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Preface 

I used to think that writing a PhD thesis would be a lonely process, but for me, the truth is that 

being a PhD has been just as rewarding socially as it has professionally. Any mistakes are my re-

sponsibility, but I could never have realized this project without the help and advice from my great 

colleagues and general support from my loved ones.  

I am truly indebted to my primary supervisor Mogens Kamp Justesen, who is one of the most 

devoted, hardworking, thorough, and positive people I know. I am eternally grateful to Mogens for 

always having high ambitions on my behalf, investing tremendous amounts of time and attentive-

ness to my work, and tolerating me even when I have been terribly worrisome, stubborn, or acted 

as a slightly arrogant PhD student. Over the past three years and during our many trips to South 

Africa, Mogens has not only been an incredible supervisor; he has become a great friend.  

I would like to thank my secondary supervisor, Jacob Gerner Hariri, for always being sup-

porting, providing me with valuable feedback, giving me the courage to aim for top-notch journals, 

and hosting me for three months at Copenhagen University. At Copenhagen University, I would 

also like to thank Anders Woller Nielsen and Benjamin Carl Krag Egerod for being stand-up guys 

and keeping me company during lunch and coffee breaks and Lene Holm Pedersen for providing 

me with excellent feedback on my papers, valuable academic career advice, and interesting hiking 

tips.  

I thank the Independent Research Fund Denmark which funded the project of Crooked Poli-

tics,1 which my PhD project is part of. Also, big thanks to Scott Gates for contributing to great dis-

cussions on our article and being excellent company in South Africa. I feel privileged that I was able 

to work with Washeelah Kapery and the rest of the talented team at Citizen Surveys on the data 

collection process. The trips to South Africa have, without a doubt, been the most rewarding part 

of my PhD, and I am truly grateful to Washeelah for making all of our demands possible, showing 

us around Cape Town, and welcoming Mogens, me, and our families into her home.  

                                                        
1 Crooked Politics: Vote Markets and Redistribution in New Democracies (DFF – 4182-00080). 



4 
 

I have appreciated the company of my colleagues in the department, especially my fellow 

PhD students. The PhD communities’ Friday breakfasts have been a welcome distraction in a 

sometimes stressful and competitive environment. I would especially like to emphasize my “Black 

Diamond” crew, Lea Foverskov, who has become one of my closest friends, and Mart Laatsit, with 

whom I have shared many great conversations. I am also grateful to Janine Leschke and Antje Vet-

terlein for their service as PhD coordinators. Janine’s care for and devotion to the PhD community 

has been amazing. I have also had the pleasure of engaging with the members of our research 

theme, RT2. Thanks especially to Manuele Citi for coordinating these seminars, and to Jens Olav 

Dahlgaard, whom I consider one of the brightest and most helpful scholars I know, for providing 

me with very constructive feedback on my dissertation in the final stages of my project. I am also 

grateful to Caroline de la Porte for her service as Head of the Department throughout most of my 

employment and her engagement in the PhD community. I would also like to thank the PhD sup-

port for their amazing help and patience with my—at times—stupid questions. 

I have had the privilege of teaching and supervising the extremely talented students at CBS. 

Their insightful questions and eagerness to learn has been a great motivation and has helped me 

develop as a teacher and a researcher. Most of my teaching was coordinated by Eddie Ashbee, who 

is truly a stand-up guy. Eddie’s passion for teaching has been a tremendous inspiration, and it has 

always been a pleasure to knock on his door and talk with him about teaching, academia, and lines 

of argument. I would like to thank Yosef Bhatti, Nicholas Charron, Peter Sandholt Jensen, and 

Merete Bech Seeberg for taking time out of their busy schedules to read parts of my dissertation 

and provide me with valuable comments at my first and second work-in-progress seminar.  

Last but not least, I would like to thank my parents, my siblings, and my husband. Thanks to 

Jacob, my husband and the love of my life, for his love and admiration. I am forever grateful to him 

for taking on the task of planning our wedding in the final stages of my PhD and for sharing my 

enthusiasm for the project despite his total lack of interest in statistics and vote buying. Thanks to 

my father for his encouragement, loving support, and his cherished advice. It was during a long 

conversation with my father in his kitchen over three years ago that I took the definitive decision to 

write a PhD thesis. Thanks to my mother for her eternal love, who despite being a mother of five, 

always seems to have time enough on her hands to listen to my worries. Her ceaseless Spiderman-

mantra “with great powers comes great responsibility” kept me going even when I wanted to give 

up. Therefore, I dedicate this dissertation to you, Mom. 
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English abstract 

During electoral campaigns in new democracies, parties and candidates often employ clientelist 

strategies such as vote buying to mobilize electoral support. The academic consensus is that when 

voters are offered gifts or money in exchange for their votes, it has detrimental consequences for 

democratic and economic development. Therefore, it is imperative to explore to what extent, why, and 

how does clientelism occur in new democracies? A framing paper and four articles address this question us-

ing new survey data from South Africa and cross-country data from Africa and Latin America.  

The framing paper develops a conceptual framework of vote buying as a four-step process, 

validates why South Africa is a relevant setting for the study of clientelism and outlines the exten-

sive data collection conducted for this dissertation. Using an unobtrusive measurement technique 

called the list experiment, the first article explores the level of vote buying during the 2016 munici-

pal election campaign in South Africa. Furthermore, the first article provides a methodological con-

tribution to the literature by conducting an experimental test of an augmented version of the list 

experiment against the classic list experiment and showing that the augmented procedure produces 

biased results. The second article examines why candidates employ vote buying as a strategy to mo-

bilize electoral support when the ballot is nominally secret, which enables voters to renege on their 

vote bargain commitments and vote as they please. The third article explores why voters vote for 

corrupt candidates, which enhances our understanding of how clientelism can mitigate voters’ will-

ingness to punish corrupt politicians. The fourth article examines how the character of the electoral 

system affects the relationship between poverty and vote buying in Africa and Latin America. 

Overall, this dissertation increases our theoretical understanding and empirical knowledge of 

how widespread clientelism is in the developing world and why and under what conditions it flour-

ishes. This dissertation contributes conceptually, methodologically, empirically, and substantially to 

the literature on clientelism and vote buying and has important implications for policy makers seek-

ing to reduce the prevalence of clientelism in new democracies. 
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Dansk resumé 

I nye demokratier, anvender partier og kandidater ofte klientelistiske strategier, såsom stemmekøb, 

for at mobilisere stemmer i valkampagnen. Der er akademisk konsensus om, at udvekslingen af 

gaver og penge for stemmer er skadelig for den demokratiske og økonomiske udvikling. Derfor er 

det afgørende at undersøge i hvor høj grad, hvorfor og hvordan klientelisme finder sted i nye demokratier? Et 

rammesættende dokument og fire artikler adresserer dette spørgsmål ved brug af ny spørgeskema-

data fra Sydafrika og tværlandedata fra Afrika og Latinamerika.  

Det rammesættende dokument udvikler en konceptuel model for stemmekøb som en firetrins 

proces, validerer hvorfor Sydafrika udgør en relevant kontekst for studiet af klientelisme og frem-

lægger den omfattende dataindsamling foretaget ifm. denne afhandling. Den første artikel bruger 

listeeksperimentet – en ikke-pågående måleteknik – til at undersøge frekvensen af stemmekøb un-

der den kommunale valgkampagne i Sydafrika i 2016. Derudover udgør den første artikel et meto-

disk bidrag til litteraturen, idet artiklen sammenligner en augmenteret version af listeeksperimentet 

med det oprindelige listeeksperiment, og viser at den augmenteret fremgangsmåde producerer sy-

stematisk bias. Den anden artikel analyserer, hvorfor kandidater bruger stemmekøb til at mobilisere 

stemmer, når afstemninger er hemmelige, hvorfor vælgere kan undlade at overholde deres del 

stemmekøbsaftalen, og i stedet stemme som de vil. Den tredje artikel undersøger, hvorfor vælgere 

stemmer på korrupte kandidater, hvilket øger vores forståelse for, hvordan klientelisme kan begræn-

se vælgeres tendens til at afstraffe korrupte politikere. Den fjerde artikel eksaminerer hvordan valg-

systemets karakter påvirker forholdet mellem fattigdom og stemmekøb i Afrika og Latinamerika.  

Helt overordnet øger denne afhandling vores teoretiske forståelse og empiriske viden om 

hvor udbredt klientelisme er i udviklingslande, og hvorfor og under hvilke forhold det florerer. 

Denne afhandling bidrager konceptuelt, metodisk, empirisk og substantielt til litteraturen om klien-

telisme og stemmekøb og har stor betydning for de beslutningstagere, der ønsker at udrydde fore-

komsten af stemmekøb i nye demokratier. 
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   Chapter 1
Introduction 

When deciding between different political strategies to attract voters, political candidates are con-

fronted with a fundamental dilemma because “bad policies can be good politics and good policies 

can be bad politics” (Vicente and Wantchekon 2009). On the one hand, policies that promote dem-

ocratic development and economic growth such as free education and universal health care may not 

be electorally attractive for office-seeking candidates. On the other hand, clientelism—the exchange 

of votes or political support in return for material inducements—may be electorally effective 

(Wantchekon 2003; Keefer 2005; Vicente 2014) yet distorts the democratic process and generates 

poverty traps (Magaloni 2006; Stokes 2005; Stokes et al. 2013).  

While early scholars considered clientelism as a preindustrial political phenomenon that 

would disappear as societies modernized both economically and democratically (Gellner and Wa-

terbury 1977; Landé 1977; Schmidt et al. 1977; Eisenstadt and Lemarchand 1981), most recent stud-

ies view clientelism as a political strategy that political candidates—particularly in new democra-

cies—select over programmatic policies to attract and mobilize voters (Kitschelt 2000; Kitschelt 

and Wilkinson 2007; Piattoni 2001; Shefter 1994; Stokes 2005; Stokes et al. 2013).  

The objective of this dissertation is to answer the following research question: To what extent, 

why, and how does clientelism occur in new democracies? Building on field experiments and regression anal-

yses of numerous data sources including cross-country data and two new surveys from South Afri-

ca, this dissertation—which consists of a framing paper and four articles—seeks to increase our 

knowledge of how widespread clientelism is in new democracies such as South Africa and why and 

under what conditions it flourishes. Table 1.1 provides an overview of the four articles’ title, publi-

cation status, and whether and with whom they are co-authored. 
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Table 1.1 Author and publication status for the four articles 

No. Title Author Publication Status 

1 Crying wolf: An experimental test  
of the augmented list experiment 

Single-                      
authored 

R&R from  
Political Analysis 

2 Electoral clientelism, beleifs                            
and the secret ballot 

Co-authored with 
MKJ*, JGH** and SG*** 

Submitted to                 
World Politics 

3 
Why do voters support corrupt politi-
cians? Experimental evidence from 
South Africa 

Co-authored               
with MKJ* 

Submitted to  
American Journal of  
Political Science 

4 Buying the votes of the poor:  
How the electoral system matters 

Co-authored              
with MKJ* 

R&R from  
Electoral Studies 

NOTE: *Professor MSO and primary supervisor Mogens Kamp Justesen, Copenhagen Business School. ** Professor 
MSO and secondary supervisor Jacob Gerner Hariri, Copenhagen University. *** Professor Scott Gates, Oslo University. 

The dissertation does not claim to provide an exhaustive analysis of the causes and underlying con-

ditions of all varieties of clientelism. Instead, I restrict my analysis to electoral clientelism, that is, 

strategies that involve the distribution of benefits exclusively during electoral campaigns (Gans-

Morse et al. 2014). I recognize that electoral clientelism is merely one aspect of clientelism as clien-

telism is not limited to conditional exchanges exclusively before elections. For example, Robinson 

and Verdier (2013) discuss a type of relational clientelism, that is, patronage politics—the distribution 

of public sector jobs in exchange for political support (Weingrod 1968)—that involves an iterated 

clientelist relationship between the candidate and the citizen (Auyero 2001; Hicken 2011; Kitschelt 

2000; Levitsky 2003; Nichter 2010; Powell 1970; Scott 1969) 

More specifically, I focus on one particular electoral clientelist strategy, vote buying, defined as 

“the proffering to voters of cash or (more commonly) minor consumption goods by political par-

ties, in office or in opposition, in exchange for the recipient’s vote” (Brusco et al. 2004, 67). I 

acknowledge that electoral clientelism involves a broader set of electoral exchanges, such as turnout 

buying (rewarding citizens for turning out to vote), abstention buying (rewarding citizens for ab-

staining from voting), double persuasion (rewarding citizens for vote choice and turnout) (Nichter 

2008, 2010, 2014; Gans-Morse et al. 2014), and voter buying (rewarding non-registered citizens 

from other districts for registering) (Hidalgo and Nichter 2016).  

Although, electoral clientelism has been the main focus of most recent clientelist literature 

(Callahan and McCargo 1996; Stokes 2005; Lehoucq 2007; Schaffer and Schedler 2007; Nichter 

2008; Hidalgo and Nichter 2016; Gans-Morse et al. 2014), and although vote buying has undoubt-

edly been the electoral clientelist strategy that has received the most attention (Bratton 2008; Brusco 

et al. 2004; Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Kramon 2016; Nichter 2014; Schaffer and Schedler 2007; 
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Stokes 2005), this dissertation provides new conceptual, methodological, empirical, and substantial 

insights to the literature.  

Conceptually, this dissertation develops a novel approach for analyzing vote buying that com-

bines existing conceptual discussions of clientelism into one framework.  

Methodologically, this dissertation’s most important contribution is an experimental test compar-

ing an augmented version of the list experiment (Corstange 2009) with the classic list experiment 

that shows that the augmented list experiment creates biased results. This finding has important 

implications for researchers using list experiments to measure sensitive issues.  

Empirically, this dissertation relies on data from three different sources: Besides building a 

cross-national dataset with 56 countries in Africa and Latin America from existing data sources, I 

traveled to South Africa in 2016 and 2017 to conduct two surveys that included several list and sur-

vey experiments. Thus, the majority of my conclusions are based on the new surveys from South 

Africa. These data have two key advantages. First, creating new surveys from scratch allows for 

survey designs that facilitate answers to questions that have previously been elusive in the literature. 

Second, focusing on South Africa provides a new context for the study of vote buying as most 

work has been done on vote buying in Latin America (Rueda 2015; Stokes et al. 2013; Weitz-

Shapiro 2012; Nichter 2008; Auyero 2001; Brusco et al. 2004; Kiewiet De Jonge 2015; Larreguy et 

al. 2016; Imai et al. 2015; Magaloni 2006; Nichter and Peress 2016; Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012). 

Substantially, this dissertation adds to four different fields of literature. First, the dissertation 

speaks to the growing literature on electoral clientelism and its link to poverty (Aidt and Jensen 

2016; Mares 2015; De Kadt and Larreguy 2018; Gans-Morse et al. 2014; Jensen and Justesen 2014; 

Kao et al. 2018; Stokes et al. 2013; Vicente and Wantchekon 2009; Nichter 2008; Kitschelt and Wil-

kinson 2007; Stokes 2005, Mares and Young 2016). While scholars mostly agree on the adverse 

relationship between poverty and vote buying, an unanswered question is why poor countries do 

not always experience frequent vote buying. I argue that the character of the electoral system affects 

candidates’ incentives to employ vote buying and shows that the electoral system can condition 

poverty’s effect on vote buying across countries. Second, this dissertation adds to the literature on 

electoral institutions, ‘the personal vote,’ and corruption (Hicken and Simmons 2008; Hicken 2007; 

Chang 2005; Chang and Golden 2007; Kunicova and Rose-Ackerman 2005; Charron 2011; Alt and 

Lassen 2003; Persson and Tabellini 2003; Persson et al. 2003; Lizzeri and Persico 2001). Whereas 

most studies in this field focus on generic forms of political and administrative corruption, I inves-

tigate how electoral institutions affect vote buying, a form of electoral corruption that affects candi-

dates’ chances of being elected to office. My findings demonstrate that poor countries with an elec-



12 
 

toral system that cultivates the personal vote provide the favorable conditions for vote buying to 

flourish. Third, this dissertation adds to the burgeoning literature on the enforcement and effective-

ness of vote buying, a question that remains unresolved and highly contested. While some scholars 

argue that vote choices cannot be enforced causing vote buying to be an ineffective strategy 

(Guardado and Wantchekon 2018; Kao et al. 2018; Lindberg 2013; Conroy-Krutz and Logan 2012; 

Van de Walle 2007), others argue that political machines enforce vote bargains, which renders vote 

buying an effective way to increase electoral support (Kramon 2016; Brusco et al. 2004; Wanthekon 

2003). By arguing that secret ballot perceptions can condition the effectiveness of vote buying, I 

bridge the gap between these two conflicting arguments. My results suggest that vote buying is ef-

fective even when candidates are unable to monitor vote choices if voters doubt that they can cast 

their ballot in secret. Fourth, this dissertation contributes to the studies examining why voters vote 

for corrupt politicians (Bauhr and Charron 2017; Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013, 2016; McNally 

2016; Anduiza et al. 2013; Manzetti and Wilson 2007; Weschle 2016). Whereas these studies often 

limit their focus to examine one explanation, I compare different explanations through an experi-

mental design that circumvents causal identification problems.  

 Sub-questions and structure of the dissertation 1.1

The research questions have been divided into four sub-questions (SQ): 

RQ To what extent, why, and how does clientelism occur in new democracies? 

SQ1 To what extent does vote buying occur in South Africa? 

SQ2 Why do candidates use vote buying to mobilize electoral support in the presence of ballot secrecy? 

SQ3 Why do voters vote for corrupt candidates? 

SQ4 How does the character of the electoral system condition poverty’s effect on vote buying in new democracies? 

Figure 1.1 shows the relationship between the framing paper and the four articles. The purpose of 

the framing paper that you are currently reading is to provide an overview of the commonalities of 

the four articles and how they relate to the overall research question. Each article addresses one of 

the four sub-questions and simultaneously relates to one of the chapters of the framing paper. The 

articles can be found in full length at the end of the framing paper. The dissertation takes a deduc-

tive approach, and in each of the four articles, I develop hypotheses that are tested empirically 

through quantitative and experimental research designs. While three of the four articles examine 

clientelism in South Africa, one article investigates a broader set of developing countries across Af-

rica and Latin America.  
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Figure 1.1 The relationship between the framing paper, sub-questions, and articles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Article 1 answers the first sub-question: To what extent does vote buying occur in South Africa? 

The question is important for two key reasons. First, as mentioned earlier, South Africa provides a 

new case for the study of the prevalence of vote buying. Second, since vote buying is illegal and 

typically associated with negative social stigma, survey questions asking respondents directly if they 

have been targeted with vote buying offers tend to underestimate its prevalence, which causes 

measurement bias. To address the issue of measurement bias in surveys and to obtain an unobtru-

sive estimate of vote buying in South Africa, I employ and compare several survey measures—

including two list experiments.  

Both article 2 and article 3 answer why questions. Article 2 answers the second sub-question: 

Why do candidates use vote buying to mobilize electoral support in the presence of ballot secrecy? Article 2 addresses 

a central dispute among scholars concerning how vote bargains are enforced and whether vote buy-

ing is an effective political strategy. To address this unresolved quarrel in the literature, I argue that 

voter’s belief in the secret ballot guide their responses to vote buying offers and show that vote 

buying is an effective strategy if it targets voters who lack confidence in the secret ballot.  

Article 3 answers the third sub-question: Why do voters vote for corrupt candidates? The question 

addresses a paradox of democratic elections because elections are supposed to prevent corrupt poli-

ticians from winning office, but in practice, voters frequently vote for corrupt candidates. Address-

ing this paradox increases our understanding of why candidates decide to employ clientelism as a 
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political strategy to win elections. Unlike the other three articles, which examine vote buying, article 

3 focuses on a different type of clientelism, namely patronage—the exchange of public sector jobs 

in return for political support (Robinson and Verdier 2013). 

Article 4 answers the fourth sub-question: How does the character of the electoral system condition pov-

erty’s effect on vote buying in new democracies? The question is relevant because poverty is often empha-

sized as the most important source of vote buying (Jensen and Justesen 2014; Stokes et al. 2013; 

Scott 1969; Bratton 2008), however not all poor voters are targeted, and very little is known about 

what factors condition the relationship between poverty and electoral clientelism. To answer this 

question, article 4 examines how the electoral system affects the relationship between poverty and 

vote buying across a broader set of developing countries across Africa and Latin America and em-

ploys regression analysis with an interaction term. 

The rest of the framing paper proceeds as follows. While chapter 1 has presented the re-

search question, contribution, and structure of the PhD thesis, in chapter 2, I move on to review 

the literature on vote buying in order to conceptualize vote buying, present theories of the causes of 

vote buying, and highlight a fundamental puzzle of vote buying, namely why candidates buy votes 

when the secret ballot allows voters to renege on their commitments and vote as they please. Article 

2 is related to the puzzle because it demonstrates how lack of confidence in the secret ballot is 

enough to sway voter behavior in accordance with the wishes of clientelist parties. In chapter 3, I 

present the context and case selection of this dissertation, more specifically, the 2016 South African 

municipal elections. Article 4 is related to the case selection as it analyzes what conditions are ripe 

for vote buying across 56 countries in South Africa and Latin America. I use the results from article 

4 to substantiate the case selection of South Africa. Chapter 4 presents the methods and data of 

this dissertation. Article 1 relates to the discussion of how to measure vote buying without getting 

biased results as the article compares the truthfulness of different survey estimates to measure a 

sensitive issue like vote buying. Finally, chapter 5 concludes the dissertation, highlights the poten-

tial for further studies and discusses the broader implications of vote buying for the society and 

policy makers. Article 3 is related to the implications by examining why people vote for corrupt poli-

ticians. The article finds that voters’ willingness to punish corrupt candidates is less severe when 

voters expect to receive clientelist benefits in return for their vote. The finding suggests that vote 

buying not only undermines the democratic process of elections but serves to breed corruption—

which potentially has far worse consequences for society than vote buying.  
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  Chapter 2
Concept and theory 

In this chapter, I present the concept and theories of vote buying. First, I define the term “vote 

buying” to avoid lack of conceptual clarity (Nichter 2014), outline the conceptual discussions in the 

clientelist literature and develop a novel conceptual framework of vote buying. Second, I present 

the most salient causes that explain the presence of vote buying and outline the theoretical explana-

tions that each article relies on.   

 Conceptualizing vote buying—a new framework 2.1

In the field of political science, the use of the term “vote buying” has increased substantially in re-

cent years. In figure 2.1, I plot the results from a search on the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI). 

For each of the years from 2000 to 2017, I count the number of articles with the search topic “vote 

buying” within the web of science category of political science.  

Figure 2.1 Article count on vote buying within political science from 2000-2017 
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Figure 2.1 shows a clear trend: From 2000 to 2010, the number of vote-buying articles is relatively 

stable with an average of nine articles per year. From 2011, the number of articles increases sharply 

with an average of 27 articles per year. The increasing number of articles demonstrates an increasing 

interest in vote buying; unfortunately, however, it has also led to a diverse use of the term and a lack 

of conceptual clarity (Nichter 2014). 

In this dissertation, I define vote buying as “the proffering to voters of cash or (more com-

monly) minor consumption goods by political parties, in office or in opposition, in exchange for the 

recipient’s vote” (Brusco et al.’s 2004, 67). This definition implies that vote buying is an economic 

transaction between vote buyers (candidates, parties, or brokers) and vote sellers (voters), so when 

candidates deliver benefits to voters, the transaction aspect of vote buying involves that voters re-

ciprocate by voting for that candidate. Thus, vote buying can be either effective or ineffective de-

pending on whether voters do, in fact, reciprocate the favor, and as I noted in the introduction, 

vote buying is also a case of something broader, namely electoral clientelism, which, in turn, is 

merely one aspect of clientelism, which, again, is a type of political strategy. Although Brusco et al.’s 

(2004) definition allows me to develop a systematized2 concept of vote buying and reduce concep-

tual stretching (Sartori 1970), I outline a funnel approach to the conceptualization of vote buying to 

establish how vote buying differs from these broader concepts (see figure 2.2).  

 Figure 2.2 A funnel approach to vote buying and four conceptual discussions 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

                                                        
2 A systematized concept is the “specific formulation of a concept adopted by a particular researcher or group of re-
searchers”, in contrast, a background concept is “the constellation of potentially diverse meanings associated with a 
given concept” (Adcock and Collier 2001, 530). 
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Each step in the figure corresponds to four conceptual discussions within the clientelist literature. 

The first debate relates to the discussion of how clientelism differs from other political strategies. 

Whereas early scholars viewed clientelism as a feature belonging to traditional societies that would 

eventually disappear when the country developed democratically and economically (Boissevain 

1966; Scott 1969), more recent studies view clientelism as a political strategy3 that parties use across 

countries with varying levels of economic development (Gans-Morse et al. 2014; Hicken 2011; Hi-

dalgo and Nichter 2016; Mares and Young 2016; Nichter 2008, 2010, 2014; Kitschelt 2000; Piattoni 

2001; Shefter 1994; Stokes et al. 2013). Some of these recent scholars explain how clientelism dif-

fers from other forms of distributive politics such as programmatic politics, pork-barrel politics, and 

partisan bias (Hicken 2011; Mares and Young 2016; Nichter 2014; Stokes et al. 2013).  

The second debate relates to the discussion of how electoral clientelism differs from other 

modes of clientelism. Gans-Morse et al. (2014), Mares and Young (2016), and Nichter (2010; 2014) 

argue that a fundamental distinction lies between strategies of electoral and relational clientelism. 

Electoral clientelism involves clientelist exchanges during campaigns in which candidates hand out 

benefits to voters before election day (Nichter 2010). By contrast, relational clientelism involves 

ongoing relationships beyond campaigns, where candidates handout at least some benefits to citi-

zens after election day (Nichter 2010).  

The third debate relates to the discussion of how vote buying differs from other electoral cli-

entelist strategies. Nichter (2008; 2010; 2014) argues that scholars often conflate vote buying with 

other strategies of electoral clientelism such as turnout buying (rewarding citizens for turning out to 

vote), abstention buying (rewarding citizens for abstaining from voting), and double persuasion 

(rewarding citizens for vote choice and turnout). 

The fourth debate relates to the discussion of how vote buying differs from a simple econom-

ic transaction because the buyers have no guarantees that voters who accept their vote bribes will 

comply on election day (Schaffer and Schedler 2005). This discussion highlights the difference be-

tween scholars arguing that vote buying is an effective electoral strategy (Brusco et al. 2004; Finan 

and Schechter 2012; Gingerich and Medina 2013; Rueda 2017; Stokes 2005), and those arguing that 

vote buying is futile because voters can accept the vote bribe and then vote as they please (Conroy-

Krutz and Logan 2012; Guardo and Wanthekon 2018; Lindberg 2013).  

                                                        
3 Rather than regarding clientelism as a simple political strategy, some scholars consider a broader range of positive as 
well as negative inducements such as election-time threats, political coercion, and violence (Mares and Young 2016, 
2018; Bratton 2008)  
. 
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I am not the first scholar to examine how the concept of vote buying has been applied in the 

literature, nor am I the first to develop a conceptual framework of vote buying. However, in con-

trast to the past literature that regards these four conceptual discussions as separate and unrelated 

(Hicken 2011; Mares and Young 2016; Nichter 2010, 2014), I combine the conceptual discussions 

into one framework by conceptualizing vote buying as a four-step process (figure 2.3).  

Figure 2.3 Four steps in the vote-buying process 
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voters’ secret ballot perceptions is enough to ensure the effectiveness of vote buying. Third, I ex-

tend Nichter’s (2008; 2014) excellent conceptual typology of electoral clientelist strategies by inte-

grating Hidalgo and Nichter’s (2016) non-registered-voters dimension and inserting confidence in 

the secret ballot as an additional dimension.  

 First  s t ep :  How c l i ente l i sm di f f ers  f rom other  po l i t i ca l  s trateg i es  2.1.1

The first step concerns the candidate’s choice of clientelism as a political strategy to win office. 

Kitschelt (2000) argues that candidates explicitly choose whether to engage in clientelism when 

competing for electoral support, and thus clientelism is just one of many political strategies. There 

are, however, at least four features that differentiate clientelism from other political strategies. This 

is illustrated in figure 2.4. 

Figure 2.4 Four characteristics that differentiate clientelism from other political strategies 
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2013, 7). Pork barrel politics is another example of a non-programmatic strategy. Burgess et al. 

(2012) offers an example of “pork” in their study of Kenyan politics, where they show that the 

Kenyan president places extensively more paved roads in districts where his ethnicity is dominant. 

For a strategy to be programmatic, on the other hand, the criteria of distribution must be public 

(Stokes et al. 2013, 7). 

Third, clientelism is excludable and targets individual or small groups of citizens4. Candidates 

may target specific groups of voters, for example by promising more resources to their home con-

stituency (Stokes 2005), hoping to generate future electoral support. However, once the pork is 

delivered to those districts, the citizens of the targeted districts cannot be excluded (Nichter 2014, 

322). Thus, clientelism is distinctive from non-excludable strategies like pork-barrel politics as it 

involves distributing selective benefits to individuals (Nichter 2014, 323).  

Fourth, although other political strategies may target specific groups, clientelism always comes 

with “strings attached” (Hicken 2011, 291). It is this quid-pro-quo nature of clientelism that differ-

entiates it from other non-programmatic and excludable strategies like partisan bias. An example of 

partisan bias can be found in Diaz-Cayeros et al.’s (2006) study of the 2006 Mexican presidential 

elections. Here, they find that programs distributed individual benefits to the poor, hoping to en-

hance Calderón’s political support. While partisan bias is based on the notion that generosity boosts 

goodwill toward the party or candidate, clientelism entails that generosity will turn benefits into 

political support, not just because of goodwill, but because that is part of the bargain (Stokes et al. 

2013, 13). 

 Second s tep :  How e le c toral  c l i ente l i sm di f f ers  f rom other  modes o f  c l i ente l i sm 2.1.2

The second step concerns the actual transaction between the vote buyer and the vote seller from 

the vote buyer’s perspective. By defining who does the vote buying, when and with what offers, I can 

distinguish electoral clientelism, such as vote buying, from other modes of clientelism, such as pat-

ronage.  

In the early literature on clientelism, the vote buyer was the actual candidate competing to win 

office, and scholars of clientelism assumed that candidates interacted with voters directly (Scott 

1972; Landé 1977; Mainwaring 1999). In the recent literature, however, brokers and party operatives 

are emphasized as key players in the patron-clientelist relationship. Unlike party leaders, who are 

typically “elected officials at higher levels of government” (Stokes et al. 2013, 75), brokers are “local 

intermediaries” (Stokes et al. 2013, 75) who interact face-to-face with a particular set of voters to 

                                                        
4 Yet in a recent study, Casas (2018) argues that clientelist parties may use vote buying and turnout buying to target 
groups of voters or voter districts if they do not know the individual preferences of the voters.  
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observe their behavior and gain knowledge about their political preferences. Party leaders thus rely 

on these brokers to buy the necessary votes and may never meet the targeted citizens (Weingrod 

1968; Kitchelt and Wilkinson 2007; Stokes 2005; Stokes 2007; Stokes et al. 2013). Yet, in municipal 

elections candidates may do the brokering themselves and engage in frequent face-to-face interac-

tions with voters to maintain local networks (Stokes et al. 2013, 75). 

Hicken (2011), Nichter (2010, 2014), and Schaffer (2007) emphasize that a key attribute of 

electoral clientelism that distinguishes it from relational clientelism is the timing of the exchange. 

While some scholars argue that vote buying can involve politicians handing out future benefits in 

return for electoral support (Desposato 2007; Schaffer and Schedler 2007), most scholars agree that 

vote buying takes place ex ante—and typically on or soon before—election day (Baland and Robin-

son 2007; Bratton 2008; Brusco et al. 2004; Cornelius 2004; Cox and Kousser 1981; Finan and 

Schechter 2012; Gonzales-Ocantos et al. 2012; Hicken 2007; Kramon 2016; Stokes 2005; Vicente 

and Wantchekon 2009). 

Furthermore, Nichter (2010) argues that the timing of electoral clientelism creates credibility 

problems that do not arise with relational clientelist exchanges. Because candidates hand out re-

wards before election day in the case of electoral clientelism, voters are likely to defect from their 

commitments and vote as they please (Nichter 2010). Conversely, in the case of relational clien-

telism, voters can expect to receive their reward only if the clientelist candidate is, indeed, elected, 

and thus voters are inclined to follow through on their electoral promises (Nichter 2010).   

Denoting which rewards vote buyers exchange for electoral support is also a cause of conten-

tion in the vote-buying literature. Brusco et al. (2004) and Stokes (2005) mention a variety of 

handouts including cash, food, goods, and services. In their study of vote buying in Argentina, 

Brusco et al. (2004) find that food is the most frequently distributed vote-buying reward (2004: 69). 

This finding corresponds with my results from the survey data (round 1) in South Africa, where the 

most commonly reported vote-buying reward is food parcels.5 Also, both the Argentinian respond-

ents in Brusco et al.’s study (2004, 69) and the South African respondents in my study mention 

money, clothing, alcohol, and favors.  

Some scholars also consider employment and jobs as a vote-buying reward (Schaffer and 

Schedler 2007; Cornelius 2004; Baland and Robinson 2007; Lehoucq 2007). However, I agree with 

the majority of scholars that jobs for votes should be characterized as patronage rather than vote 

buying (Hicken 2011, Nichter 2014, Schaeffer 2007; Stokes 2009, 605-606). Patronage differs from 

vote buying for at least two reasons: First, with vote buying; both the incumbent party and opposi-

                                                        
5 Food parcels include several household items and foods and typically have a sizable value for the receiver. 
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tion parties can buy votes, while in the case of patronage, the patron must be an office holder to 

offer a public-sector job6 (Hicken 2011, 295). Second, with vote buying; cash and food rewards are 

distributed before election day, while with patronage, employment in the public sector is a future benefit 

contingent on whether the patron wins office (Nichter 2014, 317; Vicente and Wantchekon 2009, 

294). 

 Third s tep :  vote  buying di f f ers  f rom e le c toral  c l i ente l i s t  s trateg ies  2.1.3

The third step concerns the actual transaction from the vote seller’s perspective. By defining which 

citizens are targeted and what actions these citizens exchange, I can distinguish vote buying from 

other electoral clientelist strategies. While Stokes’ (2005) influential article focuses exclusively on 

vote buying, examining how parties bribe weakly opposed voters to switch their votes, Nichter 

(2008, 20) argues that “much of what scholars interpret as vote buying (exchanging rewards for vote 

choices) may actually be turnout buying (exchanging rewards for turnout).”  

Preference buying, the main focus of most scholars (Bratton 2008; Brusco et al. 2004; C ̧arkog ̆lu 

and Aytaç 2015; Finan and Schechter 2012; Gallego and Wantchekon 2012; Gonzalez-Ocantos et 

al. 2012; Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2014; Jensen and Justesen 2014; Kramon 2016; Schaffer and 

Schedler 2007; Stokes 2005; Vicente and Wantchekon 2009), targets indifferent or opposition voters 

by providing them benefits to sway their vote choices. Parties rewarding loyalists deliver benefits to 

mobilized voters who would vote for the party anyway (Diaz-Cayeros et al. 2006)7. Turnout buying 

targets un-mobilized supporters, rewarding them for turning out to vote. In his study of Argentina, 

Nichter (2008) demonstrates that supporters are more often targeted than opposition or swing vot-

ers and argues that this suggests that turnout buying is more common than vote buying. However, 

there may be an alternative explanation of why supporters are more often targeted than opposition 

or swing voters. Stokes et al. (2013, 130-151) propose a broker-mediated targeting theory and argue 

that while party leaders prioritize distributing resources to swing districts, brokers have an incentive 

to target loyal partisans. Parties engaging in double persuasion provide rewards to influence vote choic-

es and induce turnout (Chubb 1982, 171). In abstention buying, parties reward indifferent or opposing 

citizens for not voting (Cox and Kousser 1981, Schaffer 2002; Cornelius 2004). In voter buying—a 

concept introduced by Hidalgo and Nichter (2016)—parties provide benefits to outsiders, that is, 

voters registered in other districts, to transfer their electoral registration and vote for the party. 
                                                        
6 According to a study by Frye et al. (2014), patronage need not be related to a public sector job. Instead, they argue that 
political candidates win elections by inducing employers to mobilize their employees to vote for them, and thus, patron-
age can take the form of a job at the local business tycoon’s firm and be offered by both the incumbent and opposition 
party.   
7 According to Nichter (2014, 325), rewarding loyalists should be characterized as a type of relational clientelism rather 
than electoral clientelism, since rewarding loyalists involves on-going benefits that extend beyond electoral campaigns. 
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While turnout buying mobilizes supporting non-voters within the district, voter buying shapes the 

electorate’s composition by importing supporting voters from outside the district (Hidalgo and 

Nichter 2016, 437)8. Finally, non-voter buying targets citizens not registered in the vote buyer’s district 

and not inclined to vote (Hidalgo and Nichter 2016, 437). 

In this thesis, I use the term vote buying as an umbrella term including rewarding loyalists, preference 

buying, and double persuasion. This understanding of vote buying differs from Nichter’s conceptualiza-

tion (2008, 2010, 2014) as he argues that vote buying should cover only preference buying. I broad-

en the concept to these three strategies because all three emphasize rewarding vote choices regard-

less of whether the voter was inclined to abstain (double persuasion) or vote for the party anyway 

(rewarding loyalists), which corroborates Brusco et al.’s (2004) definition. I recognize, however, that 

the other electoral clientelist strategies exist and agree with Gans-Morse et al. (2014) that political 

machines may combine a variety of electoral clientelist strategies depending on contextual factors 

such as compulsory voting and ballot secrecy. 

 Fourth s tep :  How vote  buying di f f ers  f rom a s imple  e conomic transact ion 2.1.4

The fourth step concerns how voters respond to the vote bribe. In his study of vote buying in Ni-

gerian elections, Bratton (2008) distinguishes between three alternative voter responses to a vote 

bribe: to refuse, defect, or comply. When refusing, the voter declines to enter into an arrangement 

to trade her vote. When complying, the voter enters into a vote-buying agreement and votes in ac-

cordance with the instructions of the vote buyer. When defecting, the voter also enters into a vote-

buying agreement but with no intention of complying because the voter will renege on her com-

mitments on election day by voting as she pleases or by failing to vote at all (Bratton 2008, 622). 

Thus, vote buying differs from a simple economic transaction because vote buyers are not guaran-

teed to get what they paid for (Schaffer and Schedler 2005). This uncertainty highlights a fundamen-

tal puzzle in the vote-buying literature, namely, why do candidates employ vote buying as a strategy 

to win office when the secret ballot allows voters to accept the bribe and then vote as they please? 

If most voters defect, candidates would learn that vote buying is ineffective and abandon it as a 

strategy (Brusco et al. 2004).  

There is little consensus among scholars about the answer to this puzzle. Some scholars argue 

that secret ballot violations are relatively rare and that parties—particularly in Africa—do not have 

capacities to monitor vote choices during elections (Bratton 2008; Conroy-Krutz and Logan 2012; 

Guardado and Wanthekon 2018; Lindberg 2013; Van de Walle 2007). Consequently, these scholars 

                                                        
8 Voter-buying differs from gerrymandering in that gerrymandering manipulates the boundaries of the electoral constit-
uency, while voter-buying imports non-registered voters from other constituencies.  



