorization: 
(1) landmark legislation, (2) important legislation, and (3) minor legislation.10 
We use their criterion in exactly the same way, applying it to all laws enacted 
through December 2007.11 We describe each category below. Table 1 shows 

10  We acknowledge the possible gains from a more nuanced classification of four 
categories, such as that used by Cameron (2000), who splits the intermediate cate-
gory into two distinct ones. Due to several limitations we use Molinelli et al.’s 
(1999) three categories here. 

11  Three researchers independently classified each law passed between 1998 and 2007 
using Molinelli et al.’s criterion for the period 1983–1998. To ensure inter-coder re-
liability for the two periods, a representative random sample of laws was drawn 
from the 1983–1997 period, with the coder who had not participated in that exer-
cise coding those cases. We then checked for correlation levels between the earlier 
coding and that done by the new coder, and discussed each non-matching case to 
ensure uniformity of the criterion among the three coders and between the two 
coding processes. 
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examples of the laws included in each category, and Table 2 illustrates the 
vetoes in each category. 

Level 1 – Landmark legislation: This category only includes major pieces 
of legislation that establish or profoundly reform areas that broadly affect 
the nation, and only extensive and profound reforms to these laws enter this 
category (narrow reforms are placed in the next category). Given the scope 
and extension of their consequences, a few treaties also belong in this cate-
gory, as do all budgetary laws (see table 1 for more examples). 

Level 2 – Important legislation: This category includes legislation with vary-
ing degrees of importance that does not produce the broad effects charac-
teristic of landmark legislation. It includes legislation that reforms some 
aspects of landmark legislation as well as legislation that regulates important 
issues but is limited in scope. Table 1 provides examples. 

Level 3 – Minor legislation: This category includes pieces of legislation that 
are mostly symbolic or establish issues of importance to a very small group 
of individuals and have only minor consequences for the larger population. 
Laws that create monuments, transfer buildings between jurisdictions, stipu-
late the locations of international organizations, and permit citizens to ac-
cept honors are typical examples of laws in this category.  

Table 1:  Representative Laws by Level of Significance 

Public 
law 

Year Description 

Landmark Legislation 
23062 1984 Historical Reparation Instrument 

The Act establishes the lack of legal validity of all rules and admin-
istrative acts emanating from de facto authorities that arise from 
acts of rebellion, as well as judicial proceedings and sentences 
which have as their objective the prosecution or imposition of 
sanctions on members of constitutionally established powers, even 
if they are allegedly based on revolutionary powers. 

23659 1988 General Budget for 1988 
Enacts such budget. Establishes deadline extensions. 

24013 1991 National Employment Act 
Scope of application, objectives and competence; regularization of 
unregistered employment; promotion and defense of employment; 
protection of unemployed workers; job-training service and statis-
tics. 

Important Legislation 
23171 1985 Teacher’s Statute: Changes 

Substitutes Article 89 of Law 14473 and related amendments; 
performance of interim replacements and substitutions, conditions, 
appointments and removals.  
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Public 
law 

Year Description 

24482 1995 Agricultural, Forestry and Professional Football Social Security 
Obligations 
Extends by one-hundred-eighty (180) days the effective entry date 
of the book and Act 24241 as enacted by Decree 806/94 amended 
by Decree 1362/94 with regard to employment of permanent staff 
or independent workers. 

26009 2005 State of Emergency and Agricultural Disaster Declaration due to 
drought in the province of La Rioja 
Such state is declared for a twelve-month period immediately 
following the enactment of this Law. The National Executive will 
allocate a special share of ARS ten million (USD 10,000,000) to 
alleviate the damage caused by the weather contingency. 

26002 2004 Amendment of Act 24521 (Law on Higher Education) with re-
gards to the degree regime 

Minor Legislation 
23232 1985 To Cornejo Torino, Manuel; Buteler, Jose Aquilino; Lopez, Mar-

celino y Figueroa, Rene Leonidas 
They are hereby given authorization to accept and use the awards 
granted by foreign governments. 

