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Vote-Buying and Palitical Behavior: Estimating andExplaining Vote-Buying's Effect on Turnout in
Kenya

Abstract

Vote-buying has and continues to be pervasive inynadectoral regimes. Yet the relationship between
vote-buying and citizen behavior, particularly lre tcontext of the secret ballot, remains largely
unknown. In this paper | study vote-buying’s effentvoter turnout in Kenya, using a nationally
representative survey that includes questions aheutountry's 2002 presidential and parliamentary
elections. Estimating the causal effect of voteibgiyn voter turnout is complicated by the strategi
nature of vote-buying, and so this study also erasithe strategic logic of vote-buying in KenyaeTh
results suggest that poor individuals and “swingfers in the country's most electorally competitiv
districts are most likely to be targeted by votgdas. Using these results, | use probit statistivadliels

as well as propensity score matching and estirhatdnidividuals who were approached by a vote-buyer
were about 14 percentage points more likely to tlud@ those who were not, while the least educated
individuals were the most highly influenced by vbigying. These results are puzzling. If votingesret
and voluntary, why does vote-buying have an impadndividual behavior? | propose and test the
empirical implications of two potential explanatiom monitoring and punishment mechanism, and a
credibility signaling mechanism. The evidence igaévely consistent with the monitoring and
punishment mechanism, and is also consistent Wittcitedibility signaling mechanism. | conclude with
discussion of the study's implications for theonésote-buying and for the quality of democracgan
political accountability in settings where vote-ing/is commonplace.



Introduction

Where people vote, the phenomenon of vote-buyindst¢o follow. From the Roman Republic
(Yakobson, 1995), to 19th century Britain (O'Led962) and the United States (Anderson and Tollison
1990), to such newer democracies as the Philipgbesaeffer, 2008) and Argentina (Stokes, 2006;
Brusco et al., 2004), and to such African countaie@s$Sao Tome and Principe and Nigeria (Vicente8200
Bratton, 2008), the practice of vote-buying hasnbemmonplace in political campaigns. Yet despie i
persistence, the relationship of vote-buying tzeit voting behavior, particularly in the contektloe
secret ballot, has puzzled both the political sliteat integrate vote-buying into their electoteategies

as well as the scholars that seek to study therar @io-thousand years ago the Roman politician and
thinker Cicero complained that private voting Ifaed] a man to wear a smooth brow while it cloaks
the secrets of his heart, and leaves him freettasabe chooses, while he gives any promise hebmay
asked to give” (cited in Yakobson, 1995). Centuldsr, when the British enacted legislation prawid

for the secret ballot, a parliamentarian notedhe ‘Ballot Act had promoted that most un-Englistciica

of taking bribes from both sides, or voting agathst side from which a bribe had been accepted”
(O'Leary, 1962).

The complaints of these political elites are sutige®f two inter-related puzzles presented by the
phenomenon of vote-buying in the context of theetduallot. First, if the privacy of the vote isopected
and politicians cannot ensure that targeted citizene for them, why does vote-buying occur in many
democracies around the world? Where the vote i®gmliticians lack mechanisms to ensure voter
compliance while citizens cannot credibly commiptoviding their vote after a gift or bribe is récs.
As such we should expect to see the practice @Fboying disappear as the secrecy of the voteasese
and, in fact, there is evidence to believe thal t@ntury laws providing for the secret ballot ottbthe
United States and Great Britain were in large psponsible for the decline of vote-buying in those
countries (O'Leary, 1962; Anderson and TollisorQM9A second puzzle relates to the relationship
between vote-buying and the behavior of votersitifens can accept a pre-election gift but are foe
vote as they please and are not even requiredrtoutiat the polls, why might vote-buying have feaa
on voter behavior?

This study seeks to shed light on these questipes@dmining the effect of vote-buying on individual
voter turnout in Kenya, a country where vote-buyimgervasive in election campaigns. | use indialelu
level survey data from a nationally representagample of over 1200 Kenyans collected by
Afrobarometer. Kenya's 2002 presidential and pawdiatary elections serve as a good case for thg stud
of vote-buying and political behavior, as vote-mgyivas widespread during the election campaign but
the polls themselves were relatively free of maughnd distortion by political parties and theliesl

The survey asks respondents about their experiemzebehavior before and during the country's 2002
presidential and parliamentary elections. Usingstteal techniques | test for the effect of expesto
vote-buying across a broad range of model spetiifitsa.

That vote-buying is a strategic rather than a ramdot on the part of political parties and thelieal
poses a challenge to estimating vote-buying's ¢tafiet This challenge is compounded by the fact
that the theoretical literature produces a numbepnflicting predictions regarding the stratedilest
vote-buying parties are likely to employ when tiseject vote-buying targets. This lack of theorética
(and empirical) convergence renders it impossiblaakea priori assumptions about the strategies of
Kenyan vote-buyers that could then be accountethftire estimation procedure. As such, this pajser a
analyses strategies of vote-buying in Kenya. Redrdin these analyses suggest those individuals in
more politically competitive areas and those whapsut relatively weak political parties are mokely

! Causal inference in the potential outcomes, ontartactual, framework requires systematic analysisie
treatment assignment mechanism; in this case, #ygmwhich individuals are selected by vote-buy@tsrgan
and Winship, 2007)



to be targeted by a vote-buyer. Using these reabltsit vote-buying strategy, | apply statistical
technigues to account for them in the estimaticatesy

The statistical results are robust and substagtstebng: Individuals who have been approached by a
vote-buyer are about 15 percentage points morly likevote than those who were not approached,
suggesting that in Kenya, pre-election resouragsfeas are an important driver of voter turnowtsb
find evidence that the least educated citizensharse whose decision to vote is most influenceddig-
buying, while | estimate that vote-buying has refon the likelihood that a highly educated parso
will vote. These results suggest that educationleahing might mediate the impact of vote-buyimg o
individual behavior.

That vote-buying has such a strong effect on vot@rout is puzzling. If voters incur costs to ge tholls,
as the rational choice calculus of voting modelggsgs (Downs, 1957; Tullock, 1968), then they sthoul
in the context of secret and voluntary voting, bttdr off accepting the bribe or gift but remainhmme
on election day. Drawing ideas from the literatometurnout and clientelism, | suggest that voteihgy
might influence an individual's decision to voteotigh two channels: a monitoring and punishment
mechanism, and a credibility signaling mechanismefiér and Vlaicu, 2008; Robinson and Verdier,
2002). The second part of the paper tests empirigalications of these arguments. Results lend stipp
to the monitoring and punishment hypothesis, sugggethat vote-buying influences individual
perception of political party monitoring capacitydaviolent activity. The analysis also providesso
for the credibility signaling mechanism. Individaapproached by a vote-buyer are more likely to
believe in the credibility of politician campaignomises than are those who were not approached- Vot
buying thus may help to convey credibility to pdtalhvoters and illustrate the willingness of trater
buying politician to distribute resources to supers.