24 
 

regard vote buying as an inefficient electoral strategy. Others argue that clientelist parties monitor 

voters to ensure compliance with the vote bargain and ensure the effectiveness of vote buying 

(Rueda 2017; Gingerich and Medina 2013; Stokes et al. 2013; Finan and Schechter 2012). For ex-

ample, political machines may monitor voters by handing out carbon paper so voters can copy their 

ballots (Schaffer and Schedler 2005, 11), by lending out mobile phones with cameras so voters can 

photograph how they vote (Schaffer and Schedler 2005, 11), by handing out party ballots that carry 

the names only of a given party’s candidate (Stokes 2005, 318), or by employing brokers with local 

constituency knowledge to check which voters are unwilling to look them in the eye the day after 

the election (Stokes 2005, 317; Brusco et al. 2004, 76). Some argue that some voters have an inter-

nalized norm of reciprocity, causing vote bargains to be effective because receiving tangible benefits 

generates feelings of obligation (Finan and Schechter 2012; Lawson and Greene 2014). Still others 

argue that parties engage in turnout buying (Nichter 2008), abstention buying (Cox and Kousser 

1981), and voter buying (Hidalgo and Nichter 2016) rather than vote buying (see the typology in 

figure 2.5), which offers an alternative explanation to the secret ballot puzzle since parties engaging 

in turnout and abstention buying have to monitor only whether individuals vote (Nichter 2008, 21), 

while parties engaging in voter buying reward outsiders that have no incentive to defect once inside 

the ballot booth (Hidalgo and Nichter 2016, 437).  

In article 2, I also address the puzzle of vote buying and the secret ballot. However, the argu-

ment set forward in article 2 differs from the four arguments set forward by the literature. First, my 

argument differs from that of Cox and Kousser (1981), Nichter (2008, 2014), and Hidalgo and 

Nichter (2016) because I keep the focus on vote buying rather than on turnout, abstention, or voter 

buying. Second, my argument differs from that of Guardado and Wanthekon (2018), Bratton 

(2008), Van de Walle (2007), Lindberg (2013), and Conroy-Krutz and Logan (2012) as I maintain 

that vote buying is, indeed, effective. Third, my argument differs from that of Schaffer and Schedler 

(2007), Stokes (2005), and Brusco et al. (2004) since I relax the assumption that actual violations of 

the secret ballot occur. Fourth, my argument contrasts with Finan and Schechter (2012) as I argue 

that voters comply not because of norms of reciprocity but because of lack of confidence in the 

secret ballot. I do this by arguing that lack of confidence in the secret ballot is often enough to sway 

voter choices. I draw upon recent contributions emphasizing the importance of secret ballot per-

ceptions for enforcing clientelist exchanges (Ferree and Long 2016; Kiewiet de Jonge and Nicker-

son 2014) and show that voters who do not have confidence in the secret ballot are more likely to 

comply with the wishes of the vote buyer (for the full argument, see article 2). 
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If voters have different levels of confidence in the secret ballot, then the optimal electoral cli-

entelist strategy will depend not only on whether the targeted citizens are core, swing, or opposition 

voters, or whether they are likely or unlikely to turnout, but will also depend on the individual vot-

er’s confidence in the secret ballot. Building on Nichter’s (2008; 2014) excellent conceptual typology 

of electoral clientelist strategies, I develop an extended typology (see figure 2.5) where I incorporate 

Hidalgo and Nichter’s (2016) recent contribution on voter buying and add confidence in the secret 

ballot as a conditioning dimension. I use Schaffer and Schedler’s (2007) term “preference buying” 

rather than Nichter’s term “vote buying” in the cell placed in the first row, second column. In doing 

so, I can use “vote buying” as an umbrella term including “rewarding loyalists,” “preference buy-

ing,” and “double persuasion,” all three of which are strategies that reward vote choices. Unlike 

Nichter (2008, 2010, 2014), I include trust in the secret ballot as a dimension which allows me to 

separate abstention buying from preference buying into two different cells and requires me to add a 

cell which I term “rewarding abstainers.” When rewarding abstainers, parties provide benefits to non-

voters who were not inclined to vote anyway, and thus—like rewarding loyalists—this strategy 

could be said to be ineffective. As figure 2.5 demonstrates, each strategy differs with regard to which 

citizens are targeted (supporting, indifferent or opposing voters), and what these citizens have to 

offer (vote choice, turnout, abstention, or registration).  

Figure 2.5 Typology of clientelist strategies during elections 

 Favors party 
Low trust in secret ballot and 
Indifferent/Favors opposition 

High trust in secret ballot and 
Indifferent/Favors opposition 

Not registered 

Inclined 
to vote 

Rewarding    
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buying 

Abstention               
buying 

Voter          
buying 

Inclined 
not to vote 

Turnout             
buying 

Double                      
persuasion 

Rewarding                
abstainers 

Nonvoter    
buying 

NOTE: The grey cells demonstrate what is included in the definition of vote buying in this dissertation. The figure is 
based on Nichter (2008, 2010, 2014) and Hidalgo and Nichter (2016). 

 Theories on the causes of vote buying 2.2

The most prominent explanations of vote buying can be broken down roughly into three categories 

of explanations (Hicken 2011; Roniger 2004; Kitchelt and Wilkinson 2007; Mares and Young 2016): 

The first emphasizes democratic modernization and industrialization, the second highlights institu-

tional conditions, and the third revolves around voter characteristics. While the first two categories 

of explanations focus on macro-level causes, the third category of explanations focuses on micro-

level causes. 
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 Democrat i c  modernizat ion and industr ia l izat ion 2.2.1

In the past, scholars viewed vote buying as a preindustrial political phenomenon that would disap-

pear as societies modernized both economically and democratically (Gellner and Waterbury 1977; 

Landé 1977; Schimdt et al. 1977; Eisenstadt and Lemarchand 1981). Indeed, historically, vote mar-

kets in the US and Western Europe have diminished as a consequence of economic and democratic 

development (Aidt and Jensen 2016; Jensen and Justesen 2014; Scott 1969; Stokes et al. 2013).  

However, there is substantial empirical evidence that vote buying thrives in new democra-

cies—and at different levels of economic development—where political machines do not appear to 

be losing their influence despite democratization and economic growth (Auyero 2001; Bratton 

2008; Brusco et al. 2004; Conroy-Krutz and Logan 2012; Ferree and Long 2016; Gonzalez-Ocantos 

et al. 2012; Imai et al. 2015; Jensen and Justesen 2014; Kiewiet De Jonge 2015; Kramon 2016; Lar-

reguy et al. 2016; Magaloni 2006; Mares and Young 2018; Nichter 2008, Nichter and Peress 2016; 

Rueda 2015; Stokes 2005; Stokes et al. 2013; Vicente 2014; Vicente and Wantchekon 2009; Weitz-

Shapiro 2012). Even in advanced democracies such as Austria, Greece, Italy, Japan, and Spain, par-

ties continue to offer voters clientelist benefits in return for their vote (Gans-Morse et al. 2014; 

Kitchelt and Wilkinson 2007; Nyblade and Reed 2008; Piattoni 2001).  

 Inst i tut ional  condi t ions 2.2.2

Confronted with the continuity of the prevalence of vote buying in new democracies, the second set 

of explanations focuses on how different institutional settings such as ballot secrecy, compulsory 

voting, the electoral system, and term of incumbency, explain different levels of vote buying across 

countries and regions.  

First, many studies argue that ballot secrecy reduces vote buying (Baland and Robinson 2008; 

Cox and Kousser 1981; Gans-Morse et al. 2014; Kuo and Teorell 2013; Mares 2015; Mares and 

Young 2016). This literature shows that ballot secrecy makes vote buying a riskier and, thereby, less 

favorable strategy for candidates because the secret ballot allows voters to accept the bribe and then 

renege on their commitments and vote as they please. While ballot secrecy may reduce vote buying, 

the literature nevertheless recognizes that ballot secrecy may inflate other clientelist strategies such 

as turnout buying and abstention buying (Cox and Kousser 1981; Nichter 2008; Gans-Morse et al. 

2014) or other electoral irregularities such as registration fraud and ballot stuffing (Hidalgo and 

Nichter 2016; Lehoucq and Molina 2002; Kuo and Teorell 2016).  

Second, compulsory voting may also affect the prevalence of vote buying. However, the em-

pirical results are inconclusive. While some scholars argue that compulsory voting reduces vote buy-

ing because it increases the number of purchased votes needed to tip the balance (Donaldson 1915; 
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Dressel 2005; Schaffer 2008; Uwanno and Burns 1998), empirical evidence suggests that countries 

with compulsory voting often experience higher levels of vote buying. Also, Gans-Morse et al. 

(2014) argue that vote buying is relatively more favorable compared to other electoral clientelist 

strategies because the fines imposed on nonvoters under compulsory voting makes abstention buy-

ing costlier and turnout buying irrelevant.  

Third, a growing literature examines the relationship between electoral systems and levels of 

electoral corruption. Persson and Tabellini (2003, 16) identify three dimensions of the electoral sys-

tem—the electoral formula (PR or plurality system), district magnitude, and ballot structure (open 

or closed lists)—that shape candidates’ incentive to employ clientelist strategies. However, disa-

greement exists as to whether plurality electoral systems or proportional electoral systems with open 

or closed lists produce higher levels of electoral corruption. One part of the literature argues that 

plurality systems or proportional systems with open lists produce less corruption than closed-list 

proportional systems (Alt and Lassen 2003; Kunicova and Rose-Ackerman 2005; Persson and Ta-

bellini 2003; Persson et al. 2003). This literature argues that plurality and open-list proportional sys-

tems enable voters to hold legislators individually accountable for their performance in office, 

which, in turn, reduces electoral corruption. Another part of the literature argues that plurality sys-

tems or proportional systems with open lists produce more corruption than closed-list proportional 

systems (Birch 2007; Lizzeri and Persico 2001; Persson and Tabellini 2003). This literature argues 

that the rewards from electoral competition in plurality and open-list voting systems are concentrat-

ed (personally) with the winner, which increases candidates’ incentives to use illicit means such as 

vote buying to increase their election chances.  

Fourth, longer political incumbency is another key factor explaining different levels of vote 

buying across different countries because long-term incumbency increases the ability of candidates 

to access state resources for electoral campaigning and clientelist strategies. At the local level, long-

term incumbency also allows mayors to appoint loyal partisan activists in their local administration 

and establish a strong and effective broker network (Mares and Muntean 2015; Mares and Young 

2016; Stokes 2005; Stokes et al. 2013). Other types of local elite structures function similarly to the 

incumbency advantage. In many African countries, for example, traditional leaders influence voters 

on behalf of their favored parties and thereby extend government influence to the local level (De 

Kadt and Larreguy 2018; Koter 2013).   
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 Voter character i s t i c s  2.2.3

The third set of explanations revolves around how voter characteristics determine which voters 

vote buyers target. These explanations include voters’ poverty status, partisan preferences, and psy-

chological features (Mares and Young 2016). 

First, a substantial literature argues that vote buying is often targeted at the poor because poor 

people often lack access to basic necessities and are thus generally more willing to sell their votes at 

even relatively low costs (Bratton 2008; Dixit and Londregan 1996; Calvo and Murillo 2004; Jensen 

and Justesen 2014; Keefer 2007; Keefer and Vlaicu 2008; Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007; Nichter 

2008; Stokes 2005; Stokes et al. 2013). However, some studies find that poverty’s effect of on vote 

buying is merely conditional (Justesen and Manzetti 2017; Weitz-Shapiro 2012), while others find 

no empirical evidence to support the relationship (Kao et al. 2018, Khemani 2015; Gonzalez-

Ocantos et al. 2012). Indeed, in a recent study in Malawi, Kao et al. (2018) find that the poor dislike 

candidates offering vote bribes during electoral campaigns.  

Second, a large part of the literature focuses on the role of voters’ partisan preferences in ex-

plaining vote buying. As mentioned in section 2.1.3, the literature disagrees on whether vote buyers 

target swing or core voters. While most formal theory predicts that vote buyers target indifferent or 

weakly opposed voters (Stokes 2005; Stokes et al. 2013, 36), most empirical evidence suggests that 

parties target core rather than swing voters (Albertus 2015; Bratton 2008; Calvo and Murillo 2013; 

Nichter 2008; Stokes et al. 2013). Scholars provide different explanations of this apparent paradox. 

Some scholars argue that core supporters are easier to target because they are more deeply embed-

ded in partisan networks (Dixit and Londregan 1996; Calvo and Murillo 2013). Others argue that 

much of what scholars interpret as vote buying may actually be turnout buying (Nichter 2008; 

Nichter 2014; Gans-Morse et al. 2014) However, others propose a broker-mediated targeting theory 

where party leaders prefer to buy the votes of swing voters, but brokers prefer to target core sup-

porters who are easier to mobilize (Stokes et al. 2013).  

Third, psychological factors such as high-discount-rating and reciprocity also contribute to under-

standing why some voters are targeted why others are not. For example, the vote buyers may target 

voters with high-discount-rate whom they know to be risk-averse and have shorter time horizons be-

cause these voters prefer the certainty of pre-electoral inducements to promises of programmatic 

redistribution after the election (Brusco et al. 2004; Keefer 2007; Keefer and Vlaicu 2008). Vote 

buyers may also choose to target reciprocal voters because these voters feel more obligated to comply 

and vote in accordance with the vote buyers wishes (Finan and Schechter 2012; Lawson and Greene 

2014). Similarly, vote buyers may avoid targeting voters with norms of voting “in good conscience” 
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(Vicente 2014; Collier and Vicente 2014) because parties risk losing supporters who have normative 

preferences against illicit strategies (Mares and Young 2016).  

 The art i c l e s ’  theore t i ca l  approaches  2.2.4

The articles in this dissertation also provide theoretical discussions that are linked to the three over-

all theoretical approaches (see table 2.1). Because article 1 serves a purely methodological purpose, it 

does not relate to theoretical discussions of the causes of vote buying. In article 2, I focus on the set 

of theoretical explanations relating to voter characteristics and argue that the effectiveness of vote 

buying depends on voters’ secret ballot perceptions. Article 3 takes its starting point within the first 

theoretical approach by questioning why voters vote for corrupt politicians when democratic elec-

tions are supposed to prevent corrupt candidates from winning office. In article 4, I rely on the theo-

retical approach highlighting the role that institutional settings play for countries’ different levels of 

vote buying. Specifically, I follow the literature arguing that electoral systems that cultivate the per-

sonal vote increase electoral corruption.  

Table 2.1 Theoretical approaches discussed in the four articles 

Articles Democracy and industrialization Institutional conditions Voter characteristics 
Article 1 - - - 
Article 2 - ( Ballot secrecy ) Secret ballot perceptions 
Article 3 Democratic elections - - 
Article 4 (Democracy and industrialization) Electoral systems ( Poverty ) 
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   Chapter 3
Case selection 

The main case-focus of this dissertation is South Africa, specifically the 2016 municipal elections. 

Although article 4 examines vote buying across 56 countries in Latin America and Africa, articles 1, 2, 

and 3 focus exclusively on South Africa (see table 3.1). In this chapter, I will, therefore, show how 

the context of South Africa adds to the vote-buying literature and substantiate the case selection of 

the 2016 municipal elections in South Africa.  

Table 3.1 Case-focus 

Articles What Where 
Article 1 Case study South Africa 
Article 2 Case study South Africa 
Article 3 Case study South Africa 
Article 4 Cross-country study  56 countries in Latin America and Africa  

 A new setting in the vote-buying literature 3.1

South Africa provides a new context for the study of vote buying as most contemporary work on 

vote buying has been done in Latin American countries9 such as Argentina (Stokes 2005; Nichter 

2008; Auyero 2001; Brusco et al. 2004; Weitz-Shapiro 2012; Kiewiet De Jonge 2015; Stokes et al. 

2013), Brazil (Nichter and Peress 2016), Mexico (Larreguy et al. 2016; Imai et al. 2015; Magaloni 

2006), and Nicaragua (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Kiewiet De Jonge 2015). In recent years, the 

literature on vote buying within the African region has grown with studies examining a cross section 

of African countries (Jensen and Justesen 2014; Ferree and Long 2016; Vicente and Wantchekon 

2009), and case studies of Benin (Banegas, 2002), Kenya (Kramon 2016), Nigeria (Bratton 2008; 

                                                        
9 Scholars of vote buying have also focused on Asian countries such as Taiwan (Wang and Kurzman 2007) and the 
Philippines (Khemani 2015), Middle Eastern countries such as Lebanon (Corstange, 2009, 2012), Jordan (Lust-Okar 
2006) and Egypt (Blaydes 2010), and European countries such as Turkey (Çarkoglu and Aytaç 2015) and Hungary 
(Mares and Young 2018). 
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Rueda 2015), São Tomé and Príncipe (Vicente 2014), and Uganda (Conroy-Krutz and Logan, 2012). 

Despite the emerging literature on vote buying in Africa, however, no study has yet examined vote 

buying specifically in South Africa. Rather, studies of the South African case have examined voting 

behavior more broadly, focusing on explanations such as the economy (Bratton and Mattes 2003; 

Mattes and Piombo 2001), ethnicity (Piper 2002; De Haas and Zulu 1994), geography (Christopher 

2001; De Kadt and Sands 2015), race (Ferree 2006), traditional leaders (De Kadt and Larreguy 

2018), and clientelism in general (Lodge 2014; Plaut 2014; Anciano 2018). Thus, this dissertation 

provides the first insights into vote buying in South Africa.  

Furthermore, the 2016 municipal elections offer a unique opportunity to study vote buying in 

the context of a real election, and South Africa provides a setting where conducting new large-N 

surveys is practically feasible. The surveys were implemented in collaboration with Citizen Surveys, 

a South African consulting company that specializes in national opinion polls and surveys of the 

South African population. Being able to construct two new surveys with survey questions specifical-

ly developed to measure the concepts of interest in this project increases the measurement validity 

and constitutes a major empirical contribution.  

 South Africa: A least likely case 3.2

Since the country’s first democratic election in 1994, South Africa has had almost 25 years of expe-

rience as a democracy and its constitution is considered to be one of the most progressive and in-

clusive constitutions in the world (Gouws and Mitchell 2005). Furthermore, although over half the 

population lives below the poverty line on less than 779 ZAR10 a month (Statistics South Africa 

2015), South Africa is among the richest countries in the region and the second largest economy in 

Sub-Saharan Africa (World Bank 2018). Recall from section 2.2.1 that early scholars expected vote 

buying to disappear as societies modernized both economically and democratically. In light of these 

expectations, South Africa can be thought of as a least-likely case (Gerring 2007) for exploring the 

prevalence of vote buying (first sub-question), which makes it ideal for making strong generaliza-

tions (Levy 2008: 12). If there is evidence that vote buying is frequent in South Africa, I should ex-

pect this result to hold for other relatively developed countries as well.   

Survey data show that vote buying is not common in South Africa. According to data collect-

ed by Afrobarometer (round 5), 5 percent of the citizens were offered a bribe in return for their 

vote during the country’s 2009 national elections. This estimate places South Africa at the lower end 

of the vote-buying scale compared to other African countries (see figure 3.1), and far from coun-

                                                        
10 779 ZAR corresponds to 387 DKK or 61 USD (OANDA 2018). 
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tries like Kenya, Benin, and Uganda where vote buying appears to happen much more frequently. 

However, given South Africa’s democratic and economic development, it is perhaps surprising that 

vote buying still occurs during the country’s electoral campaigns.  

Figure 3.1 Level of vote buying (percentages) across Africa  

 

Source: Article 4: Bøttkjær and Justesen 2017 

Turning to the institutional conditions (see section 2.2.2), South Africa appears to be a least-likely 

case on some parameters and a most-likely case (Gerring 2007) on others (see table 3.2). First, simi-

lar to most African countries,11 South Africa does not enforce compulsory voting, which according 

to recent findings, should decrease vote buying (Gans-Morse et al. 2014). However, it is easy for 

parties to monitor whether voters have turned out to vote in South Africa since voters get their 

forefingers painted with election ink at the ballot stations after voting. 

Second, elections for South Africa’s national parliament have one of the most proportional 

systems in the world with a closed-list proportional electoral system and a high district magnitude of 

111.12 In article 4, I show that the incentives for parties and candidates to engage in vote trades are 

strongest in candidate-centered electoral systems like “first past the post” or open-list proportional 

systems and weakest in proportional systems with closed-list ballots. While the former creates an 

incentive to cultivate the personal vote, the latter tends to minimize incentives to use vote buying as 

a means to be elected to office as personal votes can be gained from party votes (Bøttkjær and 

Justesen 2017; Carey and Shugart 1995; Hicken 2007; Chang 2005; Johnson 2014). By the same 

token, candidates’ incentive to engage in vote trades is strongest in “winner-takes-all” single-

member districts and weakest in electoral systems with high district magnitude. While candidates 
                                                        
11 This stands in contrast to Latin America where most countries enforce compulsory voting. 
12 South Africa’s national assembly consists of 400 members, 200 elected in one large national district and 200 elected in 
nine provincial districts. Thus, South Africa’s district magnitude is calculated as (400 / 200) × (200 / 1) + (400 / 200) × 
(200 / 9) = 111,11.  
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competing in the former will need to target their election campaigns at a relatively small number of 

voters to sway the election outcome, candidates in the latter compete in one national district or few 

districts, where more votes are needed to tilt the result of the election within each district, which 

would make vote buying an expensive and thus less favorable strategy (Bøttkjær and Justesen 2017; 

Persson and Tabellini 2003; Lizzeri and Persico 2001). 

Third, South Africa has a dominant party system in which the African National Congress (the 

ANC) has received over half the votes in all elections since South Africa’s first democratic election 

in 1994. The party’s long-term incumbency causes the ANC to be a “party state” with the discretion 

to redistribute state resources for clientelist purposes (Booysen 2015; Southhall 2014, 2016). This, in 

turn, makes South Africa a case of unilateral and monopolistic clientelism (Kitchelt 2011; Nichter 

and Peress 2016).  

Fourth, in South Africa, voting is secret, which—according to recent studies—should reduce 

vote buying (Baland and Robinson 2008; Cox and Kousser 1981; Gans-Morse et al. 2014; Kuo and 

Teorell 2016; Mares 2015; Mares and Young 2016). The literature on enforcement of vote trades 

argues that African parties cannot violate ballot secrecy and force voters to stick to their end of the 

bargain (Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007, Bratton 2008; Conroy-Krutz and Logan 2012), which 

should decrease the level of vote buying in African countries. Monitoring vote choices requires 

strong party organization and an effective broker network at the local level (Stokes 2005, Stokes et 

al. 2013), but because African parties generally have weak party structures (Gyimah-Boadi 2007; 

Osei 2012; Van de Walle 2007), the conditions for vote buying are poor. However, as earlier argued, 

South Africa’s party structure is unique compared to other African countries because of the ANC’s 

severe dominance and strong party organization. According to Plaut (2014) and Lodge (2014), the 

ANC is also the main clientelist party in South Africa. Indeed, no other party in the African region 

fits the term “political machine” better than the ANC, and our survey data (round 1) shows that 

almost one in four South Africans lack confidence in the secret ballot. Thus, although voting is se-

cret in South Africa, ANC’s strong party organization enables the party to at least give the impres-

sion that ballot secrecy can be violated, which increases vote buying. 	

Table 3.2 South Africa’s institutional conditions 

Parameter Value Effect on vote buying Case 
Electoral system Highly proportional Decreases Hard case 
Compulsory voting No compulsory voting Decreases Hard case 
Long-term incumbency ANC dominant party Increases Likely case 
Ballot secrecy Yes, but lack of trust in secret ballot  Increases Likely case 
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 The 2016 municipal elections: A likely case? 3.3

Common sense would have it that national elections are more interesting than municipal elections, 

and in South Africa, national elections also have a higher turnout,13 and the decisions made at the 

national level concern the most salient political issues such as unemployment, poverty, and health. 

However, the 2016 municipal election campaign can be characterized a most likely case (Gerring 

2007) for observing vote buying compared to national elections in South Africa, which makes it 

excellent for explaining causal relationships and increasing internal validity (Beach and Pedersen 

2016; Collier et al. 2010). Thus, the case of the 2016 municipal election campaign is suitable for 

studying why vote buying occurs in South Africa (sub-questions 2 and 3), but less so for establishing 

the extent of vote buying in South Africa (sub-question 1) because I cannot assume that the vote-

buying estimate will represent the vote-buying level in national elections. The problem of low exter-

nal validity is, to some extent, dealt with in article 4, which, besides answering sub-question 4, uses 

survey data on the prevalence of vote buying during national elections across 56 Latin American 

and African countries, including South Africa. The 2016 municipal election campaign is a most-

likely case for four reasons. 

First, South Africa’s municipal electoral system is very different from its national electoral sys-

tem. While South Africa’s national electoral system is highly proportional with a closed-list propor-

tional system and high levels of district magnitude (see article 4), the municipal electoral system em-

ploys a mixed or hybrid electoral system where voters cast two votes14 (Electoral Commission of 

South Africa 2016). The first vote elects party representative councilors, who make up the other 

half of the representatives. Party representative councilors are party representatives and are elected 

through the proportional representation system based on the proportion of votes their political 

party receives in the election (Local Government Action 2016). The second vote elects ward coun-

cilors who make up half of the representatives elected to the council. A ward councilor is an official 

elected to represent a constituency and is elected through the plurality electoral system (Local Gov-

ernment Action 2016). Thus, unlike national elections, the municipal elections include the “first past 

the post” feature, which, as mentioned earlier, increases candidates’ incentive to engage in vote buy-

ing (see article 4). Consequently, vote buying is more likely to occur during the municipal elections 

than during the national elections in South Africa.  

Second, according to the high-discount-rate argument within the clientelist literature (see section 

2.2.3), the voters who are most likely to sell their votes are those who are particularly skeptical 

                                                        
13 In the last general election in 2014, the turnout was 73.5 %, while the turnout was 57.6 % in the last municipal elec-
tion in 2011. 
14 In district municipalities three votes are cast as the final vote goes to the district councillor. 
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about future rewards. This is crucial because weaknesses in government, especially regarding cor-

ruption, are much more visible at the municipal level and, as Booysen (2012, 1) argues, it is the local 

politicians in South Africa who “most tangibly [are] not doing very well”. If the high-discount-rate ap-

proach is right, vote buying is more likely to occur during municipal elections—where voters, ac-

cording to Booysen (2012), are more dissatisfied—than during national elections. 

Third, because local elections receive less international media attention, international election 

observers are less prone to monitor municipal elections compared to national elections, which gives 

vote buyers more leverage to engage in electoral fraud. 

Fourth, the 2016 municipal elections are particularly interesting because the election campaign 

was highly contested, and the outcome was historic. The ANC suffered its worst election result 

since the first democratic elections in 1994 (see figure 3.2). The ANC managed to capture 54 per 

cent of the nationwide vote but lost 8 percentage points compared to the last local elections in 

2011. More importantly, the ANC lost office in several of the big cities: Before the 2016 municipal 

elections, the ANC held absolute majorities in seven of the eight metropolitan municipalities (Met-

ros), but after the election, the ANC holds a majority only in three of the Metros15 and formed a 

coalition government in Ekurhuleni. The Democratic Alliance (DA) recaptured Cape Town and 

formed coalition governments in Johannesburg, Tshwane, and Nelson Mandela Bay. The ANC’s 

endangered position may have boosted the ANC candidates’ motivation to engage in electoral fraud 

in order to uphold their position.  

Figure 3.2 ANC’s vote share in the national and municipal elections 

NOTE: The grey  bars show the ANC’s vote share in the national elections, and the black  bars show ANC’s vote share 
in the municipal elections.  

  

                                                        
15 Buffalo City, eThekwini and Mangaung. 
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   Chapter 4
Methods and data 

In this chapter, I describe the research designs and data applied in the four articles. I employ either 

regression analysis or experimental designs to test the hypotheses outlined in the articles and rely on 

both original and existing quantitative survey data.  

 Methods: Experimental designs and regression analyses 4.1

In this dissertation, I employ both experimental designs and regression analysis to answer my re-

search questions (see table 4.1). Articles 1 and 3 both employ experimental designs, specifically an 

experiment testing an augmented list experiment and the classic list experiment and a survey exper-

iment examining why voters vote for corrupt candidates. Articles 2 and 4 both employ regression 

analysis, specifically two regressions with an interaction term, where the first demonstrates how 

secret ballot perceptions serve to condition the relationship between vote buying and party choice 

during municipal elections in South Africa, and the second shows how the electoral system condi-

tions poverty’s effect on vote buying across 56 Latin-American and African countries. 

Table 4.1 Research design and methodological purpose of this dissertation’s four articles 

Articles Research design Type Methodological purpose 
Article 1 Experimental List experiments Infer causality  
Article 2 Observational Logistic regression with interaction term Describe relationships 
Article 3 Experimental Survey experiment Infer causality 
Article 4 Observational OLS regression with interaction term Describe relationships 
 

The object of making causal inference from data has taken a prominent role in political science 

(Gerber and Green 2012), and thus, there have been an increasing number of experimental or qua-

si-experimental studies in recent years. Because articles 2 and 4 rely on observational data, I cannot 

make strong causal inference in these articles, and instead, the findings should be interpreted as 
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tests of relationships that may support—or contradict—the hypotheses set forward in the articles. 

In articles 1 and 3, however, I can infer causality because both articles apply an experimental research 

design, which produces strong causal inference (Gerber and Green 2012).  

 Data collection: Sample design, interviewer effects, and measurement bias 4.2

The articles in this dissertation rely on three different datasets (see table 4.2) with the number of 

cases varying from 56 to 3,210. In article 4, I built a cross-country dataset from 56 countries in Afri-

ca and Latin America from existing data sources. These data sources include survey data from 

Afrobarometer round 5 (2011/2013) and LAPOP (2010) as well as country level specific data (for 

further information about this dataset, see article 4). The remaining three articles rely on data from 

original face-to-face surveys that we conducted in South Africa in two rounds. Unlike the dataset 

used for article 4, which was based on existing data sources not specifically intended for this thesis’ 

research question, the original face-to-face surveys were conducted specifically for this project. The 

analyses in articles 1 and 2 rely on the data from the first survey round following the 2016 municipal 

elections. This round had 3,210 respondents with a response rate of 88.5%. The analysis in article 3 

relies on data from the second survey round conducted a year later, in August 2017. This round had 

1,500 respondents with a response rate of 77.5%. I traveled to South Africa four times to conduct 

fieldwork and prepare the two survey rounds. 

Table 4.2 Data for the four articles  

Articles Country Data Cases 
Article 
1 

South Africa Original face-to-face survey data, round 1 3,210 
Article 
2 

Latin America and Africa  Cross-country data  56  
Article 
3 

South Africa Original face-to-face survey data, round 1 3,210 
Article 
4 

South Africa Original face-to-face survey data, round 2 1,500 
 

In this section, I describe the very extensive data collection process associated with the two survey 

rounds in South Africa. This section is divided into two parts. First, I will outline the sample design 

used for the two rounds in the original face-to-face survey. Second, I will discuss challenges associ-

ated with conducting face-to-face survey interviews in South Africa and elaborate on the measures 

that I took to avoid potential biases.  

 A strat i f i ed mult i - s tage  probabi l i ty  sample des ign 4.2.1

To ensure a nationally representative sample of the South African population over 18 years, I need-

ed a sample design more complex than a simple random sample, where each respondent has an 
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equal chance of being selected. Instead, I used a stratified multistage probability sample design with 

four stages, as shown in figure 4.1.  

Figure 4.1 The four stages of the sample design 

 

 

Source: Citizen Surveys 2015 

The first stage is stratification. I conducted a disproportional stratification16 to ensure acceptable cov-

erage of subgroups (e.g., all four races). Non-sufficient coverage is a risk in simple random sample 

designs or a probability proportional to size sample designs (PPS).17 Non-sufficient coverage is es-

pecially a risk in a “rainbow nation” like South Africa, which is one of the most diverse countries in 

the world (World Elections 2016) with a population of about 53 million people, numerous ethnic 

groups, 11 official languages, nine provinces, and 226 municipalities (SAHO 2011). Round 1 includ-

ed stratification on provinces, racial groups, municipality,18 and area.19 Round 2 did not include 

stratification on municipalities because this round did not focus on the municipal elections, and the 

sample was half the size of the first round.  

The second stage is allocation of EAs (enumerated areas). South Africa has no adequate indi-

viduals lists or household lists to draw a random sample from, and therefore, the sample has to be 

drawn at a higher level. Therefore, I use the EA level, which is the smallest geographic area for 

which population statistics are available in South Africa. When drawing EAs, an important consid-

eration is how many EAs we should allocate to each stratum to have the best sample, in other 

words, how disproportional the sample should be. A typical sample allocation design is a random 

sample or probability proportional to size model (PPS). However, the PPS model works well when 

                                                        
16 In stratified sampling, the population is divided into non-overlapping subpopulations called strata. A probability 
sample is selected in each stratum. The selections in the different strata are independent (Särndal et al. 1992). 
17 In a simple random sample, the proportion of each subgroup in the sample is equal to the proportion of the same 
subgroup in the population, also known as the probability proportional to size model (PPS). However, if you conduct a 
simple random sample in a diverse country like South Africa, you risk ending up with very small sample sizes, or in the 
worst case, non-coverage of some subgroups. 
18 Not all municipalities will be represented in the data because South Africa consists of 226 municipalities, and if you 
divide the sample size of 3,204 respondents by the number of municipalities, you would get an average of 13 respond-
ents representing each municipality, which is too little to make meaningful analyses at the municipal levels. Therefore, 
we will focus on specific municipalities instead. Which municipalities will be sampled remains to be clarified, but we will 
ensure that both respondents that live in metropolitan municipalities and local municipalities are included. 
19 Whether the respondent lives in an urban or rural area. 
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estimating population values but is insufficient when conducting analyses within sub-groups (Law-

ley et al. 2007). Instead, I want to allocate the most EAs to the strata with the biggest uncertainty, 

meaning that the more variation within a specific stratum, the more respondents should be allocat-

ed to this stratum. This is called the Neyman allocation design (Bankier 1988). However, this ap-

proach is also not ideal because it can potentially result in large sample weights because a small pro-

portion in the sample has to represent a big proportion in the population, which can lead to large 

standard errors (Bankier 1988). To minimize sample weights and still ensure respondents in each 

stratum, I use the power allocation rule, which incorporates both the PPS and the Neyman alloca-

tion design (see figure 4.2). 

Power allocations have been widely applied in heterogeneous countries such as South Africa 

(Fellegi 1981; Lawley et al. 2007). The power allocation rule allows researchers to have both quality 

national estimates and detailed estimates by subgroups (Lawley et al. 2007). The largest areas are 

covered to ensure reliable estimates regarding, for example, the frequency of vote buying, while, at 

the same time, smaller subgroups are still allocated a large enough sample to provide significant 

estimates within each stratum. 

Figure 4.2 Allocation designs  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The third stage is the household selection. This sample design employs the random walk method, which is 

the most commonly used household20 selection method when there are no household lists available 

(European Quality of Life Survey 2007; Eurobarometer 2008; Gallup 2016; Afrobarometer 2016). 

In the random walk method, the probability of selecting a household is regarded in the same way as 

with simple random sampling (Thompson and Fraser 2006). For a detailed description of the ran-

                                                        
20 In South Africa, a household is defined as a group of people who eat from the same melting pot (Citizen Surveys 
2015). 
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dom walk method, see appendix A. Although the random walk pattern is an internationally recog-

nized method in cases where household lists are not available, there are three problems with the 

random walk method. First, the random walk method does not gather information that can be used 

to calculate probabilities of selection (Himelein et al. 2015), and thus, it is not possible to calculate 

the weights of the random walk samples. Instead, researchers analyze samples as if all households 

within the chosen EA had the same probability of being selected. Bauer (2014) compares the ran-

dom walk method to simple random sampling by using a simulation of all possible random routes 

and calculating the probability of selecting each household. The results show that there are signifi-

cant differences between the random walk method and the simple random sample and that the ran-

dom walk method produces systematic bias (Bauer 2014). Second, the interviewers who use random 

walks have a strong incentive to choose households where people are home, rather than those that 

are supposed to be chosen according to the protocol (Himelein et al. 2015). Third, the method is 

difficult to verify because even two different interviewers who start from the same point and travel 

on the same path may select different samples, depending on the distance they consider close 

enough to be included or in what sequence they count the dwellings (Himelein et al. 2015, 10). To 

compensate for these problems, Citizen Surveys kept detailed records of the hit rates, contacts, re-

fusals, unsuitable respondents, and so forth and used this information to calculate sample weights.  

Also, Citizen Surveys locked the questionnaires so they could not be opened until the interviewer 

was at the right GPS coordinates, which minimizes the risk of interviewers not following the ran-

dom walk pattern protocol. 

The fourth stage is the respondent selection. To avoid selecting the person who opens the door 

and thereby getting a biased sample consisting only of those who are home to open the door when 

the interviewers are doing their fieldwork,21 interviewers use an internationally recognized method 

called “the Kish Grid,” designed to avoid bias when selecting respondents (Kish 1949). For further 

explanation of how the Kish Grid works, see appendix B. Previous studies (Kish 1949; Németh 

2003) have shown that men tend to be underrepresented in studies that use the Kish Grid because 

a) men are less likely to be reached at home even with repeated call-backs, b) men are often 

overrepresented in the non-response statistics, and c) interviewers might substitute the chosen male 

with another person in the household who is willing to participate (Kish 1949, 386). In practice, 

however, the problem is very limited because Citizen Surveys monitor interviewers and makes fol-

low-up calls to check whether the right person has been interviewed. 

                                                        
21 In this case, the sample would consist of primarily the unemployed, the elderly, and women who typically spend more 
time at home compared to the average population and, therefore, will be more likely to be home during fieldwork.  
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 Interv iewer e f f e c t s  in face- to- face  interv iews 4.2.2

The survey was conducted through face-to-face interviews, which is a far costlier method than con-

ducting telephone interviews or online surveys. However, face-to-face interviews were necessary 

because South Africa has an overrepresentation of prepaid phones and an underrepresentation of 

landline phones,22 which makes it difficult to contact people by telephone. Besides being costlier, 

face-to-face surveys are also more likely to yield systematic bias in the respondents’ responses than 

telephone or web surveys (Kreuter et al. 2008). According to the stimuli response model (see figure 

4.3), the specific interviewer and the interview interaction can affect the respondent’s answers. The 

stimuli’s (the interviewer’s) effect on response (data quality) has received much attention in the liter-

ature (Durant et al. 2010; Kriel and Risenga 2014; Adida et al. 2016; Van der Zouwen et al. 2010). 

The most typical challenges in face-to-face interviews are interviewer characteristics, communica-

tion problems, and the power relation between interviewer and respondent (Kriel and Risenga 

2014). These three challenges are especially important to handle in these two surveys because the 

interviews include sensitive questions on vote buying and are conducted face-to-face in a country 

where the ethnic, cultural, and religious diversity is substantial.  

Figure 4.3 The stimuli-response model (focus on stimulus)

 
Source: Goi et al. 2014 

The first challenge is the interviewer’s characteristics such as age, gender, ethnicity, and education that 

may create response bias (Kriel and Risenga 2014; Haunberger 2010; Lin and Kelly 1995; Adida et 

al. 2016). For example, a recent survey in South Africa asked respondents whether they thought the 

government had been successful in uniting the country following the collapse of apartheid (Adida et 

al. 2016). Just 45% of the white respondents agreed. However, when interviewed by black inter-

viewers, 65% of the white respondents agreed (Adida et al. 2016). Another example is a study on 

sexual behavior in a rural African setting, which demonstrated that the interviewer’s gender and age 

had a consistent effect on respondents’ answers (Angotti et al. 2015). We implemented both ex ante 

and ex post measures to minimize response bias related to interviewer characteristics. Ex ante, local 

fieldworkers who live in the same area as the respondents conducted the interviews because studies 

                                                        
22 Only 6% of the South African population have a landline phone in their household (Pew Research Center 2015), and 
there are over 79,000 phone booths in South Africa (Quartz 2014). 
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show that interviewers with similar ethnicity to the respondent create less biased responses com-

pared to interviewers with an ethnicity different from the respondent (Durrant et al. 2010; Kriel and 

Risenga 2014). Furthermore, local interviewers are familiar with the local language and culture and 

can, therefore, understand the concerns that the respondent might have about participating in the 

interview (Malhotra et al. 1996).23 Ex post, the questionnaire includes questions regarding the re-

spondent’s as well as the interviewer’s age, gender, race, education, and geo-area (urban or rural) 

enabling a control of whether interviewer’s socio-demographic characteristics played a role in terms 

of the respondent’s responses.  