23300 1985 Re-establishment of the reduced transportation tariff for 
professional journalists 

25982 2005 Printing of a bill or, if impossible, a coin with the image of Arturo 
Umberto Illia 
The Central Bank of Argentina and the Currency House will order 
its impression in commemoration of the 22nd anniversary of his 
death on 18 January 2005. 

Source:  Authors’ compilation.

Table 2:  Representative Vetoes by Level of Significance 

Public 
law 

Year Description 

Total Veto 
Landmark Legislation 
23146 1984 Act 9688 (work-related accidents): amendment 
24557 1995 Act on work risks (LRT) 
24745 1996 Act on information access (regulation of Article 43 of the Nation-

al Constitution -habeas data-) habeas data 
Important Legislation 
23198 198 Federal Courts of the Buenos Aires Province: competence and 

name changes 
24592 1995 Article 715 of the Customs Code (Act 22415): amendment 
25711 2002 Act 25054 (Law of Volunteer Firefighters): amendment 
Minor Legislation 
23108 1984 Disability Prevention related to diseases imperceptible in child-

hood 
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Public 
law 

Year Description 

24550 1995 Concession to Club Atlético Argentinos del Norte to use part of 
the land in the field of General Belgrano, city of Salta 

25567 2002 Free property transfer to the municipality of Rio Turbio, province 
of Santa Cruz 

Item Veto 
Landmark Legislation 
23697 1989 Economic Emergency 
24885 1997 Income tax, added-value tax and Tax Procedure Act: amendment 

concerning deduction and tax exemption regarding motor-vehicle 
maintenance expenses 

2610 2006 Airport Security Act 
Important Legislation 
23899 1990 National Animal Health Service (SENASA): Constitution 
24484 1995 University of Villa María: Constitution 
25717 2003 Act 23349 (Act on Value Added Tax): Amendment 
26216 2007 National Emergency Declaration regarding possession, manufac-

ture, import, export, transport, storage, stocking, international 
transit, registration, granting, pawning and trade of firearms, 
munitions, explosives and other controlled materials, whether 
registered or unregistered 

Minor Legislation 
24462 1995 Argentina–Chile Integration Day 
24803 1997 Remodeling of the National Flag Memorial and Park 
26211 2007 Free property transfer of National State lands to the National 

University of San Martin 
Source:  Authors’ compilation. 

In our forthcoming work, Palanza and Sin (2014), we find that landmark 
legislation is more likely to be vetoed by a partial, as opposed to a total, veto. 
We expect that legislative significance will positively impact the likelihood of 
override attempts, since the significance of a bill should motivate legislators 
to undo presidential vetoes. Since most landmark legislation vetoes are par-
tial, we expect override attempts of significant legislation to be marginally 
successful, mostly due to the legislators’ ability to rebuild a coalition.  

4 Describing the Patterns 
In this section we present the patterns revealed by our large-N statistical 
analysis, and use case analyses to illustrate aspects of our argument and pro-
posed causal mechanism. Before making sense of overrides, however, we 
first summarize the conditions under which vetoes occur, that we develop in 
Palanza and Sin (2014). 
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4.1 The Initial Probability of a Veto 
Table 3 shows that of all the statutes passed in Argentina between 1983 and 
2007, only 362, or 11 percent, were vetoed. Yet the number of bills vetoed 
as a percentage of bills enacted during the period seems large when com-
pared with figures for the United States, where between 1945 and 1992 a 
total of 17,428 bills were enacted and just 434 (2.3 percent) were vetoed 
(Cameron 2000).  

Table 3:  Vetoes of Statutes in Argentina, 1983–2007  
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Total 362 100 100 182 100 50 180 100 50 
Divided 
Congress 93 26 100 63 34 68 30 17 32 

Plurality 
Govern-
ment 

225 62 100 102 56 45 123 69 55 

Unified 
Govern-
ment 

44 12 100 18 10 41 26 14 59 

Landmark 
Legislation 85 24 100 11 6 13 74 41 87 

Important 
Legislation 229 63 100 136 74 59 93 52 41 

Non-
Important 
Legislation 

48 13 100 36 20 75 12 7 25 

Alfonsín 49 14 100 37 20 76 12 6 24 
Menem 1st 106 29 100 45 25 42 61 34 58 
Menem 2nd 89 24 100 47 26 53 42 24 47 
De la Rúa 44 12 100 26 14 59 18 10 41 
Rodriguez 
Saá 2 1 100 2 1 100 0 0 0 

Duhalde 35 10 100 13 7 37 22 12 63 
Kirchner 37 10 100 13 7 35 24 14 65 

Source:  Dirección de Información Parlamentaria, HCDN.  