Literature
Voter Turnout

The calculus of voting model suggests that peojileomly vote when the expected benefits of voting
outweigh the costs (Downs, 1957; Tullock, 1968Jhe act of voting thus appears paradoxical, @s th
probability of being a pivotal voter in any sizddaion, but particularly national elections, issoall as
to essentially be zero, ensuring that any cosbtimg will exceed the act's expected benefit. Thtbnal
choice approaches have had difficulty explaining ohthe most fundamental acts in democratic sesiet
has led to a number of attempts to alter the agigimodel in order to “rationalize” voting behaviéior
instance, the simple calculus of voting model heenbexpanded to integrate other benefits thaeaiiz
might derive from voting. Downs (1957) and Rikedd@Drdeshook (1968) expand the simple decision
formula to include an additional parameter, D, vehBrrepresents these additional benefits. For Bown
D encapsulates the value to citizens of having deany continue. According to Riker and Ordeshook, D
captures a citizen's duty to vote. For their gadrber et al. (2008) argue that social pressuae is
important component of D, and illustrate with expemtal evidence that social pressure greatly asae
the probability that an individual will vote in théS. context. Taking an alternative approach, iahdr
(1993) argues that the costs of voting are noiquaatrly high, helping to explain high turnout rate

Others have couched an individual's decision te iofa game-theoretic framework. Palfrey and

Rosenthal (1983) illustrate that multiple equilébexist in a game theoretic model of voting, sofe o
which predict high turnout, but later show thaatggic uncertainty leads the predictions from theg
theoretic model to converge to the calculus ofngprediction (Palfrey and Rosenthal, 1985). In an

2 In the original model, individuals are predicted/bte only when the expected value of doing s@eds the costs:
pB > C. Where p is the probability of being theqtal voter, B is the additional benefit from thater’'s preferred
candidate wining the election, and C is the costotihg.



alternative framework, Ferejohn and Fiorina (19%4jue that potential voters are regret minimaxinsize
and that under such a decision rule voting isiamat act.

Still others have looked to empirical data to deiae the structural and institutional determinaofts
turnout. Baek (2009) finds that where informatiasts are low, turnout tends to be higher. Pow&IB8Q)
argues that turnout is higher in proportional elegltsystems. Blais and Carty (1990) use data from
Western Europe and confirm Powell's finding. Jaakifi®87) argues that where electoral institutions
create incentives for parties to mobilize voteusnout will be higher. He notes that nationally
competitive electoral districts tend to promotehsigturnout.

Fewer studies have examined turnout outside chdvenced democracies. In a cross-national study of
turnout in Africa, Kuenzi and Lambright (2007) fitltat the electoral formula and the concurrency of
presidential and parliamentary elections are ptediof turnout. Chen and Zhong (2008) study
individual's decisions to vote in China's local gmunent elections. They report that those indivislua
who identify most closely with the regime are mdgtly to vote. In an earlier study with far diffant
results, Shi (1999) finds that people vote in Chiedections because of a desire to punish corrupt
officials and facilitate political change. In Egy@laydes (2006) argues that voters turnout bectugse
expect material rewards and Nichter (2008) comesdimilar conclusion in Argentina. In Eastern ago
and Latin America, Kostadinova and Power (2007 fimat turnout is higher in founding elections but
decreases rapidly thereafter. In a study of palifparticipation in Zambia, Bratton (1999) findsith
participation, which includes but is not exclusteevoting, is in large part determined by instibumil
linkages between individuals and the state. KuandiLambright (2005) find support for this argument
as they find that those individuals with greatekéiges to political parties are most likely to vote

Vote-buying and Clientelism

One goal of this study is to link scholarship omevdurnout to a literature that has focused orctheses
and consequences of vote-buying and clientelisrehvi this literature is focused on the strategagid
of vote-buying in attempts to explain when and towm vote-buying attempts will be made. An
influential model by Cox and McCubbins (1986) potslithat parties will target such efforts to their
“core” supporters with whom they have informatioadl/antages. Stokes (2005) extends this logic avith
model that predicts that vote-buying will occuryim the context of machine politics. Because eitiz
have incentives to accept gifts or bribes but tharto vote for the party, vote-buying is only efige in
situations where political machines have the capagimonitor individuals and ensure their comptian
Nichter (2008) argues that vote-buying is targetiesupporters not because of the monitoring adslitif
political machines, but rather because parties sebly turnout through the mobilization of prevébu
unmobilized party supporters. In their study of khexican case, Diaz-Cayeros et al. (2007) compare
politicians to investors and argue that investmantdientelistic distribution is more likely in ¢hmost
electorally risky areas of the country.

Despite the purported pervasiveness of clientelisifrica, the evidence is mixed on its effectivegas
a political strategy in the electoral context. mexperimental study conducted in Benin, Wantchekon
(2003) finds evidence that voters are more resperisirhetoric that he defines as clientelistibeathan
universal. Other empirical studies contradict tiesult. In a study of Ghana, Lindberg and Morrison
(2008) find that voters evaluate candidates basdtiair policy prescriptions rather than on ethmic
clientelist bases. Similarly, Young (2009) findsenadence that in Kenya and Zambia clientelism has
improved the voteshare of incumbent MPs.

The two studies to examine vote-buying's effectater turnout in Africa have produced contradictory
results. Bratton's (2008) study of Nigeria findattBxposure to vote-buying decreases the likelitbatl
an individual votes. He argues that vote-buying @ledtoral violence create disillusionment amonigst
electorate causing them to exit the political pescdn a randomized field experiment in Sao Tontke an



Principe, Vicente (2008) finds, on the other hahdt vote-buying increases voter turnout by
“energizing” potential voters. These results sugtes the political and social context of a coyntll
likely condition the effect of vote-buying on vager

The 2002 Elections in Kenya

Kenya's 2002 presidential and parliamentary elastinarked the third since the country's transiion
multiparty politics in 1991. The polls were impartdor multiple reasons. Above all else, the etatdi
marked the first peaceful turnover of executive gogince the transition, with Mwai Kibaki of the
National Rainbow Coalition (NARC) defeating the dafate of the long-ruling Kenyan African National
Union (KANU), Uhuru Kenyatta. At the time, many @pgers heralded the event as a moment of
democratic opening in Kenya. The elections were tis first in which former autocrat and KANU
leader Daniel Arap Moi would not be participatiMpi abided by constitutionally mandated term limits
and appointed Kenyatta, son of Kenyan independieacker Jomo Kenyatta, as his successor. Also, once
fragmented opposition groups overcame historicasidins and united under the umbrella of the NARC
and its presidential candidate, Kibaki. Converdiaccounts suggest that opposition divisionsifatid
Moi victories in the first two elections of 1992cah997, and indeed Moi was victorious in thesespoll
with well less than 50 percent of the vote (Ndeg2@(3).

The elections also marked a newfound independemtassertiveness for the Kenyan Electoral
Commission (Ndegwa, 2003). In previous electiomsitilependence of the commission had been
questioned, but in 2002 it took a more active mlensuring more transparency on election day. The
counting of votes and the verification of ballotasaconducted at polling places and overseen by
observers from parties and the international conitputhus making it difficult for any party to stethe
election on election day, as many suspect had teea in the past (Ndegwa, 2003).

Yet despite the work of the electoral commissiartips and their supporters still worked to infloer-
sometimes illegally—the outcomes of the electiofoteethe day of the polls. Incidents of violence
occurred in the period preceding the election andynKenyans claim to have been prevented from
registering. Political party operatives were aksparted to have been offering small amounts of aash
exchange for votes. John Kithongo—the now exilethier permanent secretary for governance and
ethics in the Office of the President of Kenya—fscabserving “offerings of cash, T-shirts, anddan
exchange for votes” (Githongo, 20G7).

Data and Measures

The majority of the data used in this study aremalkom the Afrobarometer Round 3 survey taken in
Kenya in 2005. Afrobarometer draws nationally repreative samples from each of its target countries
and Kenya's Round 3 survey includes data on 1jafi@iduals. The dependent variable is a dichotomous
measure taking on a value of 1 if the individuaeebin the 2002 election and 0 if the person didvate

in the election. | generate this variable from evey question which asks the following question and
allows for the following responsedfith regard to the most recent, 2002 national ébes, which

statement is true for you@) You voted in the elections; b) You decidedtootote; c) You could not

find the polling station; d) You were preventednfrgoting; €) You did not have time to vote; f) Didt

vote for some other reason; and g) You were nostergd.