The second challenge is communication problems between the interviewer and respondents (Mal-

hotra et al. 1996). Communication problems can yield response errors, especially if the interviewer 

herself has misunderstood the purpose of the question (Ming-Yih 1988). Several measures were 

implemented to minimize communication problems. First, pilot tests24 of the questionnaires were 

conducted, which allowed for the revision of those questions that were difficult for the respondents 

to understand and answer. Second, the questionnaires were translated into seven languages.25 Trans-

lating the questionnaires beforehand ensures uniformity across the interviews because the inter-

viewer does not have to translate the questionnaire herself from, for example, English to Zulu, 

which can lead to misunderstandings. Third, before fieldwork, all interviewers participated in a 

mandatory two-day workshop26 where they went through the questionnaire question-by-question 

and practiced interviewing each other. Fourth, interviewers used show cards with the response cate-

gories to make it easier for respondents to answer the questions. Fifth, difficult questions were giv-

en special attention, that is, we (the research team and I) recorded videos of how to handle the list 

experiments and survey experiments. These videos were available on the tablets that the interview-

ers used for the interviews.  

The third challenge is the power relation between the interviewer and the respondent, which is 

related to the (lack of) trust between the two. Generally, the level of social trust is low in South Af-

rica (Mmotlane et al. 2010), and especially when asked sensitive questions on vote buying, it is ex-

pected that the respondent’s trust of the interviewer may substantially affect the responses. For each 

                                                        
23 Local interviewers were also used for security reasons: In some of the South African townships, it can be dangerous 
for an “outsider” to enter and conduct an interview as certain racial and tribal groups may not be in favor of interacting 
with someone from a different racial and tribal group. However, it is important to stress that Citizen Surveys complies 
with all ethical rules and interview precautions and does not send interviewers into the field if the safety of the inter-
viewer is at risk.  
24 The pilot test reports are included in appendix C.  
25 To ensure correct translations, forward translations (e.g., from English to Zulu) and back translations (e.g., from Zulu 
back to English) were conducted by two different translators. 
26 Citizen Surveys conducted the workshops, and we (the research team and I) oversaw the workshops. 
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of the two survey rounds, I participated as an observer in two to three interviews at the beginning 

of fieldwork to observe the interview situation.  During these interviews, I did not note any trust 

problems or other power relation issues between the interviewer and the respondent. However, my 

observations may not be representative of how the interviews normally proceed as I might have 

affected the interview situation. To minimize potential power relation bias, interviewers stressed the 

respondent’s anonymity and the purpose of the interview at the beginning of each interview.27 Also, 

the questionnaires include unobtrusive measures of vote buying.  

 Measuring vote  buying in surveys  4.2.3

Because vote buying is illegal and considered immoral (Schaffer 2007; Stokes 2007), it makes for an 

interesting research topic but is difficult to measure in surveys. Because respondents may be reluc-

tant to answer truthfully when asked about whether they received vote bribes, determining the 

prevalence of vote buying is challenging. In other words, the sensitivity of the question (the organ-

ism) may affect the respondent’s responses (see figure 4.4). I address this issue by including four 

different questions on vote buying with varying degrees of directness.  

Figure 4.4 The stimuli-response model (focus on organism)

 
Source: Goi et al. 2014 

First, the questionnaire asks respondents directly if a candidate or someone from a political party 

offered them something like food, a gift, or money in return for their vote.28 Six percent of the re-

spondents answered affirmatively to the direct question on vote buying. However, because vote 

buying is illegal, respondents may be reluctant to give truthful answers to such a sensitive question. 

Thus, asking direct questions about vote buying can potentially result in social desirability bias 

(Bradburn et al. 1978; DeMaio 1984) and cause researchers to underestimate its prevalence. 

                                                        
27 At the beginning of the interview, the interviewer states, “all information will be treated in the strictest confidence, 
only to be used for research purposes.” 
28 The exact wording of the question is “How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer 
YOU something, like food, or a gift or money IF YOU WOULD VOTE FOR THEM in the elections?” And the 
corresponding response categories are “Never,” “Once or twice,” and “Often.” See question 45A in the questionnaire 
in appendix D. 
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Second, the questionnaire asked an indirect question on whether vote buying occurred in the 

respondent’s community or village.29 Seven percent of the respondents answered in the affirmative 

to the indirect question on neighborhood vote buying. Although asking about neighborhood vote 

buying is less likely to produce untruthful answers compared to the direct individual question (Gon-

zalez-Ocantos et al. 2012), the indirect neighborhood question can also cause measurement bias and 

offers no insight into which voters are targeted. For example, questions regarding neighborhood 

vote buying may cause researchers to underestimate vote buying in rural areas and overestimate it in 

urban areas where people typically live closer to each other, and thus, observations of vote-buying 

activities are more likely (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012). Because neither the direct individual vote-

buying estimate nor the indirect neighborhood estimate measures the prevalence of vote buying 

accurately, Brusco et al. (2004, 72) report the level of vote buying in their Argentinian study as a 

range between these two estimates.  

Third, the questionnaire integrates a classic list experiment into the survey to measure the 

prevalence of vote buying. In the classic list experiment, respondents are assigned randomly into a 

control and treatment group (Kuklinski et al. 1997), presented with a list of items, and asked only 

how many of the items they would respond to in the affirmative. The list that the treatment group 

is presented with includes one more item—namely the item regarding vote buying—than the con-

trol group’s list.30 Since respondents have to reveal only how many of the items they would respond 

to in the affirmative, the list experiment allows respondents to answer the question truthfully while 

remaining anonymous.31 In article 1, I estimate the level of vote buying by comparing the average 

count in the control group with the average count in the treatment group, and find that 8% of the 

South African voters were offered vote bribes during the municipal electoral campaign. 

Fourth, the questionnaire integrates an augmented list experiment to estimate the frequency 

of vote buying. The augmented list experiment was developed by Corstange (2009) to address a 

central limitation of the classic list experiment: Although researchers agree that the classic list exper-

iment provides an unobtrusive measure for vote buying and other sensitive questions, it allows re-
                                                        
29 The exact wording of the question is “How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer 
something, like food, or a gift or money, to people in your community or village if they WOULD VOTE FOR THEM 
in the elections?” The corresponding response categories are “Never,” “Once or twice,” and “Often.” See question 44 
in the questionnaire in appendix D. 
30 The exact wording of the question is “I am going to hand you a card that mentions various activities, and I would like 
you to tell me if they were carried out by candidates or someone from a political party during the recent electoral cam-
paign. Please, do not tell me which ones, only HOW MANY.” The control group received the following list of items: 
“They put up campaign posters or signs in my neighborhood”, “They called me on my phone”, “They asked me to sign 
a petition supporting children’s rights”, and “They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio”. The treat-
ment group received the same list of items plus an additional item: “They offered me something, like food, or a gift or 
money, if I would vote for them in the elections”. See question 14A and 14E in the questionnaire in appendix D. 
31 For more information about the classic list experiment see article 1. 
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searchers to make estimates only at the aggregate level and prevents individual-level analyses of 

which voters are targeted. Instead, researchers use difference-in-means tests to analyze the charac-

teristics of respondents targeted with vote bribes (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Kramon 2016). 

However, these tests are inefficient and challenging for continuous variables (Gallego and Want-

chekon 2012; Corstange 2009). The augmented list experiment enables researchers to conduct indi-

vidual-level analysis while still providing respondents with anonymity. The difference between the 

classic and the augmented list experiment is that the augmented list experiment changes the control 

group’s question, asking them to evaluate each of the list items individually rather than stating only 

how many they can affirm.32 In article 1, I find that vote buying stands at 30% in South Africa ac-

cording to the augmented list experiment.  

Although the augmented list experiment strives to solve an important problem of the classic 

list experiment, it has not yet been tested whether the augmented list experiment change of the con-

trol group question affects the validity of the results. In article 1, therefore, I conduct an experi-

mental test comparing the augmented to the classic list experiment procedure. I show that the aug-

mented list experiment creates biased results, overestimating the level of vote buying, because it 

violates one of the core assumptions of experimental designs, that is, the excludability assumption.  

Thus, based on my findings in article 1, I conclude that the classic list experiment provides the 

best unobtrusive method for measuring vote buying (see figure 4.5). Therefore, I use this method 

for answering the first sub-question (see article 1): To what extent does vote buying transpire among poor 

voters during elections?  

Comparing the estimate of the classic list experiment (8%) with the estimates of the direct in-

dividual question (6%), suggests that vote buying does not yield as much social desirability bias in 

South Africa as in other countries33 (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Imai et al. 2015; Kiewiet De 

Jonge 2015; Kramon 2016). Therefore, I use the direct measure of vote buying in article 2, where I 

conduct multivariate individual-level analyses of how secret ballot perceptions condition responses 

to vote bribes. In article 4, I rely on the direct measures of vote buying provided by the Afrobarome-

ter and LAPOP questionnaires to test how the electoral system conditions the effect poverty has on 

the prevalence of vote buying across developing countries. In article 3, the focus is on patronage 

rather than vote buying, and here I use a survey experiment to test how patronage can affect voters’ 

motivation to vote for corrupt candidates.  

                                                        
32 For more information about the augmented list experiment see article 1. 
33 Correspondingly, in a study in the Philippines, Cruz (2013) finds that the difference between the estimated level of 
vote buying using a direct question is not statistically different from the estimate using the list experiment. His finding 
demonstrates that—also in the Philippines—the social desirability bias associated with vote buying is low. 



46 
 

Figure 4.5 Operationalizing vote buying 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTE: A background concept refers to “the constellation of potentially diverse meanings associated with a given con-
cept”, a systematized concept refers to the “specific formulation of a concept adopted by a particular researcher or 
group of researchers” (Adcock and Collier 2001, 530), and an indicator is also referred to as “measures or operationali-
zations.” The grey box indicates that the classic list experiment is the best way to measure vote buying.  
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   Chapter 5
Conclusion 

This dissertation has increased our theoretical understanding and empirical knowledge of how 

widespread clientelism is in the developing world and why and under what conditions it flourishes. 

The arguments and findings presented in this dissertation have important implications for society, 

policy makers, scholars, and future research. This chapter summarizes the arguments and findings 

in the dissertation, discusses the implications for society and policy makers, and outlines the poten-

tial for further research. 

 Overview of findings 5.1

This dissertation has demonstrated that vote buying does occur in South Africa, a country that has 

had over 20 years of experience as a democracy and is one of the most industrialized countries in 

the African region. Scholars have previously shown that standard surveys severely underestimate the 

magnitude of vote buying during elections, and therefore, we know very little about the real fre-

quency of vote buying in new democracies. To overcome the issue of social desirability bias in 

standard survey questions, I conducted a list experiment in the South African survey. The list exper-

iment showed that 8% of the voting-age population in South Africa was targeted with vote bribes 

during the 2016 municipal election campaign. I also tested the validity of a new type of list experi-

ment, the augmented list experiment, which employs different prompts for the control and treat-

ment group. I employed an experimental test of the classic and augmented list experiment and 

showed that the augmented list experiment produces biased results. These findings have important 

implications not only for how we measure vote buying but also for the design of list experiments 

and for attempts to measure sensitive issues in general. 

In addition to estimating the prevalence of vote buying in South Africa, the present study has 

also examined why candidates employ clientelism as a political strategy. The dissertation has 
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demonstrated that when corrupt candidates offer clientelist benefits to voters, these voters are less 

likely to punish the candidates for their corrupt behavior. Furthermore, I showed that even when 

voting is secret, vote buying is an effective electoral strategy if candidates convince voters that their 

vote choices can be monitored because, even in the presence of a nominally secret ballot, voters’ 

lack of confidence in the secret ballot increases the likelihood that voters will comply and vote as 

instructed.  

Finally, I explored the conditions under which vote buying flourishes across 56 developing 

countries in Africa and Latin America. Poverty is often emphasized as a key source of vote buying, 

but not all poor voters are targeted, and very little is known about the conditions under which pov-

erty causes voters to engage in vote trades. The dissertation has contributed to the literature on the 

link between poverty and vote buying by arguing that the electoral system can condition poverty’s 

effect on vote buying. I find that while there is a strong correlation between poverty and vote buy-

ing, the effect of poverty on vote buying weakens as district magnitude increases and when closed-

list ballots are used. 

 Implications for society and policy makers 5.2

Although one could argue that the redistributive and social welfare aspects of clientelism and vote 

buying do have some positive implications, most scholars agree that the consequences of clientelism 

and vote buying are detrimental. Vote buying—the main focus of this study—contradicts democrat-

ic norms and is denounced by NGOs like Transparency International and international election 

observers for distorting the electoral process in developing countries (Transparency International 

2004). Second, vote buying creates poverty traps since candidates have an incentive to let the poor 

people stay poor to keep the cost per vote down (Magaloni 2006; Stokes 2005; Stokes et al. 2013). 

Third, vote buying creates a form of “perverse accountability” (Stokes 2005) because voters who 

receive bribes in exchange for their vote lose their ability to hold politicians accountable, and in-

stead, voters are the ones held accountable for their actions, specifically for keeping their end of the 

vote bargain (Hicken 2011; Lyne 2007; Kitschelt et al. 2010; Stokes 2005). 

The more general phenomena of clientelism also have profound negative implications for the 

development and consolidation of democracy. Clientelism consolidates the incumbency advantage 

(De La O 2015; Hicken 2011; Robinson and Verdier 2013), politicizes bureaucracy (Golden 2003; 

Hicken 2011), and is linked to larger public deficits and public sector inefficiencies (Roniger 2004; 

Hicken 2011; Hicken and Simmons 2008; Keefer 2007). Furthermore, numerous studies have 
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demonstrated that corruption is more prevalent in clientelist systems than in programmatic systems 

(Kitschelt 2007; Singer 2009) 

Article 4 corroborates the link between clientelism and corruption and explains a fundamental 

puzzle of corruption in modern democracies: Why do some voters vote for corrupt candidates 

when democratic elections are supposed to prevent these candidates from getting elected? I find 

that voters express a strong desire to punish corrupt candidates regardless of the corrupt candidate’s 

performance in local government. However, voters are more forgiving toward corrupt candidates if 

they are offered clientelist benefits in return for their vote. The finding corroborates the literature 

arguing that clientelism serves to reproduce corruption and, thus, has important implications not 

only for policy makers fighting clientelism but also for those fighting corruption. 

Given these negative consequences of clientelism, policy makers wanting to ensure the func-

tionality of democracy in the developing world should take active measures to erode the prevalence 

of clientelism. By increasing our understanding of the prevalence and causes of clientelism, this 

study thus provides useful knowledge for policy makers fighting clientelism and corruption. While 

previous studies have focused on the role of poverty on clientelism, a complex condition, which can 

be difficult for policy makers to reduce, this dissertation study has focused on two conditions, 

which may be easier for policy makers to change, that is, the electoral system and secret ballot per-

ceptions. First, institutional designing that facilitates electoral systems that are more proportional 

and provide weaker incentives to pursue the personal vote can diminish the adverse effects of pov-

erty on vote buying. Second, just as clientelist parties can lower voters’ confidence in the secret bal-

lot, for instance, by using threats or placing brokers near the voting stations, policy makers seeking 

to erode clientelism can strengthen voters’ confidence in the secret ballot. For example, policy mak-

ers can employ campaigns on ballot secrecy, ban party operatives from the voting station or ensure 

that ballot papers are not handed to voters until they are inside the ballot booth.  

 Further research 5.3

This dissertation has shown that the classic list experiment solves issues of response bias associated 

with sensitive questions like vote buying by providing respondents with anonymity. However, the 

results suggest that vote buying does not appear to be as widespread or generate as strong social 

desirability bias in South Africa as in some parts of Latin America (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012). 

However, these results do not suggest that vote buying and the social desirability bias associated 

with it are not widespread in other parts of Africa. To obtain higher external validity of the results 
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generated by the list experiment in South Africa, more research using list experiments in Africa is 

necessary.  

Furthermore, the dissertation showed that the augmented list experiment produces biased re-

sults compared with the classic list experiment because it violates one of the fundamental assump-

tions of experimental research, that is, the excludability assumption. However, to be entirely confi-

dent that the augmented list experiment is the one that produces biased results, while the classic list 

experiment generates truthful answers, further research comparing the classic and augmented list 

experiment on a sensitive context, where we know the true answer is needed. For example, it could 

be useful to compare results obtained through a direct question, the classic list experiment and the 

augmented list experiment on an issue like voter abstention, which has previously been proved to 

be associated with social desirability bias (Holbrook and Krosnick 2010), but where we know the 

true value. 

This dissertation has also demonstrated that the study of the causes of vote buying is highly 

relevant. The literature has identified several causes and emphasizes poverty as the key explanation 

of vote buying. This dissertation corroborates the strong relationship between poverty and vote 

buying and highlights two additional conditions: perceptions of the secret ballot and characteristics 

of the electoral system. More studies are needed on the conditions under which vote buying flour-

ishes. To name a few possible causes, future studies might investigate the effect of compulsory vot-

ing, regional differences, and competition among political machines. In addition to examining the 

causes of vote buying, further research should also examine additional consequences of vote bribes 

in developing countries, for example, how vote buying affects programmatic redistribution 

(Justesen et al. 2014). 

Also, this dissertation focuses on a specific form of clientelism, namely vote buying. Howev-

er, more research is needed to understand the causes of different types of clientelism. Do other 

forms of clientelism such as patronage, turnout buying, and voter buying flourish under the same 

conditions as vote buying? Also, how does the erosion of vote buying affect the frequency of these 

other clientelist strategies and the prevalence of other non-programmatic strategies such as pork-

barrel politics and the provision of club goods? While this study focuses exclusively on quantitative 

data and methods, qualitative research can help deepen our understanding of how clientelist rela-

tionships between candidates and citizens are established. For example, in a recent study, Nichter 

and Peress (2016) emphasize the role of citizen demands in clientelism. If this is so, candidates may 

not be proffering rewards in exchange for votes but merely fulfilling voters’ requests. This citizen-

initiating perspective on clientelism deserves further attention.  
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Article 1 
Crying Wolf: An Experimental Test 
of the Augmented List Experiment 
Louise Thorn Bøttkjær1 

The list experiment has proved to be a powerful method for eliciting truthful an-

swers to sensitive questions, yet the list experiment’s weakness is that it does not 

allow for individual-level analyses. To overcome this weakness, recent work in 

the literature has developed an augmented list experiment enabling researchers to 

undertake efficient individual-level analysis. However, it is uncertain whether the 

augmented list experiment’s use of different prompts for the control and treat-

ment group creates biased results. In this article, I conduct an experimental test 

comparing the augmented and classic list experiment using a new face-to-face 

survey dataset from South Africa on the sensitive issue of vote buying. I find that 

the augmented list experiment severely overestimates the level of the sensitive is-

sue, in this case, concluding that a sensitive issue like vote buying is widespread, 

even though it is not. These findings have important implications for the design 

of list experiments and for attempts to measure sensitive issues in political sci-

ence. 

Publication Status: Invited to revise and resubmit with Political Analysis. 
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Introduction 

When researchers use surveys to study questions concerning attitudes or behavior that are morally 

indefensible or even illegal, they tend to underestimate the prevalence of these sensitive issues be-

cause respondents are reluctant to give truthful answers to sensitive questions. Fortunately, the list 

experiment has proved to be a powerful method for obtaining truthful answers to sensitive ques-

tions by allowing respondents to remain anonymous (Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens 1997; Kuklinski 

et al. 1997; Sniderman and Carmines 1997; Gilens, Sniderman, and Kuklinski 1998; Sniderman and 

Hagendoorn 2007; Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Corstange 2009; Corstange 2012; Blair and Imai 

2012; Imai 2011; Imai et al. 2015; C ̧arkoglu and Aytaç 2015; Kiewiet De Jonge 2015; Kramon 2016; 

Glynn 2013; Holbrook and Krosnick 2010).  

While the respondents’ anonymity allows researchers to obtain unbiased estimates at the ag-

gregate level, it simultaneously inhibits researchers from making individual-level analyses. Instead, 

researchers often rely on simple difference-in-means tests across different subgroups to diagnose 

the characteristics that distinguish the individuals reporting the sensitive issue from those who do 

not (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Kramon 2016). However, difference-in-means tests are prob-

lematic for continuous variables and highly inefficient as the sample size of each subgroup drastical-

ly decreases when relevant control variables are added to the analysis (Gallego and Wantchekon 

2012; Corstange 2009).  

In recent years, scholars have made methodological advances widening the applicability of list 

experiments by developing multivariate regression models to help researchers link certain respond-

ent characteristics with answers to sensitive questions (Corstange 2009; Imai 2011; Blair and Imai 

2012). One of these methodological advances is the approximate likelihood estimator called LISTIT 

that relies on an augmented version of the list experiment developed by Corstange (2009) here in 

Political Analysis. The difference between the classic list experiment and the augmented list experi-

ment is that the augmented list experiment changes the question prompt for the control group, so 

that baseline respondents are asked to evaluate each of the list items individually. The additional 

information gained by changing the control group’s question prompt enables researchers to make 

more statistically efficient analysis, and consequently, some studies have employed this method 

(Corstange 2009, Corstange 2012, Çarkoglu and Aytaç 2015, Flavin and Keane 2009). However, no 

study has yet successfully tested whether the alteration of the classic list experiment has unintended 

consequences for the validity of the results. 

In this article, I conduct an experimental test comparing the augmented list experiment pro-

cedure to the classic list experiment procedure using vote buying as an example of a sensitive issue 
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on new face-to-face survey data from the 2016 municipal elections in South Africa. Vote buying, 

defined as “the proffering to voters of cash or (more commonly) minor consumption goods by political parties, in office 

or in opposition, in exchange for the recipient’s vote” (Brusco et al. 2004, 67), serves as an excellent example 

of a sensitive issue because the practice is illegal (Schaffer 2007; Stokes 2007), is regarded as immor-

al by large parts of the electorate (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2014), condemned by NGOs and inter-

national election observers for distorting the democratic electoral process in developing countries 

(Transparency International 2004), and is associated with negative stigmas of poverty (Stokes 2005; 

Jensen and Justesen 2014). 

Without denying that the problem the augmented list experiment procedure strives to solve is 

considerable—because researchers aspire not only to elicit honest responses to sensitive questions 

but also to analyze these responses rigorously—this study highlights the potential dangers of using 

the augmented list experiment. My analysis shows that the augmented list experiment severely over-

estimates the level of the sensitive issue. This is so because the augmented list experiment’s use of 

different question prompts for the treatment and the control group violates one of the core as-

sumptions of experimental designs, that is, that everything except the treatment should be held con-

stant across the treatment and control group. This mechanism creates recollection bias and accumu-

lates social desirability bias from of all the items and not just from the sensitive item. In turn, I ar-

gue that researchers should refrain from implementing the augmented list experiment to avoid pro-

ducing biased results and, instead, proceed with the classic list experiment procedure. 

The findings presented here have important implications for the design of list experiments 

and for attempts to measure sensitive issues in political science. The case of vote buying in South 

Africa demonstrates the importance of designing and implementing the experimental procedure in a 

way that ensures that nothing except the treatment affects the outcome. Researchers who neglect to 

adhere to the fundamental assumptions behind the experimental design risk “crying wolf,” that is, 

concluding that a sensitive issue like vote buying is widespread, even though it is not. Apart from 

the methodological implications of this study, this article’s results also contribute to the growing 

literature on vote buying and electoral clientelism as most work has been done on vote buying in 

national elections in Latin America (Rueda 2015; Stokes et al. 2013; Weitz-Shapiro 2012; Nichter 

2008). I show that although electoral bribes are not exactly widespread in South Africa, vote buying 

does occur during municipal elections despite South Africa having more than 20 years of experience 

as a democracy. 

The rest of this article is organized as follows. First, I describe the procedure of the classic 

and augmented list experiment and consider the strengths and weaknesses of the two approaches. 
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Second, I present an overview of studies measuring vote buying using the two list experiments, de-

velop my hypotheses, and argue why we need to test the augmented against the classic list experi-

ment. Third, I describe the South African case and present the data and the methods. Fourth, I pre-

sent the results and discuss why the classic and augmented list experiments arrive at different re-

sults. Fifth and finally, I conclude and consider the implications of my findings for future research.  

Response bias and list experiments 

When surveys ask sensitive questions that respondents are unwilling to admit to, response bias can 

occur (Bradburn et al. 1978; DeMaio 1984). Survey respondents are inclined to give untruthful an-

swers to present themselves in a more socially desirable way to interviewers on issues such as racial 

attitudes (Berinsky 1999; Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens 1997), attitudes toward immigrants (Snider-

man and Hagendoorn 2007; Janus 2010), voter abstention (Holbrook and Krosnick 2010), sexual 

behavior (Tourangeau and Smith 1996), and vote buying (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Corstange 

2012; Imai et al. 2015; Çarkoglu and Aytaç 2015; Kiewiet De Jonge 2015; Kramon 2016). Conse-

quently, direct survey questions about vote buying or other sensitive issues incline respondents to 

underreport the prevalence of the matter, resulting in systematic bias (Tourangeau and Yan 2007). 

The c lass i c  l i s t  exper iment  

The list experiment is an excellent method for asking questions with potential social desirability bias 

because list experiments give the respondent an opportunity to answer the question while remaining 

anonymous. This anonymity should, in turn, encourage a truthful response and ensure unbiased 

results. In the classic list experiment, the survey sample is split into two groups, and participants are 

assigned randomly to the control group and the treatment group (Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens 

1997). The two groups are then exposed to the same question, but the number of response items 

varies. The question that the two groups receive asks only how many of the items they would respond 

to in the affirmative.  

The premise of the classic list experiment is that since respondents must reveal only how 

many of the items they would respond to in the affirmative, the individual respondent can conceal 

whether her answer includes the sensitive item. The “real” frequency of the sensitive issue is thus 

found by comparing the average of the number of items answered in the affirmative in the control 

group with the average count in the treatment group. For example, in a study on vote buying in 

Nicaragua, Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. (2012) employ a list experiment using the classic procedure and 

prompt all respondents with “I’m going to hand you a card that mentions various activities, and I would like for 

you to tell me if they were carried out by candidates or activists during the last electoral campaign. Please, do not tell 
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me which ones, only HOW MANY.” For the control group, the following campaign activities are listed 

and read to respondents: 

(i) They put up campaign posters or signs in your neighborhood/city.  

(ii) They visited your home. 

(iii) They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio.   

(iv) They threatened you to vote for them. 

The treatment group is shown and read a fifth category: 

(v) They gave you a gift or did you a favor.  

The classic list experiment inhibits researchers from measuring vote buying at the individual level 

because respondents do not directly state whether they have accepted offers for their vote. Thus, 

the classic list experiment’s weakness that it prevents researchers from conducting regression anal-

yses that include the sensitive item. The anonymity in the list experiment allows researchers to get a 

correct measure of the frequency of vote buying at the aggregate level, but the anonymity prevents 

researchers from finding out whom parties target at the individual level. The literature often over-

comes this problem by employing difference-in-means tests. Because the assignment to control and 

treatment is random within subgroups, we can compare the level of vote buying for treated and 

controls within a given sub-group, for instance by comparing the level of vote buying in low- and 

high-income groups (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012, 215). Nevertheless, when using difference-in-

means tests, the sample is divided into several subgroups, which significantly reduces the number of 

respondents in each sub-group, leading to large standard errors that distort the inferential analysis 

(Gallego and Wantchekon 2012).  

The augmented l i s t  exper iment  

Corstange (2009) addresses the limitation of the classic list experiment by developing an augmented 

list experiment and a statistical estimator called LISTIT that enables researchers to undertake indi-

vidual-level multivariate analysis. The difference between the augmented list experiment and the 

classic list experiment is that the control group is asked to evaluate each item. There is no change in 

the design for the treatment group. For example, in a study on vote buying in Turkey, Çarkog ̆lu and 

Aytac ̧ (2015) employ a list experiment using the augmented procedure developed by Corstange 

(2009) and prompt the control group respondents with: “People decide who to vote for based on a lot of 

different reasons. Now I will read you some of the reasons people have told us: Please, tell me if they influenced your 
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decision to vote for the party that you have voted.” The treatment group respondents are, just as in the clas-

sic list experiment procedure, prompted with the “how many” version: “People decide who to vote for 

based on a lot of different reasons. Now I will read you some of the reasons people have told us. Please do not tell me 

which of the following have influenced your vote decision. Please just tell me how many of the following have influenced 

your decision to vote for the party that you have voted.”  

In the classic list experiment, we know only the average probability of responding affirmative-

ly to the list of items for each treatment group respondent. In the augmented list experiment, how-

ever, the number of unknown probabilities is reduced to one, that is, the probability associated with 

the sensitive item (Corstange 2009, 49). In the augmented list experiment, we treat the number of 

affirmative answers in the treatment group as a binomial process with a known average probability 

for the list of items but unknown individual item probabilities of responding affirmatively (Çarkog ̆lu 

and Aytaç 2015). We use the additional knowledge to estimate the probability that the number re-

ported by the respondent includes the sensitive item of vote buying. Consequently, this estimate 

called LISTIT is modeled into regression analyses, allowing for a more refined and efficient study of 

the relationship between the respondent’s characteristics and engagement in vote trades (Corstange 

2009; Flavin and Keane 2009). 

Although the augmented list experiment has clear advantages as a procedure first to estimate 

sensitive issues and then to analyze them efficiently, it violates one of the two core assumptions of 

experimental research, namely the excludability assumption.2 In an experiment with one control and 

one treatment group, we expect two potential outcomes, the outcome if treated and the outcome if 

not treated, and assume that the only relevant causal factor affecting each potential outcome is 

whether the respondent receives the treatment. As a result, we can exclude from consideration fac-

tors other than the treatment in the potential outcomes framework (Gerber and Green 2012, 39). 

We presume, therefore, the outcome from the control group to be identical to the outcome from 

the treatment group under the condition where both groups receive treatment or neither groups 

receive treatment.  

Violation of the excludability assumption occurs if random assignment to the control and 

treatment groups is unsuccessful or if a breakdown in symmetry happens in the procedure for the 

control and treatment groups (Gerber and Green 2012, 40-41). When the augmented list experi-

ment applies different questions for the control group (tell me if) and treatment group (tell me how 

                                                        
2 The second core assumption is termed the non-interference assumption also known as SUTVA (Stable Unit Treat-
ment Value Assumption) and assumes that subjects are not affected by the treatment of other subjects (Gerber and 
Green 2012, 39). 
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many), a breakdown in symmetry occurs. The breakdown in symmetry causes the augmented list 

experiment to violate the excludability assumption and can potentially bias the results.  

Literature, hypothesis, and motivation 

As mentioned earlier, a growing literature in political science applies the list experiment to study 

sensitive issues. While the classic list experiment procedure is still the most common approach to 

list experiments (Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens 1997; Sniderman and Hagendoorn 2007; Holbrook 

and Krosnick 2010; Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012; Kiewiet De Jonge 2015; Kramon 2016), recent 

studies have implemented the augmented list experiment procedure (Corstange 2009; Corstange 

2012; Çarkoglu and Aytaç 2015; Flavin and Keane 2009). Table 1 provides an overview of the litera-

ture using either the classic list experiment or the augmented list experiment to assess the level of 

vote buying. 

Table 1 Overview of studies using list experiments to examine vote buying 

Study Country Year List experiment Estimate 
Çarkoglu and Aytaç 2015 Turkey 2011 Augmented 35% 
Corstange 2012 Lebanon 2009 Augmented 55% 
Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012 Nicaragua 2008* Classic 24% 
Imai et al. 2015 Mexico 2012 Classic 19% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Mexico 2009 Classic 23% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Honduras 2009 Classic 22% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Uruguay 2009 Classic - 2% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Chile 2009 Classic 1% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Bolivia 2009 Classic 5% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Bolivia 2010 Classic 0% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Guatemala 2011 Classic 14% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Argentina 2011 Classic 7% 
Kiewiet De Jonge 2015 Nicaragua 2011 Classic 8% 
Kramon 2016 Kenya 2007 Classic 23% 
NOTE: *Like Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. (2012), Kiewiet De Jonge (2015) also use AAPOR data to estimate the Nicaragua 
2008. I, therefore, do not include the case of Nicaragua 2008 in Kieweit De Jonge’s (2015) list of countries because 
Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. (2012) already includes Nicaragua 2008. 

Although these studies are not a representative sample of research using list experiments in general 

to assess sensitive issues, they include all studies using list experiments to assess the level of vote 

buying. The four columns in table 1 denote the study, the case (country and year), the type of list 

experiment employed, and the estimated level of vote buying according to the list experiment. Giv-

en that the studies listed in table 1 examine vote buying in very different contexts (in different coun-

tries at different times), the results are not comparable, and far from prove that the augmented list 

experiment is biased. Rather, the overview in table 1 merely suggests that the augmented list exper-
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iment tends to produce a higher number of affirmative answers compared to the classic list experi-

ment. Based on the empirical indications in table 1 and to test whether the augmented list experi-

ment’s violation of the excludability assumption causes bias, I develop one simple, testable hypoth-

esis. 

H1. The augmented list experiment will produce a higher number of affirma-

tive answers (more vote buying) compared to the classic list experiment. 

I am not the first researcher to have noted that the augmented list experiment and classic list exper-

iment may produce different results. Flavin and Keane (2009) test the augmented list experiment 

against the classic list experiment on people’s attitudes toward an African-American president in a 

web survey. They find that the level of the sensitive issue—racial prejudice—is lower in the aug-

mented list experiment compared to the classic list experiment and conclude that the augmented list 

experiment can be used as a conservative estimate (Flavin and Keane 2009, 10-11). Although prom-

ising, there are two major issues with Flavin and Keane’s (2009) approach: their use of web survey 

data and their failing to explain the results.  

First, using a web survey is a poor setting for testing list experiments because self-

administered web surveys tend to yield fewer reports in the socially desirable direction than inter-

viewer-administered face-to-face surveys (Kreuter et al. 2008). When respondents sit alone in front 

of their computer screen, they feel more anonymous than when they sit face-to-face with an inter-

viewer. Therefore, a survey conducted via face-to-face interviews is a more optimal setting for test-

ing the augmented list experiment against the classic list experiment.  

Second, failing to explain why the augmented list experiment produces fewer affirmative an-

swers than the classic list experiment is critical because (a) the overview in table 1 suggests other-

wise, that is, that the augmented list experiment overestimates rather than underestimates, and (b) 

understanding the underlying mechanisms of why the two list experiments produce different results 

is essential for concluding which of the list experiments is biased. 

Blair and Imai (2012) conduct an efficiency test of the augmented list experiment by replicat-

ing one of the simulation scenarios used by Corstange (2009). Their simulation study suggests that 

other estimators (i.e., the maximum likelihood estimator and the nonlinear least squares estimator) 

applied to the classic list experiment are more efficient than the LISTIT estimator applied to the 

augmented list experiment. However, Blair and Imai (2012) test only the performance of the statis-

tical estimator LISTIT and not the validity of the augmented list experiment’s results. Instead, they 

rely on Flavin and Keane’s (2009) findings (Blair and Imai 2012, 65).  
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Given the limitations in the existing literature, we need to improve the experimental test set-

tings for comparing the augmented list experiment with the classic list experiment, focus on the 

outcome of the two list experiments, and reflect on why their results differ. In the next section, I 

sketch out such a test. Subsequently, I discuss the results and the underlying mechanisms that cause 

the two list experiments to produce different results.  

Context, data, and method 

Empirically testing my hypothesis requires several conditions. First, I need an optimal setting for 

studying questions with social desirability bias without comprising the validity of the results. Se-

cond, I need an experimental design to test the outcome of the two list experiments that is robust 

against the typical pitfalls of list experiments. Third, I need an appropriate context for examining 

vote buying and conducting an experimental survey test because, of course, to study vote buying as 

a sensitive issue requires conducting the test in a context where electoral corruption occurs. I next 

describe the details of my research design and the extensive data collection in South Africa, a coun-

try that is well suited to tackle these challenges in testing my hypothesis. 

Focusing on South Afr i ca ’s  munic ipal  e l e c t ions  

The literature on electoral corruption has documented that vote buying flourishes in countries that 

experience high levels of poverty and have an electoral system that cultivates the personal vote 

(Birch 2007; Bøttkjær and Justesen 2017; Jensen and Justesen 2014; Nichter 2008; Stokes 2005; 

Weitz-Shapiro 2012). The case of the South African municipal elections fulfills both requirements: 

South Africa has one of the most unequal distributions of income anywhere in the world (World 

Bank 2018), and unlike South Africa’s national elections that enjoy one of the most proportional 

systems in the world (Gouws and Mitchell 2005), the municipal elections use a hybrid electoral sys-

tem3 that includes a “first-past-the-post” element that cultivates the personal vote. 

Moreover, South African municipal elections are not simply a second-order referendum on 

national politics. Municipal elections are essential in South Africa because the performance of gov-

ernment is more notably inadequate at the local level in South Africa (Booysen 2012, 1). Moreover, 

the 2016 elections were the first in more than 20 years in which the ANC’s dominance was threat-

                                                        
3 In municipal elections, South Africans cast one vote for a ward councilor, making up one half of the elected repre-
sentatives, and a second vote for a party representative councilor who comprises the other half of the elected represent-
atives (Electoral Commission of South Africa 2016). The ward councilor is chosen via the plurality electoral system, also 
known as “first past the post,” and PR councilors are elected through the proportional representation system based on 
the proportion of votes their political party receives in the election (Electoral Commission of South Africa 2016).  
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ened. The ANC’s endangered position increased the incentive to engage in illegal measures such as 

vote buying to uphold their position.  

South Africa also provides an interesting case for studying vote buying because most work on 

vote buying has been done in Latin America (Rueda 2015; Stokes et al. 2013; Weitz-Shapiro 2012; 

Nichter 2008), while less is known about vote buying in Africa. While De Kadt and Larreguy (2018) 

examine electoral clientelism in South Africa using Afrobarometer data, this study is the first time a 

survey in South Africa has focused specifically on vote buying using list experiments.  

New face- to- face  survey data 

To test my hypothesis, I rely on data from a new survey conducted in South Africa following the 

August 3, 2016, municipal elections. I conducted the nationwide face-to-face survey of adult citi-

zens in South Africa in collaboration with Citizen Surveys4 between August 4, 2016, and September 

30, 2016. Besides the experimental test, the survey includes questions on the electoral campaign, 

clientelism, poverty, and socio-demographics. To ensure a nationally representative sample, Citizen 

Surveys use a stratified multistage probability sample with four stages: First, they implement a dis-

proportional stratification of the strata provinces, race groups, municipality, and urban/rural area 

allowing us to obtain coverage of all subgroups. Second, they use census data to identify EAs5 

(enumeration areas) and allocate them to the strata according to the power allocation rule (Lawley et 

al. 2007). Third, interviewers select the households by performing the random walk method 

(Thompson and Fraser 2006) with interviewer supervision.6 Fourth and finally, interviewers select 

the individual to be interviewed in each household by using the Kish Grid (Kish 1949). The survey 

has a response rate of 88.5% and consists of a total of 3,210 respondents.  