Our forthcoming study (Palanza and Sin 2014) shows that the level of sig-
nificance of a piece of legislation and whether a bill originates in Congress 
or the Presidency strongly influence the likelihood of a presidential veto. For 
landmark legislation, the likelihood of vetoes rises considerably. Furthermore, 
when the President’s party has just a plurality of seats (as opposed to a major-
ity) in Congress, and when it concerns landmark legislation, the President is 
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consistently more likely to veto. We also found that Presidents are much less 
likely to veto their own bills. This suggests that bargaining over legislation is 
not limited to partisan dynamics, but has an important institutional compo-
nent: the likelihood of vetoes is affected by which institutional actor propos-
es the bill. 

In that paper we point out (Palanza and Sin 2014) that when the Presi-
dent’s party has only a plurality the likelihood of vetoes increases. Plurality is 
the sole variable to capture the distance in preferences between Congress 
and the President that consistently yields statistically significant results. 
These results contradict a long-held belief that when the President holds less 
than a plurality of seats in at least one chamber, a divided Congress (a divid-
ed government in bipartisan settings) positively affects the likelihood of 
vetoes.  

Distinguishing between item and total vetoes reveals a much more 
complex situation. Among the effects we analyze (Palanza and Sin 2014), 
one that stands out is the likelihood that a piece of legislation introduced by 
the President will receive an item, as opposed to a total, veto. We find that if 
the President introduces legislation that is vetoed, it will always receive an 
item veto instead of a total veto. With respect to the three partisan configu-
rations of government, the probability of total vetoes is almost equal in each 
circumstance. Our analysis reveals that although the differences between the 
three scenarios for item vetoes are more noticeable, they are still small. 
These results are in line with our findings about the probabilities of vetoes 
in general. The variables that intend to capture the distance between Presi-
dent and Congress do not have strong effect when predicting the probabili-
ties of total and item vetoes.  

Another of our important findings (Palanza and Sin 2014) is related to 
the effect of different levels of legislative significance. The likelihood of line-
item vetoes compared with total vetoes increases significantly for landmark 
legislation. Argentine Presidents veto items of landmark legislation that are 
far removed from their preferences. We conjecture that they do this because 
these items – probably part of the agreement reached among party factions 
in Congress to enable the bill’s passage – are no longer needed to support 
the bill.12 Indeed, the fact that landmark legislation proposed by a President 
has a higher probability of suffering item vetoes shows that these bills are 
more likely to be amended during the legislation process (requiring the Pres-

12  While we do not present evidence here to support this conjecture, and agree that it 
could be argued that such logic weakens the government’s future credibility, we 
suspect that veto overrides supported by presidential party members are made to 
counter losses in credibility. We develop this point below. 
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ident to return to the chamber and veto). This suggests that there are higher 
levels of inter-branch disagreement with regard to landmark legislation.  

4.2 The Initial Probability of Overrides 
We know from the literature that if vetoes are rare, overrides are even rarer. 
In Argentina, during the 24-year period studied there were only 62 override 
attempts (see table 4). This implies that in 17 percent of the cases Congress 
took steps to sustain legislation that it had initially passed. During this peri-
od, 42 overrides were successful: 11.6 percent of all vetoes were successfully 
overridden, and 68 percent of all veto-override attempts succeeded. (During 
the 1945–1992 period in the United States that Cameron analyzed, 50 per-
cent of all vetoes faced override attempts. Argentina’s 17 percent seems 
meager in comparison.) 

Table 4:  Override Attempts and Successes in Argentina, 1983–2007 

Source:  Authors’ compilation. 