Sixty-three percent of the survey respondents tegamting in the 2002 elections. The International
Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES) reports tlagional turnout for the 2002 election was atist
percent (IFES Election Guide). Voter turnout isréiere higher in my sample but not substantially so
One respondent could not find the polling placether eight claim to have been prevented from gptin

% In the same article, Githongo (2007) argues thatyrKenyans accept these gifts but then vote fair fireferred
candidate, an issue that speaks to the monitoridgcampliance problems that vote-buying parties fac



144 were too young, five could not remember if thieted or not, and for two individuals the data is
missing. Because such individuals may have wamtedte or claim to have tried to vote, | drop them
from the data leaving a sample size of 1,120.

The explanatory (or “treatment”) variable of foéai® second dichotomous measure taking on a wélue
1 if the individual had in the run up to the 2002céions been approached by a political party
representative and been offered a bribe or argékchange for a vote, and a 0 if the individual hat
been approached. | generate this variable usinthanquestion from the Afrobarometer survey thasas
And during the 2002 elections, how often (if eid)a candidate or someone from a political partieo
you something, like food or a gift, in return famuy vote?Respondents could answer “never,” “once or
twice,” “a few times,” “often,” or “don't know.Just over half of those surveyed (about 56 peycent
report that they had never been approached bydidz#a, about 15 percent report having been
approached “once or twice”, 14 percent reportigtieen approached “a few times,” and 12 percent
report having been approached “often.” About 4&@et of respondents claim therefore to have been
approached at least once. Such individuals argrees$ia value of 1 on the vote-buying variable whlile
others are assigned a value 6f 0.

It is important to note that respondents do nobrewhether they accepted the bribe or gift. Thim ddso
contain no information about the magnitude of tiie dgRather, we only know that a party represéwnat
or supporter with an offer to exchange money cousses for a vote approached them. As such, it is
perhaps best to interpret the treatment as exptswete-buying or as exposure to a vote-buyingroff

The survey question also does not provide inforomagibout the precise timing of the vote-buying ioffe

If vote-buyers targeted voters while they werel@mway to the polls (having already decided andenad
the effort to vote), then the statistical resuli$ @werstate vote-buying's influence on voter beba
Unfortunately, the present data do not allow millg rule out this possibility. Yet that about twhirds

of those who reported being approached by a voyefelaim to have been approached “a few times”
(14 percent of all respondents) or “often” (12qgeert of all respondents) illustrates that much vote
buying occurs before election day. Moreover, antddavidence from the 2002 election as well asrothe
elections in Kenya suggests that a great deal teflvoying occurs in the days and weeks leadingup t
the elections. In an interview withNeew York Timesorrespondent in the period before the 2002
elections, one citizen reported: “A NARC agenpged me at a bus stop and asked me who | was voting
for. When | said KANU, he offered me 500 shillifgdout 6 U.S. dollars] for my vote” (Lacey, 2002).
Another Kenyan described his vote-buying experidrefere election day as follows: “A man
approached me in Naivasha at a bar and asked mepaitta I'm from. He said he's an agent for KANU
and would buy my vote for 700 shillings” (Lacey,02). A study conducted by a Kenyan anti-corruption
organization on the 2007 elections estimates thttd two weeks leading up the elections “candilat
[spent] about 60 to 80 thousand shillings per daglistribution of money and other benefits to vster
(CAPF, 2007Y. These anecdotes do not rule out the possibiliy Klenyans were approached by vote-
buyers on the way to polls, but they do indicatg gubstantial vote-buying attempts are generadlgian

in the days and weeks leading up to elections.

Like any study that uses survey data, there arer @ibtential sources of bias in the measures @mpl
People tend to overstate their voting historiestarméspond to surveys in ways that they believghini
please the enumerator. Kenyans are exposed taratiee discourse suggesting that voting is thetrigh
thing to do and so there is the potential therefor@eople to report having voted, even if in ityahey

* | also run the statistical models using as a degefnvariable the disaggregated vote-buying mea3ine
substantive results are similar and so | do nadgarethem here. Capturing the treatment varialgleoiomously
also facilitates the usage of the propensity somatehing techniques that | present below.

® One thousand Kenya Shillings is about fifteen Wdid@lars.



did not. Yet that the turnout percentage in thepardata resembles the turnout percentage in the
population is reassuring and suggests that ovariag may not be a major problem (though over-
reporting might explain the slightly higher turnqércentage in the sample). Moreover, anti-votesauy
campaigns are common in Kenyan elections. | thezedmpect that individuals would tend to under-
report their experiences with vote-buying when comifed by in-person survey questions.

The extent to which these potential tendencies¥er- and under-reporting are damaging to the
inferences drawn in the study depends on whiclctiine we expect these tendencies to bias the sesult
In this regard, the results are relatively safenfrnajor distortion due to misreporting. Table 1sems
four different types of individuals labeling them their true actions. In the upper-left box, thdisidual
was both approached and offered a bribe and tuounetb vote. If such a person failed to report thay
were approached, as we might logically expect, suilure would bias the finding toward a nulluks
It is possible that the person would report notimgwoted, which in combination with a failure &port
having been approached could be problematic, kot awsituation is unlikely as respondents are farem
likely to over rather than under report their vgtimstory. For those in the bottom left cell, weultbnot
expect them to misrepresent their histories giheir behavior. In the lower right cell, claiminghave
voted when one did not would again bias the resoltgard a null result. The only cell that poses a
potential problem is the top right, where thoseviittlials that were approached and offered a bnilte a
did not vote might misrepresent their voting higtqrotentially inflating our estimate of the effaxft
vote-buying. Yet this potential bias is attenudtgdhe fact that those who feel socially presstioeshy
that they voted in the past election are alsoyilklebse that feel socially pressured to say thay thd not
interact with vote buyers. The top-right cell indivals who misreport are likely to answer each tjoes
falsely, giving the impression that they were nr@ached and did vote. As before, these responses
would bias the estimated effect of vote-buying tahzero.

Table 1: Potential Sources of Bias

Approached and Voted Approached and No Vote

Not Approached and Voted Not Approached and N&Vot

The statistical models also include a number ofrcbrariables to approximate other potential bégsef
from voting as well as to capture those individtlsracteristics that the literature has suggested a
important turnout determinants. An individual'sdeef education, for instance, may be predictive of
voting. Though most studies point to a positivatiehship between education and the probability tha
someone votes (more education = more likely to)y@kmydes (2006) study of voter turnout in Egypt
suggests that in situations where vote-buyingeésgent, those with lower education might be most
likely to vote. To control for the potential effemftt education level | create a series of dichotosnou
variables; one marking those individuals with norfal schooling, one marking those with only primary
education, one marking those with only secondaungeation, and one marking those with any post-
secondary education.

While education might be predictive of an indivilsi@ecision to vote, so too might be their ecoreomi
condition. As suggested in the theoretical literatpoorer voters might be more susceptible to-vote

buying because even small transfers are valualfeeta. To test for this possibility, | run some rabd
specifications that interact the economic condgioreasures with the vote-buying variable. | usersgv
measures of an individual's economic condition. @easures whether the respondent has a cash income.
Another two measure whether the respondent orefiondent's family have gone without sufficient

food for substantial parts of the previous year.



