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Let’s start taking a survey:

https://forms.gle/9WDTmTWEZyvHfnxV9

https://forms.gle/9WDTmTWEZyvHfnxV9


Background

Consensus in the discipline:

I Corruption is not a benefit to democracy (Elster 1989; Johnston 2005; Lessig

2011; Rose-Ackerman 1999; Rothstein 2005; Thompson 1995; Warren 2006):

I It corrodes the norms, processes, and mechanisms of democracy itself.

Some exceptions:

I Little bit of corruption that comes with democracies makes them work
better (Anechiarico and Jacobs 1996; Huntington 1968; Leys 1965):

I By lowering transaction costs;

I Reducing the inefficiencies of cumbersome rules, and;

I Generally making things happen.
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What is corruption?

I Ian Senior’s (2006) definition of corruption consists of five
conditions.

I Corruption is an action from a corruptor:

1. to covertly

2. provide a good or a service to a corruptee (third party) to
influence

3. certain actions of the corruptee which

4. benefit the corruptor, a third party, or both in which the
corruptee has

5. authority.
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What is political corruption?

General definition of political corruption
The abuse of public office for private gain.
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What is political corruption?

I Mark Philps (2015) definition of political corruption

I Corruption in politics occurs where:

a. A public official

b. violates the rules and/or norms of office, to the detriment of
the interests of the public who is the designated beneficiary
of that office, to benefit themselves and/or a third party,

c. who rewards or otherwise incentivizes the public official to
gain access to goods or services they would not otherwise
obtain.
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Criteria of Conceptual Goodness

1. Familiarity How familiar is the concept (to a lay or academic audience)?

2. Resonance Does the chosen term ring(resonate)?

3. Parsimony How short is a) the term, and; b)its list of defining attributes
(the intension)?

4. Coherence How internally consistent (logically related) are the instances
and attributes?

5. Differentiation How differentiated are the instances and the attributes (from
other most-similar concepts)? How bounded, how operational-
izable, is the concept?

6. Depth How many accompanying properties are shared by the in-
stances under definition?

7. Theoretical Utility How useful is the concept within a wider field of inferences?

8. Field Utility How useful is the concept within a field of related instances
and attributes?

Source: Gerring (1999, 2012).



Operationalization of corruption

I Validity refers to the extent to which our measures correspond to the
concepts that they are intended to reflect.

I Reliability refers to the extent to which the measurement process
repeatedly and consistently produces the same score for a given case.

Validity and Reliability

Source: Gerring (2012)
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CPI

Corruption Perception Index (CPI) by Transparency
International:

I The CPI scores 180 countries and territories by

I their perceived levels of public sector corruption,

I according to countries’ experts and business people,

I based on 13 data sources (e.g., World Bank, World
Economic Forum, Varieties of Democracy.)

I CPI scale: 100 is very clean and 0 is highly corrupt.
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The Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) Around the World
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The Effects of Corruption on Voter Behavior



Pavão, Nara. 2018. “Corruption as the only option: The
limits to electoral accountability.” The Journal of Politics
80 (3): 996–1010.



What is accountability?

Accountability (Fearon 1999)

One person, A, is accountable to another person, B, if two conditions are met:

1. There is an understanding that A is obliged to act in some way on behalf of
B.

2. B is empowered by some formal institutional or perhaps informal rules to
sanction or reward A for her activities or performance in this capacity.

Political Accountability (Manin, Przeworski, and Stokes 1999)

Governments are “accountable” if voters can discern whether governments are
acting in their interest and sanction them appropriately (e.g., voting for
incumbent or opposition).
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I Research question:

Why corrupt politicians survive democratic elections?

I Previous answers in the literature:

1. Informational argument: voters do not punish corruption
because they lack information about politicians’ misdeeds
(Chong et al. 2010; Ferrazand Finan 2008; Weitz-Shapiro and Winters
2013).

2. Trade-off argument: voters do not always punish
corruption because they are often willing to trade it for
other aspects of government performance about which they
care more (Muñoz et al. 2012; Peters and Welch 1980; Rundquist et
al. 1977; Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013).
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“Corruption as the only option” (Pavão 2018)

I Research question:

Why corrupt politicians survive democratic elections?

I Answer:

When voters believe corruption to be a constant among
candidate options and that all politicians are equally
incompetent to deal with corruption, they become less likely
to base their vote on corruption concerns and to throw the
rascals out. Therefore, undermining the electoral
accountability.
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I The perceived lack of competence of politicians to handle
corruption can be traced to three specificities of corruption:

1. Corruption is an activity that benefits politicians personally
(leading to a conflict of interest).

2. Because political corruption is a feature of the
policy-making process, rather than a policy outcome (such
as economic or social policies), voters may perceive it to be
a systemic problem.