We claim that this difference results from the existence of line-item vetoes –
because they break up the coalition that supported the bill. The Argentine 
Congress attempted to override about 20 percent of all the bills that had 
been vetoed in full, and succeeded most of the time: 14 percent of the bills 

 
Override 

(Attempts) 
% 

Overrides (Suc-
cessful Attempts)

% 
As % of 
Attempt 

Total 62 100 42 100 68 
Divided Con-
gress 11 18 7 17 64 

Plurality Gov-
ernment 41 66 31 74 76 

Unified Gov-
ernment 10 16 4 9 40 

Landmark 
Legislation 20 32 15 36 75 

Important 
Legislation 37 60 25 59 68 

Non-Important 5 8 2 5 40 
Total veto 37 60 26 62 70 
Item veto 25 40 16 38 64 
Alfonsín 2 3 1 2 50 
Menem 1st 18 29 14 34 78 
Menem 2nd 26 42 18 43 69 
De la Rúa 9 14 6 14 67 
Rodriguez Saa 0 0 0 0 0 
Duhalde 6 10 3 7 50 
Kirchner 1 2 0 0 0 
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challenged by total vetoes were successfully overridden. However, there 
were many fewer override attempts for bills that were item-vetoed: Congress 
tried to override only 14 percent of the executive decisions regarding item 
vetoes.13 Furthermore, in only 9 percent of partially vetoed bills did Con-
gress successfully override at least a portion of the President’s vetoed items.  

It is striking that of 362 vetoes, 320 were not overridden. However, this 
does not imply that all 320 bills died.14 In fact, all the partially vetoed laws 
that were not overridden were enacted following the partial vetoes. This 
example shows why total and item vetoes are such important characteristics 
of Argentina’s institutional setting, and provides many lessons with lots of 
implications. Of the 320 laws that were vetoed and not overridden, only 49 
percent (157 bills) had faced total vetoes. The remaining 163 proposals, 
having received vetoes affecting only parts of the text, were enacted into law 
without further ado.  

Partial vetoes further complicate things: With the prerogative to veto 
portions of laws, the President may choose to veto every article of relevance, 
leaving just a few insignificant items in the statute. Partial vetoes vary tre-
mendously in terms of the size of the deletions (for instance, Law 24057, 
which we discussed in the introduction). A law that is stripped of most of its 
content ceases to fulfill its purpose: why take this route instead of making a 
total veto? We believe that it is because the few items left in the statute are 
perks intended to deter a number of legislators from helping to override the 
veto – a lesson in how item vetoes can break up enacting coalitions. In sys-
tems like that of the United States where the President can only impose total 
vetoes, an override will be supported by the majority that initially passed the 
bill, with support from other legislators needed depending on the extent of 

13  Because it may be inappropriate to use asymptotic analysis, we also conducted 
Fisher’s exact test to analyze the association between two events. Fisher’s exact test 
can precisely calculate the significance of the deviation from a null hypothesis, mak-
ing it unnecessary to rely on an approximation that only becomes exact in the limit 
as the sample size grows to infinity. The drawback of this test is that it only tells us 
whether two events are related, not how they are related. The p-value of Fisher’s 
exact test for the independent variable, total and item veto, is .06 when the treat-
ment variable is a dichotomous variable where 1 means that the override attempt 
received a total veto. 

14  We acknowledge that Congress does not just attempt to override vetoes, and that 
evidence suggests that veto chains occur in Argentina. Table 2 includes two exam-
ples of total vetoes that arguably are part of a chain (although they were passed un-
der different presidents, which according to Cameron (2000) would preclude that 
possibility): Laws 23146 (on accidents at the workplace), and 24557 (on risks at the 
workplace). Here, however, we limit our analysis to the unique possibility of death 
of a bill absent overrides.  
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initial support. In the United States, 50 percent of the vetoes get the two-
thirds support required.  

If we were to assume that the Argentine President does not dismantle 
the enacting coalition by issuing partial vetoes, we should expect the same 
number of override attempts for total and line-item vetoes (given an equal 
number of total and line-item vetoes). But this is not the case: figure 1 
shows that the probability of attempts to override fully vetoed bills is more 
than double the attempts to override partially vetoed bills.  

Figure 1: Predicted Probability of Override Attempts across Veto Types 

Source:  Authors’ compilation. 