The competitiveness of the election may also bevegit to potential voters. We might speculate tineat
closer the election, the greater the perceivedghitity of being the pivotal votéY.As the perceived
probability of being pivotal increases, so too dibesexpected benefit of voting. Moreover, the
competitiveness of a district might matter for vbteyers. Kenya has a peculiar electoral systernthfor
election of the president that requires the wiriaararn at least 25 percent of the vote in fivehef
country's seven provinces. Political parties tremehave incentive to target campaigns to broatiosec
of the country and to win votes from areas outsidiheir strongholds. To control for these factars,
create a variablenargin,which is simply the percentage point differencéhi@ proportion of votes won
by the winner in a district and the proportion ofas won by the runner-up. | assume that poteviiairs
can estimate how close an upcoming election migharu use results from the 2002 presidential
elections to create the variable. | aggregate tarscy-level presidential election data up todistrict
level and integrate the election margin variabte the individual-level datasét.

| also include control variables indicating theificdl party preference of the individual. | cre&er
dummy variables: one for the NARC, the main oppasitoalition and eventual winner of the election;
one for KANU, the incumbent party; one for the LifdeDemocratic Party (LDP); and a fourth for those
who support the more minor parties or who did press allegiance to any particular party. Because
different parties might have different mobilizingategies, supporters of the opposition might bated
differently than supporters of government, and bheeane's decision to vote might quite reasonably b
related to one's political allegiance, | includegé variables as controls in several of the model
specifications.

Other studies suggest that individuals might delperefits from voting because of its purportedinmsic
value (Riker and Ordeshook, 1968; Gerber et ab820WNhen people value democracy and the act of
voting, their utility from voting increases and ytere more likely to accept the costs. Measurirg th
extent to which an individual intrinsically valuesting is difficult, and measuring it exactly isrtznly
not possible. | therefore approximate an indivitualtrinsic benefit from voting by using their afmn
about democracy as the best form of governmenidest that those who claim that “democracy is
preferable to any other kind of government”—rattfien “in some circumstances, a non-democratic
government can be preferable” or “for someonerikg it doesn't matter what kind of government we
have"—have a greater belief in the intrinsic vabfielemocracy. | construct a dichotomous variable
marking each of these individuals with a 1. A contius measure would be preferable, but the data do
not permit it.

Respondents were also asked whether they beli@a¢galiticians are influenced by people like them,
and could answer “never,” “sometimes,” or “alwayJsing this question | create a variable that
captures an individual's political self-efficacyhdse who believe that people like them never imibae
politicians are given a 1 while others are givéh Because one's belief in her or his ability tituence
politicians might reasonably have an effect onrttletision to participate in politics, | includesh
variable as a control in several of the statistatlels.

Finally, | also include controls for the age anddger of the respondent, as well as whether respbnde
lives in an urban or rural area.

Who Voted and Whose Votes Were Being Bought?

® | note that this probability is perceived becaesen in the closest of elections the probabilitpeiihg the pivotal
vote remains negligible.

" There were 210 electoral constituencies in Keny2002. Each district contains between one and five
constituencies. | aggregate the data up to thediltvel because Afrobarometer does not colléatteral
constituency information. Many thanks to Liz Cargor providing the election results data.



Vote-buying attempts are fundamentally strategts an the part of political parties. Estimating the
causal effect of vote-buying on individual votertout therefore requires a systematic analysibef t
vote-buying assignment mechanism. | therefore fiesticribe the data with a particular focus on the
characteristics of voters and non-voters, as veethase who were approached by vote-buyers. This
section ends with a statistical analysis designeddre fully identify the strategic logic of votening
from the perspective of vote-buying parties.

In the sample, about 33 percent of individualsnelie NARC as their party of choice. Twelve percent
support the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), 10 petcsupport KANU, and about 36 percent claim no
attachment. The turnout rate is slightly higherdopporters of the NARC, which is perhaps not
surprising given the excitement about NARC's pagéit defeat KANU. Supporters of KANU and the
LDP turned out at rates of 66 and 68 percent, rtis@dy. Vote-buyers targeted only 30 percent of
NARC supporters, well below the national rate oéo40 percent, while they targeted about 60 peraient
LDP supporters.

Most Kenyans in the sample have at least some priorasecondary schooling. Only about 10 percent
have had no formal schooling, while 14 percent Haacgkat least some post-secondary education. Turnou
is similar among Kenyans of all education levelghwetween 61 and 68 percent of people voting.
Similarly, rates of vote-buying are about the s@ti®ss each educational level. There is thus tialini
evidence that vote buyers systematically targestdeicated individuals or that more or less eddcate
individuals are more likely to vote. As for the etltontrol variables, each category of individuals

out to vote and are targeted by vote buyers as sateilar to that of the national rate. Those whd hot

gone without sufficient food were targeted for vbteying at a slightly lower rate. Moreover, thertout

rate among women was substantially lower than & among men, while men were more likely to be
targeted by a vote buyer than were women.

Table 2 presents results from probit analyses otiedito answer the question of who gets targeted by
vote buyers. In this regard, a number of intergstélationships stand out. In the first place, éhafo
claim to have gone without sufficient food in agatperiod—a reasonable measure of livelihood—are
more likely to be targeted by a vote buyer. We mibbrefore infer that poorer voters are more jikel

be the targets of vote-buying efforts. Men are &sanore likely to be targeted than women. The
education level variables are not, however, stadilty significant nor are the coefficients subsiaely

big. Thus an individual's education level is nstrang predictor of being a vote-buying target.



Table 2: Probit Analyses of Vote-Buying's Determiniz

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

(Intercept) -0.29 * -0.25* -0.13 -0.12 * -2.3

(0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.16)

Cash income -0.06 -0.02

(0.08) (0.10)

Insufficient food 0.32 * 0.37 *
(0.08) (0.09)
Male 0.20 * 0.20 *
(0.08) (0.09)

Urban 0.12 0.14
(0.08) (0.11)

Age -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
No ed. -0.02 -0.06
(0.15) (0.20)
Primary ed. -0.02 -0.04
(0.112) (0.15)
Secondary ed. 0.02 0.12
(0.12) (0.14)

KANU -0.02 -0.13
Supporter

(0.13) (0.15)
NARC -0.20 * -0.22 *
Supporter
(0.09) (0.10)
LDP Supporter 0.46 * 0.46 *
(0.12) (0.15)
Vote margin -0.27 *
(0.12)

N 1120 1120 1120 1120 838
AlC 1529.97 1539.15 1548.33 1520.20 1128.43
BIC 1590.22 1619.49 1628.67 1600.54 1374.44

Log L -752.99 -753.58 -758.17 -744.10 -5P2.2

Standard errors in parentheses
* indicates significance at p< 0.05
Dependent var.: Dichotomous measure of whethendividual was approached by a vote-buyer.

The results concerning the political variablesase illuminating. While being a supporter of KAN&J
not a significant predictor, supporters of the apfion NARC are far less likely to be targeted thaa
the supporters of other parties or those who clterallegiance. If the government was the actor most
involved in vote-buying, as many reports suggegteh they were less likely to target NARC
supporters. LDP supporters, on the other handsurstantially more likely to have been a vote-bgyin
target. This may have been because the LDP wasonstdered a serious contender in the election, and
so their supporters may have been perceived ttttaetable. Finally, an increase in the political
competitiveness of an individual's electoral distthe equivalent of a decrease in the vote margin
variable) is statistically and substantively préigie of an increase in the probability that a vbterer
targets that individual. These results suggestpbltical parties were more likely to engage irtero
buying in the most politically competitive distiscand to target the poor, men, and the supporters o
presumably competing party with little chance @fodbral victory. The finding runs contrary to a rhen
of influential theoretical predictions, includingase of Cox and McCubbins (1986), who argue that
private goods (like bribes or gifts) are more liktd be targeted toward core supporters; Stoke35)20



who argues that vote-buying will only occur wheddifical machines are strong enough to monitor rsote
and ensure compliance; and Nichter (2008), whoesr¢juat parties do not buy votes but turnout, and
seek to do so in places where they have the mosohitized support.