The exper imental  t es t  o f  the c lass i c  and augmented l i s t  exper iment 

For the experimental test, the sample is randomly split into three groups.7 The first group is the 

classic list experiment control group receiving a list of four items and a prompt corresponding to 

the classic list experiment prompt. Respondents in the classic procedure control group were asked 

only how many of the items they would respond to in the affirmative. The second group is the aug-

                                                        
4 Citizen Surveys is a South African-based research company. For more information, see: 
http://www.citizensurveys.com/  
5 EAs are the smallest geographic areas for which population statistics are available in South Africa. 
6 Supervisors monitor interviewers via the GPS on the tablets to ensure that interviewers, in fact, follow the random 
walk pattern.  
7 In fact, the sample was split into five groups—two control groups and three treatment groups. The two additional 
treatment groups consisted of treatments regarding abstention buying and turnout buying, respectively. For simplicity 
reasons, the results from the additional two groups are not included here.  
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mented list experiment control group receiving a list of four items and a prompt corresponding to 

the augmented list experiment. Respondents in the augmented control group were asked to evaluate 

each of the list items individually. The third group is the treatment group, which is identical in both 

the classic and augmented list experiment, receiving the same four items as the two control groups 

plus the additional item regarding vote buying. Respondents in the treatment group were asked how 

many of the items they would respond to in the affirmative. Table 2 shows the differences in the 

prompt and the list of items across the three groups. 

Table 2 Prompt and list received by the three groups 

Control group 
Classic list experiment 

Control group 
Augmented list experiment 

Treatment group 
Both 

I am going to hand you a card 
that mentions various activities, 
and I would like you to tell me if 
they were carried out by candi-
dates or someone from a political 
party during the recent electoral 
campaign. Please, do not tell me 
which ones, only HOW MANY. 

I am going to hand you a card that 
mentions various activities, and I 
would like you to tell me if they 
were carried out by candidates or 
someone from a political party 
during the recent electoral cam-
paign. Please, tell me which ones 
apply. You can choose more than 
one activity. 

I am going to hand you a card 
that mentions various activities, 
and I would like you to tell me if 
they were carried out by candi-
dates or someone from a political 
party during the recent electoral 
campaign. Please, do not tell me 
which ones, only HOW MANY. 

1 They put up campaign posters 
or signs in my neighborhood. 
2 They called me on my phone. 
3 They asked me to sign a peti-
tion supporting children’s rights. 
4 They placed campaign adver-
tisements on television or radio. 

1 They put up campaign posters or 
signs in my neighborhood. 
2 They called me on my phone. 
3 They asked me to sign a petition 
supporting children’s rights. 
4 They placed campaign advertise-
ments on television or radio. 

1 They put up campaign posters 
or signs in my neighborhood. 
2 They called me on my phone. 
3 They offered me something, 
like food, or a gift or money, if I 
would vote for them in the elec-
tions. 
4 They asked me to sign a peti-
tion supporting children’s rights. 
5 They placed campaign adver-
tisements on television or radio. 

Before examining the results, I evaluate two aspects of the list experiment: ceiling effects and ran-

domization. First, when conducting list experiments, we must aim to avoid situations in which re-

spondents in the treatment group answer the maximum number of items, also referred to as ceiling 

effects (Glynn 2013). In this list experiment, if someone from the treatment group answers “five 

items,” the respondent reveals engaging in vote trades, which undermines the intention of the list 

experiment—allowing respondents to conceal their answers—and potentially biases the results. The 

item “They asked me to sign a petition supporting children’s rights” was included to reduce the 

chance of a ceiling effect. The other items on the list correspond to the items in Gonzalez-Ocantos 
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et al.’s (2012) list experiment on vote buying.8 To make sure that all interviewers understood the 

premise of the list experiment (that respondents must state a number rather than identifying the 

items), thorough interviewer training was conducted, and videos demonstrating how the question 

should be asked were shown to the interviewers before fieldwork began. However, even with the 

implementation of these measures, 24 respondents in the treatment group responded, “five items” 

corresponding to 4% of the treatment group respondents, suggesting that a minor ceiling effect had 

occurred (see appendix A). Nevertheless, the ceiling effect will affect both the classic list experiment 

and the augmented list experiment equally.  

Second, the assignment of respondents to the groups should be random, and the groups must 

not differ systematically. Interviewers used tablets to interview respondents, and the process of ran-

domly assigning respondents to each of the three groups was pre-coded and—unlike paper-based 

face-to-face interviews—not prone to interviewer interaction (Caeyers et al. 2010). Appendix B 

includes a randomization check of the groups and demonstrates no statistically significant differ-

ences between the three groups regarding gender, age, race, education, poverty level, or region. 

Results 

Table 3 shows that the classic and the augmented list experiment arrive at two different estimations 

of the level of vote buying in South Africa. The first column in table 3 reports the result from the 

classic list experiment. The average number of activities reported by respondents in the control 

group receiving four items is 1.20, while the average number reported by the treatment group re-

ceiving five items (including the item regarding vote buying) is 1.28. Therefore, the level of vote 

buying is 8% according to the classic list experiment, although the difference is not statistically sig-

nificant. The second column of table 3 reports the results from the augmented list experiment. The 

mean number reported by the control group is 0.98, while the mean in the treatment group is (still) 

1.28. Thus, the estimated percentage of South Africans receiving vote-buying offers during the elec-

toral campaign is 30% according to the augmented list experiment, and the sizable difference is 

statistically significant. The third column reports the difference-in-means between the two baseline 

groups, which is also the difference in estimate between the two types of list experiments because 

the treatment-group mean remains constant across the two list experiments. The difference is -22% 

and statistically significant, and I can, therefore, confirm my hypothesis that the augmented list ex-

                                                        
8 Their list of items included the following: They put up campaign posters or signs in your neighbourhood/city. They 
visited your home. They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio. They threatened you to vote for them. 
They gave you a gift or did you a favor. 
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periment will produce a higher number of affirmative answers compared to the classic list experi-

ment.  

Table 3 The prevalence of vote buying across different question frames 

Issue Classic LE Augmented LE Difference 
Control 1.20 (0.05) [646] 0.98 (0.03) [643] 0.22** (0.06) 
Treatment 1.28 (0.05) [641] 1.28 (0.05) [641] - 
Difference 0.08 (0.07)  0.30** (0.06) - 
Level of vote buying (%) 8% 30% - 

NOTE: * Significant (p < 0.05). ** Significant (p < 0.01).  
Standard errors of the estimates in parentheses. Sample sizes N in brackets. 

However, how do we know which of the two list experiments is biased and which is reliable? Re-

calling the earlier discussion of the excludability assumption, it appears that the augmented list ex-

periment leads to biased results. In the classic list experiment, the treatment is the added sensitive 

item regarding vote buying, however, in the augmented list experiment, the treatment is the sensi-

tive item and the question format—asking how many in the treatment group and which in the control 

group.  

The additional treatment in the augmented list experiment potentially creates two forms of 

bias: recollection bias and additional social desirability bias. Recollection bias can occur because 

asking the control group to identify each item they agree with may influence the respondents’ ability 

to recall which items they have experienced. Additional social desirability occurs because the two 

different question prompts for the treatment and control necessitate that the difference-in-means 

between the control and treatment group include the level of vote buying plus the accumulated so-

cial desirability bias from all the items, thus overestimating the level of the sensitive issue. In com-

parison, the difference-in-means in the classic list experiment reports the level of vote buying in-

cluding only the social desirability bias associated with this item. Accordingly, the augmented list 

experiment relies on the assumption that the non-sensitive items in the list are, in fact, non-sensitive 

and not prone to any social desirability bias. However, this may not always be the case because re-

spondents may have an incentive to lie about other items on the list as well, for instance not admit-

ting to signing petitions or being contacted by parties via telephone.  

Note too that my finding opposes the result found by Flavin and Keane (2009). My results 

show that the augmented list experiment severely overestimates the prevalence of the sensitive is-

sue, while Flavin and Keane (2009) find that the augmented list experiment moderately underesti-

mates the level of the sensitive issue. My contrasting finding has both methodological and substan-

tial implications: First, using the augmented list experiment comprises a methodological problem as 
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this approach is more prone to type I errors (biased estimates), which are generally regarded as worse 

than type II errors (conservative estimates) (Wuensch 1994). Second, the risk of a false positive result 

when studying vote buying creates a substantial problem because candidates risk being charged for 

vote buying activities while voters risk being accused of vote selling, even when both the voter and 

the candidate are “innocent.”  

To validate further that the augmented list experiment is the unreliable procedure, I examine 

questions asking the respondents directly if they have experienced vote buying, if vote buying hap-

pens in their neighborhood, and whether they believe vote buying to be illegal and immoral. Ap-

pendix C displays the frequencies for these four questions. The estimated level of vote buying when 

respondents are asked directly about whether they have received vote buying offers is 6%,9 which is 

only two percentage points lower than the classic list experiment’s estimate. Such a result is con-

sistent with survey data from Afrobarometer asking whether respondents had been offered a mate-

rial benefit in return for their votes in the 2009 national election10 (Afrobarometer round 5 2011-

2013). The survey also asked respondents whether candidates have made vote-buying offers to 

people in their neighborhood; 7% reported that neighborhood vote buying had occurred. When 

asked about the legality and morality of vote buying, approximately half do not believe vote buying 

to be illegal, and one in seven find it acceptable when voters accept gifts in exchange for their vote. 

Together, the results from these four questions suggest that vote buying seems not to be as wide-

spread or generate as strong a social desirability bias in South Africa as in other countries (Gonza-

lez-Ocantos et al. 2012), and they support the conclusion that the estimate of 30% reported by the 

augmented list experiment is invalid. 

Conclusion 

Recent work has developed an augmented list experiment to overcome the limitations of the classic 

list experiment. However, while the augmented list experiment has clear advantages as a procedure 

first to estimate sensitive issues and then to analyze them efficiently, no study has yet successfully 

tested whether changing the prompt for the control group in the augmented procedure causes bi-

ased results. I developed a hypothesis predicting that the augmented list experiment would overes-

timate the level of the sensitive issue compared to the classic list experiment. Using a new face-to-

face survey dataset from South Africa on the sensitive issue of vote buying, I conducted an experi-

mental test of the augmented and classic list experiment. While the classic list experiment reported 

                                                        
9 Respondents who answered that they have been offered vote bribes “Once or twice” or “Often.” 
10 Afrobarometer data finds that the level of vote buying in South Africa (direct question) is 5.9%.  
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that the prevalence of vote buying was relatively low during the elections, the result from the aug-

mented list experiment showed that almost one in three were offered material gifts in return for 

their vote.  

I argued that the augmented list experiment produces biased results by violating one of the 

core assumptions when conducting experimental research, that is, the excludability assumption. 

Inconsistency in the question prompt for the control and treatment groups potentially affects the 

respondents’ ability to recall which items they have experienced and accumulates the social desira-

bility bias of all the items on the list and not just the bias associated with the sensitive item of inter-

est. These two potential biases cause the augmented list experiment to overestimate the level of the 

sensitive issue severely. Producing biased results is especially problematic for a list experiment be-

cause when researchers choose to use list experiments to investigate vote buying, they do so be-

cause they wish to estimate the true level of vote buying and avoid underreporting. However, when 

applying the augmented list to overcome the issue of inefficient analysis, they undermine the very 

reason for deciding to conduct the list experiment in the first place. Although the augmented list 

experiment may allow for a more efficient causal analysis, my results show that the augmented list 

experiment instigates overreporting rather than underreporting. 

The findings have important implications for the design of list experiments and researchers 

measuring sensitive issues. Researchers studying sensitive issues through surveys should avoid using 

the augmented list experiment because, in doing so, they risk “crying wolf” without any danger in 

sight. Instead, future research should build on the advanced methodological models developed by 

Blair and Imai (2012) and Imai (2011) to get the most out of the list experiments that follow the 

classic procedure. Finally, this study has provided the first systematic evidence accounting for social 

desirability bias of the prevalence of vote buying in South Africa. Although the results suggest that 

vote buying is not widespread, vote-buying stands at 8% according to the classic list experiment. 

References 

Afrobarometer round 5. 2011-2013. http://afrobarometer.org/data/merged-round-5-data-34-

countries-2011-2013-last-update-july-2015. 

Berinsky, A. 1999. “The Two Faces of Public Opinion.” American Journal of Political Science 43 (4): 

1209-1230.  

Birch, S. 2007. “Electoral Systems and Electoral Misconduct.” Comparative Political Studies, 40 (12). 

Blair, G. and K. Imai. 2012. “Statistical Analysis of List Experiments.” Political Analysis 20 (1): 47-77. 

Booysen, S. 2012. Local Elections in South Africa: Parties, People, Politics. Bloemfontein: Sun Media 



80 
 

Bradburn, N., S. Sudman, E. Blair, and C. Stocking. 1978. “Question Threat and Response Bias.” 

Public Opinion Quarterly 42 (2): 221-34. 

Brusco, V., M. Nazareno, and S. Stokes. 2004. “Vote Buying in Argentina.” Latin American Research 

Review 39 (2): 66-88. 

Bøttkjær, L. T. and M. K. Justesen. 2017. Buying the Votes of the Poor: How the Electoral System 

Matters. Working paper prepared for MPSA 2017, Chicago. 

Caeyers, B., N. Chalmers, and J. De Weerdt. 2010. A Comparison of CAPI and PAPI through a Random-

ized Field Experiment. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1756224. 

Çarkoglu, A. and E. Aytaç. 2015. “Who Gets Targeted for Vote-Buying? Evidence From an Aug-

mented List Experiment in Turkey.” European Political Science Review 7: 547-566. 

Corstange, D. 2009. “Sensitive Questions, Truthful Answers? Modeling the List Experiment with 

LISTIT.” Political Analysis 17 (1): 45-63. 

Corstange, D. 2012. “Vote Trafficking in Lebanon.” International Journal of Middle East Studies 44: 

483-505. 

DeMaio, T. 1984. “Social Desirability and Survey Measurement: A Review.” In Surveying Subjective 

Phenomenon, edited by C. Turner and E. Martin, 257-282. Thousand Oaks: CA: Sage.  

De Kadt, D. and H. Larreguy. 2018. “Agents of the Regime? Traditional Leaders and Electoral Poli-

tics in South Africa.” The Journal of Politics 80 (2): 382-399. 

Electoral Commission of South Africa. 2016. “Election Types.” Available at: 

http://www.elections.org.za/content/Elections/Election-types/. 

Flavin, P. and M. Keane. 2009. How Angry Am I? Let Me Count the Ways: Question Format Bias in List 

Experiments. Technical Report, Department of Political Science, University of Notre Dame. 

Available at: 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228951339_How_Angry_Am_I_Let_Me_Count_

the_Ways_Question_Format_Bias_in_List_Experiments. 

Gallego, J. and L. Wantchekon. 2012. “Experiments on Clientelism and Vote-buying.” Research in 

Experimental Economics 15: 177-212. 

Gerber, A. S., and D. P. Green, 2012. Field Experiments: Design, Analysis and Interpretation. New York, 

NY: Norton. 

Gilens, M., P. M. Sniderman, and J. H. Kuklinski. 1998. “Affirmative Action and the Politics of 

Realignment.” British Journal of Political Science 28: 159-183. 

Glynn, A. 2013. “What Can We Learn with Statistical Truth Serum? Design and Analysis of the List 

Experiment.” Public Opinion Quarterly 77 (1): 159-172. 



81 
 

Gonzalez-Ocantos, E., C. Kiewiet de Jong, C. Meléndez, J. Osorio, and D. Nickerson. 2012. “Vote 

Buying and Social Desirability Bias: Experimental Evidence from Nicaragua.” American Journal 

of Political Science 56 (1): 202-217. 

Gonzalez-Ocantos, E., C. Kiewiet de Jong, and D. Nickerson. 2014. “The Conditionality of Vote-

Buying Norms: Experimental Evidence from Latin America.” American Journal of Political Sci-

ence 58 (1): 197-211. 

Gouws, A. and P. Mitchell. 2005. “South Africa: One Party Dominance Despite Perfect Propor-

tionality.” In The Politics of Electoral Systems, edited by Michael Gallagher and Paul Mitchell. Ox-

ford: Oxford University Press. 

Holbrook, A. L. and J. A. Krosnick (2010), “Social Desirability Bias in Voter Turnout Reports: 

Tests Using the Item Count Technique.” Public Opinion Quarterly 74 (1): 37-67. 

Imai, K. 2011. Multivariate Regression Analysis for the Item Count Technique. Journal of the Ameri-

can Statistical Association 106: 407-416. 

Imai, K, B. Park, and K. F. Greene. 2015. “Using the Predicted Responses from List Experiments 

as Explanatory Variables in Regression Models.” Political Analysis 23: 180-196.  

Jensen, P. S. and M. K. Justesen. 2014. “Poverty and Vote Buying: Survey-Based Evidence from 

Africa.” Electoral Studies 33: 220-232. 

Kiewiet De Jonge, C. 2015. “Who Lies About Electoral Gifts? Experimental Evidence from Latin 

America.” Public Opinion Quarterly 79 (3): 710-739. 

Kish, L. 1949. “A Procedure for Objective Respondent Selection within the Household.” Journal of 

the American Statistical Association 44 (247): 380-387. 

Kramon, E. 2016. “Where is Vote Buying Effective? Evidence from a List Experiment in Kenya.” 

Electoral Studies 44: 397-408. 

Kreuter, F., S. Presser, and R. Tourangeau. 2008. “Social Desirability Bias in CATI, IVR, and Web 

Surveys. The Effects of Mode and Question Sensitivity.” Public Opinion Quarterly 72 (5): 847-

865. 

Kuklinski, J. H., M. D. Cobb, and M. Gilens. 1997. “Racial Attitudes and the ‘New South.’” Journal 

of Politics 59 (2): 323-349. 

Kuklinski, J. H., Paul M. Sniderman, K. Knight, T. Piazza, P. E. Tetlock, G. R. Lawrence, and B. 

Mellers. 1997. “Racial Prejudice and Attitudes toward Affirmative Action.” American Journal of 

Political Science 41 (2): 402-419.  

Lawley, E., M. Stetster, and E. Valaitis. 2007. “Alternative Allocation Designs for a Highly Stratified 

Establishment Survey.” Section on Survey Methods: 2995-3002. 



82 
 

Nichter, S. 2008. “Vote Buying or Turnout Buying? Machine Politics and the Secret Ballot.” Ameri-

can Political Science Review 102 (1): 19-31. 

Rueda, M. R. 2014. “Buying Votes with Imperfect Local Knowledge and a Secret Ballot.” Forth-

coming in Journal of Theoretical Politics. 

Schaffer, F. C. 2007. Elections for Sale: The Causes and Consequences of Vote Buying. Boulder, CO: Lynne 

Rienner Publishers. 

Sniderman, P. M., and E. G. Carmines. 1997. Reaching Beyond Race. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni-

versity Press. 

Sniderman, P. M. and L. Hagendoorn. 2007. When Ways of Life Collide: Multiculturalism and Its Discon-

tents in the Netherlands. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Stokes, S. 2005. “Perverse Accountability: A Formal Model of Machine Politics with Evidence from 

Argentina.” American Political Science Review 99 (3): 315-325. 

Stokes, S. 2007. “Political Clientelism.” In The Oxford Handbook of Comparative Politics, edited by 

Carles Boix and Susan Stokes. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Stokes, S., T. Dunning, M. Nazareno, and V. Brusco. 2013. Brokers, Voters, and Clientelism: The Puzzle 

of Distributive Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Thompson, S. and S. Fraser, 2006, “Targeted Random Walk Designs.” Survey Methodology 32 (1): 11-

24. 

Tourangeau, R., and T. Smith. 1996. “Asking Sensitive Questions: The Impact of Data Collection 

Mode, Question Format, and Question Context.” Public Opinion Quarterly 60 (2): 275-304. 

Tourangeau, R. and T. Yan. 2007. “Sensitive Questions in Surveys.” Psychological Bulletin 133 (5): 859-

883. 

Transparency International 2004. “Vote Buying.” In Global Corruption Report 2004. Sterling, VA: 

Pluto Press: 76-88.  

World Bank. 2018. “Overcoming Poverty and Inequality in South Africa. An Assessment of Driv-

ers, Constraints and Opportunities”. Available at: 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/530481521735906534/pdf/124521-REV-

OUO-South-Africa-Poverty-and-Inequality-Assessment-Report-2018-FINAL-WEB.pdf. 

Weitz-Shapiro, R. 2012. “What Wins Votes: Why Some Politicians Opt out of Clientelism.” Ameri-

can Journal of Political Science 56 (3): 568-583. 

Wuensch, K. L. 1994. “Evaluating the Relative Seriousness of Type I versus Type II Errors in Clas-

sical Hypothesis Testing.” Disseminations of the International Statistical Applications Institute 1: 76-

79. 



83 
 

Supplemental appendix  

Appendix A. Distr ibut ion o f  l i s t  exper iment responses 

The table displays the distribution of list experiment responses and shows that a minor ceiling effect 

occurred. 

Responses Control (original) Control (augmented) Treatment (both) 

 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

0 214 33 % 173 27 % 205 32 % 

1 233 36 % 324 50 % 214 34 % 

2 104 16 % 132 21 % 130 20 % 

3 44 7 % 14 2 % 47 7 % 

4 51 8 % 0 0 % 21 3 % 

5 - - - - 24 4 % 

Total 646 100 % 643 100 % 641 100 % 
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Appendix B. Balance  t es t s  

The table shows the results from the Anova-test and provides evidence that the treatment group, 

the original control group, and the augmented control group are, indeed, similar regarding gender, 

age, race, education, poverty level, and region. 

 Control (original) Control (augmented) Treatment (both) P-value 

Female 0.64 0.63 0.59 0.16 

Age 40.67 41.01 49.35 0.74 

Education 3.49 3.48 3.51 0.95 

Poverty 5.78 5.16 5.27 0.09 

Black 0.74 0.76 0.73 0.49 

Colored 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.88 

Indian 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.49 

White 0.13 0.10 0.14 0.09 

Eastern Cape 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.98 

Free State 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.99 

Gauteng 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.98 

Kwa-Zulu Natal 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.99 

Limpopo 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.98 

Mpumalanga 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.97 

Northern Cape 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.96 

North West 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.99 

Western Cape 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.96 
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Appendix C. Addit ional  quest ions on vote  buying 

The questionnaire asks the following questions after the list experiment toward the end of the inter-

view. The first three questions are asked of all respondents, while the last question regarding the 

morality of vote buying is part of a survey experiment, and therefore, only one third of the re-

spondents received this question.  

How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer YOU something 
like food or a gift or money IF YOU WOULD VOTE FOR THEM in the elections? 

 Frequency Percentage 

Never 2,992 93.21 
Once or twice 145 4.52 
Often 42 1.31 

Refuse to answer 31 0.97 

Total 3,210 100.00 

How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer something like 
food or a gift or money to people in your community or village if they WOULD VOTE FOR 
THEM in the elections? 
 Frequency Percentage 
Never 2,934 93.06 
Once or twice 159 4.95 
Often 62 1.93 
Refuse to answer 66 1.93 
Total 3,210 100.00 

Do you believe it is illegal for a candidate or someone from a political party to offer voters 
something like food or a gift or money in return for their votes? 
 Frequency Percentage 
Yes 1,546 48.16 
No 1,527 47.57 
Don’t know 137 4.27 
Total 3,210 100.00 

Suppose that someone in this area is offered R200 by a party official to vote for that party. 
And suppose the person accepts the money. Would you say that the behaviour of the person 
who accepts the money is wrong or acceptable? 
 Frequency Percentage 
Wrong 860 80.22 
Acceptable 149 13.90 
Refuse to answer 63 5.88 
Total 1,072 100.00 
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Article 2 
Electoral clientelism, beliefs and the 
secret ballot 
Mogens Kamp Justesen1, Louise Thorn Bøttkjær2, Scott Gates3 and Jacob Gerner Hariri4 

Clientelist practices are a common feature of elections in new democracies. Yet, 

why do political parties use strategies such as vote buying to mobilize electoral 

support when the secret ballot allows voters to renege on their commitments and 

vote as they please? In this paper, we address this puzzle by arguing that voter 

perceptions of ballot secrecy affect their responses to vote buying offers. We de-

velop a game theoretical model, where voter beliefs in the secret ballot guide their 

responses to electoral clientelism. Empirically, we test the implications of the 

model using original survey data from a nationwide survey in South Africa. We 

analyze how vote (and turnout) buying affects vote choice for the dominant par-

ty, ANC, in the 2016 municipal election and how this relationship is shaped by 

voter confidence in the secret ballot. Consistent with the theoretical model, the 

results suggest that electoral clientelism is effective mainly when voters have little 

confidence in ballot secrecy. We thereby contribute to explain how and why par-

ties operating in the shadow of the secret ballot use clientelist strategies as an im-

portant part of their electoral campaigns. 
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Introduction 

The secret ballot is a cornerstone of modern democracy. While democracies come in many types 

composed of different bundles of institutions, one common trait they share is that mass elections 

are conducted under the auspices of the secret ballot. Historically, the secret ballot was adopted to 

undermine electoral corruption and vote markets, where political parties and candidates distributed 

bribes to voters in order to secure support during elections (Aidt and Jensen 2017; Teorell et al. 

2017; Mares 2015). The move from open to secret voting was supposed to increase voter autonomy 

during elections and enable voters to cast their ballot according to their political preferences 

without undue influences from clientelist parties or fear of repercussions from employers, land-

lords, and politically powerful elites (Teorell et al. 2017; Mares 2015; Lehoucq 2007). The secret 

ballot is therefore often depicted as a ‘weapon of the weak’ because it protects the electoral auto-

nomy of poor and underprivileged groups, who are the most likely targets of clientelist parties and 

might be punished for voting “the wrong way” (Fox 1994, 158).  

Electoral clientelism involves the exchange of money or material goods flowing from political 

parties to voters, conditional on voters reciprocating with political support or votes (Nichter 2014; 

Hicken 2011; Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007). The distribution of clientelist transfers during election 

campaigns includes attempts to sway people’s party choice (Stokes 2005; Brusco et al. 2004), mo-

bilize turnout (Nichter 2008), paying people to abstain (Cox and Kousser 1981), or a combination 

of those strategies (Gans-Morse et al. 2014; Nichter 2014). While electoral clientelism has largely 

been eradicated in high-income democracies, it still flourishes during election campaigns in new 

democracies in the developing world (Kiewiet de Jonge 2015; Jensen and Justesen 2014; Stokes et 

al. 2013). In fact, the key puzzle in the literature on electoral clientelism is why political parties use 

clientelist strategies such as vote buying to mobilize support, given that the secret ballot allows vo-

ters to renege on their commitments and vote as they please (Kramon 2016a; Gans-Morse et al. 

2014; Stokes et al. 2013).  

In response to this puzzle, two arguments have been invoked in the literature. One part of the 

literature points to various compliance and monitoring mechanisms that clientelist parties rely on to 

enforce electoral clientelism (Rueda 2017; Gingerich and Medina 2013; Stokes et al. 2013; Finan and 

Schechter 2012). Another part of the literature argues that actual secret ballot violations are relati-

vely rare and that parties – particularly in Africa – do not have the organizational capacity to im-

plement large-scale monitoring of vote choices during elections (Guardado and Wanthekon 2018; 

Bratton 2008; van de Walle 2007). Attempts to mobilize support based on clientelist strategies are 

therefore largely futile and have little effect on election outcomes (Guardado and Wanthekon 2018; 
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Lindberg 2013; Conroy-Krutz and Logan 2012). The fundamental issue at stake is whether and why 

electoral clientelism affects electoral outcomes when elections are conducted under the secret ballot.  

In this paper, we address this tension in the literature by developing and testing an argument 

emphasizing that lack of confidence in the secret ballot is often enough to sway voter behavior in 

accordance with the wishes of clientelist parties, and that secret ballot perceptions accordingly affect 

whether clientelist strategies such as vote buying become more effective in changing electoral beha-

vior. While much of the existing literature argues that electoral clientelism is viable only if parties 

can de facto compromise ballot secrecy or orchestrate monitoring of vote choices, our argument 

abandons the premise that actual violations of the secret ballot are necessary to enforce clientelist 

exchanges during elections. Expanding upon recent contributions pointing to the importance of 

secret ballot perceptions for contingent electoral strategies (Frye et al. 2018; Ferree and Long 2016; 

Kiewiet and Nickerson 2014) and political behavior more generally (Gerber et al. 2013a, 2013b), we 

argue that if voters do not have confidence in the secret ballot and – rightly or wrongly – believe 

that their vote choice can be monitored, they are more likely to change their vote in response to an 

offer from a clientelist party. In this way, voter that beleive that ballot secrecy can be compromised 

may contribute to sustain the exchange of money and material benefits in return for votes during 

elections, because low confidence in the secret ballot increases the likelihood that voters fulfill their 

end of the bargain and surrender their vote to the clientelist party. The observable implication of 

this argument is that secret ballot perceptions moderate the link between electoral clientelism and 

party choice during elections. Voter beliefs affect this link in the sense that voters who have con-

fidence in the secret ballot are comparatively unaffected by the distribution of clientelist goods and 

tend to vote as they please, while voters with weak confidence in the secret ballot are more likely to 

reciprocate with support for the clientelist party in the ballot booth. By implication, the interaction 

of clientelist offers and secret ballot perceptions should matter for voter compliance.  

Our paper makes two contributions to the literature. First, we develop an argument emphasi-

zing that the effectiveness of electoral clientelism is contingent on voter perceptions of the secrecy 

of the voting process. We point to a mechanism – secret ballot perceptions – that contributes to 

explain why strategies such as vote buying are more effective under some conditions (when voters’ 

confidence in the secret ballot is low) but not under other conditions (when voter confidence in the 

secret ballot is high). Theoretically, we do so by developing a Bayesian game theoretical model, 

which features voters’ beliefs in the secret ballot. The model shows that even with a nominally se-

cret ballot, voters will behave as if the ballot is not secret in equilibrium, given certain exogenous 

signals about the nature of the political environment.  
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Second, we test the empirical implication of the theoretical model using original survey data 

collected in the immediate aftermath of the 2016 municipal elections in South Africa – a country 

that has received relatively little attention in the literature on electoral clientelism. The empirical 

results are consistent with the theoretical argument. Specifically, our results show that voters being 

targeted with pre-electoral vote bribes by the ANC – the dominant party in South African politics – 

are more likely to vote for the ANC if they doubt the secret ballot. These results support the idea 

that electoral clientelism may contribute to mobilize electoral support, but chiefly if it targets voters 

who lack of confidence in the institutions of the secret ballot. However, identifying the effect of 

electoral clientelism (and secret ballot perceptions) on vote choice is complicated by endogeneity. 

Clientelist parties do not randomly select whom to target, and the selection is plausibly correlated 

with vote choice. To empirically address selection issues, all analyses control for respondents’ party 

identification. We also perform separate analyses of vote buying and turnout buying to further al-

leviate concerns about selection. The idea is that voters who are offered rewards for simply going to 

the polls to vote (turnout buying) might be systematically different from voters who are offered 

rewards to vote specifically for the ANC (vote buying): Conditional on going to the polls, the ANC 

expects the former group to vote for them, whereas the latter group are expected to require additi-

onal motivation to do so. There are unobserved differences between the two groups such that the 

former (turnout buying) more likely to vote for the ANC than the latter (vote buying). Yet, across 

these groups and the unobserved differences in the propensity to vote for the ANC, we find identi-

cal results. Lastly, to alleviate doubts about unobservable confounding more broadly, we perform 

Generalized Sensitivity Analysis (Imbens, 2003). This shows that, in order for omitted variables to 

explain away our findings, they would have to be much stronger correlated with electoral clientelism 

and vote choice than all of the theoretically motivated variables included in the analyses. While we 

cannot rule it out, we do not find it likely. 

In this way, our paper adds to a number of strands in the existing literature on electoral clien-

telism. First, we contribute to the burgeoning literature on the effectiveness of electoral clientelism 

in new democracies, which remains an unresolved and highly contested issue (Guardado and 

Wancthekon 2018). On the one hand, some studies find that that electoral clientelism affects voter 

behavior. For instance, Wanthekon (2003) shows that clientelist appeals increase electoral support – 

particularly for incumbents, while Brusco et al. (2004) find that vote buying is useful for mobilizing 

support – particularly among the poor. Kramon (2016b) finds that vote buying is most effective 

when voters are poorly informed, while Leight et al. (2016) – using evidence from lab experiments – 

show that voters are less willing to punish politicians who provide them with vote bribes. While the 
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evidence reported by Bratton (2008) is mixed, his results suggest that vote bribes increase incum-

bent support – arguably an indication that incumbents typically have access to a larger pool of state 

resources. On the other hand, the effectiveness of electoral clientelism has been challenged by van 

de Walle (2007) and Lindberg (2013) who argue that secret voting enables voters to accept vote 

bribes with one hand and vote for their preferred party with the other hand. Consistent with this 

argument, Conroy-Krutz and Logan (2012) find that although vote buying was widespread during 

the 2011 presidential election in Uganda, it had little impact on the outcome of the election. Guar-

dado and Wantchekon (2018) similarly find that neither turnout nor the vote share of parties change 

in response to clientelist strategies. By pointing to the moderating role of secret ballot perceptions 

for the effectiveness of electoral clientelism, we contribute to bridge the gap between studies clai-

ming that electoral clientelism does not work (Guardado and Wantchekon 2018; Lindberg 2013; 

Conroy-Krutz and Logan 2012; van de Walle 2007) and studies claiming that it is can be a useful 

way of mobilizing electoral support (Kramon 2016b; Brusco et al 2004; Wanthekon 2003). 

Second, we also add to the literature on how clientelist exchanges are enforced in the pre-

sence of a nominally secret ballot. Building on the seminal work of Scott (1969), the most common 

explanation of enforcement emphasizes the role of political machines in monitoring and enforcing 

electoral clientelism (Szwarcberg 2015; Frye et al. 2014; Stokes et al. 2013; Nichter 2008; Stokes 

2005). On this view, clientelist parties are treated as political machines that rely on a dense network 

of local and socially embedded party brokers. Brokers are not only involved in the distribution of 

targeted goods and transfers, but also specialize in gathering information about voters’ partisan pre-

ferences and electoral choices, which are used to reward or punish voters, contingent on their sup-

port for the machine (Stokes et al. 2013; Stokes 2005). A second group of studies emphasizes that 

clientelist enforcement does not require that party brokers are able to observe how individuals vote, 

but merely that electoral returns are available at sufficiently disaggregated levels, e.g. at the level of 

polling stations (Rueda 2017, 2015; Gingerich and Medina 2013). Given the availability of such in-

formation, brokers can monitor and enforce electoral clientelism collectively by making the flow of 

clientelist transfers contingent on the collective party choice of small voter groups (Rueda 2017). A 

third strand of the literature abandons the assumption that clientelism entails quid-pro-quo transac-

tions and instead emphasizes that clientelism revolves around social norms of reciprocity. While the 

importance of social norms for sustaining clientelist relationship has been recognized for long (Fox 

1994; Scott 1972), recent contributions by Finan and Schechter (2012) and Lawson and Greene 

(2014) provide evidence that norms of reciprocity underpin clientelist exchanges and makes unmo-

nitored vote buying viable, because receiving a gift often incurs feelings of obligation to return the 
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favor that will induce voters to comply and support the distributing party. Without in any way 

denying their importance for electoral clientelism, our argument does not rely on appeals to social 

norms or collective enforcement. Our argument is more closely related to models of political ma-

chines, in the sense that active attempts by political parties to influence voter perceptions of ballot 

secrecy requires a certain level or organizational capacity at the local level (Ferree and Long 2016). 

However, in contrast to political machine models, our argument does not invoke the – rather strong 

– assumption that parties are capable of actually monitoring vote choices or de facto organize brea-

ches of the secret ballot. Instead, our argument is more closely related to recent studies from Latin 

America (Kiewiet de Jonge and Nickerson 2014), Africa (Ferree and Long 2016), and Russia (Frye 

et al. 2018) of how political parties often try to influence voter perceptions of ballot secrecy in order 

to enforce contingent electoral strategies. However, we move one step further by investigating – 

theoretically and empirically – how voter confidence in the secret ballot matters for whether voters 

comply with the clientelist exchange and relinquish their votes in return for pre-electoral transfers. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section develops the theoretical 

argument and introduces the game theoretical model. The section after that motivates our case – 

South Africa – and describes the data we use. The next section shows the empirical results from a 

range of models where the key quantity of interest is the interaction of vote bribes and secret ballot 

perceptions. The final section concludes on the main findings.  

Electoral clientelism and beliefs in the secret ballot 

The secret ballot is an electoral institution comprised of a collection of rules and procedures (Teo-

rell et al. 2017). These rules may, for instance, stipulate that votes must be cast using standardized 

paper ballots in designated and enclosed voting booths, and are returned in closed envelopes to 

secure voting urns – and that this entire process is supervised by election committee officials or 

election monitors (Teorell et al. 2017, 534-539; Kelley 2012). While all or some of the rules sur-

rounding the process of secret voting may be enforced to varying degrees, the point of the instituti-

on of ballot secrecy is to safeguard the autonomy of voters and allow them to conceal their political 

preferences during the voting process (Mares 2015). Like institutions in general, a key characteristic 

of such rules is that they produce regularity of behavior (Greif 2006, 30). In this sense, the secret 

ballot is intended to generate a regularized behavioral response where voters express their sincere 

political preferences without worrying that their vote choice is monitored or revealed.  

However, to understand voter choices, it is not enough to assume that behavior will conform 

to the incentives built into the formal institutional framework. In fact, electoral institutions such as 
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the secret ballot will only be effective if voters believe they are credible and have confidence that 

they can cast their ballot in secret – without fear of repercussions from party agents, employers, or 

powerful elites, who might otherwise punish or reward voters contingent on their vote choice. As 

emphasized by Gerber et al. (2013a, 78): “Whatever the truth is regarding actual ballot secrecy, what 

is crucial for understanding political behavior is whether people think their voting decisions are se-

cret”.5 Therefore, voter perceptions of ballot secrecy are important because such beliefs affect how 

political preferences are channeled into actual voting behavior. For instance, a voter may prefer to 

support party A, but may end up casting a ballot for party B because of the belief that ballot secrecy 

can be compromised. Even in contemporary USA, voter beliefs in the secret ballot have been 

shown to be consequential for various types of political behavior, including party choice (Gerber et 

al. 2013a) and turnout (Gerber et al. 2013b).  

The importance of voter beliefs in the secret ballot becomes even more pronounced in electi-

ons where parties employ clientelist strategies such as vote buying to mobilize support. When votes 

are cast under a secret ballot – and voters have confidence that they can conceal their vote choice – 

clientelist practices need not have any particular effect on people’s electoral behavior or vote choice. 

In this scenario, voters may well receive gifts or money with the one hand, and vote for their prefer-

red party with the other hand (Lindberg 2013; van de Walle 2007). However, if voters engaged in 

clientelist exchanges believe their vote choice can be monitored – in spite of a nominally secret bal-

lot – they may be more likely to comply with their commitment to support the clientelist party. In 

this scenario, the mere belief that the ballot is not secret may induce a change in voter behavior, 

particularly if voters fear that clientelist parties will punish those who vote “the wrong way” or are 

afraid of being cut off from the future flow of clientelist transfers (Frye et al. 2018; Ferree and Long 

2016). In what follows, we formalize this idea by developing a Bayesian game theoretical model 

showing the importance of voter beliefs for the operation of electoral clientelism. 

A Bayesian game of electoral clientelism and the secret ballot 

To model the role of beliefs in the secret ballot and their effect on voting behavior in an environ-

ment of electoral clientelism, two players are featured: a Voter and a Party. Decisions are modeled 

sequentially. We assume that the Voter has already received and accepted a gift from the Party. We 

also assume that the Voter prefers not to vote for the Party, but is concerned that the ballot is not 

secret. Our model examines how clientelist practices can affect voting even when the ballot is se-

cret, as long as the voter believes that the ballot may be monitored. 