This suggests that when Argentine Presidents partially veto a bill, they pick 
and choose articles in order to destroy the coalition that initially supported 
the bill. 

What affects the likelihood that Congress will attempt to override a 
presidential veto? Logit results in table 5 confirm most of Cameron’s (2000) 
findings: (a) the level of legislative significance affects those odds, with Con-
gress more likely to attempt to override vetoes of landmark legislation, and 
(b) partisan effects are present. When the President’s party holds less than a 
plurality in the lower chamber, the likelihood of override attempts decreases 
– although less congressional support for the President would be expected 
to make override attempts more, not less, likely.  
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Table 5:  Likelihood of Override Attempts 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Item veto -0.58** -0.89*** -1.07*** -1.12*** 
  (0.29) (0.34) (0.36) (0.36) 
Divided Congress -0.95*  -1.00** -0.82 
  (0.49)  (0.50) (0.51) 
Plurality Government -0.32  -0.35 -0.31 
  (0.40)  (0.41) (0.41) 
Landmark Legislation  0.99*** 1.60*** 0.98** 
   (0.37) (0.60) (0.38) 
Non-Important Legislation    -0.62 
     (0.52) 
Honeymoon    -0.59* 
     (0.35) 
Important Legislation   0.66  
    (0.51)  
Constant -0.90** -1.45*** -1.49** -0.73* 
  (0.39) (0.19) (0.60) (0.41) 
Observations  364  364  364  364 
Log-likelihood -162.58299 -161.152 -157.94586 -156.45047 

Note:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Logit estimates; standard errors in parentheses. 

Source:  Authors’ compilation. 

A novel finding that is linked to Argentina’s particular institutional setting 
comes from the distinction between total and item vetoes. Table 5 shows 
that across the specifications, item vetoes consistently suffer fewer override 
attempts by Congress than total vetoes.15 Figure 1 illustrates the magnitude 
of this effect: changing from an item to a total veto more than doubles the 
odds of an override attempt. This is because the enacting coalition is broken 
through partial vetoes (figure 1). 

15  Tables 5 and 6 include four and five specifications, respectively. We ran a large 
number of regressions controlling for the effect of different variables, but report 
only those that provided consistent results across the specifications. Variables that 
systematically yielded results that were not statistically significant and did not affect 
other results in the specification, such as Presidential Proposal, were not included in 
specifications for this paper. Adding the variable to the specification in model 4 
does not meaningfully improve the fit – it decreases the log-likelihood of the re-
gression by 0.048. 
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Figure 2: Predicted Probability of Override Attempts across Levels of  
Significance 

Source:  Authors’ compilation.

Figure 3: Predicted Probability of Override Attempts by Veto Types and Levels 
of Significance 

Source:  Authors’ compilation. 
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The odds of an override attempt are 2.6 times greater when facing landmark, 
as opposed to non-landmark, legislation (figure 2 shows predicted probabili-
ties). An analysis using types of vetoes and levels of significance indicates 
that override attempts are most likely to affect landmark legislation – espe-
cially if the President has totally vetoed it (see figure 3).  

4.2.1 On Successful Attempts: Observed Overrides 
Are the determinants of override attempts related to those of success? We 
have already noted the high success rate of attempts (.68). Do any specific 
political scenarios or characteristics of legislation provide greater insight 
about when to expect successful overrides? Table 6 provides analysis results 
regarding this question.  
We find that across specifications plurality is the only significant effect on 
the likelihood of success: override attempts are more likely to succeed when 
the President’s party in Congress holds a plurality (no more and no less).  

Table 6:  Likelihood of Success Given Override Attempt 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Item veto -0.26 -0.81     -0.66 
  (0.58) (0.68)     (0.74) 
Divided Congress 0.91   1.26 1.24 1.08 
  (0.91)   (0.95) (0.96) (0.98) 
Plurality Government 1.52**   1.68** 1.65** 1.52* 
  (0.74)   (0.78) (0.79) (0.81) 
Landmark Legislation   0.10 -0.00 0.06 0.47 
    (0.75) (0.67) (0.66) (0.82) 
Non-Important Legisla-
tion     -1.52     

      -1.02     
Honeymoon       -0.93 -0.99 
        (0.70) (0.71) 
Constant -0.28 0.77** -0.41 -0.33 -0.06 
  (0.71) (0.37) (0.65) (0.66) (0.73) 
Observations 62 62 62 62 62 
Log-likelihood  -36.62  -37.90   -35.52 -35.76 -35.36  

Note:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Logit estimates; standard errors in parentheses. 