Model Estimation and Results

What, then, is the effect of vote-buying on anvwdlial's decision to vote? | fit a number of probit
models using different covariate combinations. Beeave are only interested in the effect of vote-
buying, this strategy is defensible. Table 3 presegsults from a number of probit specificatioFise
estimated effect of having been offered a briba gift in exchange for a vote on the probabilitgtthn
individual does vote is stable across each of peeifications. The coefficient estimate is congidie
positive and statistically significant at conventiblevels. Moreover, the magnitude of the coedfitiis
stable across the specificatidriEo estimate the substantive effect of a vote-byigittempt on the
probability that an individual votes, | use Zellgéi et al., 2007) to simulate predicted probab#itof
voting for “treated” and “un-treated” individudls each of the specifications. The estimates sstghat
a vote-buying attempt increases the probabilityating by about 10 percentage points (the 95 pércen
confidence intervals spans the interval from alBopércent to about 15 percent).

The results also suggest that one's assessmédm inittinsic value of democracy plays a role in
determining an individual's decision to vote. lhsplecifications the democratic belief variable is
statistically significant and positive, and its mégde is generally similar to that of the vote-imgy
variable. Those who believe democracy is alwayd#st form of government are therefore about 10
percentage points more likely to vote than those ddnot. The data also illustrate that individuaho
associate themselves with the two most competitaréies are substantially more likely to vote thizir
counterparts who do not associate strongly witblaigal party. In particular, association with thein
opposition coalition, the NARC, is strongly predretof turnout. This finding is consistent with the
results of Kuenzi and Lambright (2005), who arduat tinkages to political parties strongly predict
voting in Africa.

8 As a robustness check, | also conduct a Bayesialysis with “skeptical” priors (in other wordsjqrs that
submit that the effect of vote-buying on turnoustiongly negative). The data overwhelm even thetrekeptical
of priors, and the point estimate of the coeffitiand the 95 percent credible interval are esdgniikentical to the
point estimates from the classical probit analgsisvell as the 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table 3: Probit Analyses of Individual Voter Turndu

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
(Intercept) 0.48 * 0.25* 0.25* 0.10 -0.24
(0.05) (0.09) (0.12) (0.13) (0.20)
Vote buy 0.31~* 0.30 * 0.29 * 0.27 * 0.34 *
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10)
Democratic 0.30 * 0.30 * 0.20 * 0.26 *
belief
(0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.12)
No political 0.03 0.02 0.01 -0.01
efficacy
(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10)
Cash income -0.13 -0.10 -0.18
(0.08) (0.09) (0.11)
Insufficient food 0.15 0.12 0.01
(0.08) (0.09) (0.10)
Male 0.50 * 0.42*
(0.09) (0.10)
Urban -0.14 -0.03
(0.09) (0.12)
Age 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)
No ed. 0.27
(0.21)
Primary ed. 0.14
(0.16)
Secondary ed. 0.17
(0.15)
KANU 0.41~
(0.17)
NARC 0.40 *
(0.11)
LDP 0.21
(0.16)
Vote margin 0.01
(0.13)

N 1120 1120 1120 1120 838
AIC 1297.36 1290.62 1289.52 1254.51 951.19
BIC 1337.53 1370.96 1410.02 1435.27 1253.97

LogL -640.68 -629.31 -620.76 -591.25 -491.5

Standard errors in parentheses

* indicates significance at p< 0.05

Dependent variable: Dichotomous measure indicatihgther individual voted in 2002 elections.
Dependent variable: Dichotomous measure of whethendividual voted in the 2002 elections

To test the hypothesis that vote-buying will havgreater impact on poorer individuals, | interdnet t
vote-buying variable with two indicators of matémaealth: whether the person has a cash income and
whether the person has gone without sufficient flmoch substantial period of time. Column 1 of Teall
presents these results, which do not suggest éeyatice in the effect of vote-buying for poorerigher

individuals.

| also test the hypothesis that the influence eé\miying might be different depending on the etioca
level of the individual approached. Column 2 of IEab presents the results from this analysis, ircvh
the higher education dummy variable is the omitefdrence category. The coefficients on the three



interaction terms thus capture the difference édfiect of vote-buying between those with higher
education and those with the other three educdtiemals. The results suggest that vote-buyingtcefs
conditioned by an individual's level of educatidi. facilitate interpretation, Figure 1 presents the
estimated effect (with 95 percent confidence iras)of a vote-buying attempt on the probabilitgtthn
individual votes in each of the four education gatées (no formal schooling, only primary educatiop

to secondary education, post-secondary educatibng. estimated effect of vote-buying is highest
amongst those with no formal schooling. The effémtdhose with primary and secondary education are
similar and are comparable to the aggregated edfgchated above. Yet the data suggest that vote-
buying has no effect on the probability that a higiducated person will vote.

Table 4: Probit Interaction Models to Determine ti@onditioning Effect of Wealth and Education on Vet
Buying's Influence on Individual Turnout

Wealth Model Education Model
(Intercept) 0.08 0.22
(0.13) (0.16)
Vote buy 0.30 -0.13
(0.16) (0.20)
Insufficient Food 0.17
(0.11)
Cash Income -0.08
(0.11)
Male 0.51* 0.53 *
(0.09) (0.09)
Democratic Belief 0.18 0.20 *
(0.10) (0.10)
Vote buy*Insufficient Food -0.07
(0.17)
Vote buy*Cash Income 0.01
(0.17)
No Ed. -0.08
(0.21)
Primary Ed. -0.14
(0.16)
Secondary Ed. -0.16
(0.17)
Vote buy*No Ed. 0.65*
(0.33)
Vote buy*Primary Ed. 0.44
(0.24)
Vote buy*Secondary Ed. 0.48
(0.25)

N 1120 1120
AlC 1257.67 1258.31
BIC 1418.35 1459.15

Log L -596.84 -589.16

Standard errors in parentheses
* indicates significance at p< 0.05
Dependent var.: Dichotomous measure of whethendividual voted in the 2002 elections

° | use simulation to produce the estimated prohisil
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Figure 1: Estimated Effect (with 95 percent confidence wadrof Vote-buying on the Probability of
Voting, by Education Level. The figure illustratiat vote-buying has no predicted effect on the
probability that a highly educated person will yotdile vote-buying has a disproportionate impact o
the probability that the least educated individweilsvote.
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Estimating the Causal Effect of Vote-buying Usiratd¥ling

A key hurdle one faces in estimating the causaicef vote-buying on turnout arises from the faet
political parties do not buy votes randomly, buhea strategically. If vote-buyers target those ahe
also more likely to turnout—perhaps because theykiie returns to their investment are likely higthe
amongst such people—then the standard statistiedysis will tend to overestimate vote-buying's
influence. A solution to this inferential probleiad in pre-processing the data using a method of
propensity score matching that links the pre-tresiincovariates to vote-buying stratedis.