                                                        
5 Italics in original.  
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The Game 

The Party first decides whether ballots are monitored, such that b = m or that ballots are secret,       

b = s. We indicate this choice with γ representing a choice to monitor ballots and 1 – γ is the choice 

to keep the ballot secret. The Party, however, does not declare that the ballot is secret or not secret.6 

In figure 1, the choice to monitor ballots, γ, is seen at the top of the game tree. The decision to 

keep ballots secret is at the bottom. Nature makes the next move contingent on the Party choosing 

to monitor the ballots or to keep them secret. Nature sends signals that are exogenously produced 

by the general political system. The signal assumes two forms, i = s (secret ballot) or i = m (monito-

red ballot). In figure 1, a signal that the ballot is monitored is evident on the left side of the game 

tree. A signal that the ballot is secret is portrayed to the right side of the game tree. The probability 

of the Voter receiving a particular exogenous signal is contingent on the Party’s choice:                           

π = Pr(i = m | b = m), ω = Pr(i = m | b = s) with 1 ≥ ω > π ≥ 0. In other words, π indicates a con-

dition in which the Voter observes a signal that the ballot is being monitored when it is; ω indicates 

a signal that the ballot is being monitored when it is actually secret. The variables, π and ω, measure 

the propensity of the Party to monitor ballots, whereby: 

π = 1 and ω = 0, the signals perfectly indicate that the ballot is secret; 

π = ω, the signals reveal no information; 

the intermediate case 0 < π < ω < 1 the signals tend to reflect the actual decision of the Party 

but imperfectly. 

The Voter does not know whether the ballot is truly secret or not. She only observes an imperfect 

exogenous signal and updates her beliefs using Bayes’ rule. Her ex-post beliefs are denoted as          

µ = Pr(b = m | i = s) and λ = Pr(b = m | i = m). The information set connecting µ and 1 – µ are 

seen to the left of figure 1, where Nature has sent a signal that ballots are secret. The information 

set connecting λ and 1 – λ, where Nature has sent a signal that ballots are monitored is seen on the 

right-hand side of figure 1. After receiving a signal, the Voter must decide whether to reciprocate 

(vote for the Party after having accepted a gift, or comply), j = r, or to defect (vote as she pleases 

and accept the gift, or defect), j = d.7 The Voter’s behavioral strategies are thus defined as                  

α = Pr(j = r | i = s), 1 – α = Pr(j = d | i = s), β = Pr(j = r | i = m), and 1 – β = Pr(j = d | i = m).  

                                                        
6 We presume that no party wants to declare that the ballot is monitored, but rather will publicly declare it is secret. 
7 Bratton (2008) uses the terms ‘comply’ and ‘defect’ to denote these strategies. Here r stands for reciprocate and d is for 
defect. 
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The Voter thus decides to vote to reciprocate for the gift or defect based on their beliefs regarding 

the signals they receive.    

Figure 1 displays the interaction of the two players and the signals generated in the Bayesian 

game. Both players are assumed to be risk-neutral. The structure of the game and the payoff para-

meters (ε, c, p, v, x) and the signals (π, ω) are exogenously given and are common knowledge. The 

endogenous variables reflecting strategic choice are α, β, γ, µ, and λ. The game exhibits many cha-

racteristics of the Inspection Game, but differs in a number fundamental respects.8 The variables c 

and x relate to the Party’s payoffs, whereby the cost of monitoring is c and x is the value of a vote 

to the Party. For the Voter the relevant payoffs are the penalty for defecting, p; the value of voting 

for one’s own preference, v; and, ε, the reward for reciprocating in the clientelist exchange. 

Figure 1 Electoral clientelism and secret ballot beliefs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Equil ibr ium Analys is  

We begin by considering the game played with full and complete information. Using backwards 

induction, we can determine the subgame perfect equilibria. Given complete and perfect informati-

on, there are no information sets in the game; we can thereby eliminate the subgames in which the 

signal does not correspond to the decision made by the Party, such that π = 0 and ω = 1 and 1 – π 

= 1 and 1 – ω = 0. This means that the upper-left-hand and lower-right-hand subgames cannot be 

considered as potential equilibria. Turn now to the Voter’s choice when she knows that the ballot is 
                                                        
8 Becker’s (1968) Inspection Game is an imperfect information game and has no pure strategy equilibria, whereby the 
equilibrium mixed strategies of both players are determined by the other player’s payoffs. The game developed here is 
played sequentially and with incomplete information. In this manner, our game exhibits similarities with Kirstein’s 
(2014) Bayesian Inspection game; however, our game fundamentally differs in that we feature the choice and beliefs of 
the Voter and not the inspector, which is analogous to the Party in the Bayesian game of electoral clientelism and the 
secret ballot. The nature of signals in our game reflects the actions of the Party and not the voter, which is contrasts 
with Kirstein’s game. 
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monitored and the signal reveals with no uncertainty that the ballot is monitored. This is the upper-

right-hand quadrant of figure 1. The strategy β leads to a payoff of ε, while 1 – β produces v – p. 

Under such conditions, the Voter will opt to play β as her strategy. When the Voter knows that the 

ballot is secret, the lower-left-hand subgame, the choice is between a payoff of v and 0; the Voter 

will thus opt for the 1 – α strategy. Using backwards induction, the Party thereby chooses between a 

secret and a monitored ballot. Given the Voter’s decisions, the Party will compare the payoffs of -x 

and -c. The relative values of c and x will determine the Party’s choice. In other words, the relative 

values of a lost vote and the cost of monitoring a vote will determine the decision of the Party. This 

result corresponds to the Pure Secret Ballot equilibrium. With complete and perfect information, 

electoral clientelism is not sustainable. 

The Bayesian game of electoral clientelism and the secret ballot is fundamentally based on in-

complete information, whereby exogenous signals reveal information as to whether the ballot is 

secret or monitored. The signals can be interpreted to emanate from the broader political environ-

ment in which a Voter finds herself. Rumors and gossip may play a role shaping the beliefs of the 

Voter regarding the secrecy of the ballot. The Bayesian Nash equilibrium {(α*, β*); (µ*, λ*); γ*} will 

be derived next. α* and β* denote the Voter’s behavioral strategies in equilibrium, and γ* denotes the 

Party’s. µ* and λ* denote the Voter’s equilibrium beliefs. 

The Party ’s  React ion Funct ion 

The behavioral strategy, γ*, of the Party serves to maximize its payoff, given the behavioral strategi-

es (α*, β*), which the Party expects the Voter to play, given the signals received by the Voter. In 

other words, the Party maximizes γ* with respect to the decision to make ballots secret or monitor 

them given the Voter’s decision to vote for the Party or not, which in turn are based on signals, not 

the Party’s actual decision. The equilibrium value of γ* maximizes: 

(1) γ[πα + (1 – π)β](-c) + γ[π(1 – α) + (1 – π)(1 – β)](-x – c) + (1 – γ)[ωα + (1 – ω) β](0)  

 + (1 – γ)[ω(1 – α) + (1 – ω) (1 – β)](-x), 

which is equal to: 

(2) γπαx – γπβx – γc + ωαx + ωβx + βx – x – γωαx + γωβx 

The first derivative with respect to γ is:  

(3) παx – πβx – c – ωαx + ωβx 
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We can rearrange this equation as: 

(4) (β – α) = 
c

x(ω −π )
 = K  

The Party’s reaction function, γ*(α, β), in turn is: 

γ* = 0 ⇔ β – α < K 

0 < γ* < 1 ⇔ β – α = K 

γ* = 1 ⇔ β – α > K 

where K = 
c

x(ω −π )
 > 0, such that ω = π. 

The Party’s reaction function leads to a set of intermediate results, which are expressed in Lemma 1. 

These results will help derive the main propositions. 

Lemma 1: 

1. If K > 1 ⇔ c > x(ω – π), then (β – α) < K and the Party will choose to keep the ballot 

secret, γ* = 0. 

2. If K = 1 ⇔ c = x(ω – π), then (β – α) ≤ K . The Voter’s choice β = 1 and α = 0 is a 

strategy that induces the Party to choose γ such that 0 < γ* < 1. 

3. If K < 1 ⇔ c < x(ω – π), then (β – α) > K which will lead the Party to choose to mo-

nitor the ballot, γ* > 0. 

If γ* = 0 or γ* = 1, then the Party chooses a pure strategy, such that the ballot is monitored, b = m, 

or secret, b = s. If γ* = 1, then the Party has chosen to monitor the ballots. When γ* = 0, the Party 

maintains a secret ballot. When 0 < γ* < 1, then the Party chooses a mixed strategy, which entails 

occasionally monitoring ballots. These strategies are affected by the relative costs of monitoring, c, 

and the weighted costs of losing a vote, x(ω – π). High costs of monitoring will induce the Party to 

keep the ballot secret, while relatively less costly monitoring will induce the Party to monitor ballots. 

When K = 1, c = x(ω – π), and under such conditions, the Party’s reaction function reduces to γ* ∈ 

[0,1] for α = 0 and β = 1, whereby the Party will be indifferent between monitoring and maintaining 

a secret ballot. 
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The Voter ’ s  React ion Funct ion 

The Voter makes a strategic decision whether to vote her sincere preferences or to comply and re-

ciprocate the gift from the Party with a vote. The choice of the Voter is made with incomplete in-

formation. Beliefs regarding the secrecy of the ballot shape her choice. We first examine the Voter’s 

optimal choice given a signal i = s, meaning that the signal indicates that the ballot is secret. Bayesi-

an updating leads to the following ex-post belief: 

(5) µ  = 
πγ

πγ +ω(1−γ )
. 

The Voter takes these ex-post beliefs into account and chooses her behavioral strategy α* to ma-

ximize:  

(6) [µαε + µ(1 – α)(v – p) + (1 – µ)α(0) + (1 – µ)( 1 – α)v]. 

Expanding, (6) can be expressed as: 

(7) µαε – µp + µαp – αv + v. 

The first derivative of (7) with respect to α is: 

(8) µε + µp – v. 

Which can be simplified as: 

(9) µ(ε + p) – v. 

By substituting in equation 5 for µ in equation 9, we obtain the following: 

(10) 
πγ (ε + p)

πγ +ω(1−γ )
 – v. 

To simplify this, we set: 

(11) γ1 = 
ωv

ωv−πv+πε +π p
 = 

ωv
v(ω −π )+π (ε + p)

. 

From (11) we can derive critical values, whereby: 
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(12) 1 = 
ωv

ωv−πv+πε +π p
 ⇔ v(ω – π) + π(ε + p) < ωv.  

Equation (12) in turn can be expressed as: 

(13) ε = v – p. 

The relative values of voting one’s preferences, punishment, p, and the reward for cooperating with 

the Party, ε, are weighed against one another. When ε = v – p, clientelism is expected. When            

ε < v – p the ballot will be secret. The relationship between the Party’s choice γ and the behavioral 

strategy of the Voter after having observed a signal that the ballot is being secret, i = s, can be 

summarized in the reaction function α* = α*(γ): 

α* = 1 ⇔ γ > γ1 

0 < α* < 1 ⇔ γ = γ1 

α* = 1 ⇔ γ < γ1 

When the Party’s strategy to monitor the ballot, γ, exceeds the value of γ1, then α* = 1, whereby the 

Voter reciprocates by voting with the Party, j = r. When the Party’s strategy to monitor the ballot, γ, 

is less than the value of γ1, then α* = 0, whereby the Voter defects and votes her preferences, j = d. 

A mixed strategy on the part of the Voter occurs when:  

γ = γ1 = 
ωv

v(ω −π )+π (ε + p)
. 

The Voter’s strategy is shaped by the relative values of the Voter voting her preferences, v; the 

punishment for defection, p, and ε, the clientelism reward. On the other side of the game tree, fi-

gure 1, the Voter observes a signal that the ballot is monitored, i = m. We can follow the same pro-

cedure such that the optimal strategy β*(γ) can also be derived. Bayesian updating results in the fol-

lowing ex-post belief: 

(14) λ = 
(1−π )γ

(1−π )γ + (1−ω)(1−γ )
 

The Voter maximizes with respect to β, such that: 
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(15) [λβε + λ(1 – β)(v – p) + (1 – λ)β(0) + (1 – λ)(1 – β)v]. 

This expression can be expanded such that: 

(16) [λβε + λp + λβp – βv + v].  

The first derivative with respect to β is then:  

(17) λp + λε – v = λ(p + ε) – v.  

Substitution of λ with the expression from (14) produces: 

(18) 
(1−π )γ (p+ε)

(1−π )γ + (1−ω)(1−γ )
 – v. 

Solving for γ:  

(19) γ2 = 
(1−ω)v

−ωv+πv−πε +π p+ε + p
 = 

(1−ω)v
(π −ω)v+π (p−ε)+ε + p

. 

From (19) we can derive critical values, whereby if  

(20) 1 > 
(1−ω)v

(π −ω)v+π (p−ε)+ε + p
 ⇔ (ω – π)v + π(p – ε) + ε + p > (1 – ω)v.  

Equation (14) in turn can be expressed as: 

(21) (1 – π)(v – ε) p. 

This means that given the signal of the probability of a monitored ballot (1 – π) and the value of 

voting one’s true preferences subtracting the lost goodwill from the Party, ε, will be weighed against 

the degree of punishment, p. Alternatively, (21) can be expressed as v – πp > ε, whereby the ballot 

would be secret. If π = 0, and thereby 1 – π = 1, the signal is that the ballot is monitored, then elec-

toral clientelism is supported and β* = 1. In contrast, when v – πp < ε, we expect to see electoral 

clientelism. If π = 1, indicating that the Voter has received a signal that the ballot is secret, then the 

secret ballot is supported and β* = 0. The reaction function β* = β*(γ) can be expressed as follows: 

 



100 
 

β * = 1 ⇔ γ < γ2 

0 < β * < 1 ⇔ γ = γ2 

β * = 1 ⇔ γ > γ2 

From the Voter’s reaction functions resulting from signals of a monitored or a secret ballot, a set of 

results can be posited in Lemma 2: 

Lemma 2: 

1. 1 > ω > π > 0 ∧ ε > 0 ∧ v < ∞ implies 1 > γ2 > γ1 > 0. 

2. If π = 0 then α* = 0 and γ1 = 0. 

3. ω = 1 implies β* = 1, γ2 = 1, µ = 1, and λ = 0. 

Since ω > π, ε > 0, and v < ∞, there is no value of γ for which α*(γ) > β(γ) holds. In addition, for    

γ = γ1 or γ = γ2, one of the Voter’s optimal strategies α* and β* is mixed and the other is pure.  

Bayes ian Equi l ibr ia  

Four perfect Bayesian equilibria, {(α*, β*); (µ*, λ*); γ*}, are evident in this game. 

Proposition 1: In the Bayesian game of electoral clientelism with ε, v > 0 and 0 < π < ω < 1, 

four perfect Bayesian equilibria exist  

1. Pure Electoral Clientelism Equilibrium; γ = 1 and α = β = 1; {(1,1); (0,0); (1)};   

2. Mixed Strategy Electoral Clientelism Equilibrium; γ = γ1 and α = 1 – K, β = 1; {(1 – K,1); 

 (µ*, λ*); γ*}, with µ = 
πγ1

πγ1 +ω(1−γ1)
 and λ = 

(1−π )γ1
(1−π )γ1 + (1−ω)(1−γ1)

. 

3. Separating Electoral Clientelism Equilibrium; γ = γ2 and α = 0, β = K; {(1 – K,1); (µ*, λ*); 

γ1}, with µ = 
πγ2

πγ2 +ω(1−γ2 )
 and λ = 

(1−π )γ2
(1−π )γ2 + (1−ω)(1−γ2 )

. 

4. Pure Secret Ballot Equilibrium; γ = 0 and α = β = 0; {(0,0); (1,1); (0)}. 

Recall equations (4), (11), and (19): 
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K = 
c

x(ω −π )
; γ1 = 

ωv
v(ω −π )+π (ε + p)

; γ2 = 
(1−ω)v

v(π −ω)+π (p−ε)+ε + p
. 

Proof: 

1. Pure Electoral Clientelism is an equilibrium since the Party’s best reply to β – α > K, 

and in particular to any α = β, would be γ = 1, such that γ1 < γ2 for ωv > 0 and ω > π. The 

Voter’s best reply to any γ* < γ1 would be α* = β* = 1, confirming β – α > K. Hence,               

α* = β* = 1 and γ = 1 is a pure strategy equilibrium. 

2. If the Voter chooses α and β such that β – α ≤ K, then the Party is indifferent bet-

ween its pure strategies. If the Party chooses γ = γ1, then the Voter’s best reply would be       

β = 1 and consequently α = 1 – K, which confirms that β – α ≤ K. Hence, α* = 1 – K, β* = 1 

and γ = γ1 are equilibrium strategies. 

3. If the Voter chooses β – α = K, then the Party is indifferent between all values of γ. If 

the Party chooses γ = γ2, then the best reply for the Voter would be α = 0 and β = K. This 

confirms that β – α = K. Hence, α* = 0, β* = K and; γ = γ2 are equilibrium strategies. 

4. Pure Secret Ballot equilibrium is maintained when the Party’s best reply to β – α < K, 

such that α = β, would be γ = 0, such that γ1 < γ2 for ω > π. The Voter’s best reply to any     

γ* > γ2 would be α* = β* = 0, confirming β – α > K. Hence, α* = β* = 0 and γ = 0 is a pure 

strategy equilibrium. 

Discuss ion 

This analysis of equilibria demonstrates the critical importance of beliefs regarding the secret ballot. 

Critical to the Voter’s decision to reciprocate electoral clientelism with her vote – or to vote since-

rely – is her belief regarding the monitoring of her ballot. In our game, the Voter’s updating of beli-

efs (µ and λ) regarding π and ω, as well as the Party’s payoffs for monitoring shape the Voter’s be-

havior. As with the Inspection Game (Becker 1968), our equilibrium analysis shows that the Voter’s 

behavior does not depend on her own payoff parameters, but rather on the Party’s. Unlike the In-

spection Game, our game features the role of beliefs.  

The Pure Electoral Clientelism equilibrium is labeled as such given that a belief that the ballot 

is monitored induces the Voter to vote in accordance with the party in exchange for the gift. This is 

a pure strategy equilibrium. If the Party chooses to monitor the ballots, the Voter will vote for the 



102 
 

Party; both players will be confirmed in their decisions and beliefs with regard to the other player’s 

behavior. In equilibrium, the ex-post beliefs of the Voter are confirmed µ = λ = 1.  

Mixed Voting involves a mixed voting strategy (mixing sincere voting and reciprocation vo-

ting) α* = 1 – K after observing a signal that the ballot is secret. If the Voter receives a signal that 

the ballot is not secret, she will vote for the Party, β* = 1. The Party chooses a secret ballot with a 

probability of γ1. This probability depends only on π and ω, v and ε. It does not depend on γ; so the 

actual decision to monitor or not does not determine the outcome. In this equilibrium, stronger 

signals that the ballot is monitored, whereby 1 – π is greater than 1 – ω, pushes the Voter to sup-

port electoral clientelism, j = r, and to not vote her preferences, j = d.  

In the Separating equilibrium, the probability of sincere voting after receiving a signal of a 

non-secret ballot is β* = K, but after a signal of a secret ballot the Voter will vote sincerely, α = 0. In 

contrast, an increase in the strength of the signal regarding the willingness of the Party to monitor 

ballots will strengthen beliefs that the ballot is not secret and this will induce more clientelistic be-

havior whereby the Voter votes for the Party. For the Separating equilibrium, the signal regarding a 

secret ballot or, in contrast, a willingness to monitor the ballot will lead to two different equilibrium 

responses by the voters. The signal of a non-secret ballot plays a critical role. As in the original In-

spection Game (Becker 1968), where the worker’s behavior is affected by payoffs affecting the mo-

nitor, here the Voter’s behavior is affected by the Party’s payoffs. Recall that 

β – α = K  = 
c

x(ω −π )
.  

In other words, the Voter’s behavior, β – α, relates to the ratio of costs of monitoring for the Party, 

c, and the costs of a lost vote, x.  By examining these parameters, the comparative statics can be 

evaluated. Increases in the costs of monitoring, c, correspond to rises in K. The costs of a lost vote, 

x, is affected by the signals of ballot monitoring, ω and π. By fixing the values of ω and π, then the 

larger x is, the lower the value of K. For the mixed voting and separating equilibria, a higher c will 

lead to more sincere voting (or more defection). In contrast, contingent on the signals received by 

the Voter, a higher x will result in a Voter reciprocating the Party’s clientelist offer. 

An important implication of the game is that voter compliance with clientelist exchanges 

exists in equilibrium even without direct breaches of ballot secrecy. By implication, voter beliefs in 

the credibility of ballot secrecy lead to differences in voter responses to clientelist offers – even 

within the same institutional framework for secret ballot protection. Electoral clientelism should 

therefore have little effect on vote choices in cases where voters have confidence in the secret ballot 
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as is evident in the pure strategy secret ballot equilibrium. However, when voters lack confidence in 

the secret ballot, they are more likely to comply with their commitments to vote as promised. The 

key observable implication of this argument is that the effect of electoral clientelism on voters’ ten-

dency to support the clientelist party is conditioned on their confidence in the secret ballot. 

Data and empirical context 

To test the relationship between electoral clientelism, secret ballot perceptions, and party choice, we 

rely on data from an original survey conducted in South Africa following the 2016 municipal electi-

ons. South Africa has received comparatively little attention in the literature on electoral clientelism, 

despite the fact that its political system is dominated by one party – the African National Congress 

(ANC) – which is also the main clientelist party in the country. This makes South Africa a case of 

what Kitchelt (2011) calls ‘unilateral clientelism’ and Nichter and Peress (2016) refer to as ‘monopo-

listic clientelism’. Indeed, the ANC probably fits the description of a ‘political machine’ better than 

most other parties on the African continent. For instance, Southall (2016, 2014) and Booysen 

(2015) refer to the ANC as a ‘party state’, which in some respects is a stronger term than a political 

machine because it signals a fusion of the party and the state, and suggests that the party has discre-

tion to redistribute state resources in non-programmatic ways based on partisan and electoral con-

cerns. Similarly, Lodge (2014) outlines how the ANC’s internal organization is riddled with neo-

patrimonial politics, and Plaut (2014) shows how the ANC is a well-oiled and well-financed ‘election 

machine’, employing – among other things – clientelist strategies to marshal electoral support. Whi-

le the practice of clientelism and patronage in South Africa is by no means limited to election time, 

evidence suggests that the distribution of, e.g., food parcels constitutes a systematic part of ANC’s 

electoral strategy (Plaut 2014, 637). This is corroborated by our data, which shows that respondents 

most frequently report being offered a food parcel for their vote or electoral participation.9 No-

netheless, the ability of the ANC to actually monitor people’s vote choice – an important part of 

machine politics – and de facto breach ballot secrecy is limited and almost certainly constrained by a 

relatively well-functioning and independent electoral commission. This makes the focus on voter 

perceptions of ballot secrecy even more pertinent. Although the ANC is the dominant party in South 

African politics, the municipal elections in 2016 provided a challenge to hegemony of the ANC. 

Indeed, the election results were widely portrayed as a landslide. First, the municipal elections in 

2016 produced the worst electoral result for the ANC since the introduction of post-apartheid de-

                                                        
9 Food parcels are often quite substantial and include a number of household and food items. Officially, food parcels 
are supposed to be distributed by the South African Social Security Agency (SASSA) – under the Ministry of Social 
Development – as part of their efforts to support the livelihoods of poor and destitute people.  



104 
 

mocracy in South Africa in 1994. Second, while the ANC remained the majority party on a nation-

wide basis, its political dominance in South African politics was challenged both from the main op-

position party – the Democratic Alliance (DA) – and from the radical left-wing party, the Economic 

Freedom Fighters. The opposition challenge to the ANC was particularly pronounced in the biggest 

cities (Metros). In addition to Cape Town – which remained firmly in the hands of the DA – the 

ANC lost the elections and the Mayor’s office in an additional three (out of eight) Metros, Johan-

nesburg, Tshwane, and Nelson Mandela Bay. In these cases, the DA formed coalitions and secured 

the office of the Mayor.  

The data we use are obtained from a representative, nationwide survey of adult citizens (18+) 

in South Africa that we fielded shortly after the municipal elections on August 3rd 2016. The survey 

was conducted in collaboration with the South African research consultancy Citizen Surveys, and 

field work was conducted by enumerators in face-to-face interviews using tablets. The survey has a 

response rate of 88,5 % and consists of a total of 3,210 respondents covering all of the eight Metros 

and most municipalities throughout the rest of the country. To ensure a nationally representative 

sample, we used a stratified multistage probability sample with four stages. The first stage uses dis-

proportional stratification based on provinces, racial groups, municipality, and urban/rural area to 

ensure that all subgroups are represented in the data with sufficient coverage. In the second stage, 

we used census data to identify relevant enumeration areas (EAs) – the smallest geographic area for 

which a known population statistics are available in South Africa. These are used to draw the sam-

ple of EAs using the power allocation rule to allocate EAs to the strata. In the third stage, inter-

viewers performed a random walk to select households to include in the survey. Finally, an automa-

ted and tablet-based randomization procedure was used to select respondents within household.  

Dependent var iable  

To measure individual party choice, we use questions asking respondents which party they voted for 

in the municipal elections. Municipal elections in South Africa rely on a mixed member electoral 

system. In the Metros, voters are given two ballots: one to vote for a ward councilor in single-

member constituencies, and one to vote for a party on party lists used to create a more proportional 

allocation of votes-to-seats. Outside of the Metros, voters are given three ballots: One to vote for a 

ward councilor; one to vote for a party; and one to vote for a party in so-called district municipal 

council (consisting of a number of local municipalities). To measure party choice, we use informati-

on on which party respondents voted for in the elections. Since we are mainly interested in votes 
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for the ANC – the dominant, clientelist party – we code this variable as one (1) for those who re-

port having voted for the ANC, and zero (0) otherwise.10  

Explanatory var iables  and contro ls  

To measure electoral clientelism, we rely on two questions measuring vote buying and turnout 

buying, respectively. Following a series of questions on the municipal election, the first question – 

measuring vote buying – asks: How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer you 

something, like food, or a gift or money if you would vote for them in the elections? The second question – mea-

suring turnout buying – asks: How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer you 

something, like food, or a gift or money if you would show up to vote in the elections? As a follow-up on these 

questions, respondents were asked about the identity of the distributing party. We use this informa-

tion to create two variables measuring electoral clientelism. The first variable – measuring the use of 

electoral clientelism by the ANC – is coded as one (1) if respondents report receiving food, gifts, or 

money in return for their vote or turnout, and zero (0) otherwise. The second variable measures the 

use of the same types of electoral clientelism by other parties. The reference groups are those who 

did not report encounters with clientelist practices during the elections. Our main explanatory vari-

able is therefore respondents’ experience with electoral clientelism in the form of either vote buying 

or turnout buying. In total, using these direct questions on electoral clientelism, around 7.5% of the 

respondents report being targeted with clientelist offers during the municipal elections. While other 

countries in Africa have levels of vote buying that far exceed this number (Jensen and Justesen 

2014), it corresponds to an estimated 2.7 million people (aged 18+) nationwide being targeted with 

clientelist offers during the 2016 election campaign. This may be enough to sway the electoral out-

come in hotly contested municipalities. Finally, an often cited problem with direct measures of elec-

toral clientelism is that they may be subject to social desirability bias (Gonzales-Ocantos et al. 2012). 

However, comparison of the direct questions with a list experiment embedded in our survey shows 

that this is not a major issue (Bøttkjær 2017).  

Since our argument and theoretical model imply that the relationship between electoral clien-

telism and party choice is moderated by voters’ confidence in the secret ballot, we include a variable 

– and interact it with electoral clientelism – that measures voters’ perception of the secrecy of the 

ballot. Specifically, we use a question asking: How likely do you think it is that powerful people can find out 

how you voted, even though voting is supposed to be secret in this country? Responses are given on a five-point 

scale from zero to four, where higher values denote that respondents think it is (very) likely that 

                                                        
10 Respondents who did not report a party choice are coded as missing. 
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their vote choice can be revealed.11 To partially alleviate problems of confounding, all model speci-

fications include a number of controls. These include party identification as well as standard socio-

economic variables such as age, gender, education, and poverty. In addition, we include a range of 

fixed effects at the provincial and municipal level. Summary statistics and variable descriptions are 

available in appendix A and B. 

Results 

The key implication of our game theoretical model is that voters’ confidence in the secret ballot 

guides their response to vote buying offers. Empirically, this implies that the effect of electoral 

clientelism on party choice is moderated by voter beliefs in the secret ballot. Before examining 

whether the ANC’s use of electoral clientelism works and if this is conditioned on voters’ percepti-

on of ballot secrecy, table 1 briefly compares electoral clientelism (vote buying and turnout buying) 

arising from the ANC to that of other parties. Thus, the table shows the correlates of electoral 

clientelism arising from the ANC and from other parties. Table 1 shows that the use of clientelist 

strategies by the ANC and other parties are quite similar, with a few notable exceptions: The ANC 

disproportionately targets black voters and younger voters. All parties engaging in vote buying in 

South Africa target uneducated, unemployed, poor, trusting citizens who are favorable towards 

clientelist practices. No parties seem to target voters based on gender, habits of news consumption, 

level of political information, or their dispositions to return a favor or reciprocate more broadly.   

To explore the question if ANC vote buying works, we run regressions corresponding to the 

equation: yi = a + dVi + Xib + ei. The dependent variable, yi, is a dummy that takes the value 1 for 

respondents who report having voted for the ANC at the municipal elections, and zero otherwise. 

Because the outcome variable is dichotomous, our main analyses are implemented as a logistic re-

gression model. Our key explanatory variable is Vi, an indicator that takes the value 1 when respon-

dent i reports having been approached by the ANC in an act of either vote buying or turnout 

buying, and zero otherwise. The parameter d is the coefficient of interest, which measures the asso-

ciation between respondents’ experience of electoral clientelism from the ANC and their vote choi-

ce. Xi is a vector of individual level controls, and ei is the idiosyncratic error term. Estimating the 

effect of electoral clientelism on vote choice is complicated by endogeneity: Party brokers might 

plausibly target attendants at party rallies or partisan voters who are already inclined to vote for the 

party in question. To partially alleviate these concerns, all analyses include a binary control for ANC 

party identification, taking the value 1 for respondents who report that they feel close to the ANC. 
                                                        
11 While most respondents believe in the secret ballot, a sizable minority does not. Specifically, 967 respondents find it 
very unlikely, 813 find it unlikely, 487 find it neither unlikely or likely, 476 find it likely, and 272 find it very likely. 
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This is arguably the most important observable source of selection into electoral clientelism and 

ANC vote choice, and therefore an important control. In addition, all analyses include a control for 

electoral clientelism by parties other than the ANC, since this is simultaneously correlated with the 

ANC’s use of electoral clientelism as well as respondents’ vote choice. In addition, the analyses 

include a broad set of demographic controls, attitudinal controls, and fixed effects for province, 

racial group, and whether respondents live in metropolitan, urban (non-metro), or rural areas. To 

further account for unobserved heterogeneity, standard errors are clustered at the level of enumera-

tion areas. Table 2 shows the results and demonstrates a highly significant association between 

ANC electoral clientelism and the respondents’ propensity to vote for the ANC. The logit coeffici-

ent of 0.94 corresponds to a marginal change in the probability of voting ANC of 0.15. Under a 

causal interpretation, this would suggest that if the ANC targets 100 registered voters, 15 of these 

will vote for the ANC. This is a quite substantial effect. It bears mentioning that the point estimate 

obtains even after partialling out the influence of the electorate’s identification with the ANC, 

which is substantial and, unsurprisingly, highly significant. Other parties’ clientelist practices, the 

variable Electoral Clientelism: other parties, is negative and significant as expected.  

Column (2) additionally controls for respondents’ age and gender, both of which are standard 

demographic controls. Also, Table 1 showed that ANC targets younger voters more than other 

parties do and, if younger voters are more inclined to vote for the ANC for reasons other than the 

clientelist transfer, this could be driving our findings. Yet column (2) shows that these controls lea-

ve the size and statistical significance of the coefficient of interest, d, unchanged. Column (3) cont-

rols for a standard measure of poverty and also includes fixed effects for the four racial categories in 

South Africa.12 As discussed earlier, it is well documented that poverty is a robust correlate of vote 

buying (cf. Jensen and Justesen 2014), and table 1 showed that the ANC’s clientelist practices are 

disproportionately targeted at the black population compared to other parties. Again, if poor or 

black South Africans are more likely to vote for the ANC, this could bias upwards the estimated 

association between electoral clientelism and voting for the ANC. Yet as column (3) shows, these 

controls only change the coefficient of interest negligibly. Column (4) adds dummies for respon-

dents in metropolitan, urban, and rural areas, and column (5) includes a full set of province fixed 

effects. Column (4) adds dummies for respondents in metropolitan, urban, and rural areas, and co-

lumn (5) includes a full set of province fixed effects. 

                                                        
12 The poverty index is based on the work of Bratton et al. (2004), and measures poverty as respondents’ experience 
with lack of access to five basic types of household necessities: food, water, medicine, fuel to cook food, and cash in-
come (Justesen and Bjørnskov 2012). The index comprises the sum of these five survey items. A principal component 
analysis shows that all five items load onto the same component (alpha=0.87). The four racial groups follow the catego-
rization by Statistics South Africa into Black, Colored, Indian, and White. 
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In both cases, the purpose is to account for unobserved geographical heterogeneity and, in both 

cases, these controls change neither the size nor the significance of the results. Column (6) includes 

an index measuring the degree to which respondents reciprocate and return favors. This predisposi-

tion could conceivably make voters more likely to comply with the clientelist bargain (Finan and 

Schechter 2012). Column (7) controls for two indices measuring the respondents’ media consump-

tion habits, as well as the extent of their factual knowledge about South African (and world) politics.  

Increased media consumption and levels of information likely decrease voters’ propensity to 

engage in clientelist exchanges, so controlling for these factors should yield more precise estimates 

(Wooldridge 2003, 202). If these factors also correlate with vote choice, as seems reasonable, ex-

cluding them would bias our estimates. Lastly, column (8) controls for characteristics of socio-

economic status – whether respondents receive social grants, are unemployed, or live in townships. 

Including these controls slightly increases the estimated coefficient. Overall, table 2 demonstrates 

the robustness of the basic association between the ANC’s use of electoral clientelism and respon-

dents’ vote choice. Yet, the most remarkable feature of table 2 might be the stability of the coeffici-

ent, d. Coefficient stability is usually interpreted as an indication that the analyses are not plagued by 

bias from unobserved omitted variables. As argued by Oster (2017), however, coefficient stability 

need not reflect the absence of influential unobservables; if the included controls have little varian-

ce, coefficients change little after controls are added to the model (we discuss this in depth later on).  

The condi t ioning ro le  o f  se cre t  bal lo t  percept ions  

The results in table 2 suggest that electoral clientelism works – respondents who are targeted by the 

ANC are more likely to also vote for the ANC. Yet, as our theoretical model implies, voter con-

fidence in the secrecy of the ballot is crucial for how voters respond to electoral clientelist offers. So 

why, given that the individual vote is unobservable to everyone but the voter herself, does electoral 

clientelism seem to work? To examine this question, we augment the previous equation with an 

interaction term to see if the effect of electoral clientelism on vote choice is conditioned by voters’ 

beliefs in the secrecy of the ballot. More specifically, we add an interaction between the indicator 

for ANC electoral clientelism, Vi, and respondents’ perceived likelihood that “powerful people can 

find out how you voted even though voting is supposed to be secret.” This variable runs on a 5-

point scale from very unlikely (low values) to very likely (high values). Table 3 shows the results 

where the quantity of interest is the marginal effect of the ANC’s electoral clientelism on respon-

dents’ vote choice, conditioned on their perceptions of the secrecy of the ballot. Consistent with 

expectations, the results reported in table 3 demonstrate that the ANC’s electoral clientelism has 

little bearing on citizens’ vote choice when they have confidence in the secrecy of their ballot. 
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0.87*** 

1.00*** 
0.91*** 

1.00** 
1.01*** 

(2.35) 
(2.47) 

(2.81) 
(2.77) 

(3.20) 
(3.15) 

(2.37) 
(3.21) 

E
lectoral clientelism

:               
O

ther 
-1.22*** 

-1.22*** 
-1.29*** 

-1.28*** 
-1.26*** 

-1.20*** 
-1.19*** 

-1.13*** 
(-3.52) 

(-3.51) 
(-3.54) 

(-3.46) 
(-3.41) 

(-3.16) 
(-3.16) 

(-2.89) 
A

N
C

 identification 
3.77*** 

3.77*** 
3.51*** 

3.50*** 
3.58*** 

3.54*** 
3.83*** 

3.60*** 
(17.58) 

(17.57) 
(14.06) 

(14.07) 
(14.00) 

(13.59) 
(13.89) 

(13.64) 
Fem

ale 
 

0.34*** 
0.26** 

0.27** 
0.24* 

0.24* 
0.17 

0.31** 
 

(2.82) 
(2.04) 

(2.09) 
(1.88) 

(1.80) 
(1.19) 

(2.35) 
A

ge 
 

-0.01 
-0.00 

-0.00 
-0.01 

-0.00 
-0.01 

-0.00 
 

(-1.51) 
(-0.39) 

(-0.42) 
(-1.06) 

(-0.68) 
(-1.12) 

(-0.49) 
R

eciprocate 
 

 
 

 
 

-0.00 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

(-0.10) 
 

 
N

ew
s consum

ption 
 

 
 

 
 

 
-0.03* 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(-1.66) 

 
Political inform

ation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0.08* 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(1.77) 

 
U

nem
ploym

ent 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

-0.04 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

(-0.28) 
Social grant recipient 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
-0.10 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
(-0.67) 

T
ow

nship 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

-0.12 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

(-0.46) 
R

ace/U
rban-rural/Province FE

 
N

/N
/N

 
N

/N
/N

 
Y

/N
/N

 
Y

/Y
/N

 
Y

/Y
/Y

 
Y

/Y
/Y

 
Y

/Y
/Y

 
Y

/Y
/Y

 
O

bservations 
1,965 

1,965 
1,904 

1,904 
1,904 

1,836 
1,559 

1,780 
N

O
T

E
: T

he dependent variable is voting for the A
N

C
 at the m

unicipal election (dum
m

y). T
he U

rban-rural FE
 are dum

m
ies for respondents w

ho live in m
etropolitan, urban, 

or rural areas, N
=

N
o and Y

=
Y

es. * Significant (p <
 0.01). ** Significant (p <

 0.05). *** Significant (p <
 0.001). R

obust z-statistics in parentheses. 
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The insignificant coefficient on ANC vote bribe in the first row shows that when respondents find 

it “very unlikely” that their vote choice can be discovered (corresponding to Secret ballot perceptions 

equal to zero), there is no association between electoral clientelism and vote choice. Conversely, 

when voters report finding it “very likely” that their vote choice may not remain secret (correspon-

ding to the variable Secret ballot perceptions taking the value 4), the marginal association between the 

ANC’s electoral clientelism and vote choice is 0.44 and highly significant. Under a causal interpreta-

tion, this point estimate would suggest that if the ANC targets 100 voters with low confidence in 

ballot secrecy, this will raise the ANC vote by 44. In all columns in table 3, the marginal association 

between the ANC’s electoral clientelism and respondent vote choice turns statistically significant at 

conventional levels already when respondents report being uncertain about the secrecy of the ballot, 

when they find it “neither likely nor unlikely” that their vote choice will become known (cor-

responding to Secret ballot perceptions taking the value 2).  

Figure 2 shows marginal association between ANC Electoral clientelism and vote choice, 

conditioned on secret ballot perceptions corresponding to column (5) in table 3. These results sup-

port the key implication of our theoretical model: Even in environments of formal ballot secrecy, 

voter responses to clientelist offers during election campaigns depend on whether they believe their 

vote can be cast in secret. If voters do not have confidence in the secret ballot, they are much more 

likely to vote as instructed and cast their ballot for the clientelist party – in this case the dominant 

party in South African politics, the ANC. 