Source:  Authors’ compilation. 

We conjecture that if legislation, especially that introduced under a plurality 
government, results from a compromise among different groups to reach a 
majority, successful overrides might be one way for the plurality party lead-
ership to show its level of commitment to the groups that helped reach a 
majority.  
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The high likelihood of override success reflects a Congress that can co-
ordinate and avoid attempts that are deemed to fail. Most importantly, these 
results suggest that Congress might also act by re-passing vetoed legislation, 
a subject beyond the scope of this article. 

Figure 4: Predicted Probability of Overrides across Partisan Scenarios 

Source:  Authors’ compilation. 

Figure 4 shows that plurality has the greatest effect on the likelihood of 
overrides: 72 percent. This effect is not just large, but it is also the sole sta-
tistically significant effect on the likelihood of success. In environments 
where the governing party needs the support of legislators from other par-
ties to reach a majority, overrides show commitment and credibility. So to 
shore up those legislators’ future support, the governing party provides 
enough legislators to reach the required two-thirds. The case of the Budget 
Law for 1998 (below) is an example of this situation, in which overriding 
vetoes of articles that affected coalition members helped the governing party 
attain a majority.  

5 Interpreting the Patterns: A Tale of Four  
Vetoes

The presidential veto enables dynamics that alter the nature of the negotia-
tions between the President and Congress. By deleting certain articles in a 
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bill, the President is able to break up the enacting coalition that was proba-
bly put together by adding selective incentives. We suspect that if item ve-
toes did not serve to break up an enacting coalition, thus making overrides 
harder to achieve, the attempts to override total and item vetoes would be 
equally distributed. They are not. Although the number of total and partial 
vetoes is roughly equal (182 and 180, respectively), there were more override 
attempts for fully vetoed bills. We present four cases to illustrate our argu-
ment. 

5.1 Coalition Cohesion around Broad Benefits
The first two examples illustrate how some vetoes do not alter the enacting 
coalition because they affect issues that are evenly spread throughout socie-
ty. No legislators who first supported a bill would change their positions just 
because it was vetoed. But if something does cause a set of legislators to 
change their preferences regarding a bill, the likelihood of override attempts 
will increase. 

Case 1: Law 24305, National Program to Eradicate Foot-and-
Mouth Disease
In late 1994, Congress approved an important measure aimed at eradicating 
foot-and-mouth disease, which repeatedly hindered the commercialization 
and exportation of Argentine cattle. The law charged the federal agency for 
animal health with implementing a plan to stop the spread of the disease 
through control measures such as quarantining infected animals, and most 
importantly, instituting a national vaccination plan. To this end, the law 
exempted the import, manufacture, and marketing of vaccines, as well as the 
actual vaccination work, from all taxes. This was the most important part of 
the law since it was mainly the high price of vaccines that prevented the 
eradication of the disease. When, in January 1995, the President item-vetoed 
the tax relief that affected the enacting coalition equally Congress was able 
to override the presidential decision.  

Case 2: Law 25019, National Program for Wind and Solar
Energy
In September 1998, seeking to create financial incentives to promote in-
vestment in alternative sources of energy, Congress enacted a law that pro-
moted wind farms by exempting them from taxes for the first 15 years. 
However, the President item-vetoed tax benefits, which were a fundamental 
part of the bill. It was highly unlikely that wind farms would be able to 
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prosper initially without tax breaks. The President argued that the tax cuts 
would negatively impact on both the federal government income and the 
energy market. But because the law was very specific and the veto did not 
affect selective groups of legislators, it was unanimously overridden in the 
Senate and got a super-majority in the House.  