Pre-processing the data using matching has a nushlaelvantages. Ho et al. (2006) argue that pre-
processing data using matching methods providedfactive way of reducing the model dependency of
causal estimates. One generates propensity scpesdulating the probability that each individigin

the treated group (in this case an exposure tdeatwaying attempt), given the observed pre-treatmen
covariates. Individuals are then matched usingadrenumber of methods based upon these scores—
methods include “exact matching” and “nearesgimeor matching”—and observations that cannot be
matched are dropped from the processed datasetatifuistment to the data reduces the relationship
between the treatment of focus and the pre-tredtoovariates and the resulting estimated causateff
becomes less dependent on the functional formeop#inametric model used in the analysis. In ing®nc
where pre-processing completely eliminates thdioglship between the treatment and other covariates
the estimated causal effect will be the same, tigss of the parametric form (Ho et al., 2006) sAeh,
pre-processing the data and then re-running thgitpanalyses serves as both a robustness cheak and
method for best estimating the causal effect oémtying in the absence of random treatment
assignment.

Before proceeding, it is important to note thatpanmsity score matching will not solve problems of
omitted variables bias. Pre-processing the dafashelsolve the inferential problems caused by the
strategic allocation of vote-buying, and as sudmismprovement upon the probit statistical modefs
on the entire data set. Unfortunately, howevercareonly match on the observable characteristics of
individuals that are captured in the Afrobaromstawey. Thus, if vote-buyers target those who they
believe are most likely to turnout to vote for reas unrelated to the pre-treatment covariatesdoted
into the calculation of the propensity scores, sbias in the estimation of vote-buying's causaaff
may remain. Therefore it is best to understandgmejpy score matching as a method with which to
improve, rather than completely solve, the infaediroblem posed by the non-random allocation of
vote-buying offers.

| use the method of exact matchifigising as pre-treatment covariates the educatiah iedicators, the
political party affiliation indicators, the econamindicators (cash income and insufficient food)wel|
as the gender, urban, and age varialiléEhe process discards 364 individuals that cabashatched

1 For a complete theoretical explanation of proptgrsiore matching see Rosenbaum and Rubin (1986)aret
al. (2006)

" There is no “right” method to use. It is besathieve the greatest amount of balance and ovierlidge
distributions of pre-treatment covariates in tleatment and control groups without dropping too imoifcthe data.
This will vary from study to study.

2 The proper method for selecting variables to idelin a matching procedure is contested in thesttat
literature. Conventional advice suggests inclugiagnany pre-treatment (as opposed to intervecioggriates as
possible into the matching procedure. Yet Pe@0@? illustrates that the inclusion of certain tymd covariates
can induce bias. | therefore run the matching guace using more condensed sets of covariatesreBhés are
not influenced by these differences in matchingpdure and so | do not report them here. In @nredtive
approach not reported in this paper, | also masthgithe vote margin variable. The substantivelte$tom the
analysis are unchanged when analyzing that preepsed data. Because | use electoral returns frera(d2



using each of the control variables from the protwdels, leaving a sample of 756 individuals inhe-

processed dafd.

Table 5 presents results from probit analyses ruthe pre-processed data, which indicate thatrtitiali
findings are robust to reductions in model depengeMoreover, they suggest that the results froen th
initial analyses may underestimate the causal ieffieeote-buying on turnout. | again use simulatéo
predict that individual's approached by a vote baye about 14 percentage points more likely te vot
(95 percent confidence interval runs from aboue&ent to about 20 percent). The average treatment
effect on the treated (ATT), computed using a singifference of means test, produces a similamesé

(0.14 with 95 percent confidence interval runnirari 0.07 to 0.20).

Table 5: Probit Analyses of Individual Voter Turnout with Pre-Processed Data

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Madb
(Intercept) 0.40 * 0.18 0.19 0.07 -0.02 -0.10
(0.06) (0.12) (0.17) (0.18) (0.23) (0.23)
Vote buy 0.41* 0.41* 0.40 * 0.40 * 0.40 * A2 *
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10)
Democratic Belief 0.27 * 0.25 0.10 0.14 0.08
(0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14)
Political efficacy 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 B.0
(0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)
Cash income -0.14 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08
(0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.12)
Insufficient food 0.16 0.11 0.09 0.06
(0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.112)
Male 0.50 * 0.51* 0.45*
(0.11) (0.11) (0.112)
Urban -0.09 -0.05 -0.02
(0.12) (0.13) (0.13)
No formal ed. 0.22 0.20
(0.25) (0.26)
Primary ed. 0.12 0.08
(0.19) (0.19)
Secondary ed. 0.03 0.01
(0.18) (0.18)
KANU supporter 0.21
(0.21)
NARC supporter 0.39*
(0.12)
LDP supporter 0.13
(0.20)
N 756 756 756 756 756 756
AIC 887.31 886.45 886.87 867.58 872.49 867.53
BIC 924.33 960.50 997.95 1015.68 1076.12 1?6
Log L -435.65 -427.22 -419.44 -401.79 -392.24 -377.77

Standard errors in parentheses * indicates sigaifice at p< 0.05

elections and voting occurs after the vote-buyifigrdhas been made, vote-buying may have an effethe vote
margin in a district. As such, the vote margin &bk is not a pre-treatment covariate. As the tesue not

influenced by the removal of vote margin from thatohing procedure, | present the results from tita gdre-
processed without that variable because it is thst mppropriate approach given the influence tbtg-buying may

have on the election result.

13 Note that though in general more data increasesffitiency of statistical estimates, there tembte efficiency
gainsfrom discarding data when matching is used.




Dependent variable: Dichotomous measure of whedhdndividual voted in the 2002 elections.
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Explaining Vote-Buying's Influence on Turnout

These results present a puzzle. Where the baksicieet and voting is voluntary, a pre-electionariat
transfer should not on its own influence the prdliigthat the expected benefits to voting mightead
the costs. As long as the probability of beingwetal voter and the costs to voting remain fixea pne-
election bribe should influence a voter's decisitaiking calculus. Yet this study illustrates thaKenya
such transfers do have a sizeable impact. Theosedihat follow present potential explanationsitigk
vote-buying and turnout, and explore their empirszgport.

Monitoring and Punishment Mechanism

One resolution stems from the fact that monitotimgout is an easier task for the parties than is
monitoring vote choice (Nichter, 2008). If partiemn effectively monitor the turnout of those whose
votes they have purchased—or at least enjoy theeption that they have such capacity—and can issue
credible punishment threats against non-compliaswoeh factors are likely to alter the decision mgki
calculus of potential voters. Specifically, monibgr and punishment capacity raise the probabifity o
non-compliant citizen being discovered while siran#ously increasing the costs to citizens of non-
compliance.

Reports from elections observers suggest that Kepgeties systematically monitored turnout and
attempted to monitor vote choice during the 20@2t@ns. In Kenya, as in many countries, political
party agents are present in most, if not all, pglétations on election day. The presence of payints
provides parties with monitors at the very loc&kle and often these party representatives are memb
of the communities in which the polling statione &rcated, providing them with the local knowledge
with which to effectively monitor voter behavior.

Kenyan parties also took advantage of legal promsallowing for “assisted voting.” According to
Kenyan electoral law, those individuals who fe@tleannot properly vote by themselves are permitted
bring into the voting booth an individual of votiage to assist them. According to election reppdsty
agents were often involved in assisted voting gokar to have tried to use the rule to their achgant
Representatives from the Carter Center observed tha

In practice it was not uncommon to see severalypagents as well as the presiding officer
crowding around the voting booth to observe théngoprocess. In one polling station . . . nearly
all women voters claimed illiteracy, requested stssice, and received assistance from the
presiding officefCarter Center Report, 29-30).

The same election observers go on to note:
In several cases assisted voting was conductead|iniéw of party agents, observers, and others
in the polling station. In other cases, it appetrat the provision of assisted voting for illiteeat
voters may have been abused, with an unusuallyrhigtber of voters demanding such
assistance in some stations and few or none ine{@arter Center Report, 33).