Figure 2 ANC Electoral clientelism and vote choice, conditioned on secret ballot perceptions 
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Robustness  

Examining the effect of electoral clientelism on vote choice is complicated by the confounding in-

fluence of unobservables that might be simultaneously correlated with both the dependent and ex-

planatory variables. After all, the ANC does not randomly choose whom to target: Voters are tar-

geted for a reason, and that reason might itself explain their vote choice. Arguably, the most 

obvious such confounder is that voters are more likely to be targeted if they are expected to com-

ply, and they are more likely to comply if they have a predisposition towards the ANC. While such 

predispositions are unobservable, the analyses in tables 2 and 3 showed all results sustain even after 

we control for party identification, which is a useful proxy for unobserved predispositions towards 

party (ANC) support.  

People’s vote choices are, however, driven by more than just partisanship. To see if such 

unobserved drivers of vote choice might confound our results, we use the fact that the survey asked 

respondents about vote buying and turnout buying separately. Voters whom the ANC offers re-

wards for simply going to the polls to vote (turnout buying) might be systematically different from 

the voters who are offered rewards to vote specifically for the ANC (vote buying): Conditional on 

going to the polls, the ANC expects the former group to vote for them, whereas the latter group is 

expected to require additional motivation to do so.  

In other words, when the ANC targets voters with turnout buying and others with vote 

buying, the party has revealed its expectation that – for whatever unobserved reason – the former 

groups is more predisposed to voting ANC than the other. Indeed, a standard explanation of tur-

nout buying emphasizes that it is a more useful strategy for clientelist parties because it aims to mo-

bilize partisan voters who are predisposed to vote for the distributing party, and it only requires that 

parties monitor whether people turn out on election day and not which party they vote for in the 

ballot booth (Nichter 2008). We use this observation to gauge if such unobserved predispositions 

are likely to bias our findings in table 4. The odd-numbered columns report coefficients from analy-

ses of ANC vote buying; the even-numbered columns report coefficients from analyses of ANC 

turnout buying. 

If unobservable predispositions to vote for the ANC were important confounders, the coeffi-

cients should differ between the even- and odd-numbered columns. Yet, as the table shows, across 

all specifications, the coefficients of interest – the interactions between secret ballot perceptions 

and, respectively, vote buying and turnout buying – are indistinguishable. This suggests that unob-

servable predispositions to vote for the ANC do not confound our results. 
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T
able 4 V

ote buying, turnout buying, and vote choice: C
onditional on secret ballot perceptions 

M
odel 

1 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7 
8 

V
ote buying: A

N
C

 
-0.47 

 
-0.51 

 
-0.63 

 
-0.56 

 
 

(-0.77) 
 

(-0.84) 
 

(-0.97) 
 

(-0.84) 
 

T
urnout buying: A

N
C

 
 

0.03 
 

-0.01 
 

-0.07 
 

-0.13 
 

 
(0.05) 

 
(-0.01) 

 
(-0.08) 

 
(-0.17) 

Secret ballot perceptions 
0.15*** 

0.15*** 
0.14*** 

0.14*** 
0.16*** 

0.16*** 
0.16*** 

0.15*** 
 

(3.12) 
(3.04) 

(2.93) 
(2.92) 

(2.97) 
(2.95) 

(2.91) 
(2.85) 

V
ote buying A

N
C

-secret ballot interaction 
0.72** 

 
0.76*** 

 
0.95*** 

 
0.96*** 

 
 

(2.49) 
 

(2.60) 
 

(3.03) 
 

(2.92) 
 

T
urnout buying A

N
C

-secret ballot interaction 
 

0.79** 
 

0.85** 
 

1.06*** 
 

1.20*** 
 

 
(2.02) 

 
(2.10) 

 
(2.91) 

 
(3.19) 

Party identification 
Y

 
Y

 
Y

 
Y

 
Y

 
Y

 
Y

 
Y

 
D

em
ographic controls 

N
 

N
 

Y
 

Y
 

Y
 

Y
 

Y
 

Y
 

R
ace/U

rban-rural/Province FE
 

N
/N

/N
 

N
/N

/N
 

N
/N

/N
 

N
/N

/N
 

Y
/N

/N
 

Y
/N

/N
 

Y
/Y

/Y
 

Y
/Y

/Y
 

O
bservations 

1,965 
1,965 

1,965 
1,965 

1,904 
1,904 

1,904 
1,904 

N
O

T
E

: T
he dependent variable is voting for the A

N
C

 at the m
unicipal election (dum

m
y). T

he table show
s coefficients from

 logistic regressions of A
N

C
 vote (dum

m
y) on 

vote buying by the A
N

C
 (odd colum

ns) and turnout buying by the A
N

C
 (even colum

ns). A
ll colum

ns include a control for vote buying and turnout buying from
 other parties. 

T
he analyses reported in colum

ns (1) (and (2) control for party identification, in colum
ns (3) and (4) they include also gender and age. Fixed effects are included as reported. 

T
he U

rban-rural fixed effects (FE
) are dum

m
ies for respondents w

ho live in m
etropolitan, urban, or rural areas, N

=
N

o and Y
=

Y
es. * Significant (p <

 0.01). ** Significant (p <
 

0.05). *** Significant (p <
 0.001). R

obust z-statistics in parentheses. 
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To further investigate the pertinent issue of unobservable confounding, we used the Generalized 

Sensitivity Analysis developed by Imbens (2003) and Harada (2013), depicted in figure 3. This me-

thod simulates unobserved variables and asks how influential such variables would have to be in 

order to substantively change the estimated association between electoral clientelism and vote choi-

ce. The downward sloping curve in the left panel shows the required partial association between an 

unobserved factor and vote choice (vertical axis) and electoral clientelism (horizontal axis) that 

would render the coefficient of interest insignificant. The curve in the right panel is identical but 

shows what would be required to split our estimated coefficient on ANC electoral clientelism in 

half.  

Figure 3 Generalized sensitivity analysis: Gauging the bias from unobservables 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The figure shows that an unobserved factor should explain much more of the variation in 

both electoral clientelism and vote choice than do our most influential observed covariates (the 

most influential covariate is the “black” dummy). A priori, this strikes us as unlikely. The Generali-

zed Sensitivity Analysis does not rule out that omitted variables could explain our findings. It does 

show, however, that we would have to assume a very strong unobserved confounding effect for an 

unobservable factor to substantively change our findings. The omitted variable in question would 

have to be much more strongly correlated with electoral clientelism and vote choice than any of the 

theoretically motivated variables considered in the empirical analyses. 
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Conclusion 

In young democracies around the world, parties mobilize political support through the use of clien-

telist strategies during elections – even when the ballot is nominally secret. However, it is unclear 

whether such strategies work or not in the sense that they sways voter choices (Guardado and Wan-

thekon 2018; Kramon 2016b; van de Walle 2007). In this paper, we develop and model an argu-

ment where voter beliefs in the secret ballot guide their responses to electoral clientelism. The im-

plication of the model is that when voters believe they can cast an unmonitored ballot, they are less 

likely to comply with clientelist offers from political parties. In contrast, when voters doubt the 

secrecy of their ballot, they are more likely to comply and vote for the distributing party. Empirical-

ly, we test this idea using data from a nation-wide survey in South Africa. The results clearly support 

the implications of the model. That is, electoral clientelism mainly works for voters who have weak 

or no confidence in the secret ballot, while voters who believe in the secrecy of their vote are relati-

vely unaffected by clientelist offers. Voter confidence in the secret ballot therefore seems to be an 

important factor for explaining when electoral clientelism works – and when it does not. In this 

way, our paper shows how and why parties operating in the shadow of the secret ballot use vote 

buying and turnout buying as important parts of their electoral strategies, and under what cir-

cumstances such strategies are likely to work.  

Although the secret ballot is supposed to provide voters with autonomy to express their pre-

ferences in the ballot booth and diminish the scope for clientelist practices to influence voter choi-

ces, our theoretical and empirical results imply that we need to place greater emphasis on the role of 

voter beliefs and confidence in the formal institutions guiding the voting process. As a corollary, the 

literature should pay closer attention to the ways in which parties influence voters’ beliefs in ballot 

secrecy – and beliefs that distributive rewards or punishments are contingent on vote choice  (Fer-

ree and Long 2016; Kiewiet de Jonge and Nickerson 2014). Clientelist parties can cultivate such 

beliefs in numerous ways – for instance, by using threats or intimidation; placing party agents in or 

around voting stations; or by targeting poorly informed voters (Frye et al. 2018; Kasara and Mares 

2017; Ferree and Long 2016). However, we need to know more about how parties use positive in-

ducements in conjunction with negative inducements (Mares and Young 2016) and how this affects 

the viability of political clientelism as well as voters’ tendency to comply or renege on their com-

mitments to vote as promised. The joint use of distributive incentives to persuade or mobilize vo-

ters and, for instance, voter intimidation to shape voter beliefs in ballot secrecy may help clientelist 

parties enforce the exchange of money or gifts for electoral support – and contribute to make elec-

toral clientelism sustainable in equilibrium.  



117 
 

 References 

Aidt, T. and P. S. Jensen. 2016.  “From Open to Secret Ballot: Vote Buying and Modernization.” 

Comparative Political Studies 48 (13): 1781–1813. 

Becker, G. S. 1968. “Crime and Punishment: An Economic Approach.” Journal of Political Economy 

70: 1–13. 

Booysen, S. 2015. Dominance and Decline: The ANC in the Time of Zuma. Johannesburg: Wits Universi-

ty Press. 

Bratton, M., R. Mattes and E. Gyimah-Boadi. 2004. Public Opinion, Democracy, and Market Reform in 

Africa. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Bratton, M. 2008. “Vote Buying and Violence on Nigerian Election Campaigns.” Electoral Studies 27 

(4): 621–532. 

Brusco, V., M. Nazareno, and S. Stokes. 2004. “Vote Buying in Argentina.” Latin American Research 

Review 39 (2): 66–88. 

Bøttkjær, L. T. 2017. Crying wolf: An experimental test of the augmented list experiment, Working Paper 

prepared for EPSA 2017, Milan. 

Conroy-Krutz, J. and C. Logan (2012) “Museveni and the 2011 Ugandan Election: Did the Money 

Matter?” Journal of Modern African Studies 50 (4): 625–655. 

Cox, G. W. and J. M. Kousser. 1981. “Turnout and Rural Corruption: New York as a Test Case.” 

American Journal of Political Science 25(4): 646–663.  

Ferree, K. E. and J. D. Long. 2016. “Gifts, Threats, and Perceptions of Ballot Secrecy in African 

Elections.” African Affairs 115 (461): 621–645. 

Finan, F. and L. Schechter. 2012. “Vote Buying and Reciprocity.” Econometrica 80(2): 863–881.  

Fox, J. 1994. The difficult transition from clientelism to citizenship: lessons from Mexico. World 

Politics, 46: 151–84. 

Frye, T., O. J. Reuter, and D. Szakonyi. 2014. “Political Machines at Work Voter Mobilization and 

Electoral Subversion in the Workplace.” World Politics 66 (2): 195–228. 

Frye, T., O. J. Reuter, and D. Szakonyi. 2018. Hitting Them With Carrots: Voter Intimidation and 

Vote Buying in Russia. British Journal of Political Science, 1-25. doi:10.1017/S0007123416000752 

Gans-Morse, J., S. Mazzuca, and S. Nichter. 2014. “Varieties of Clientelism: Machine Politics during 

Elections.” American Journal of Political Science 58 (2): 415–432. 

Gerber, A. S., G. A. Huber, D. Doherty, and C. M. Dowling. 2013a. “Is There a Secret Ballot? Bal-

lot Secrecy Perceptions and Their Implications for Voting Behavior.” British Journal of Political 

Science 43: 77-102. 



118 
 

Gerber, A. S., G. A. Huber, D. Doherty, C. M. Dowling and S. J. Hill. 2013b. “Do Perceptions of 

Ballot Secrecy Influence Turnout? Results from a Field Experiment”, American Journal of Politi-

cal Science, 57: 537–551. 

Gingerich, D. W. and L. F. Medina. 2013. “The Endurance and Eclipse of the Controlled Vote: A 

Formal Model of Vote Brokerage under the Secret Ballot.” Economics & Politics 25 (3): 453–

480. 

Gonzalez-Ocantos, E., C. Kiewiet de Jong, C. Meléndez, J. Osorio, and D. Nickerson. 2012. “Vote 

Buying and Social Desirability Bias: Experimental Evidence from Nicaragua.” American Journal 

of Political Science 56 (1): 202–217. 

Greif, A. 2006. Institutions and the path to the modern economy: lessons from medieval trade. Cambridge Uni-

versity Press, Cambridge. 

Guardado, J. and L. Wanthekon. 2018. “Do Electoral Handouts Affect Voting Behavior?” Electoral 

Studies 53: 139–149. 

Harada, M. 2013. “Generalized sensitivity analysis and application to quasi-experiments”, Working 

Paper, New York University. 

Hicken, A. 2011. “Clientelism.” Annual Reviews of Political Science 14: 289–310. 

Imbens, G. W. 2003. Sensitivity to exogeneity assumptions in program evaluation. The American 

Economic Review, 93 (2): 126–132. 

Jensen, P. S. and M. K. Justesen. 2014. “Poverty and Vote Buying: Survey-Based Evidence from 

Africa.” Electoral Studies 33: 220–232. 

Justesen, M. K., and C. Bjørnskov. 2012. Exploiting the poor: Bureaucratic corruption and poverty in Africa. 

Cape Town: Afrobarometer. 

Kasara, K. and I. Mares. 2017. “Unfinished Business: The Democratization of Electoral Practices in 

Britain and Germany”, Comparative Political Studies 50 (5): 636–664. 

Kelley, J. G. 2012. Monitoring Democracy: When International Election Observation Works, and Why It Often 

Fails. Princeton University Press 

Kiewiet De Jonge, C. 2015. “Who Lies About Electoral Gifts? Experimental Evidence from Latin 

America.” Public Opinion Quarterly, 79 (3): 710–739. 

Kiewiet de Jonge, C. and D. Nickerson. 2014. Beliefs about Ballot Monitoring in Latin America 

(2014). APSA, Annual Meeting Paper. Available at: 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2453947. 

Kirstein, R. 2014. “Doping, the Inspection Game, and Bayesian Enforcement”, Journal of Sports Eco-

nomics 15 (4): 385–409. 



119 
 

Kitschelt, H.P. 2011. Clientelistic Linkage Strategies. A Descriptive Exploration. Paper Prepared for 

the Workshop on Democratic Accountability Strategies, Duke University. Available at: 

https://sites.duke.edu/democracylinkage/files/2014/12/1.2.Kitschelt.pdf. 

Kitschelt, H. P. and S. I. Wilkinson. 2007. Patrons, Clients, and Policies: Patterns of Democratic Accountabi-

lity and Political Competition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Kramon, E. 2016a. “Where is Vote Buying Effective? Evidence from a List Experiment in Kenya.” 

Electoral Studies 44: 397–408. 

Kramon, E. 2016b. “Electoral Handouts as Information Explaining unmonitored Vote Buying”, 

World Politics 68 (3): 454–98 

Lawson, C. and K. F. Greene, K. F. 2014. “Making Clientelism Work: How Norms of Reciprocity 

Increase Voter Compliance.” Comparative Politics 47 (1): 61–77. 

Lehoucq, F. E. 2007. “When Does a Market for Votes Emerge? Historical and Theoretical Perspec-

tives.” In Elections for Sale: The Causes and Consequences of Vote Buying, edited by Frederic C. Sch-

affer. Boulder, CO: Frederic Lynne Rienner Publishers.  

Leight, J., R. Pande and Laura Ralston. 2016. “Value for Money? Vote-Buying and Politician Ac-

countability in the Laboratory”, Department of Economics Working Papers 2016-15, De-

partment of Economics, Williams College. Available at: 

https://ideas.repec.org/p/wil/wileco/2016-15.html 

Lindberg, S. I. 2013. “Have the Cake and Eat It. The Rational Voter in Africa.” Party Politics 19 (6): 

945–961. 

Lodge, T. 2014. “Neo-patrimonial Politics in the ANC.” African Affairs 113 (450): 1–23. 

Mares, I. 2015. From Open to Secret Voting: Democratic Electoral Reform and Voter Autonomy. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  

Nichter, S. 2008. “Vote Buying or Turnout Buying? Machine Politics and the Secret Ballot.” Ameri-

can Political Science Review 102 (1): 19–31. 

Nichter, S. 2014. “Conceptualizing Vote Buying.” Electoral Studies 35: 315-327. 

Nichter, S. and M. Peress. 2016. “Request Fulfilling: When Citizens Demand Clientelist Benefits.” 

Comparative Political Studies 50 (8): 1086–1117. 

Oster, E. 2017. Unobservable Selection and Coefficient Stability: Theory and Evidence, Journal of 

Business & Economic Statistics, DOI: 10.1080/07350015.2016.1227711 

Plaut, M. 2014. “South Africa: How the ANC Wins Elections.” Review of African Political Economy 

41(142): 634–644. 



120 
 

Rueda, M. R. 2015. “Buying Votes with Imperfect Local Knowledge and a Secret Ballot.” Journal of 

Theoretical Politics 27 (3): 428–456. 

Rueda, M. R. 2017. “Small Aggregates, Big Manipulation: Vote Buying Enforcement and Collective 

Monitoring.” American Journal of Political Science 61: 163–177.  

Scott, J. C. 1969. “Corruption, Machine Politics, and Political Change.” American Political Science Re-

view 63(4): 1142–58. 

Scott, J. C. 1972. “Patron-Client Politics and Political Change in Southeast Asia.” American Political 

Science Review 66(1): 91–113. 

Southall, R. 2014. “Democracy at Risk? Politics and Governance under the ANC.” ANNALS, 

AAPSS, 652 (1): 48–69. 

Southall, R. 2016. “The Coming Crisis of Zuma's ANC: The Party State Confronts Fiscal Cri-

sis.” Review of African Political Economy 43(147): 73–88. 

Stokes, S.. 2005. “Perverse Accountability: A Formal Model of Machine Politics with Evidence 

from Argentina.” American Political Science Review 99 (3): 315–325. 

Stokes, S., T. Dunning, M. Nazareno, and V. Brusco. 2013. Brokers, Voters, and Clientelism: The Puzzle 

of Distributive Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Szwarcberg, M. 2015. Mobilizing Poor Voters: Machine Politics, Clientelism, and Social Networks in Argenti-

na (Structural Analysis in the Social Sciences). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

doi:10.1017/CBO9781316286913 

Teorell, J., D. Ziblatt, and F. Lehoucq. 2017. “An Introduction to Special Issue: The Causes and 

Consequences of Secret Ballot Reform”, Comparative Political Studies 50 (5): 531–554. 

Van de Walle, N. 2007. “Meet the New Boss, Same as the Old Boss? The Evolution of Political 

Clientelism in Africa.” In Patrons, Clients, and Policies: Patterns of Democratic Accountability and Poli-

tical Competition, edited by Herbert Kitschelt and Steven I. Wilkinson. New York: Cambridge 

University Press, 50–67. 

Wantchekon, L. 2003. “Clientelism and Voting Behavior: Evidence from a Field Experiment in 

Benin.” World Politics 55 (3): 399–422. 

Wooldridge, J. M., 2003. Introductory Econometrics: A Modern Approach. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 

 

 

 

 

 



121 
 

Supplemental appendix  

Appendix A. Summary s tat i s t i c s  

Variable Observations Mean Std. dev. Min Max 
Electoral clientelism: ANC 3210 0.038 0.19 0 1 
Electoral clientelism: Other 3210 0.037 0.19 0 1 
Secret ballot perceptions 3015 1.43 1.32 0 4 
ANC identification  3210 0.33 0.49 0 1 
Vote choice 3146 0.38 0.49 0 1 
Age 3210 40.7 15.4 18 98 
Female 3210 0.61 0.49 0 1 
Education  3190 3.49 1.53 0 8 
Reciprocate 3083 15.30 4.48 3 21 
News consumption 2637 11.91 4.28 4 20 
Unemployment 3181 0.36 0.48 0 1 
Social grant recipient 3186 0.49 0.50 0 1 
Poverty 3133 0.23 0.22 0 1 
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Appendix B. Variable  descr ipt ion 

Variable: Electoral clientelism: ANC 
Question(s): “How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer you some-
thing, like food, or a gift or money if you would vote for them in the elections?”; “How often (if 
ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer you something, like food, or a gift or 
money if you would show up to vote in the elections?”; “Which party did the person who gave you 
this offer come from?” 
Coding: Indicator variable that takes the value 1 if respondents answer in the affirmative to (at least) 
one of the first two questions and answer “ANC” in the last question. The indicator is zero other-
wise. 

Variable: Electoral clientelism: Other 
Question(s): How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer you some-
thing, like food, or a gift or money if you would vote for them in the elections?”; “How often (if 
ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer you something, like food, or a gift or 
money if you would show up to vote in the elections?”; “Which party did the person who gave you 
this offer come from? 
Coding: Indicator variable that takes the value 1 if respondents answer in the affirmative to (at least) 
one of the first two questions and answer a party other than “ANC” in the last question. The indi-
cator is zero otherwise. 

Variable: Secret ballot perceptions 
Question(s): “How likely do you think it is that powerful people can find out how you voted, even 
though voting is supposed to be secret in this country?” 
Coding: Five-point scale from “Very unlikely” (0) to “Very likely” (4) 

Variable: ANC identification 
Question(s): “Many people feel close to a particular political party over a long period of time, alt-
hough they may occasionally vote for a different party. What about you? Do you usually think of 
yourself as close to a particular party?” If yes “Which party do you feel close to”? 
Coding: Indicator variable that takes the value 1 if respondents answer in the affirmative in the first 
question and “ANC” in the second. The indicator is zero otherwise. 

Variable: Vote choice 
Question(s): “Now I would like you to think back on election day. Which political party did you vote 
for?” 
Coding: Indicator variable that is 1 if respondents answer “ANC” and 0 otherwise. 

Variable: Age 
Question(s): As part of the kish grid selection, interviewers recorded name, surname, age, and sex for 
all household members aged 18 years and older. 
Coding: Respondent age in years.  

Variable: Female 
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Question(s): As part of the kish grid selection, interviewers recorded name, surname, age, and sex for 
all household members aged 18 years and older 
Coding: Dummy variable that takes the value 1 for female respondent and zero otherwise. 

Variable: Education 
Question(s): “What is the highest level of education you have completed?” 
Coding: Ordinal variable running from “No schooling” (0) to “Post-graduate (Ph.D.)” (8). 

Variable: Reciprocate 
Question(s): “If someone does me a favor I am prepared to return it”; “I go out of my way to help 
somebody who has been kind to me before”; “I am ready to undergo personal costs to help some-
body who helped me before”. 
Coding: Answers to the three questions run from 1, “Does not apply to me at all”, to 7, “Applies to 
me perfectly”. The variable reciprocate is the sum of respondents answers to the three questions. 

Variable: News consumption 
Question(s): “During the election campaign, how frequently did you follow political news through 
…”; “Newspapers”; “Radio”; “Television”; “Social Media” 
Coding: Answers to the four questions run from 5, “Daily” to 1, “Never”. The variable News con-
sumption is the sum of respondents’ answers to the four questions. 

Variable: Unemployment 
Question(s): “With regards to employment, what is your occupational status?” 
Coding: Indicator taking the value 1 if respondents choose answer category “Unemployed and 
looking for job” or “Unemployed and not looking for job” and zero otherwise. 

Variable: Social grant recipient 
Question(s): “Do you or anyone in your household receive any social grants like child support, old 
age pension, or disability grant?” 
Coding: Indicator variable that takes the value 1 if respondents answer in the affirmative and zero 
otherwise. 

Variable: Poverty 
Question(s): “Over the past year, how often, if ever, have you or anyone in your family gone without: 
a) Enough food to eat; b) enough clean water for home use; c) medicines or medical treatment; d) 
enough fuel to cook your food; e) a cash income?    
Coding: Each question is answered on a five-point scale from ‘never’ to ‘always’. The variable pover-
ty is an index generated as the sum of all five items recoded to scale from 0–1, where high values 
indicate wealth/no poverty and low values indicate severe poverty. 
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Article 3 
Why do voters support corrupt poli-
ticians? Experimental evidence from 
South Africa 
Louise Thorn Bøttkjær1 and Mogens Kamp Justesen2 

Democratic elections are supposed to prevent corrupt politicians from winning 

office. In practice, however, voters frequently vote for corrupt politicians. In this 

paper, we examine why voters sometimes support corrupt candidates. We inter-

rogate this seeming paradox from the perspective of explanations highlighting 

that voters support corrupt candidates because of a lack of information, because 

of clientelist exchanges of material benefits in return for votes, or because of par-

ty loyalty. We test these explanations through an experiment in a new nationwide 

survey in South Africa—a country where issues of corruption are highly salient. 

We find that voters express a strong willingness to punish corrupt candidates 

across all treatment conditions. However, voters are more lenient toward corrupt 

politicians when they are offered material benefits in return for their vote as part 

of a clientelist exchange. This suggests that clientelism serves to reproduce cor-

ruption and has important implications for the fight against corruption. 

Publication Status: Submitted to American Journal of Political Science. 

 
                                                        
1 Department of Business and Politics, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark. E-mail: ltb.dbp@cbs.dk. 
2 Department of Business and Politics, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark. E-mail: mkj.dbp@cbs.dk. 
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Introduction 

Political corruption defined as the abuse of public office for private gain (Rose-Ackerman 1999) is 

one of the most significant threats to economic development and a well-functioning democracy. 

When politicians engage in corruption and use public office for personal enrichment, they violate 

the fundamental principles of representative democracy in which politicians are supposed to act as 

agents of citizens and govern on their behalf. Evidence of the detrimental effects of political cor-

ruption is ample and has demonstrated how corruption negatively affects the economy (Mauro 

1995, Tanzi and Davoodi 1998), political and social trust (Seligson 2002; Norris 2012; Rothstein and 

Stolle 2008), human well-being (Holmberg and Rothstein 2012, 2015), and inter- and intrastate sta-

bility (Lapuente and Rothstein 2014). The costs of corruption may also disproportionately fall upon 

poor people (Justesen and Bjørnskov 2014) and contribute to undermining the provision of social 

programs aimed at alleviating poverty (Fisman and Golden 2017, 96). However, despite much 

awareness from international organizations such as the United Nations and the World Bank, cor-

ruption continues to flourish around the world (Fisman and Golden 2017; Keefer 2007; Treisman 

2007)—both in new democracies and in seemingly well-functioning ones.  

South Africa—the country we examine in this paper—serves as a case in point. Often ranked 

as a well-functioning democracy,3 Jacob Zuma—who served as president from May 2009 until Feb-

ruary 2018—has been charged with numerous counts of corruption during his time in office and 

has most recently faced allegations of allowing people from his network—the business tycoons in 

the Gupta family—to obtain lucrative state contracts for their companies.4 Zuma was elected presi-

dent of the African National Congress (ANC) in December 2007 and president of South Africa in 

May 2009, and throughout his tenure in office, corruption levels have increased. Indeed, while the 

perceived level of corruption in South Africa was relatively stable from 1994 to 2007, it increased 

considerably in the subsequent period, as shown in figure 1.5 Despite public concern, Zuma was 

elected president of South Africa in 2009 and re-elected in 2014 before finally being ousted by the 

ANC in February 2018.6 At a more general level, this raises a fundamental puzzle: Why do voters 

support corrupt politicians and their political parties?  

                                                        
3 For instance, Freedom House has ranked South Africa as “Free” since the inaugural post-apartheid election in 1994. 
See https://freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/2016/south-africa 
4 https://www.news24.com/Analysis/10-things-you-should-know-about-the-state-vs-jacob-zuma-20180406  
5 The increase from 2007 to 2014 is 16 percent. The figure is based on the Quality of Government Institute’s Bayesian 
Corruption Index, a composite measure of perceived level of corruption. The data are available at 
https://qog.pol.gu.se/data/datadownloads/qogstandarddata 
6 Our survey data from 2017 (described below) shows that 74% of the South African population thinks it likely or very 
likely that Zuma has been involved in corruption.  



126 
 

Figure 1 Corruption perceptions in South Africa (1994 – 2014) 

      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The literature offers different explanations for this apparent paradox. Some argue that voters sup-

port corrupt politicians simply because they lack information about politicians’ involvement in cor-

ruption (McNally 2016; Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013). Some emphasize that clientelism condi-

tions attitudes toward corrupt candidates, arguing that voters are more likely to support a corrupt 

candidate if they are embedded in his/her clientelist network and receive tangible benefits in return 

for their vote (Weschle 2016; Manzetti and Wilson 2007). Others highlight the importance of parti-

sanship, arguing that party loyalists are more accepting of corruption when it concerns politicians 

from their party (Anduiza, Gallego, and Muñoz 2013). 

Our paper makes three novel contributions to this literature. First, by using an experimental 

design embedded in a new large-scale survey in South Africa, we circumvent causal identification 

problems inherent in observational studies on the effects of political corruption on voter behavior 

(Min 2013; Manzetti and Wilson 2007), allowing us to study how candidates’ corrupt behavior af-

fects their likelihood of attracting support among voters.  

Second, we also add to the emerging literature using experimental designs to study why voters 

support corrupt politicians (Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013, 2016; Weschle 2016; Anduiza, 

Gallego, and Muñoz 2013). However, this literature is usually limited to studying one causal expla-

nation at a time and says little about how those explanations compare to each other and which ex-

planation carries the most weight. Our survey experiment tests different hypotheses of why voters 

support corrupt politicians, using randomly assigned treatment conditions designed to examine the 
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impact of information, clientelism, and partisanship on voter support for corrupt politicians. This 

allows us to adjudicate between different explanations of what drives the (re)election chances of 

corrupt politicians. Understanding the relative strength of these explanations is essential not only to 

diagnose why political corruption is reproduced and operates in equilibrium in some contexts but 

also to fight corruption successfully.  

Third, while our results suggest that voters strongly disapprove of corruption across both the 

informational, clientelist, and partisan treatment conditions, we also find that voters are more leni-

ent toward corruption—and punish corrupt politicians less severely—when faced with the prospect 

of being part of a clientelist transaction involving the exchange of work or jobs for political support. 

While previous work on how clientelist strategies affect voter responses to corruption has focused 

on strategies such as vote buying that take place in the immediate run-up to elections (De La O 

2013; Manzetti and Wilson 2007; Rundquist, Strom, and Peters 1977; Weschle 2016), we provide 

causal evidence on the extent to which patronage—a particular type of relational clientelism 

(Nichter 2014)—directly affects voter support for corrupt politicians.  

Explaining support for corrupt politicians 

Democratic elections are supposed to serve as instruments that voters can use to hold governments 

and politicians accountable for their performance in office (Besley 2006). Elections should, in prin-

ciple, offer voters the opportunity to punish badly performing and corrupt politicians who use pub-

lic office for personal enrichment. Why, then, do voters sometimes support corrupt politicians? 

That is, rather than using elections as a mechanism to kick corrupt politicians out of office, why do 

voters sometimes seem to forgive acts of corruption—even on a grand and repeated scale—

allowing corrupt politicians to survive in office? To answer this question, we draw on the existing 

literature to highlight three different sets of explanations.  

Information  

Lack of information on the part of citizens in a democracy is generally recognized as an impediment 

to the ability of voters to hold politicians accountable for their performance in office (Pande 2011; 

Besley 2006; Keefer 2004). Indeed, Lupia and McCubbins (1993, 1) argue that the major dilemma of 

democratic politics is that “the people who are called upon to make reasoned choices may not be 

capable of doing so” chiefly because voters are often poorly informed about politics.  

Voters may lack information about politicians’ involvement in corruption for several reasons. 

Since corruption is illegal, politicians involved in corruption have obvious and strong incentives to 

prevent this information from reaching the public limelight. The media also plays a crucial role in 
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disseminating to citizens information about politicians and their performance, which should enable 

citizens to cast their vote on an informed basis (Besley and Prat 2006; Besley and Burgess 2002). 

However, voters often face severe informational constraints, since many do not have access to 

newspapers, radio, or TV (Keefer and Khemani 2014).  

Even though voters often lack information about the qualities and performance of political 

candidates’, they still need such information to evaluate and make reasoned judgments on which 

candidate to support on election day. Lack of information may lead to problems of adverse selec-

tion in the sense that poorly informed voters are more likely to elect corrupt candidates for office 

and less likely to replace corrupt incumbents (Besley and Prat 2006).  

Informational constraints may also cause moral hazard problems because voters may not know 

if their elected representatives serve as good agents in the political system, which, in turn, implies 

that politicians can engage in corruption at a lower risk of being punished at election time. Limited 

access to information, therefore, implies that voters may not be aware of a candidate’s corrupt be-

havior and cannot, for this reason, use such information in processing the decision about which 

candidate to support during an election (Rose-Ackerman 1978; Peters and Welch 1980; Geddes 

1994). Indeed, there is substantial empirical evidence suggesting that voters who lack information 

about corruption are more likely to vote for corrupt candidates than voters with better access to 

news media and public information (Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013, 2016; Chong et al. 2015; 

Rundquist, Strom and Peters 1977). Against this background, we expect that voters prefer honest, 

law-abiding politicians and that voters—when informed about a political candidate’s engagement in 

corruption—are likely to punish the politician by withdrawing their support. This leads to our first 

hypothesis:  

H1. Voters will—on average—evaluate politicians who are corrupt in a     

negative way. 

This implies that voters are less likely to vote for a political candidate when they are informed that 

the candidate is corrupt and that the absence of informational cues on candidate corruption leads to 

higher levels of voter support.  

Patronage  

Political clientelism and patronage are widely considered to have adverse effects on both representa-

tive democracy and the economy (Robinson and Verdier 2013; Remmer 2007; Stokes 2007). Rather 

than relying on programmatic policy platforms and the delivery of broad-based public services, par-
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ties using clientelist strategies typically target favors and rewards at specific groups of people in re-

turn for their political support. In this way, clientelist strategies can be used as a tool to increase the 

(re)election chances of politicians—even if they are engaged in corruption. That is, even though 

voters may ideally prefer honest politicians, voter responses to corrupt politicians may be mitigated 

if voters are embedded in politicians’ clientelist networks where materials goods are distributed in 

exchange for political support and votes.   

However, the extent to which clientelist strategies work in terms of increasing voter support is 

contested. On the one hand, when the ballot is secret, voters may simply accept clientelist offers 

from corrupt candidates and vote as they please. Indeed, Lindberg and Morrison (2008) and 

Guardado and Wantchekon (2018) argue that clientelist offers in the form of vote buying have little 

to no effect on the election outcome. On the other hand, other studies have shown that clientelist 

offers are an effective electoral strategy for mobilizing voter support, especially when clientelist 

distribution of goods is used by the incumbent party with access to state resources (Bratton 2008; 

Vicente 2014; Wantchekon 2003) and is targeted at particular types of voters such as the poor 

(Brusco et al. 2004) or people with low levels of information about politics (Kramon 2016). Our 

argument follows this literature as we expect that clientelist offers in the form of patronage—the 

distribution by (incumbent) parties of (public-sector) jobs in exchange for electoral support (Arriola 

2009; Chubb 1982, 91; Rothstein and Varraich 2017, 80; Weingrod 1968, 379)—make voters more 

lenient in their response to corruption, making the prospect of voter punishment less severe for 

corrupt, office-seeking politicians.  

While the literature has examined the prevalence of patronage in different contexts (Wantche-

kon 2003), variations in the allocation of patronage offers (Johnston 1979; Chibber and Nooruddin 

2004; Calvo and Murillo 2004; Remmer 2007), and the inefficiencies that patronage politics generate 

(Robinson and Verdier 2013), we know less about how patronage conditions voter support for poli-

ticians involved in corruption. Indeed, most work on the effects of clientelism on voter responses 

to corruption has focused on strategies such as vote buying that take place in the immediate run-up 

to elections (De La O 2013; Rundquist, Strom and Peters 1977; Weschle 2016).  

However, there are at least three reasons why patronage may shape voter responses to corrupt 

politicians to a larger extent than other clientelist strategies such as vote buying. First, in contrast to 

one-off pre-electoral vote buying schemes, patronage is a form of relational clientelism that involves 

repeated exchanges of material rewards flowing from political parties and candidates, contingent on 

voters reciprocating with political support and votes during election time (Nichter 2014). Thus, 

compared to vote buying, patronage represents a type of clientelist transaction that is more endur-
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ing across different stages of the electoral cycle, holds greater value to the individual voter, and pro-

vides parties with greater discretionary control of the allocation of the future flow of clientelist re-

wards, that is, jobs.  

Second, from the perspective of political parties, patronage offers opportunities for ensuring 

that the clientelist transaction is both repeated over time and contingent on political support. In-

deed, as emphasized by Robinson and Verdier (2013), patronage is an effective political strategy 

precisely because clientelist offers taking the form of a job implies that the offer is reversible and 

can be withdrawn at the discretion of the party. Thereby politicians have “the power to replace one 

worker on the payroll with another” (Wilson 1961, 373) and can substitute one worker for another 

based on their political loyalties. Indeed, Stokes (2005) argues that the success of clientelist strate-

gies depends less on the characteristics of voters than on the ability of politicians to monitor elec-

toral behavior. Keeping voters close at hand by offering them jobs is essential for politicians’ moni-

toring ability (Frye et al. 2014; Remmer 2007) and voter beliefs that their employment situation and 

future income flow is contingent on their expressions of political support.  

Third, when unemployment is high and often clustered in poor areas, patronage is likely to be 

an attractive strategy for mobilizing political support, even if the jobs that are offered are precarious 

and the income flow is low. In the context we examine—South Africa—almost 40 percent of the 

working age population are currently unemployed,7 and unemployment is particularly rife in poor 

urban townships,8 providing fertile grounds for patronage politics. Against this background, our 

second hypothesis is: 

H2. Voters are less likely to punish (and more likely to support) corrupt poli-

ticians if politicians offer clientelist goods in return for votes. 

For the reasons outlined above, we test this hypothesis with application to patronage—rewards in 

the form of work or jobs in return for votes—as an example of a clientelist good.  

Part isanship 

A third factor that may shape how voters respond to political corruption is partisanship, that is, 

voters’ deep-rooted feelings of commitment and attachment toward a particular political party (Bar-

                                                        
7 From April to June 2017, the official unemployment rate plus the number of discouraged job-seekers amounted to 38 
percent (Statistics South Africa 2018). 
8 Unsurprisingly, this also means that unemployment is considered one of the most important problems facing South 
Africa today Our data show that four out of five South Africans report unemployment as one of the most important 
problems in South Africa; 55% reported it as the most important issue; 79% reported it as one of the top three most 
important issues.  
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tells 2002). Strong feelings of partisanship create strong (dis)inclinations to support a particular par-

ty, even when the party or its candidates face allegations of political misconduct and bad govern-

ance. Partisanship may, therefore, also shape voter responses to corruption and make voters more 

forgiving of politicians engaged in—or accused of—corruption (Anduiza, Gallego, and Muñoz 

2013; McNally 2016; Eggers 2014; Min 2013; Rundquist, Strom and Peters 1977). For example, in 

their analysis of voters’ response to corrupt politicians in Spain, Anduiza, Gallego, and Muñoz 

(2013) show that the same offense is judged differently depending on whether the responsible poli-

tician is a member of the respondent’s preferred party.  

The idea that partisanship undermines voters’ willingness to punish corruption is linked to dif-

ferent theories of voting behavior. First, a voter would knowingly support a corrupt candidate if the 

voter assessed that the corrupt candidate—who is a member of the voters’ preferred party and 

shares the voter’s view on a majority of issues—is more favorable than an honest candidate but 

ideologically incongruent candidate (Davis, Hinich and Ordeshook 1970). Second, Persson and 

Tabellini (2000, 77-81) argue that the electoral control of politicians may be undermined by voters’ 

partisanship because partisan voters do not evaluate and elect parties and candidates based on their 

performance in office but, rather, cast their votes based on loyalty to the party. This argument is 

corroborated by several studies providing evidence that partisanship undermines electoral account-

ability (Carey 2003; Treisman 2003; Persson, Tabellini and Trebbi 2003; Kayser and Wlezien 2011). 