3. Corruption is an issue that can affect not only the
incumbent government but also members of the opposition.
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Hypotheses

H1. Voters are less likely to identify a politician or a political party
that is competent to deal with corruption rather than with other
issues.

H2. When voters perceive all choice options to be equally incompetent
to deal with corruption, they be-come less likely to punish corruption.

H3. As aggregate levels of corruption increase, voters become more
likely to perceive all politicians and political parties to be incompetent
in dealing with corruption.
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Data and Methods

I Focus-group (Brazil).

I Surveys (Brazil and 50 other countries).

I Experiments (Brazil).
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Results: Hypothesis 1
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Results: Hypothesis 1
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Results: Hypothesis 2

Dependent variable: A binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent declares his
vote choice to be motivated by the honesty of a candidate or 0 if he indicates using a different
voting criteria.

Independent variable: A five-point scale representing ascending levels of agreement from the
statement, “all politicians steal.” The greater the value, more strongly the respondent believes
that all politicians are corrupt.
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Results: Hypothesis 3

Dependent variable: Voters’ skepticism regarding a party or candidate’s capacity to handle
corruption, based on the CSES survey question, “Thinking of the most important political
problem facing [the country]: which [party/presidential candidate] do you think is best at
dealing with it?” Answer of interest: None of the parties/candidates.

Independent variable: Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index (CPI)
rescaled, which varies from 0 (i.e., the lowest level of corruption) to 10 (i.e., the highest level of
corruption).
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Some issues

I Empirical evidence (data) does not “confirm” hypotheses;
it either “supports ” or “does not support” them.

I Different research designs test different things.
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Cantú, Francisco. 2019. “Groceries for votes: The electoral
returns of vote buying.” The Journal of Politics 81 (3):
790–804.



I Research questions:
Does vote buying alter voters’ ballot preferences? If yes,
what are the returns of vote buying?

Vote buying (Nichter 2014; Stokes et al. 2013; Cantú 2019)
The discretional, individual, and quid pro quo provision of
rewards to voters.
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Previous empirical evidence: Null findings.

According to Cantú (2019), the lack of evidence regarding
electoral returns from vote buying comes from two empirical
issues:

1. When more than one party engages in this practice, the
shifts in voters’ preferences are canceled out in the
aggregate.

2. Voters’ valuations of the handout are not uniform, and
their responses on the ballot depend on what is involved in
the transaction (e.g., different vote-buying methods and
difference in voters’ responsive to vote-buying efforts).



Cantú’s (2019) contributions:

1. The empirical analysis explores an event when an innovation for a
vote-buying transaction gave one of the parties a temporary
advantage over its rivals.

2. The empirical design distinguishes those voters identified in the
literature as the most responsive to the vote-buying efforts;

3. The data allow to rule out reverse causality in the analysis.

The empirical advantage of the study comes from the exogenous location of
the stores where voters could redeem the vote-buying reward and the fact
that this type of reward allocation did not affect the results of previous
elections.



Hypotheses

H1. Voters should electorally support the party that offered the
reward instead of the party they have previously supported.

H2. This effect should intensify with voters’ proximity to the closest
store.
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Data

I Electoral and sociodemographic information for the precincts in Mexico City
and the State of Mexico.

I Dependent variables:

I Candidates’ vote shares and turnout rates in the 2012 presidential
election.

I Main independent variables:

I Proximity: The inverse distance (in km) between the centroid of the
precinct i and its closest Soriana store.

I Stronghold: A dummy variable with a value of 1 when party j received
the majority of the votes in precinct i during the previous federal
election.

I HighMobilization: A dummy variable with a value of 1 if the turnout
rate at precinct i in the previous federal election was at least 1
standard deviation above the overall participation rate.
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Results
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Results
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Some issues

I External validity.

I Inferences beyond what the evidence allows (e.g.,
vote-buying strategy by PRI).
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Next Class

I Thursday, 5 May.

Week 9. Voters’ Party Perceptions and Representation

Compulsory readings:

– Adams, James. 2012. “Causes and electoral consequences of party policy shifts
in multiparty elections: Theoretical results and empirical evidence.” Annual
Review of Political Science 15: 401–419.

– Werner, Annika. 2019. “What voters want from their parties: Testing the
promise- keeping assumption.” Electoral Studies 57: 186–195.

– Fortunato, David. 2021. “Parties and Voters under Coalition Governance.”
Chap. 3 in The Cycle of Coalition: How Parties and Voters Interact under
Coalition Governance, 20–39. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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