The use of assisted voting provisions to violagegecrecy of the vote and monitor voting behawordt
a strategy unique to Kenya. Lehoucq (2007) regbgsin Mexico, for instance, the Institutional
Revolutionary Party relied on such rules to moniitizen vote choice after the secret ballot wagpaed.

These observations provide a different lens thromlgich to analyze the finding that the least edetat
voters are most influenced by vote-buying. Thessenlations suggest that less educated people may be
the easiest voters to monitor. The least educatetha most likely to be illiterate or require vagi
assistance, opening the door for party agents te losely monitor whether they vote and potentiall
even how they vote. Thus the least educated migmdre influenced by vote-buying not because their



circumstances render them “easier to buy,” bitenabecause they are likely the easiest individizals
vote-purchasers to monitor.

While parties used strategies to monitor voters)yée citizens had legitimate reasons to fear vidern
the part of parties and their allies. During th@2.and 1997 elections, militant youth organizatibath
formally and informally affiliated with KANU wereative during the campaign, while ethnic cleansing
attempts occurred in some areas of the countrykd@a2007):* Though the 2002 elections were
generally considered far more peaceful than theique two multiparty elections, the fact of recent
election-related violence certainly weighed heawifythe minds of many Kenyans. Moreover, sporadic
incidents of violence—for instance in the Rift \éallwhere youth groups threatened individuals with
home-made weapons—occurred in the pre-electiogetnd the involvement in politics of such
violent criminal groups as thdungiki rendered the possibility of violence palpable.sésh, the
potential costs of violating, or being perceivedh&ve violated, a vote-buying bargain could hawenbe
immense.

How does vote-buying relate to individual percemiof party monitoring capacity and the possibitity
violent punishment? To examine the relationshipaté-buying to an individual's perception of these
issues, | return to the Afrobarometer data and goindvo ordered probit analyses. | first take adege
of an Afrobarometer question that asks respondenésher they think the “freedom to choose who to
vote for without feeling pressured” is worse, bette about the same as in years past. Though the
question is not ideal for my purposes, it doesagi¢he extent to which individual's feel that pestand
other political agents can influence their vote.sfish, the question provides a blunt measure iakoi'
perceptions of party monitoring capacity. To exaartime effect of vote-buying on citizen perceptiohs
political party involvement in violence, | use afrédbarometer question that addresses the relatipash
political parties and party competition to violerio&kenya. The question asks whether “politicatya
competition leads to violent conflict” and respontdecould answer “always,” “often,” “rarely,” or
“never.” The question is a blunt measure of theceph| seek to operationalize, but it does prokee th
extent to which individuals believe that parties e¥sponsible for violence, a rough proxy for indiial
perception of the potential costs to violating sevbuying bargain.

Table 6 presents results from the ordered prolailyaes. Vote-buying has a substantial and stalbtic
significant effect on respondents’ perceptionsefrtireedom from pressure as well as on their
perceptions of political parties and violence. @cilitate interpretation, | use Zelig (Imai et &007) to
simulate the models' predictions of vote-buyinfsat on citizen perceptions. Figure 2 illustratiest
those who were approached by a vote-buyer are difopircentage points more likely to believe that
freedom from political party pressure on vote chaogeither the same or worse, and almost 15
percentage points less likely to believe that & imaproved™ Figure 3 illustrates that those who were
approached by a vote-buyer are between 10 andrtBrgage points more likely to believe that paditic
party competition “always” leads to violence, vehihe same individuals are about 15 percentagespoin
less likely to believe that such competition “iglter “never” leads to violence.

4 For a detailed discussion of Kenyan vigilante gand criminal organizations as well as their estion to
politics, see Anderson (2002)

15 Note that the “same” is not a positive assessmigen the transgressions of Kenyan political garth the 1992
and 1997 elections.
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Table 6: Ordered Probit Models Testing RelationshipVote-buying to Citizen Perceptions

Pressure on Vote Choice Party Violence
Vote Buy -0.42 * 0.40*
(0.09) (0.08)
Insufficient Food -0.05 0.07
(0.10) (0.08)
Cash -0.11 0.08
(0.10) (0.08)
Male -0.02 -0.03
(0.10) (0.08)
Democratic Belief 0.24 * -0.15
(0.11) (0.10)
Political Efficacy 0.04 -0.08
(0.10) (0.08)
Urban -0.24 * 0.37 *
(0.11) (0.09)
No Ed. 0.32 0.26
(0.22) (0.17)
Primary Ed. 0.03 0.07
(0.16) (0.13)
Secondary Ed. -0.04 0.07
(0.14) (0.12)
KANU Supporter -0.37 * -0.12
(0.15) (0.13)
NARC Supporter 0.29* 0.07
(0.12) (0.09)
LDP Supporter -0.28 0.13
(0.15) (0.13)
Vote Margin 0.37 0.47 *
(0.22) (0.17)
N 838 838

Standard errors in parentheses

* indicates significance at p< 0.05

Column 1 Dep. Var: Is Freedom to Vote Without Pues®Better Than in Previous Years?
Column 2 Dep. Var: Does political party competitiead to violence?




Figure 2. Estimated Effect (with 95 percent confidence intdrof VVote-buying on Perception of
Political Party Pressure on Vote Choice. Afrobarmnquestionlts “freedom to choose who to vote for
without feeling pressured” better, worse, or thenseas a few years agdhe figure illustrates that those
who were approached by a vote-buyer were far ikskyto report that freedom to vote without pregsu
has gotten better.
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Figure 3: Estimated Effect (with 95 percent confidence intdrof VVote-buying on Perception of
Violence and Political Party Competition. Afrobareter questionDoes competition between political
parties lead to violent conflictPhe figure illustrates that those who were appneddyy a vote-buyer
were far more likely to believe that competitioriviseen political parties always leads to violence.
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There are several ways to interpret this evideviote-buying could have a direct effect on indivitlua
perceptions. In amplifying both the perceived pholity of being discovered of non-compliance and th
perceived costs of non-compliance, vote-buying wakén influence the decision-making calculus of
potential voters, making them more likely to turhdumay also be that vote-buyers systematicaltget
people who have these types of perceptions; asisdufiduals are the least likely to defect fromaate-
buying bargain. Or these forces may be mutuallyfoecing. Regardless, the evidence is suggestive of
vote-buying's impact on individual decision-makamyg of party vote-buying strategy.

Credibility Signaling Mechanism

An alternative explanation relates to the signiads vote-buying might send to potential voterssuch
low-information environments as Kenya's, informatabout politician performance, behavior, and
credibility is difficult for voters to attain. Votbuying provides politicians and parties with a noet to



convey signals about their capacity in these arkg@se-election gift can signal to voters the chéliiy
and commitment of the vote-buying politician ashaslthe politician's willingness to distribute sasces
to supporters, creating the expectation that camplioters might likely receive future benefits. did it
simply, the receipt of food, supplies, or moneyrira politician before an election might signal tders
that they will receive future benefits, contingentthe electoral success of the gift giver.

Scholars have suggested that vote-buying mighttitpe credibility of the vote-buying politician én
create voter expectations of future benefits. Vamille (2003), for instance, questions the exient
which parties in Africa have the capacity to mongompliance, and cites studies of Benin and Négeri
which suggest that pre-election transfers are mgmebolic and ritualistic. Schaffer (2002) finds popt

for this view of clientelism in ethnographic stuslief the Philippines and Taiwan. Such studies sstgge
that vote-buying is more than an economic transacbut also a ritual signaling the commitment that
vote buyer has to the recipient. These findingemate with a formal model by Keefer and Vlaicu (@00
that characterizes clientelism as a cost-effectie¢hod for politicians to build credibility. Similg
Robinson and Verdier (2002) argue that clientelsthe cheapest way to signal credible commitment i
weakly institutionalized systems, and EngleberD@argues that patronage provides an effectiveaofay
building legitimacy amongst citizens in contextsandstate legitimacy is low.