On this background, we expect that voters expressing feelings of partisanship toward a particular 

party are more forgiving of corruption when it involves candidates from the party they identify 

with. In the case of South Africa, this implies that supporters of the dominant and governing party, 

the ANC, should be more forgiving of corruption when the perpetrator is an ANC politician:  

H3a. ANC partisans are less likely to punish (and more likely to support)   

corrupt ANC politicians. 

By the same token, we expect supporters of the main opposition party—the Democratic Alliance 

(DA)—to me more forgiving of corrupt DA politicians: 

H3b. DA partisans are less likely to punish (and more likely to support)    

corrupt DA politicians. 
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Research design  

To test the hypotheses outlined above, we rely on a survey experiment embedded into a new na-

tionally representative survey conducted in South Africa in 2017.9 Below, we describe the case selec-

tion, survey data, experimental design, and the model we use to test the hypotheses.  

Case se l e c t ion 

Much of the existing literature on citizen responses to political corruption has directed its attention 

at both highly developed democracies such as Spain, Italy, UK, Japan (Anduiza, Gallego, and 

Muñoz 2013; McNally 2016; Eggers 2014; Min 2013) and middle-income countries such as Mexico, 

Brazil and India (De La O 2013; Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013; 2016; Weschle 2016). However, 

little is known about how voters respond to corrupt politicians in the South African context—

despite mounting evidence that corruption is an increasing problem.  

Corruption is a highly salient political issue on the public agenda in South Africa. During for-

mer president Jacob Zuma’s tenure in office, allegations of corruption against Zuma and the politi-

cal, business, and clientelist networks surrounding him were widespread. The Transparency Interna-

tional Corruption Perceptions Index—ranking countries by their perceived levels of public-sector 

corruption—continues to rank South Africa in the bottom half, corroborating that corruption is a 

significant problem in the country (Transparency International 2016). Although Jacob Zuma was 

replaced as president of the ANC and the Republic of South Africa in February 2018, corruption is 

widely believed to have escalated at all levels of government in South Africa during the past 10 

years. South Africa therefore provides a good setting for examining how voters respond to political 

corruption.  

South Africa has held regular elections at the national, provincial, and municipal level since its 

transition to post-Apartheid democracy in 1994. The survey experiment revolves around a hypo-

thetical candidate running for office in a municipal election. We focus on candidates running for 

office in a municipal election for three reasons. First, while grand corruption at the national level 

often makes the news headlines, corruption is also a major concern at the municipal level. Since 

municipalities play a key role as providers of basic services such as water, sanitation, and electricity, 

corruption at the municipal level easily contributes to undermining the delivery of public services to 

citizens in South Africa.  

Second, municipal elections were held in South Africa on August 3, 2016—around a year be-

fore the fielding of our survey. This means that the 2016 municipal elections were closer in time to 

                                                        
9 The survey experiment is registered under ID 20171003AA at www.egap.org.  
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our survey (July/August 2017) than the most recent national election (2014) or the closest upcom-

ing national election (2019). Moreover, the 2016 municipal elections in South Africa were widely 

considered to be landslide elections because they constituted the worst electoral result for the ANC 

since the inception of democratic elections in 1994. Even though the ANC won around 56% of the 

national vote total, they lost the mayor’s office in a number of the big cities (Johannesburg, Nelson 

Mandela Bay, and Tshwane). Therefore, even if the survey was fielded a year later, the 2016 munici-

pal elections are likely to be salient in the minds of voters.  

Third, national elections in South Africa use a closed-list proportional electoral system, where 

the ballot structure allows voters to cast a vote for a political party only, and not for individual can-

didates. Therefore, in the context of national elections in South Africa, it makes more sense to ask 

people about their support for a political party, whereas it is harder to ask about support for a spe-

cific political candidate. In contrast, municipal elections in South Africa use a hybrid electoral sys-

tem where voters in Metros—South Africa’s eight biggest cities—cast two votes: one for a ward 

councilor and one for a party on a party list, used to increase the proportionality of the votes-to-

seats allocation within municipalities. In areas outside of the Metros, voters likewise vote for a ward 

councilor and a political party, and also cast a vote for a party for so-called district municipalities 

that are responsible for broader issues of local development. Importantly, across all municipalities, 

candidates running for office as ward councilors compete in single-member districts with plurality 

elections. This differs from how candidates compete and are elected in national elections and im-

plies that voters in municipal election have the opportunity to vote for individual candidates and use 

the act of voting to hold ward councilors individually accountable for their performance in office. 

Moreover, the plurality voting inherent in South Africa’s municipal electoral system also plays a 

crucial role in light of our second hypothesis—that clientelist offers soften voters’ response to cor-

ruption—because previous work has argued that clientelism flourishes in countries with electoral 

systems that provide incentives to cultivate personal votes (Birch 2007). 

Survey  

The data we use are from a new survey we designed that was fielded during July and August 2017 

with the assistance of Citizen Surveys, a research consultancy based in Cape Town and specializing 

in survey research. To ensure a nationally representative study covering all nine provinces of South 

Africa, sampling was done using a stratified, multistage probability sample with a) disproportional 

stratification and b) random sampling of enumeration areas within which c) random walks were 

conducted by field workers to identify which households to select, after which d) an automated and 

tablet-based randomization procedure was used to select the respondent to interview within the 
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household. The sample size is n=1,500 and is representative at the national level (the response rate 

was 77.5%).  

Interviews were done face-to-face by trained enumerators using tablets with pre-coded ques-

tionnaires available to the respondent in one of six languages. For the experiment, respondents were 

randomly assigned to receive one of five versions of the survey experiment (described in detail be-

low). Respondents were assigned to treatment groups using complete random assignment, which 

was pre-coded onto the tablets, meaning that the randomization process was automated and inde-

pendent of enumerators and outside of their control.  

Experiment  

To test why voters sometimes vote for corrupt candidates in the South African context, we de-

signed a survey experiment involving a hypothetical political candidate running for election to the 

municipal council. In the experiment, we randomly varied information on the candidate’s corrupt 

activities, the candidate’s use of patronage, and the party of the candidate. The description of a hy-

pothetical candidate follows the approach of other studies of voter or citizen attitudes toward dif-

ferent characteristics or activities of political candidates (Weitz-Shapiro 2014; Anduiza, Gallego, and 

Muñoz 2013; Klašnja and Tucker 2013; Muñoz et al. 2016; Weitz-Shapiro and Winters 2013). It 

allows us to hold the environment constant and avoids compromising specific politicians. We use 

five experimental conditions, the first and simplest of which we use as the baseline (control) condi-

tion. Table 1 shows the five randomly assigned questions in the survey experiment, where the italics 

demonstrate the differences in the wording offered to the treatment groups.  

All five versions describe a political candidate who has worked hard in the municipal council 

to build a new health clinic in the area where the respondent lives. We decided that the description 

of the political candidate should include positive features—working hard to build a new health clin-

ic in the local area—to give the candidate an appealing, but still realistic, characteristic (working 

hard) on an issue (health) that is important to most voters, making it harder for respondents to out-

right reject the candidate. The control group is given no additional information. The first treatment 

group is informed that the political candidate is also known for taking bribes from businesses when 

handing out government contracts (corruption information treatment), which is considered a wide-

spread form of state-business corruption in South Africa (Beresford 2015; Southall 2008). All the 

remaining three versions of the survey experiments include information on corruption (as in the 

first treatment group) varying either the party (ANC or DA) or the offering of a job or work in re-

turn for the respondent’s vote (patronage).  
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Note, however, that to examine partisanship effects (H3a and H3b), we need to match re-

spondents’ partisan affiliation with the relevant party identity treatments (ANC or DA treatments). 

Therefore, examining partisanship effects requires that we interact the treatment conditions with an 

indicator variable of respondents’ partisan affiliation. After hearing the prompt, all respondents 

were asked how likely they would be to vote for that candidate using a five-point scale from 0 (very 

unlikely) to 4 (very likely). This experiment serves as the basis for testing the hypotheses developed 

earlier.  

Table 1 Survey experimental prompts 

Condition Text with treatment conditions in italics 

Baseline (control) 
Let’s say that a political candidate is running for election to the municipal 
council in your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the municipal 
council to build a new health clinic in your area. 

Treatment 1:  
Corruption      
information 

Let’s say that a political candidate is running for election to the municipal 
council in your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the municipal 
council to build a new health clinic in your area and is known for taking bribes from 
businesses when handing out government contracts. 

Treatment 2:  
ANC 

Let’s say that a political candidate from the ANC is running for election to the 
municipal council in your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the 
municipal council to build a new health clinic in your area and is known for taking 
bribes from businesses when handing out government contracts. 

Treatment 3: 
DA 

Let’s say that a political candidate from the DA is running for election to the 
municipal council in your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the 
municipal council to build a new health clinic in your area and is known for taking 
bribes from businesses when handing out government contracts. 

Treatment 4: 
Patronage 

Let’s say that a political candidate is running for election to the municipal 
council in your municipality and has offered YOU work or a job in return for your 
vote. The candidate has worked hard in the municipal council to build a new 
health clinic in your area and is known for taking bribes from businesses when handing 
out government contracts. 

Model  and es t imation 

We analyze the survey experiment using a baseline regression model equivalent to equation (1):  

(1) yi= a + dTi + ei 

In (1), y is the outcome measured by the five-point scale of responses to the experimental condi-

tions outlined above. T denotes the experimental treatment where respondents are randomly as-

signed to one of the five experimental groups; a denotes the average level of support for respond-

ents in the control group, and d constitutes the parameter of interest—the causal effect of the 

treatments on the outcome. The causal effect of the treatment on candidate support is identified by 
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d, provided that Cov(T, e)=0, which is satisfied given the randomized assignment of respondents 

into different experimental groups.  

To validate the randomization procedure, appendix A includes a randomization check of all 

treatment groups and demonstrates that there are no major differences between the five experi-

mental groups on a standard set of pre-treatment covariates including gender, age, racial group, 

education, mother’s education, father’s education, unemployment, poverty level, and province.10  

We have also tested whether missing values on the outcome variable—that is, respondents who 

answered, “don’t know” or refused to answer—are systematically related to the treatment groups 

(see appendix B). For instance, one of the experimental treatment conditions may have been per-

ceived as more controversial and generated more refusals or “don’t know” responses. We have rela-

tively few missing values on the outcome (48 observations in total), and their distribution is roughly 

similar across all treatment conditions. Similarly, the pre-treatment covariates listed above are gen-

erally unrelated to missing values.11 Since these simple checks validate our randomization procedure, 

the results are obtained from regressions that do not include additional covariates. The only excep-

tion is when we test for partisanship, where we include interactions between the treatment groups 

and a variable asking respondents which party, if any, they identify with. The results shown are ob-

tained using OLS regression with standard errors that are aligned with the level of randomization. 

That is, since we have used complete random assignment at the individual level, we use standard 

errors that follow that level too and are not clustered at some aggregate level (cf. Abadie et al. 2017).  

Results 

We begin by displaying the overall distribution of the outcome variable across all experimental 

groups in figure 2. This shows that voter support for the hypothetical candidates who are presented 

in the experimental conditions is generally fairly low with an average of 1.50 (SD=1.46; n=1452) on 

the scale from zero (very unlikely) to four (very likely). Given that the four treatments incorporate a 

corrupt candidate, the overall low level of voter support is not surprising but in line with our first 

hypothesis—that voters generally do not support corrupt candidates.  

 

 

 

                                                        
10 The balance test shows that there is a statistically significant difference between group 1 and 4 on the gender variable. 
However, on all other covariates, no statistically significant differences are found.  
11 The only exception is that there are slightly more missing values in the Free State province. However, the numbers 
are fairly small at a provincial level: In total, there are only 12 missing values on the outcome in the Free State province.  
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Figure 2 Support for political candidates (distribution of outcome variable) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To test whether voter information, party identification, and patronage have an impact on the level 

of voter support for political candidates, figure 3 displays the first set of results from regressions 

with candidate support as the outcome variable and the experimental groups as the treatment indi-

cators. Figure 3 shows the effect of each of the four treatment conditions in table 1, compared to 

the control group. The dots denote the magnitude of the coefficient for each treatment group—the 

level of support for the candidate relative to the control group—while the dashed lines show confi-

dence intervals at the 95 percent level. The vertical line denotes the value zero and shows whether 

confidences intervals cut across zero.  

The results in figure 3 show that all treatment conditions involving a corrupt candidate—the 

informational cue on candidate corruption, additional information on the identity of the party of 

the corrupt candidate, and the patronage offer of jobs-for-votes by the corrupt candidate—have a 

strong and statistically significant negative effect on the likelihood that voters would support such a 

candidate with a vote. Indeed, relative to the mean of the control group (2.57), the average level of 

support across all treatment groups is substantially lower, with coefficient sizes ranging from -1.10 

to -1.52.  

The top part of figure 3 shows the result for the information treatment, testing hypothesis 1. 

While otherwise being equivalent to the profile of the candidate in the control group, respondents 

in the informational treatment group were informed only that the candidate running for election to 

the municipal council is known for taking bribes from businesses when handing out government 
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contracts. Relative to the control group candidate, this piece of information lowers support for the 

corrupt candidate with -1.30 on the scale from zero to four, corresponding to nearly 90% of a 

standard deviation on the outcome variable. This result supports hypothesis 1 and shows that in-

formation on candidate involvement in corruption leads to lower voter support. The finding is also 

in line with the literature emphasizing that access to information leads to greater voter sanctioning 

of bad performance and corruption by politicians (Pande 2011; Besley and Prat 2006; Keefer 2004). 

Figure 3 Voting for corrupt candidates (effect of information, party identity, and patronage)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

In the patronage treatment (testing hypothesis 2), the corrupt candidate offers the respondent 

(voter) a job or work in return for his/her vote. That is, the corrupt candidate engages in a particu-

lar form of clientelist exchange—patronage—where work or jobs are exchanged for votes and used 

to mobilize political support (Robinson and Verdier 2013; Stokes 2007). In this way, corrupt politi-

cians may use patronage as a mechanism to appease voters by including them into the candidate’s 

clientelist network through the offering of work or a job in return for their vote. The result for the 

patronage treatment in figure 3 shows that—even when candidates make use of patronage as a 

mode of political campaigning and distribution—voters still display significantly lower levels of 

support relative to the control group. Interestingly, however, the size of the coefficient (-1.10) for 

the patronage treatment is much lower than for any of the other treatment conditions. This result is 

partially in line with hypothesis 2: While voters still punish candidates who engage in corruption and 

clientelism simultaneously, on average voters are also more lenient in the face of patronage schemes 

and punish candidates less severely. That is, voters do not display greater support for corrupt candi-
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dates that use clientelist modes of distribution to mobilize support, but they punish them less se-

verely. The use of patronage, therefore, seems to work asymmetrically—not by increasing voter 

support relative to honest candidates, but by reducing the electoral cost suffered by politicians in-

volved in corruption.  

To explore this issue further, figure 4 compares the patronage treatment to the four remaining 

experimental conditions (using the patronage treatment as the reference). Of particular interest here 

is the comparison between the patronage treatment and information treatment—with a candidate 

who is corrupt—because those two are equivalent (both are corrupt), except that the former uses 

patronage to cultivate votes. Figure 4 corroborates that the patronage treatment induces higher 

support—or lower punishment—compared to the corruption information treatment (and the re-

mainder of the treatments). That is, relative to the patronage treatment, the coefficients of the other 

treatments (except the baseline) are negative. This shows that politicians who are known to be cor-

rupt can use patronage to mitigate the electoral costs of corruption and suggests that patronage 

often co-exists with corruption because it is an instrument corrupt politicians can use to secure their 

survival in office.  

Figure 4 Corruption and patronage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

The final two treatment conditions establish the corrupt candidate as being either from the govern-

ing party, the ANC, or the main opposition party, the DA. While these tests do not speak directly to 
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the control group (figure 3) when the candidate’s party is known, although the DA candidate seems 

to receive slightly harsher punishment than the ANC candidate. 

To test how partisanship shapes voter responses to corruption among politicians—hypotheses 

H3a and H3b—we need to extend the regression model based purely on experimental treatment 

groups by adding an interaction term with a partisanship covariate. To do so, we use a question 

asking respondents (early in the questionnaire) what party, if any, they identify with. We construct 

two binary partisanship variables. One for respondents who identify with the ANC—the dominant, 

governing party in South Africa—and one for respondents identifying with the DA, the largest op-

position party. In both cases, the reference groups are “all other voters.” This introduces a non-

experimental covariate into the model and implies that we need to be cautious with regard to inter-

preting the results as expressions of causal effects (Gerber and Green 2012, 301-302).  

Figure 5a & 5b ANC (5a) / DA (5b) partisans support for corrupt ANC (5a) / DA (5b) politicians 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

With this caveat, figures 5a and 5b show results from two regressions where the experimental 

treatments in table 1 are first interacted with the ANC partisanship covariate (figure 5a), and second 

with the DA partisanship covariate (figure 5b). While the regression models include a full set of 

interactions between all treatment conditions and each of the partisanship indicators, figures 5a and 

5b show only the marginal effects of the ANC (5a) and DA (5b) treatments, using ANC partisan-

ship (denoted 1 in figure 5a) or DA partisanship (denoted 1 in figure 5b) as moderators, that is, the 

marginal effects of the party treatments, conditional on voter partisanship.  
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However, it is clear from figures 5a and 5b that partisanship does little to moderate voters’ 

support for corrupt politicians. Although ANC partisans (figure 5a) are slightly more forgiving of 

corruption if the perpetrator is an ANC politician, the difference is not statistically significant. The 

same picture emerges from figure 5b—where the DA treatment is interacted with DA partisanship. 

Again, support for a corrupt political candidate from the DA does not differ much across DA parti-

sans and other voters. Overall, these results do not suggest that partisanship matters much for voter 

support for corrupt candidates in the South African context. Indeed, corrupt politicians are pun-

ished by markedly lower support from voters across political party divides and party loyalties. 

Conclusion 

Democratic elections are supposed to allow voters to kick corrupt politicians out of office. Howev-

er, in many democracies around the world, voters frequently cast their ballots for candidates who 

are involved in corruption. In this article, we have examined why voters sometimes support—or 

punish—corrupt politicians, emphasizing the role of information, patronage, and partisanship for 

voter responses to politician involvement in corruption.  

Using survey experimental data from South Africa, we show that voters generally punish cor-

ruption in the sense that they express lower levels of support for candidates who are known to be 

corrupt. Thus, eliciting information about a candidate’s corrupt behavior makes voters less inclined 

to support that candidate. While the literature on the role of information is largely inconclusive 

when it comes to the effects of information on voter behavior (Lieberman et al. 2014), our results 

are more in line with the part of the literature that suggests that access to information plays a role 

for voter responses to corruption and clientelism (Weitz-Shapiro and Winter 2016; Chong et al. 

2015; Fujiwara and Wantchekon 2013; Banerjee et al. 2011). These results do not necessarily imply 

that increased access to information is the key driver in fighting political corruption, but they do 

suggest that certain types of voter evaluations related to candidate corruption can be swayed by 

eliciting information on political corruption.  

Our results also show that voters will punish corruption regardless of whether they share party 

affiliation with the corrupt candidate. That is, in contrast to other studies (McNally 2016; Eggers 

2014; Anduiza et al. 2013), our results do not find strong partisanship effects in the South African 

context. Even though South Africa is a country with a well-organized dominant party that has gen-

erally benefitted from strong senses of voter loyalty rooted in the ANC’s key role in the struggle 

against apartheid and in shaping the subsequent democratic transition, our results suggest that parti-

sanship does not always make voters more forgiving of corrupt politicians. While we cannot say 
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what contextual factors make partisans less forgiving of corruption in South Africa, it is plausible 

that continuing and increasing problems of corruption over time—combined with lack of social 

development in large parts of the population—make even the most steadfast partisans grow weary 

of corruption.  

 However, our survey experiment does show that if corrupt politicians employ patronage—the 

exchange of work or jobs for political support—as an electoral strategy, voters are more lenient and 

lower their level of punishment of political candidates. Clientelism can, therefore, be used as a polit-

ical strategy not just to mobilize the electoral support (Nichter 2008) or persuade voters to support 

particular parties (Stokes 2005) but also as a tool politicians can use to compensate voters for being 

involved in corruption. In contexts where corruption is thriving alongside electoral democracy, this 

suggests that clientelism plays a pivotal role in enhancing the (re)election chances of corrupt politi-

cians. Clientelism may, therefore, be a significant part of the reason why voters support corrupt 

politicians, why some corrupt politicians manage to survive in office, and why clientelism and cor-

ruption often co-exist and operate as mutually reinforcing forces (Kitschelt 2007; Manzetti and Wil-

son 2007). 

These findings have implications for the fight against corruption since they suggest that clien-

telism serves to nourish corruption and that corrupt politicians can use clientelist strategies to ap-

pease voter responses to corruption. Anti-corruption efforts should, therefore, focus not only on 

informing voters about candidates’ involvement in corruption but also seek to address and reduce 

the use of clientelist strategies during electoral campaigns. That is, anti-vote-buying campaigns (Vi-

cente 2014) and campaigns aimed at limiting the appeal of clientelism as a political strategy (Fujiwa-

ra and Wantchekon 2013) may also serve to weaken the durability of political corruption.  

Future avenues of research should explore whether clientelism only lessens voters’ willingness 

to punish corrupt politicians when it takes the form of patronage or whether other types of clien-

telism have the same effect on voter responses to corruption. More work on the mechanisms link-

ing clientelism to corruption is also needed. While the empirical evidence in this article demon-

strates that patronage lessens voters’ willingness to punish corrupt candidates, we need to know 

more about why voters who are offered clientelist benefits in exchange for their votes are more 

lenient toward corrupt candidates. Finally, future research could explore the effect of clientelism on 

voters’ willingness to support corrupt candidates in other contexts. While South Africa is an exam-

ple of a country in which corruption is highly salient, information on corruption, partisanship, and 

clientelism may affect voters’ responsiveness to corruption differently in countries with different 

political institutions, party systems, and clientelist cultures.  
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Supplemental appendix  

Appendix A. Balance t es t s  

The table shows the results from the Anova-test and provides evidence that the control group and 

treatment groups are similar regarding age, education, mother’s education, father’s education, un-

employment, poverty level, race, and region. However, there is a statistically significant difference 

between groups 1 and 4 on the gender variable. 

 Control Treatment 1: 
Corruption info. 

Treatment 2: 
ANC 

Treatment 3: 
DA 

Treatment 4: 
Patronage P-value 

Female 0.54 0.53 0.62 0.48 0.58 0.01 
Age 38.72 39.34 38.92 39.14 38.29 0.94 
Education 3.68 3.70 3.65 3.63 3.72 0.96 
Mother’s educ. 2.55 2.75 2.61 2.49 2.70 0.55 
Father’s educ. 2.59 2.76 2.62 2.40 2.64 0.46 
Unemployment 0.39 0.41 0.34 0.42 0.39 0.33 
Poverty 5.07 4.99 4.99 4.98 4.83 0.91 
Black 0.69 0.70 0.69 0.66 0.69 0.90 
Colored 0.14 0.11 0.16 0.19 0.16 0.11 
Indian 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.95 
White 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.67 
Eastern Cape 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.99 
Free State 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.99 
Gauteng 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.99 
Kwa-Zulu Natal 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.99 
Limpopo 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.99 
Mpumalanga 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.99 
Northern Cape 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 1.00 
North West 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.99 
Western Cape 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.99 
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Appendix B. Miss ing values  on outcome 

Treatment 1: Corruption information -0.00 
 (-0.00) 
Treatment 2: ANC -0.00 
 (-0.00) 
Treatment 3: DA 0.01 
 (0.70) 
Treatment 4: Patronage 0.02 
 (1.16) 
Constant (control group) 0.03 
 (2.62) 
Observations 1500 
R2 0.00 
NOTE: Results from OLS regression with a binary dependent variable, where missing values are 
coded 1 and non-missing values are coded as 0. This variable is regressed on the treatment group 
indicator to examine if there are differences between the treatment groups.  
* Significant (p < 0.01). ** Significant (p < 0.05). *** Significant (p < 0.001). 
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Appendix C. Summary s tat i s t i c s  

Variable Observations Mean Std. dev. Min Max 
Experimental group 1452 3 1.41 1 5 
Outcome variable 1452 1.50 1.46 0 4 
ANC partisans 1433 0.29 0.46 0 1 
DA partisans 1433 0.09 0.29 0 1 
Female 1500 0.55 0.50 0 1 
Age 1500 38.88 16.03 18 95 
Education 1492 3.67 1.53 0 8 
Mother’s education 1213 2.62 1.91 0 8 
Father’s education 1100 2.60 2.02 0 8 
Unemployment 1489 0.39 0.49 0 1 
Poverty 1500 4.97 3.08 0 12 
Black 1500 0.684 0.47 0 1 
Colored 1500 0.154 0.36 0 1 
Indian 1500 0.058 0.23 0 1 
White 1500 0.10 0.31 0 1 
Eastern Cape 1500 0.14 0.34 0 1 
Free State 1500 0.10 0.29 0 1 
Gauteng 1500 0.19 0.39 0 1 
Kwa-Zulu Natal 1500 0.18 0.39 0 1 
Limpopo 1500 0.07 0.25 0 1 
Mpumalanga 1500 0.06 0.24 0 1 
Northern Cape 1500 0.04 0.20 0 1 
North West 1500 0.06 0.24 0 1 
Western Cape 1500 0.16 0.36 0 1 
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Appendix D. Variable  descr ipt ion 

Variable: ANC partisans. 
Description: Share of respondents who feel close to the ANC. 
Question(s): Many people feel close to a particular political party over a long period of time, although 
they may occasionally vote for a different party. What about you? Do you usually think of yourself 
as close to a particular party? & Which party do you feel close to? 
Response categories: Yes, No, Refuse to answer, Don’t know & African Christian Democratic Party 
(ACDP), African Muslim Party, African National Congress (ANC), Afrikaner Unity Movement, 
Agang, Azanian People’s Organisation (AZAPO), Congress of the People (COPE), Democratic 
Alliance (DA), Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF), Federal Alliance, Freedom Front Plus (FF+), 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP), Minority Front, National Freedom Party, New National Party / 
Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP), Pan Africanist Congress (PAC), United Democratic Party (UCDP), 
United Democratic Movement, Other [Specify], Don’t know, Refuse to answer. 

Variable: DA partisans. 
Description: Share of respondents who feel close to the DA. 
Question(s): Many people feel close to a particular political party over a long period of time, although 
they may occasionally vote for a different party. What about you? Do you usually think of yourself 
as close to a particular party? & Which party do you feel close to? 
Response categories: Yes, No, Refuse to answer, Don’t know & African Christian Democratic Party 
(ACDP), African Muslim Party, African National Congress (ANC), Afrikaner Unity Movement, 
Agang, Azanian People’s Organisation (AZAPO), Congress of the People (COPE), Democratic 
Alliance (DA), Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF), Federal Alliance, Freedom Front Plus (FF+), 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP), Minority Front, National Freedom Party, New National Party / 
Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP), Pan Africanist Congress (PAC), United Democratic Party (UCDP), 
United Democratic Movement, Other [Specify], Don’t know, Refuse to answer. 

Variable: Female 
Description: Respondent’s gender 
Question(s): Please give me the name, surname, gender, and age of ALL the people aged 18 years and 
older who live in this household? Please give me their names from the youngest to the oldest. 
Response categories: [Open-ended]. 

Variable: Age 
Description: Respondent’s age 
Question(s): Please give me the name, surname, gender, and age of ALL the people aged 18 years and 
older who live in this household? Please give me their names from the youngest to the oldest. 
Response categories: [Open-ended]. 

Variable: Education 
Description: Respondent’s level of education. 
Question(s): What is the highest level of education you have completed?  
Response categories: No schooling, Primary schooling incomplete, Primary schooling complete, Sec-
ondary/high school incomplete, Completed Matric, Some college / technikon / university / trade 
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school / still studying, Completed college / technikon diploma / trade school, Completed universi-
ty degree, Post-graduate degree. 

Variable: Mother’s education 
Description: Respondent’s mother’s level of education 
Question(s): What is the highest level of education your MOTHER completed? 
Response categories: No schooling, Primary schooling incomplete, Primary schooling complete, Sec-
ondary/high school incomplete, Completed Matric, Some college / technikon / university / trade 
school / still studying, Completed college / technikon diploma / trade school, Completed universi-
ty degree, Post-graduate degree. 

Variable: Father’s education 
Description: Respondent’s father’s level of education 
Question(s): What is the highest level of education your FATHER completed? 
Response categories: No schooling, Primary schooling incomplete, Primary schooling complete, Sec-
ondary/high school incomplete, Completed Matric, Some college / technikon / university / trade 
school / still studying, Completed college / technikon diploma / trade school, Completed universi-
ty degree, Post-graduate degree. 

Variable: Unemployment 
Description: Share of people who are “Unemployed and looking for work” and “Unemployed and 
not looking for work” 
Question(s): With regard to employment, what is your occupational status? Are you…? 
Response categories: Self-employed / own business, Working full-time, Working part-time / contract / 
casual / seasonal work, Unemployed and looking for work, Unemployed and not looking for work, 
Scholar at school, Student at college, university etc., Disabled or receive a disability grant, Retired / 
Pensioner, Housewife, Other (Specify), Refuse to answer. 

Variable: Poverty 
Description: We measure poverty through the Living Standard Measures, which is based on 25 ques-
tions regarding whether the respondent has different material goods in his or her household. 
Question(s): Please tell me which of the following are presently in your household. Do you have  … ? 
Response categories: Yes/No. 

Variable: Race 
Description: Respondent’s race by observation only, the interviewer does not ask respondent. 
Question(s): What is the respondent’s race? 
Response categories: Black; Colored; Indian, White. 

Variable: Province 
Description: The province where the respondent lives. This information is automatically captured via 
the GPS coordinates. 
Question(s): -. 
Response categories: -. 
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Article 4 
Buying the votes of the poor: How 
the electoral system matters 

Louise Thorn Bøttkjær1 and Mogens Kamp Justesen2 

Elections in new democracies often involve the use of vote buying by political 

parties trying to mobilize voter support. While poverty is generally considered a 

key source of vote buying, we examine how the character of the electoral system 

conditions the effect of poverty. We argue that the effects of poverty on vote 

buying are strongest in electoral systems with incentives to cultivate personal 

votes—that is, under plurality voting, where district magnitude is low, and in 

open-list proportional systems. Empirically, we examine this argument using 

cross-country data from Latin America and Africa. While there is a strong corre-

lation between poverty and vote buying, our results suggest that the effect of 

poverty on vote buying weakens as district magnitude increases and when closed-

list ballots are used. Political incentives built into the electoral system may, there-

fore, shape incentives of political candidates to target vote-buying campaigns at 

the poor during elections. 

Publication Status: Invited to revise and resubmit with Electoral Studies. 

                                                        
1 Department of Business and Politics, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark. E-mail: ltb.dbp@cbs.dk. 
2 Department of Business and Politics, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark. E-mail: mkj.dbp@cbs.dk. 
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Introduction 

Fraudulent means of winning often accompany elections in new democracies. A prominent source 

of election fraud is vote buying, defined as “the proffering to voters of cash or (more commonly) 

minor consumption goods by political parties, in office or opposition, in exchange for the recipi-

ent’s vote” (Brusco et al. 2004, 67). While the economic rewards exchanged in return for votes at 

the micro level may be relatively small, the large-scale political and economic implications of vote 

buying are profound: Vote buying may subvert accountability links between voters and elected rep-

resentatives, undermine the fairness of the electoral process, and prevent voters from having their 

interests represented in the political system (Stokes 2005, 2007). Attempts by political candidates to 

mobilize support by distributing cash or material benefits to voters in exchange for support may 

also distort political incentives to provide distributive policies benefitting the poor (Khemani 2015) 

and reduce the supply of public goods (Baland and Robinson 2007). 

While clientelist practices such as vote buying may be politically expedient as a means of mo-

bilizing voter support (Vicente and Wantchekon 2009), the extent to which parties employ vote-

buying campaigns during elections varies a lot across countries in the developing world.  Figure 1 

shows the distribution of vote buying in 56 countries in Latin America and Africa based on survey 

data from the Afrobarometer and LAPOP.3 

Figure 1 Vote buying in Africa and Latin America 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
3 We explain the data in detail later in the paper. 
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The survey questions asked respondents whether they had been offered material benefits in return 

for their vote in the most recent national election. In some countries—such as Uganda and Ken-

ya—vote buying is very widespread during elections, while in others—like Namibia and Tunisia—

vote buying is a fairly rare event. Moreover, within both the African and Latin American regions, 

vote buying varies a lot. Although the average for the African countries (15.4%) is slightly higher 

than for the Latin American countries (12.4%), vote buying also occurs frequently during elections 

in some Latin American countries, for example, the Dominican Republic and Mexico. This illus-

trates that political parties continue to allocate resources to vote-buying campaigns during elections, 

even though practically all new democracies have—at least nominally—adopted the secret ballot as 

part of their bundle of democratic institutions. This raises the question of why the level of vote 

buying differs so much across new democracies and what factors contribute to explaining this varia-

tion. 

In the existing literature, it is widely accepted that poverty is a key source of vote buying at 

both the micro and macro level: Poor countries are supposed to have higher levels of vote buying, 

and within countries too, poor people are often identified as the prime targets of vote-buying cam-

paigns by political parties (Jensen and Justesen 2014; Stokes et al. 2013). However, poverty does not 

always translate into widespread vote buying, nor are incentives for political parties and candidates 

to pursue costly vote-buying campaigns always uniform. In this paper, we examine how the charac-

ter of the electoral system may condition the effect of poverty on vote buying using cross-sectional 

data for 56 countries in Africa and Latin America. We focus on three features of the electoral sys-

tem—the electoral formula, district magnitude, and ballot structure—and argue that the effects of 

poverty on vote buying are strongest in countries where the electoral system is candidate-centered 

rather than party-centered—that is, in plurality systems where district magnitude is low and in open-

list proportional systems.  

In this way, our paper adds to the growing literature on electoral clientelism and its link to 

poverty (Aidt and Jensen 2016; Mares 2015; De Kadt and Larreguy 2018; Gans-Morse et al. 2014; 

Jensen and Justesen 2014; Stokes et al. 2013; Vicente and Wantchekon 2009; Nichter 2008; 

Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007; Stokes 2005, see Mares and Young 2016 for a review of the litera-

ture). We contribute to this literature in two ways.  

First, we examine under what conditions poverty affects vote buying and what factors con-

tribute to strengthen or weaken the relationship between poverty and vote buying across countries. 

We argue that while poverty creates fertile grounds for vote buying, the extent to which parties and 

political candidates allocate resources to buy votes during elections is moderated by political incen-
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tives to pursue personal votes. To this end, we draw on the literature on electoral institutions where 

it is widely accepted that the nature of the electoral system shapes the incentives of political candi-

dates to “cultivate a personal vote” (Hicken and Simmons 2008; Hicken 2007; Chang and Golden 

2007; Chang 2005; Persson and Tabellini 2003; Cox and McCubbins 2001; Carey and Shugart 1995). 

We argue that although poverty makes vote buying an attractive electoral strategy for political par-

ties, the electoral system may offset the adverse effects of poverty by altering incentives for political 

candidates to pursue personal votes.  

Second, we contribute to the literature by conducting an empirical analysis of the relationship 

between poverty, electoral systems, and vote buying for 56 countries in Africa and Latin America—

the two regions where data on vote buying are available from public opinion barometers. While 

most of the literature on electoral clientelism and vote buying consists of single-country studies, our 

paper is the first to provide evidence on how electoral institutions shape the relationship between 

poverty and vote buying for a broad cross-section of countries.   

Our paper also contributes to the literature on electoral institutions, “the personal vote,” and 

corruption (Hicken and Simmons 2008; Hicken 2007; Chang 2005; Chang and Golden 2007; Ku-

nicova and Rose-Ackerman 2005; Alt and Lassen 2003; Persson and Tabellini 2003; Persson et al. 

2003; Lizzeri and Persico 2001). We contribute to this literature in two ways. First, while this litera-

ture typically focuses on generic forms of political and administrative corruption, for example, using 

Transparency International’s corruption perception index, we, in contrast, examine a form of elec-

toral corruption—vote buying—that political candidates can control more directly, and which may 

directly affect their chances of being elected to office. Using vote buying as the main concept and 

dependent variable creates a closer connection between the electoral incentives politicians face and 

their behavior and campaign strategies during elections. It also highlights the importance of distin-

guishing between corruption involved in the process of getting elected—electoral corruption—and 

corruption exercised from an established position of public office (Mares and Visconti 2016).  

Second, while much of the literature on electoral institutions argues that plurality systems 

produce less corruption than proportional systems (Kunicova and Rose-Ackerman 2005; Alt and 

Lassen 2003; Persson and Tabellini 2003; Persson et al. 2003), our argument is closer to the work of 

Birch (2007), who shows that electoral misconduct is more widespread in plurality systems. Howev-

er, within the group of proportional systems, closed- and open-list systems may have very different 

effects on (electoral) corruption and public policy (Hicken and Simmons 2008; Hicken 2007; Chang 

and Golden 2007; Chang 2005; Persson and Tabellini 2003; Persson et al. 2003; Kunicová and 

Rose-Ackerman 2005). While there is no consensus on this issue, our argument implies that propor-
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tional systems with open lists create incentives to cultivate the personal vote that are similar to the 

incentives generated by plurality systems and that the effect of poverty on vote buying is stronger in 

open-list systems.  

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section explains the argument 

linking poverty to vote buying. The section after outlines the main features of the electoral system 

and how these may affect vote buying. We then explain the interaction argument and elaborate on 

why the electoral system conditions the relationship between poverty and vote buying. Next, we 

describe the data and methods employed in the empirical part. The subsequent section presents the 

results of the empirical analysis. The final section concludes with the main findings. 

Poverty and vote buying  

The most prominent explanations of vote buying and electoral clientelism arguably revolve around 

the effects of poverty and economic development (Jensen and Justesen 2014; Stokes et al. 2013; 

Scott 1969). Indeed, the history of the rise and fall of vote markets in Western Europe and the USA 

suggests that economic development and the decline of poverty contribute to explaining why vote 

buying is more widespread in some countries than others. Stokes et al. (2013) and Aidt and Jensen 

(2016) argue that, historically, vote buying in Western countries diminished as a consequence of 

industrialization and economic development. For voters, economic development meant increasing 

incomes, which, in turn, made voters less inclined to sell their votes for relatively small economic 

rewards. For political parties, economic development meant a smaller pool of poor voters, and 

therefore, vote buying became increasingly costly—relative to supplying public services—as a strat-

egy for mobilizing electoral support (Stokes et al. 2013, 212-213).  

Aidt and Jensen (2016) argue that economic development was also instrumental in increasing 

the power of groups supporting secret ballot reform. The move from open to secret voting, in turn, 

contributed to eroding electoral patron-client relationships because it enabled voters to conceal 

their vote choice and made it difficult for party agents to monitor voter compliance with commit-

ments to support a particular party (Mares 2015). The crucial role of economic development in un-

dermining the magnitude of vote buying and other types of electoral clientelism is corroborated by 

studies of countries outside Western Europe and the USA. For instance, Scott (1969: 1159) famous-

ly argued that poverty was likely “the most fundamental quality” of the mass of clients that political 

machines used to mobilize support in post-colonial countries.  
Micro-level evidence from new democracies in Africa and Latin America also show that vote 

buying is often targeted at the poor (Jensen and Justesen 2014; Nichter 2008; Stokes 2005). The 
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literature typically highlights time discounting and risk aversion as mechanisms that explain the rela-

tionship between poverty and vote buying at the micro level (Jensen and Justesen 2014; Stokes et al. 