5.2 Coalition Splits around Selective Benefits 
Selective incentives, which reward one set of legislators without affecting (or 
punishing) other legislators, can break up enacting coalitions. The next two 
cases illustrate how legislators react to presidential line-item vetoes by at-
tempting to override items that have broad impact and not trying to over-
ride vetoes of articles that provide selective incentives. 

Case 3: Law 24191, General Budget for 1993 
President Menem presented his budget proposal to Congress in September 
1992. After passing through the lower chamber’s Budget Committee, it 
reached the floor in December, where a few amendments were made. The 
President then vetoed four of those amendments: (i) Article 21, which 
granted funds from the Ministerio de Desarrollo Social (Ministry of Social 
Development) to the Ministerio de Obras Públicas, Salud, y Economía 
(Ministry of Public Works, Health and Economics). The funds were for five 
social programs, and Congress specified that a Bicameral Congressional 
Committee would oversee the use of those funds; (ii) Article 26, which es-
tablished payments of ARS 5 million to people whose lands were to be ex-
propriated for the construction of a highway along the northern access to 
Buenos Aires; (iii) Article 39, which granted ARS 14 million to citizen-
security projects with resources from the Fondo de Desarrollo Regional 
(Regional Development Fund); and (iv) Article 41, which established that 
the budget for both congressional chambers would be distributed in propor-
tion to their respective number of seats. The Senate passed the House ver-
sion later that month, and on 30 December 1992, the President vetoed all 
four articles.  

Congress might have chosen to do nothing, or to override the veto ei-
ther entirely or in part. In March 1993, the House attempted to override the 
vetoed articles. It succeeded with Articles 21 and 41 (which affect benefits 
that are evenly spread amongst legislators or their constituencies), but failed 
with Articles 26 (which in one case benefited a small group of citizens in 
Buenos Aires) and 39 (which drew resources away from specific regions). 
We find that the successful override of the first pair of articles shows how 
specific changes introduced through partial vetoes can break up the enacting 
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coalition: while the required two-thirds did unite to override the vetoes of 
the two articles that equally affected all legislators, they remained divided 
regarding the two articles that provided selective incentives. It is possible 
that these two articles enable the very tight initial approval of the bill.16  

Case 4: Law 24938, General Budget for 1998 
This bill’s approval shows that Congress can more easily garner support for 
overrides when vetoes affect measures that benefit a large number of legisla-
tors. In the 1998 budget law, the President vetoed: (i) a salary increase for 
elementary and high school teachers, (ii) the creation of a new government 
agency to support the development of small and medium-sized companies, 
(iii) funds for a children’s burn hospital, (iv) funds for the recovery of the 
Atuel and Diamante River basins, (v) subsidies for a transportation system 
in Patagonia, (vi) funds for the National Institute for Water and the Envi-
ronment, (vii) the extension of subsidies received by three provinces (Fondo 
de Reparación Histórica) and the addition of eight more provinces to receive 
such funds (the original recipients were Catamarca, San Juan and San Luis, 
and the new ones were Santiago del Estero, Salta, Jujuy, Tucumán, Chaco, 
Misiones, Mendoza, and Córdoba), and (viii) funds to recover and refill 
digging sites in Greater Buenos Aires, as well as for the Merchant Marine 
Academy.  

Of all the measures vetoed by the President, Congress only insisted on 
the one that extended and expanded subsidies for eleven provinces. A 
month after the first override, Congress also overrode the veto concerning 
funds to recover digging sites in Buenos Aires and for the Marine Merchant 
Academy. While the second override is harder to interpret and might have 
been part of a backroom deal (especially because it occurred later), the first 
shows that the only article that legislators were able to override was the one 
in which benefits were widely spread. 

16  The coalition that supported these articles during the bill’s initial passage included 
133 legislators or exactly 51 percent of the members needed. In Argentina veto 
overrides require the support of two-thirds of the legislators. During the attempts 
to override Articles 26 and 39 (those with targeted benefits), 71 of the original 133 
legislators changed positions: 66 voted to sustain the vetoes and 5 abstained (effec-
tively increasing the total number of voters and destroying the coalition needed for 
the override). When voting to override Articles 21 and 41 (those granting universal 
benefits), only one of the original legislators in favor changed position so the over-
ride was almost unanimously passed with 141 of 142 votes. 
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6 Conclusion 
This paper analyzes the dynamics of vetoes and veto overrides in the con-
text of a multiparty legislature. In particular, it distinguishes between total 
and item vetoes, suggesting that the latter complicate the legislative bargain-
ing process and fundamentally change the strategic game.  