To test the hypothesis that vote-buying influencger perceptions of politician credibility, | retuto the
Afrobarometer data and use a survey item that &sksur opinion, how often do politicians keep thei
campaign promises after electiond8ing responses to this question, | create a thchaous measure of
politician credibility perception. | code those whelieve that politicians “always” or “often” ke¢heir
campaign promises as having positive perceptiomsemfibility, while those who believe that politicis
“rarely” or “never” are coded as having negatiezqeptions.

Table 7 presents results from probit analyses dedli¢o identify the relationship of vote-buying to
individual perception of politician credibility. @aistent with the hypothesis that exposure to boigng
improves individual perception of politician creility; in each model the coefficient on the voteyng
variable is positive and statistically significattthe 0.10 level. As such, the probability thatratividual
believes that politicians fulfill their campaigngonises increases with the experience of vote-buylihg
evidence is therefore consistent with the notiait tote-buying signals politician credibility and
commitment to potential voters.
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Table 7: Probit Models of Vote-Buying and Perceptias of Politician Credibility

Model 1 Model 2
(Intercept) -0.15 ** -0.15
(0.05) (0.20)
Vote buy 0.12~» 0.14 7
(0.08) (0.08)
Urban 0.04
(0.09)
No Ed. -0.40 *
(0.16)
Primary Ed. -0.19
(0.12)
Secondary Ed. -0.04
(0.12)
Cash Income 0.15~7
(0.08)
Democratic Belief -0.00
(0.10)
Interest in Politics 0.03
(0.04)
Male -0.19 *
(0.08)
NARC Supporter -0.01
(0.09)
KANU Supporter 0.19
(0.13)
LDP Supporter 0.03
(0.13)

N 1120 1120
AlC 1546.99 1549.03
BIC 1587.16 1810.13

Log L -765.50 -722.52

Standard errors in parentheses
A significant at p<.10 ; * p<.05; **p<.01; ** p<.001
Dependent variable: Individual perception of paliiéin campaign promise credibility.

Implications and Conclusion

In this paper | have attempted to identify and aipthe relationship of vote-buying to individualting
behavior in Kenya. | find that pre-election matkhenefits, in the form of vote-buying, are cental
understanding why people vote in Kenya. Statisticalyses conducted on individual-level data about
Kenya's 2002 presidential and parliamentary elastjrovide robust support for the notion that Vmiging
influences an individual's decision to vote, amstimate that Kenyans who have been approachedide a
buyer are about 14 percentage points more likelypte than those who have not.

These results present a puzzle. Why are people likehgto vote after being offered a bribe wheeyth
could simply accept the gift and stay home on elaaay? | propose two possible answers: a monori
and punishment mechanism, and a credibility per@mephechanism. | find tentative support for theiomot
that political parties in Kenya were active in ntoring voter behavior, and also find statisticaldewnce
suggesting that exposure to vote-buying greatlyeiages the probability that an individual feelg traaties
can exert pressure on their vote choice and théiepare involved in violence. This suggests &hatosure
to vote-buying increases an individual's perceptibparty monitoring and punishment capacity, a
perception likely to affect decision-making abodtether to vote. | also find evidence consistenh e
politician credibility perception mechanism. Expusto vote-buying is positively associated withividual
perception of politician credibility, suggestingttpre-election gifts serve as instruments fortjpidins to
signal credibility and their commitment to distrilng resources to supporters.
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The results of the study also shed light on thestioie ofwho parties tend to target with their vote-buying
attempts. | find strong evidence that vote-buysmgbst probable in the most electorally competitikeas
and that male supporters of a somewhat marging} peg most likely to be targeted. Supporters ef th
strongest opposition coalition, on the other havete systematically less likely to be targeted btev
buyers. These results have implications for oureustdnding of party's distributive strategies. Wisibme
models predict that vote-buying and private trarssédll be targeted toward core supporters, wittomh
monitoring is easier and compliance is more likéigse findings suggest that vote buyers may reatdide
of their core to attract votes. In fact, that supgs of the LDP were most likely to be approachiegigests
that vote buyers view potentially “swing” voters @cceptable targets. Thus while vote-buying imftes
the probability that an individual will vote, patts of vote-buying in Kenya are not consistent lith
strategy of buying turnout from unmobilized suppast(Nichter, 2008).

The study also finds that the least educated osizee those whose behavior is most influencedlsrv
buying. | find that vote-buying has no effect oe firobability that a highly educated person willey@ven
though vote-buyers target such individuals at ratexar to those who are less educated. Thosenath
formal education, on the other hand, appear to & affected by vote-buying. One interpretatiomhis
finding is that through education people come titele that vote-buying is wronf.

This study's analysis of the mechanisms linkinggsmiying to voter behavior suggests two alternative
explanations. In the first place, less educatetViddals are likely easier for political partiesrwnitor.
Such individuals are most likely to credibly requassistance in registering to vote, getting topbks, and
even voting. There are therefore multiple oppottasiin the voting process for party officials tomtor
turnout, and potentially even vote choice. Sectex$ educated individuals may have less access to
information about the past behavior and future ibity of politicians. For such citizens, the saja
conveyed by vote-buying will weigh more heavilytie decision making process than they will for
individuals with a wider range of information soest” As such, their behavior is likely to be
disproportionately influenced.

This study also has implications for recent workraining the relationship between clientelism antkvo
choice in Africa and beyond. Several recent papagge and attempt to illustrate that clientelisresioot
play a role in determining vote choice (for exampMeung, 2009; Lindberg and Morrison, 2008. Though
this may be the case, here lillustrate that dhisttc transfers can still influence electoralaarnes through
their effect on peoples' decisions to vote. If ficdil parties do not yet understand that vote-bgyin
encourages turnout, they will surely learn anddfwe target their vote-buying efforts toward areaere
greater turnout helps them electorally (i.e., ptasbere they are reasonably certain that indivislual vote
in their favor). Future research should therefor@m@ne the evolution of vote-buying strategiestiies
ballot becomes more secret and opportunities &mtefal corruption become scarcer, do vote-buying
strategies evolve from attempts to sway swing wai@vard the mobilization of politically inactive
supporters?

Finally, the results should lead us to reflect anunderstanding of democracy and its practiceighs
countries as Kenya. What does democracy mean wda@plgare induced to participate by pre-election
monetary and other rewards? Are such practicesléssm'warts” on democracy's surface or substantial
threats to the principles of accountability, respeeness, and “rule by the people” that lie ahdart? If
Kenyan anti-corruption activist John Githongo isreot when he argues that, “if you are a politidia
Kenya today, people will line up and take your mgn@ur T-shirts, and your food, but they will vdtesir
consciences,” then perhaps we should not be tobled (Githongo, 2007). If he is right, vote-buyiisg
simply a form of political mobilization, and oneathwe might expect to slowly disappear as pargetize

16 Or perhaps more educated people are more likelyatke the money and run.”
" This intuition is consistent with the theoreticabdel of Grossman and Helpman (1996) that prethets
“uninformed voters” will be the targets most infheed by campaign spending.
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its futility in attracting votes. But if Githongs wrong and vote-buying affects both vote choiae tamout,
then political accountability and equality are $yia risk. This is particularly the case given the
disproportionate influence of vote-buying on thaskeeducated members of society.
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