We argue that item vetoes mainly allow the President to break up the 
enacting coalition and make overrides more difficult. The President does 
this by strategically deleting specific articles from a piece of legislation (the 
remainder of which is enacted). The deleted articles, which typically feature 
benefits that were only added to the bill to broaden its support, cannot gath-
er enough legislators for an override coalition. This is why total vetoes, 
which affect all legislators equally, are more likely to be overridden than 
partial vetoes.  

The quantitative analysis reveals that the Argentine Congress mostly 
does not attempt to override presidential vetoes, especially when they are 
partial vetoes. Yet when Congress does decide to override a veto, its odds of 
succeeding are high, with total and partial vetoes evenly distributed.  

Our statistical analysis reveals that item vetoes decrease the likelihood 
of override attempts, a result that is stable across all specifications. We also 
find that override attempts are common when vetoes affect landmark legis-
lation. While landmark legislation strongly predicts the likelihood of override 
attempts, it does not predict their success. If a highly significant law suffers a 
full presidential veto, the probability of an override attempt is high. This 
effect is strong across the categories of divided governments, which leads to 
our third set of interesting findings. 

We know that most override attempts succeed, but not what affects 
their success. Contradicting the common view that override attempts will be 
more likely in a divided Congress, we have shown that the likelihood of 
override attempts is significant under plurality governments. In fact, the 
single most important predictor of successful overrides is a plurality gov-
ernment: When the president’s party lacks a majority in at least one of the 
chambers, but remains the largest force, the probability of a successful over-
ride increases.  

We claim that governing party leaders would rather confront the Presi-
dent on some issues, thereby ensuring a degree of credibility before fellow 
legislators from other parties, than to become so completely aligned with the 
President as to jeopardize their chances of creating future coalitions. This 
risk is greatest under plurality governments, because although the Presi-
dent’s party is the largest in Congress, it still needs a few more legislators to 
gain a majority. Given the multiparty nature of the Argentine legislature, in 
divided Congresses the non-governing parties also find it hard to put to-
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gether a majority: in most cases, the President’s party confronts a fragment-
ed legislature in which no single party is close to having the majority.  

In a divided Congress, when the President’s party does not control at 
least one chamber, overrides fail because it is so difficult to deliver a majori-
ty in both chambers. Overrides are impossible without support from the 
presidential party. This suggests that vetoes and overrides indicate coordina-
tion (as opposed to confrontation) between the executive and legislative 
branches, an idea we intend to explore in future research. 
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Vetos parciales e intentos de insistencia en legislaturas multipartidis-
tas 

Resumen: El trabajo estudia las dinámicas desatadas por la práctica del veto 
presidencial e insistencias del congreso, en el contexto de legislaturas multi-
partidarias, a través del análisis de una base de datos original que abarca el 
período 1983-2007 en Argentina. El trabajo argumenta que el presidente 
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puede usar el veto parcial para quitar del texto, en forma selectiva, artículos 
puntuales, dejando al mismo tiempo en el texto bienes distributivos suficien-
tes como para romper la coalición responsable de la aprobación del proyec-
to, de manera tal de eliminar la posibilidad de una insistencia. La investiga-
ción revela que los vetos totales, que afectan por igual a todos los legislado-
res, son más factibles de ser insistidos que los vetos parciales. En contra de 
lo sostenido al momento acerca de que en legislaturas multipartidarias los 
intentos de insistencia son más factibles bajo gobierno dividido, este trabajo 
encuentra que son más factibles cuando el gobierno cuenta con al menos 
una pluralidad en una de las cámaras. Además del análisis cuantitativo, pre-
sentamos estudios de casos para ilustrar los argumentos desarrollados en el 
artículo. 

Palabras clave: Argentina, congresos multipartidarios, veto, proceso legisla-
tivo 