2013; Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007): First, poor people tend to have shorter time horizons, dis-

counting the value of future rewards over current benefits. Second, poverty may also lead to greater 

risk aversion. Because politicians in new democracies are often unable to credibly commit to prom-

ises of post-electoral redistribution (Keefer 2007; Keefer and Vlaicu 2008), risk-averse voters prefer 

the certainty of pre-electoral vote buying transfers over promises of programmatic redistribution 

after the election. Therefore, poor people who often lack access to basic necessities like food and 

medicine are generally more willing to sell their votes for even relatively modest amounts of money 

than wealthier groups. 

Figure 2 Vote buying and poverty (Africa and Latin America) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Based on explanations at both the macro and micro level, we should expect vote buying to decrease 

as the pool of poor voters decreases and the level of economic development increases. However, 

this apparent well-established relationship between poverty and vote buying has been challenged. 

Some recent studies have found no or only weak support for the relationship (Khemani 2015; Gon-

zalez-Ocantos et al. 2012), and others have pointed to a conditional relationship between poverty 

and vote buying (Justesen and Manzetti 2017; Weitz-Shapiro 2012). This uneven effect of poverty is 

corroborated when we look at the empirical relationship between poverty and vote buying. For a 

cross-section of 56 countries in Africa and Latin America, figure 2 displays the simple relationship 
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between vote buying and poverty captured by levels of infant mortality.4 Figure 2 illustrates that 

although the empirical relationship between poverty and vote buying is positive, several countries—

for example, Kenya and the Dominican Republic—have levels of vote buying that, given their level 

of poverty, far surpass what we would expect. In other countries, such as Lesotho and Namibia, 

vote buying is not very common despite high levels of poverty. This raises the obvious question of 

why poverty does not always lead to high levels of vote buying.  

Electoral systems and vote buying 

Our answer to this question is firmly embedded in the institutional approach in political science and 

emphasizes the key role of the electoral system in explaining not just the prevalence of vote buying 

but also why poverty does not always translate into high levels of vote buying. To develop this ar-

gument, we build on the literature concerning how the electoral system shapes incentives to culti-

vate a personal vote and lead to corrupt forms of campaign strategies (Hicken and Simmons 2008; 

Hicken 2007; Chang and Golden 2007; Chang 2005; Persson and Tabellini 2003; Cox and 

McCubbins 2001; Carey and Shugart 1995). Persson and Tabellini (2003, 16) identify three key di-

mensions of the electoral system—the electoral formula, district magnitude, and ballot structure—

that shape the incentives of politicians and governments to deliver broad-based public services or to 

target distributive transfers at narrow constituencies. These dimensions may also shape incentives to 

cultivate personal votes by the use of vote buying. This is so because they determine whether the 

electoral system is mainly candidate-centered or party-centered. Candidate-centered electoral sys-

tems are those that employ plurality voting, low district magnitude, or proportional representation 

with open-list ballot structures. In contrast, party-centered electoral systems are those operating 

under proportional representation, high levels of district magnitude, or proportional representation 

with closed-list ballot structures. 

Electoral  formula 

The electoral formula concerns how votes are counted and translated into seats and can roughly be 

divided into systems using plurality/majority voting (PM) and systems using proportional represen-

tation (PR). Plurality voting typically occurs in single-member districts and tends to strengthen ac-

countability links between voters and politicians at the constituency level, while proportional sys-

                                                        
4 Vote buying data are from the Afrobarometer and LAPOP surveys. Vote buying is measured as the percentage of the 
population that has been approached by political parties with offers of money or material rewards in return for their 
vote during the last national election. Poverty is approximated by infant mortality rates per 1,000 births (in natural logs) 
in 2010. 
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tems prioritize a closer translation of votes into legislative seats at the national level and, therefore, 

strengthen the representativeness of electoral outcomes (Powell 2000).  

Much of the literature on electoral institutions argues that plurality systems produce less cor-

ruption than proportional systems because plurality systems enable voters to hold legislators indi-

vidually accountable for their performance in office (Kunicova and Rose-Ackerman 2005; Alt and 

Lassen 2003; Persson and Tabellini 2003; Persson et al. 2003). However, plurality voting may also 

strengthen incentives to cultivate a personal vote. Birch (2007) emphasizes that the rewards from 

electoral competition in plurality voting systems are concentrated (personally) with the winner—

whoever obtains the most votes—while the loser gets nothing. This incentive structure implies that 

individual accountability in single-member districts need not translate into voters holding politicians 

to account for “good” or “clean” governance. Indeed, the work of Lizzeri and Persico (2001) and 

Persson and Tabellini (2003) suggests that plurality systems tend to result in a lower provision of 

broad-based public services and a larger supply of targeted transfers. This entails that voters may 

hold politicians accountable for their ability to deliver tangible goods and benefits, including pork-

barrel policies for the local community, but also private goods such as jobs, food, or favors during 

election time. The “winner-takes-all” nature of plurality electoral systems may, therefore, increase 

the likelihood that candidates use illicit means such as vote buying to increase their election chances. 

Distr i c t  magnitude  

The size of electoral districts—district magnitude—concerns the (average) number of legislators 

elected per district (Persson and Tabellini 2003, 16). Countries with low levels of district magnitude 

are divided into several constituencies, meaning that within each district fewer votes are needed to 

tilt the election outcome. Therefore, candidates competing in a “winner-takes-all” single-member 

district will need to target their election campaigns at a relatively small number of voters to sway the 

election outcome. Countries with larger district magnitude have one national district or few districts, 

and thus more votes are needed to tilt the result of the election within each district.  

District magnitude is related to the electoral formula in the sense that plurality voting typically 

occurs in single-member districts, while proportional systems typically have districts with multiple 

members—in the limit up to one national district with a magnitude equal to the number of seats in 

the legislative chamber (Powell 2000, 25; Carey and Shugart 1995, 419). Therefore, district magni-

tude affects incentives to pursue personal votes in ways that are similar to the electoral formula. 

Generally, larger district magnitudes imply that political candidates must attract support from broad, 

diffused voter groups, while smaller districts create incentives to run on a candidate-centered plat-
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form and provide geographically targeted redistribution (Persson and Tabellini 2003; Lizzeri and 

Persico 2001).  

The political incentives given by the size of electoral districts may—besides cultivating incen-

tives to pursue the personal vote—also affect the use of vote buying strategies during elections. We 

expect vote buying to be most frequent when district magnitude is equal to one, corresponding to 

plurality voting in single-member districts. As district magnitude increases, vote buying becomes 

both increasingly expensive and logistically more cumbersome as candidates will need to attract 

votes from broader, more diffuse groups. Therefore, as district magnitude increases, vote buying 

should become less pronounced during election campaigns.  

This argument is somewhat similar to the model of Myerson (1993), but for different reasons. 

Myerson (1993) argues that corruption in general decreases as district magnitude increases because 

the pool of candidates which voters can choose from increases. Therefore, the likelihood that an 

“honest” candidate is available for voters increases as district magnitude increases. Our argument, in 

contrast, does not imply the availability of inherently honest candidates, but simply that the political 

incentives to pursue personal votes—rather than running on a collective party platform—are weak-

er in electoral systems with larger district magnitudes. 

Ballot  s tructure 

Ballot structure concerns the amount of influence the voter has on the order in which a party’s can-

didates are elected. Ballot structure is related to the electoral formula in the sense that plurality sys-

tems simply award a seat to the individual candidate who receives the most votes in an election. 

Proportional systems use two types of ballot structures: closed lists and open lists. In closed-list 

systems, the voter does not influence the position of the candidates on the party list. Instead, active 

members or the party leadership typically decide the order of its candidates (Söderlund 2016; Blu-

menau et al. 2016). By contrast, in open-list systems, voters choose among candidates, and the order 

in which candidates take seats is (partly) determined by the personal vote count of individual candi-

dates (Söderlund 2016; Blumenau et al. 2016). 

The literature on “the personal vote” emphasizes that the effect of proportional systems on 

(electoral) corruption and public policy may differ, depending on whether closed- or open-list sys-

tems are used (Hicken and Simmons 2008; Hicken 2007; Chang and Golden 2007; Chang 2005; 

Persson and Tabellini 2003; Persson et al. 2003; Kunicová and Rose-Ackerman 2005). Persson and 

Tabellini (2003), Persson et al. (2003), and Kunicová and Rose-Ackerman (2005) argue that incen-

tives to perform well are weaker in closed-list systems because voters cannot hold political candi-

dates directly accountable for their performance in office. In contrast, open-list systems possess 
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some of the qualities of plurality voting systems, since they strengthen accountability links between 

voters and politicians by enabling voters to vote directly for (or against) individual legislators. By 

implication, corruption should be more widespread in closed-list systems than in open-list systems.  

However, this line of argument runs counter to a different stream of work on the personal 

vote (Hicken and Simmons 2008; Chang and Golden 2007; Hicken 2007; Chang 2005; Golden 

2003; Cox and McCubbins 2001; Carey and Shugart 1995). Much of this literature finds that by giv-

ing voters influence over not just how many seats each party wins but also which candidates from a 

given party win seats, open-list systems introduce a measure of intra-party competition among can-

didates (Söderlund 2016; Blumenau et al. 2016; Hicken and Simmons 2008; Golden 2003). In open-

list proportional systems, intra-party competition, therefore, implies that candidates have incentives 

to campaign on a personal platform to distinguish themselves from rival candidates from their own 

party (Söderlund 2016; Blumenau et al. 2016). This, in turn, increases incentives to engage in cor-

rupt activities (Blumenau et al. 2016; Chang and Golden 2007; Chang 2005; Golden 2003).  

Our argument follows this literature by emphasizing that candidates campaigning under open-

list proportional systems face incentives to cultivate their personal vote count by the use of vote 

buying to a larger extent than candidates campaigning under closed-list systems, where election 

chances depend on votes for the party rather than for individual candidates. However, in contrast to 

most literature on the personal vote (Hicken 2007; Chang and Golden 2007; Chang 2005), we em-

phasize that not only intra-party competition (closed- versus open-list proportional systems) but 

also inter-party competition (plurality versus proportional systems) may have adverse consequences 

in the form of vote buying if such competition creates incentives for candidates to pursue personal 

votes. Therefore, proportional systems with open lists, in principle, create incentives to cultivate 

personal votes that are similar to the incentives generated by plurality systems—except that incen-

tives to pursue personal votes stem from intra-party competition rather than inter-party competi-

tion. 

The electoral system as a moderator  

The outline of the theoretical links between electoral systems and vote buying paves the way for 

considering not only how electoral systems matter, but also how electoral systems may shape the 

relationship between poverty and vote buying—and in this way explain why poverty translates into 

high levels of vote buying in some countries but not in others. We argue that electoral systems not 

only affect political candidates’ incentives to pursue personal votes but also affect which voters are 

targeted—in particular, whether parties or candidates mainly target vote-buying campaigns at poor 
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voters. The distinction between candidate-centered and party-centered electoral systems is im-

portant because the relationship that individual candidates have with voters may differ from the rela-

tionship that parties have with voters and, thus, affect which voters are targeted under different elec-

toral systems. 

To begin with, we start by assuming that vote-seeking parties and candidates aim to mobilize 

enough votes to sway the outcome of the election in their favor. Vote buying is an electoral strategy 

that is employed to realize this goal. Therefore, vote buyers—whether they are parties or candi-

dates—want to buy enough votes to tilt the election outcome at the lowest possible cost. Since the 

marginal utility of income is higher for low-income groups, the same amount of money or material 

goods will buy more votes among poor voters than among wealthy voters (Stokes et al. 2013). Both 

parties and candidates will, accordingly, have to start at the bottom of the income distribution, buy-

ing the poorest voter’s vote first, then the second poorest, and so on, until the party or candidate 

has bought just enough votes to win the election (Dixit and Londregan, 1996).  

However, to target poor voters, parties in party-centered electoral systems must rely on party 

brokers at the local level who live in the same neighborhoods as the people they wish to target and, 

therefore, know who is poor (Stokes et al. 2013; Stokes 2005). While brokers frequently interact 

with voters and gain knowledge about their background and preferences, party leaders or candidates 

running on party lists are often not involved in sustained face-to-face interactions within a particular 

district. Instead, the resources of parties are often centralized, and campaigns are run based on a 

collective party platform (McAllister 2007). Brokers are, therefore, assets to party leaders in party-

centered electoral systems because they help cultivate links to voters on the ground.  

However, as emphasized by Stokes et al. (2013), the use of brokers also gives rise to agency 

problems because brokers may have their agenda, which does not always align with the goals of 

party leaders. Since party leaders cannot monitor the actions of brokers directly, brokers have con-

siderable leeway in terms of deciding which voters to target within each district—and which charac-

teristics of voters they use to mobilize support. This implies that party leaders in party-centered 

systems may focus more on what districts and areas to target and less on which particular voters to 

target within those districts. Therefore, in party-centered electoral systems, the party leadership is 

more inclined to allocate resource to local public goods and pork barrel policies that benefit both 

poor, middle-income, and wealthy voters within a given district.  

In candidate-centered electoral systems with smaller electoral districts, political candidates 

have incentives to cultivate a closer and more direct relationship with voters. Since candidates’ per-

sonal vote counts determine whether they are elected to office, campaigning on the ground often 
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depends on the efforts not just of brokers but also of political candidates themselves. The closer 

and more direct relationship between candidates and voters is precisely what is supposed to gener-

ate higher levels of accountability in candidate-centered electoral systems (Persson and Tabellini 

2003; Powell 2000).  

However, it may also have two additional implications that matter for whether vote buying is 

used as an electoral strategy and which voters are targeted with vote buying offers. First, the direct 

link between voters and candidates implies that candidates can more easily monitor their brokers—

at least compared to party leaders—which, in turn, may contribute to reducing the broker costs 

associated with vote buying (Stokes et al. 2013).  

Second, individual candidates do not have the same opportunities or resources as parties to 

allocate local public goods and pork barrel projects to particular areas as the use of such strategies 

typically involves collective decisions and costs that are covered by centralized (state) budgets. This 

makes the use of vote buying a more attractive electoral strategy for candidates seeking to cultivate 

personal votes because it entails that cash or material benefits are targeted directly at those voters 

who are likely to be most responsive to material incentives, namely the poor.  

These mechanisms contribute to explaining why poverty may have different effects on vote 

buying under party-centered and candidate-centered electoral systems and how poverty and elec-

toral systems jointly shape how the supply and demand sides of electoral clientelism operate. Pov-

erty creates a set of economically driven incentives to engage in vote selling for voters and thus in-

creases the supply of votes for sale. The electoral system—particularly from the perspective of po-

litical candidates—creates a distinct set of political incentives to engage in vote-buying campaigns 

during elections and thus affects the demand for buying votes. These incentives determine how 

much a particular candidate stands to gain—politically—from using vote-buying strategies to mobi-

lize electoral support. Because candidates in candidate-centered electoral systems have more direct 

links to voters than candidates in party-centered electoral systems, we expect vote buying to be 

more widespread—and more targeted toward the poor—in poor countries that have a candidate-

centered electoral system, that is, where the supply of votes for sale corresponds closer to candidate 

incentives to purchase votes during elections. In contrast, in poor countries with party-centered 

electoral systems, the supply of votes for sale may still be large, but incentives for political parties to 

mobilize support using vote-buying strategies are weaker. Accordingly, we arrive at three hypothe-

ses for each dimension of the electoral system, which point to a relationship between poverty and 

vote buying that is conditional on the nature of the electoral system.   
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H1. The effect of poverty on vote buying is less pronounced in proportional 

relative to plurality systems. 

H2. The effect of poverty on vote buying weakens as the size of the district 

magnitude increases.  

H3. In proportional electoral systems, the effect of poverty is weaker under 

closed-list ballot structures relative to open-list ballot structures. 

Data and method 

To test our hypotheses, we use cross-country data on vote buying from 56 countries in Africa and 

Latin America.  

Dependent var iable  

The dependent variable—vote buying—measures the country-level frequency of vote buying in 56 

countries in Africa and Latin America (see figure 1). We use survey data from the Afrobarometer 

round 5 (2011/2013) and the LAPOP survey (2010). Both surveys are based on random samples of 

the adult population within each country. Data from these sources are collected approximately dur-

ing the same period and contain roughly comparable questions on vote buying. The Afrobarometer 

and LAPOP surveys contain individual-level data on vote buying. To convert the vote buying data 

into a country-level variable, we calculate the percentage (0-100) of respondents—within each coun-

try—who answered affirmatively to the vote buying questions.  

Three issues concerning the measurement of the dependent variable deserve attention. First, 

the wording in the questions in the Afrobarometer and LAPOP surveys is not entirely similar. In 

the Afrobarometer survey, vote buying is measured using the following question: “And during the last 

national election in [year], how often, if ever did a candidate or someone from a political party offer you something, 

like food or a gift or money, in return for your vote?” In the LAPOP survey, vote buying is measured using 

the following question: “In recent years and thinking about election campaigns, has a candidate or someone from 

a political party offered you something, like a favor, food, or any other benefit or thing in return for your vote or sup-

port?” It is apparent that there are differences in the wording of the two questions: First, the Afroba-

rometer survey asks the respondents to think of a specific election—the last national election—

while the LAPOP survey asks the respondents to think about election campaigns in general. Se-

cond, the Afrobarometer question concerns offers “like food or a gift or money,” while LAPOP 

asks about offers “like a favour, food or any other benefit.” However, both Afrobarometer and 
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LAPOP focus on “candidates or someone from a political party” offering material benefits to vot-

ers “in return” for their votes (or support). Therefore, both questions focus on the central phenom-

enon we are interested in, that is, political parties’ proffering of material benefits to voters in return 

for votes during elections. Third, the response categories vary across the Afrobarometer and the 

LAPOP surveys. In the Afrobarometer, the response categories are “Never,” “Once or twice,” and “Of-

ten,” while the LAPOP response categories are “Never,” “Sometimes,” and “Often.” However, these 

differences are minor and do not inhibit the validity of our vote-buying measure. Nonetheless, to 

guard against plausible differences in the question wording (and sampling), all regressions include a 

region dummy variable. 

Second, the vote-buying variable cannot distinguish between whether parties use vote bribes 

to mobilize core supporters—so-called turnout buying (Nichter 2008)—or to target swing or mod-

erately opposed voters to change people’s vote choice (Stokes 2005). However, for our purposes, 

this distinction does not change our expectation regarding the moderating role of the electoral sys-

tems on the relationship between poverty and vote buying. First, incentives to offer voters money 

in exchange for political support should be stronger when poverty is widespread—both when par-

ties and political candidates aim to mobilize turnout among supporters or when they attempt to 

sway people’s vote choice. Second, the electoral system should also have similarly conditioning ef-

fects on the incentives of parties or political candidates to buy electoral support from swing voters 

or to buy turnout from unmobilized party loyalists. What is key to our argument is, therefore, 

whether the electoral system conditions the incentives of political candidates and parties to use pre-

electoral vote bribes to mobilize support among the poor—and to a lesser extent whether vote 

bribes are targeted at supporters or swing voters.  

Third, both the Afrobarometer and LAPOP surveys directly ask respondents about their ex-

perience with being offered material benefits by political parties in return for votes or support. 

However, measuring vote buying with direct survey questions gives rise to well-known problems: 

Because vote buying is illegal and often considered immoral (Schaffer 2007; Stokes 2007), respond-

ents may underreport their experience with vote bargains. In other words, the data may suffer from 

social desirability bias induced by respondents’ unwillingness to admit involvement in vote buying 

activities (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al. 2012). However, both the Afrobarometer and LAPOP questions 

ask respondents if they have been offered benefits in return for their vote—not whether they accept-

ed the offers. This puts the “blame” for the vote-buying act on parties rather than voters and 

should contribute to diminishing tendencies of respondents to underreport encounters with vote 

buying by parties. Moreover, as emphasized by Stokes et al. (2013, 154), if underreporting is more 
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or less constant across countries or uncorrelated with key variables—poverty and the electoral sys-

tem—social desirability bias is less problematic. With these caveats, the data from the Afrobarome-

ter and LAPOP surveys currently offer the best possible source of cross-country data on vote buy-

ing. 

Explanatory variables :  Poverty  and e le c toral  sys tem 

Since our main focus is on the interaction of poverty and the three dimensions of the electoral sys-

tem, the regressions include four key explanatory variables, as well as their interactions. To measure 

poverty, we follow the approach of Sen (1998) and Ross (2006), who argue that infant mortality 

rates constitute a valid measure of poverty for cross-country comparisons. Sen (1998) and Ross 

(2006) argue that infant mortality rates serve as a better measure of poverty since infant mortality is 

more prevalent at the bottom of the income distribution—and, therefore, correlates strongly with 

poverty—and is easier to measure in a comparable way across countries. Moreover, average levels 

of income per capita may not be a good measure of poverty because a highly skewed income distri-

bution implies that average income levels may be relatively high even though many people live in 

poverty. In contrast, infant mortality rates will better capture poverty levels even in cases where the 

income distribution is very unequal as, for instance, in South Africa. Therefore, we use infant mor-

tality (ln) per 1,000 births as indicator of poverty across countries. Data on infant mortality are from 

the World Development Indicators.  

To measure electoral institutions, we use three explanatory variables capturing the dimensions 

of the electoral system outlined in the theory: The electoral formula, district magnitude, and ballot 

structure. First, we use a binary indicator for the electoral formula, which takes the value 1 if elec-

tions occur under plurality voting and 0 if elections use proportional (or mixed) formulas. Plurality 

voting, in this case, is not reserved exclusively for electoral systems with single-member districts and 

first-past-the-post voting but also accommodates systems where, for example, two legislators are 

elected by plurality voting in each district. Data are from the International Foundation for Electoral 

Systems’ (IFES) Election Guide.5  

Second, district magnitude is measured using the mean district magnitude in the lower cham-

ber. District magnitude is the (average) number of political candidates elected for a legislative seat 

within each constituency. District magnitude assumes the value 1 in single-member districts with 

plurality voting and increases as the number of legislators per district increases and—for a fixed set 

of legislators—as the number of districts decreases. In the limit, when an entire country constitutes 

                                                        
5 http://www.electionguide.org/  
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one electoral district, district magnitude will be as large as the number of elected legislators in the 

lower chamber. Larger district magnitudes, therefore, occur more frequently in proportional voting 

systems and also tend to increase proportionality in the translation of votes to seats (Farrel 2001). 

Indeed, in our data, average district magnitude is close to 1 in plurality voting systems, while it is 

12.9 in proportional (and mixed) voting systems. 6 However, district magnitude allows for a more 

fine-grained measure that accommodates differences in the number of elected legislators per elec-

toral district within plurality and proportional systems as well as in mixed-member systems that 

blend features of plurality and proportional voting systems. To calculate district magnitude, we rely 

on data from IFES’ Election Guide. For each country in our sample, we calculate district magnitude 

as the (weighted) average of the number of legislators elected per district. By definition, in pure 

single-member districts, district magnitude is 1. As more legislators are elected per district—or as 

the number of districts decreases—district magnitude increases. In cases where countries employ a 

mixed system (e.g., Mexico) or use a two-tier proportional electoral formula (e.g., South Africa), we 

calculate the weighted average district magnitude, where the weights are determined by the propor-

tion of seats in the lower chamber elected under different electoral formulas (in mixed systems) or 

in each electoral tier (in proportional systems). To ease interpretation in the interaction models, we 

have recoded the district magnitude variable (by subtracting 1 from all values on the variable) so the 

lowest value is zero, corresponding to single-member districts with a district magnitude of 1.  

Third, to measure ballot structure, we use a binary variable, where 0 indicates closed (party) 

lists and 1 indicates open-list systems. This variable is coded only for countries employing a propor-

tional electoral system. Data are from IFES’ Election Guide.  

Contro l  var iables  

Since our regressions rely on observational data from a cross section of countries, the evidence we 

present does not allow us to make strong causal inference but should be interpreted as tests of rela-

tionships that may support—or contradict—our hypotheses. With this caveat, including four rele-

vant control variables helps guard against spurious correlations and confounding. 

First, we control for system of government using an indicator where 1 denotes a presidential 

system and 0 indicates a parliamentary system. This is a crucial control variable since many coun-

tries in our sample have presidential systems of government with direct elections for the presidency. 

While our argument focuses on the (moderating) role of the electoral system, elections for president 

and parliament are often concurrent in presidential systems. To ensure that the electoral system 

                                                        
6 Some plurality systems have multi-member districts, which makes the average district magnitude increase above 1.  
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variables do not simply pick up the effect of presidential elections, we include a control variable 

distinguishing presidential from parliamentary systems of government. Data are from the Database 

of Political Institutions (Cruz et al. 2015).  

Second, we include a control variable for the level of democracy (in 2010) using the Unified 

Democracy Score (UDS) developed by Pemstein et al. (2010). The UDS is a composite measure—

estimated using a Bayesian latent variable model—based on 10 widely available measures of democ-

racy. This variable helps us gauge the quality of democracy across countries. This is particularly im-

portant for cross-national studies of vote buying because political parties should be less likely to 

mobilize voter support using vote buying when the secret ballot is effectively enforced and voter 

compliance with commitments to vote as promised is difficult to monitor. While we cannot meas-

ure secret ballot enforcement directly, the overall quality of democracy serves as a useful proxy for 

the extent to which voters can—effectively—cast their vote in the secrecy of the voting booth.  

Third, to ensure that we also account for economic inequality—which some studies empha-

size as an important driver of electoral clientelism (Robinson and Verdier 2013; Stokes 2007)—we 

also include the Gini-coefficient for domestic income inequality as a control. Data are from the 

Standardized World Income Inequality Database (Solt 2016). 

Fourth, we control for geographical region (and source of the vote-buying data) using a bina-

ry variable where 1 indicates Africa (Afrobarometer) and 0 indicates Latin America (LAPOP). Do-

ing so removes the effect of idiosyncratic regional sources of confounding and implies that the re-

gressions focus on within-region variation in the data. Since our dataset contains only 56 observa-

tions, we limit the set of control variables to these four. Summary statistics are available in the ap-

pendix A.  

Results  

To test our hypotheses, table 1 shows results from six regressions with the percentage of the popu-

lation having experienced vote buying as the dependent variable. In models 1-3, we start by looking 

at the relationship between poverty and vote buying along with the three electoral institutions varia-

bles (and the controls). Poverty has the expected positive relationship with vote buying in all three 

models, and the coefficients are statistically significant at conventional levels. This corroborates the 

well-established finding that poverty tends to breed vote buying (Aidt and Jensen 2016; Jensen and 

Justesen 2014; Stokes et al. 2013).  
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Table 1 Vote buying, poverty, and electoral institutions 

Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Poverty (infant mortality, ln) 5.33** 6.13** 7.08** 6.18* 7.36*** 6.21* 

(2.07) (2.55) (2.05) (1.81) (2.96) (1.74) 
Plurality 3.72   10.04   

(1.49)   (0.92)   
District magnitude  -0.07   0.92*  

 (-1.34)   (1.84)  
Open-list ballots   4.77   -

54.44**   (1.49)   (-2.24) 
Infant mortality#Plurality    -1.76   

   (-0.54)   
Infant mortality#District magnitude     -0.27*  

    (-2.00)  
Infant mortality#Open list      20.35** 

     (2.48) 
Presidential system 8.75*** 7.98*** 8.77** 9.35*** 7.88*** 8.48** 

(4.07) (3.25) (2.62) (3.49) (3.16) (2.54) 
Democracy -0.34 0.18 1.54 -0.40 0.07 1.74 

(-0.12) (0.07) (0.35) (-0.14) (0.02) (0.39) 
Inequality -0.10 -0.03 -0.26 -0.09 -0.05 -0.26 

(-0.64) (-0.15) (-
0.96) 

(-0.58) (-0.28) (-0.97) 
Africa/Afrobarometer 1.25 1.98 2.30 1.02 2.22 3.28 

(0.40) (0.63) (0.56) (0.33) (0.69) (0.79) 
Constant -11.05 -15.19 -11.62 -14.67 -18.81 -8.89 

(-1.02) (-1.35) (-
0.80) 

(-1.04) (-1.66) (-0.60) 
Observations 56 56 35 56 56 35 
R2 0.37 0.36 0.39 0.38 0.37 0.44 
NOTE: The dependent is country-level percentage of population reporting experience with vote buying.  
* Significant (p < 0.01). ** Significant (p < 0.05). *** Significant (p < 0.001). 
Standard errors are robust with t-statistics in parentheses.  

In terms of electoral systems, model 1 includes the binary indicator for the electoral formula: plural-

ity (1) versus proportional (or mixed-member) systems (0). Model 1 shows that although countries 

with plurality systems on average have a level of vote buying that is around 4 percentage points 

higher than in proportional or mixed-member systems, the magnitude of the difference is statistical-

ly insignificant. Model 2 includes district magnitude, which—in line with theoretical priors—is neg-

ative, but also statistically insignificant. In model 3, we confine the sample to countries with propor-

tional electoral systems and distinguish them by whether they use closed or open ballots. Here too, 

the direction of the coefficient shows that open-list systems generally produce more vote buying, 

but again, the difference compared to countries with closed-list ballot structures is statistically insig-

nificant.  
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At face value, these findings suggest that poverty trumps the importance of electoral systems 

in terms of explaining vote buying across countries. This casts doubt on the role of electoral sys-

tems in driving differences in vote buying—and electoral fraud more generally—across countries 

(Birch 2007; Chang and Golden 2007; Hicken 2007). However, while electoral systems may not 

have a strong direct effect on vote buying, our argument implies that different features of the elec-

toral system contribute to moderate the impact of poverty on vote buying. This is what we test in 

models 4-6.  

Interac t ion e f f e c t s  

Based on the results in models 1-3, the character of the electoral system appears not to be related to 

the use of fraudulent vote-seeking strategies among parties and candidates during elections in new 

democracies. However, these results do not tell us anything about whether electoral systems condition 

the impact of poverty on vote buying. If so, electoral systems should not necessarily affect the level 

of vote buying directly but, rather, shape the effect of poverty on vote buying. In models 4-6, we 

test this idea by including multiplicative interaction terms for poverty and the three electoral system 

variables. 

In the interaction models, the coefficients of poverty refer to the effect of poverty when the 

electoral system variables equal zero, while the coefficients of the interaction terms refer to the 

marginal effect of poverty when the electoral system variables change by one unit (cf. Brambor et al. 

2006). Model 4 tests how the effect of poverty is moderated by differences in electoral formulas—

plurality versus proportional/mixed systems. While the coefficient of poverty shows that the rela-

tionship between poverty and vote buying remains positive in countries using proportional (or 

mixed) electoral formulas, the coefficient of the interaction term is small and insignificant and sug-

gests that the impact of poverty does not differ across countries with plurality and proportional (or 

mixed) electoral systems.  

In model 5, we test the moderating effect of district magnitude on the relationship between 

poverty and vote buying. While the distinction between plurality and proportional/mixed systems is 

crude, district magnitude accommodates more fine-grained differences between electoral systems, 

ranging from electoral systems based on single-member district with plurality/majority voting—

with district magnitudes of 1—to electoral systems where voters elect a larger number of candidates 

in each district. Since we have recoded the district magnitude variable such that countries with a 

district magnitude of 1 assume the value 0 on the variable, the coefficient of poverty refers to the 

effect of poverty when the district magnitude variable equals zero—that is, in countries using elec-

tions with single-member districts. In this case, model 5 shows that the effect of poverty is positive 
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and highly significant. Moreover, the coefficient of the interaction term between district magnitude 

and poverty is significantly negative, suggesting that the positive effect of poverty on vote buying 

weakens as district magnitude increases. 

To illustrate the interaction effect properly, figure 3 shows how the marginal effect of poverty 

changes as district magnitude increases— showing, in effect, how district magnitude conditions the 

relationship between poverty and vote buying. 

Figure 3 Effect of poverty by district magnitude 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 shows that, while poverty has a positive and statistically significant effect at low levels of 

district magnitude, the positive effect tends to diminish as district magnitude increases. Indeed, the 

effect of poverty becomes statistically insignificant at values of district magnitude just above 10, 

while it is positive and significant below that level. This supports the hypothesis that electoral sys-

tems that rely on small districts tend to reinforce incentives to cultivate personal votes, while the 

political incentives built into electoral systems with larger district magnitudes erode the impact of 

poverty on vote buying. Consistent with hypothesis 2, this result suggests that larger district magni-

tudes tend to weaken the relationship between poverty and vote buying, and electoral systems that 

weaken political incentives to pursue personal votes during elections contribute to undermine the 

adverse effect of poverty on vote buying. 

Finally, in model 6, we include the interaction between poverty and open-list ballot structure. 

Since the distinction between closed and open ballot lists is mainly relevant in proportional electoral 
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systems, we confine the sample to those countries—which reduces the number of countries to 35. 

The coefficient for poverty shows the impact of poverty in countries with closed-list ballot struc-

tures. While poverty increases vote buying under closed-list systems, the interaction term shows that 

the impact of poverty increases a lot under open-list systems. This effect is clearly illustrated in fig-

ure 4, which shows the marginal effect of poverty under closed and open-list systems.  

Figure 4 Effect of poverty by ballot structure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4 illustrates that poverty has a much larger and more significant effect on vote buying in 

countries that employ an open-list ballot during elections, which is consistent with hypothesis 3. 

This means that within the group of proportional electoral systems, the effects of poverty on vote 

buying depend on whether the ballot structure that forms part of the electoral system is candidate-

centered or party-centered and, therefore, creates incentives to cultivate personal votes through the 

use of illicit electoral strategies such as vote buying. While these results do not support the findings 

of the literature arguing that open-list ballot structures directly increase vote buying (Hicken 2007; 

Chang and Golden 2007; Chang 2005), the findings do suggest that the ballot structure conditions 

the effect of poverty on vote buying, and that the adverse effects of poverty are much stronger in 

countries using open-list ballots. 
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Conclusions 

In this paper, we have developed a theoretical argument—supported by empirical evidence—

highlighting that vote buying is not always an attractive electoral strategy even if poverty is wide-

spread. Rather, our argument and empirical analysis suggest that the extent to which poverty trans-

lates into high levels of vote buying and electoral clientelism is conditioned by the nature of the 

electoral system. In relation to the existing wisdom, these findings provide new insights into the 

relationship between poverty, electoral systems, and vote buying.  

While much of the existing literature looks at the separate effect of poverty and electoral sys-

tems on vote buying, we argue that the impact of poverty depends on the nature of the electoral 

system. Moreover, much of the literature argues that incentives to use electoral fraud and cultivate 

personal votes through the use of vote buying is, to a large extent, caused by the electoral system 

(Birch 2007; Hicken 2007; Chang and Golden 2007; Chang 2005). In contrast, our results suggest 

that while poverty is the key driver of vote buying, electoral systems, in themselves, have a relatively 

weak effect on vote buying. However, this does not mean that electoral systems do not matter for 

vote buying. Although our empirical analysis relies on simple, cross-country regressions—and, 

therefore, has clear and well-known limitations for causal inference—our results point toward some 

interesting patterns.  

Indeed, the findings in this paper suggest that electoral systems—particularly district magni-

tude and ballot structure—shape the impact of poverty on vote buying. This implies that the key 

role of electoral systems is to moderate the degree to which poverty creates fertile grounds for pur-

suing personal votes through the use of vote buying. Even when poverty is pervasive, larger elec-

toral districts and closed-list ballot structures may contribute to discouraging political candidates 

from engaging in vote buying because the incentives to cultivate personal votes are low—even 

though the poverty-induced supply of votes for sale is potentially large. These findings contribute to 

explaining why some countries—like South Africa and Lesotho—have comparatively low levels of 

vote buying during national elections even though poverty is widespread. Furthermore, the results 

imply that institutional engineering that serves to establish electoral institutions that are less candi-

date-centered and provide weaker incentives to pursue personal votes may contribute to eroding the 

adverse effects of poverty on vote buying.  
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Supplemental appendix  

Appendix A. Summary s tat i s t i c s  

Variable Observations Mean Std. dev. Min Max 
Vote buying 56 12.64 9.72 0.60 41.40 
Infant mortality (ln) 56 3.50 0.68 2.03 4.67 
Plurality 56 0.39 0.49 0.00 1.00 
District magnitude 56 7.42 16.40 0.00 110.11 
Open-list ballots 35 0.23 0.43 0.00 1.00 
Presidential system 56 0.88 0.33 0.00 1.00 
Democracy 56 0.25 0.57 -1.02 1.56 
Inequality 56 48.24 6.97 37.04 68.01 
Africa/Afrobarometer 56 0.61 0.49 0.00 1.00 
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Appendix A 
Random Walk Method 

The random walk method is implemented in this study by selecting six households from each of the 

drawn EAs. The households were selected from a “random starting point” to ensure a satisfying 

coverage of the area (EA). In each of the selected EAs, the interviewer systematically chooses six 

households by following “the random walk pattern” and a skip interval of 10 households. Every 

interview was conducted in a different direction, from the “random starting point” within each EA 

(Citizen Surveys, 2015). From the starting point, four different directions are chosen to begin the 

walk pattern. These directions are typically North, South, East, and West (Citizen Surveys, 2015). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Household selection procedure 

• Start your walk pattern from the starting point indicated on the EA map. Imagine your starting 
point as a crossroad or as the cardinal points on a compass (north, south, east and west). The rea-
son for conducting each interview in a different direction of the starting point is so that we can 
cover a broader area of the EA and give more households a chance of being included in the 
study.   

• For your 1st interview, walk in a northerly direction from the starting point. Count 10 houses 
from the starting point and conduct your interview at the 10th house. If your call is unsuccessful, 
use the table below to record your progress. Continue walking and going to every 10th house un-
til you have a successful interview.  

• For your 2nd interview, go back to your starting point and walk in the direct opposite direction 
(i.e., south) Count 10 houses from the starting point and conduct your interview at the 10th 
house. If your call is unsuccessful, use the table below to record your progress. Continue walking 
and going to every 10th house until you have a successful interview.  

• For your 3rd interview, you will go in an easterly direction, and for your 4th interview, you will go 
into a westerly direction, following the same procedure where you count 10 houses until you have 
a successful interview.  

• If you have two more interviews to complete in the EA, the remaining interviews can be com-
pleted in any direction where there is a dense concentration of households as long as you follow 
the same procedure of counting 10 houses from where the last interview was conducted.  
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Appendix B 
The Kish Grid 

The interviewer creates a list of all the people in the household who are eligible to participate in the 

survey ranked from youngest to oldest. Every questionnaire has a unique number, so the interview-

er uses the grid to select the specific respondent based on the last digit in the questionnaire number 

and the number of eligible people in the household. Thus, in the case of questionnaire No. 1054 in 

a household where there are four eligible people, the second listed person is interviewed, that is, the 

second youngest person. If the respondent is not home or not available, two subsequent phone calls 

are made before the respondent is substituted (Citizen Surveys 2015). If the respondent refuses to 

participate in the interview, the interviewer cannot interview another person in the same household 

but should instead continue the walk pattern until the next household on the route where a new 

respondent can be selected (Citizen Surveys 2015). 

[Look up the final digit of the questionnaire number in the row and the number of eligible people in the 
household in the column. The number in the cell where the column and row meet is the person to interview] 
Last digit in ques-

tionnaire 
Eligible people in the household 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more 
0  1 1 1 2 4 4 3 5 6 8 
1  1 2 2 3 5 5 4 6 7 9 
2  1 1 3 4 1 6 5 7 8 10 
3  1 2 1 1 2 1 6 8 9 1 
4  1 1 2 2 3 2 7 1 1 2 
5  1 2 3 3 4 3 1 2 2 3 
6  1 1 1 4 5 4 2 3 3 4 
7  1 2 2 1 1 5 3 4 4 5 
8  1 1 3 2 2 6 4 5 5 6 
9  1 2 1 3 3 1 5 6 6 7 
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Appendix C 
Pilot test reports 

The first pilot test report is from the South Africa 2016 survey (round 1) and the second pilot test 

report is from the South Africa 2017 survey (round 2).  
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Pilot Report for: 

SA Municipal Survey 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 
10 February 2016 
 

 

Item Page Comments 

A. LANGUAGE AND LIFE SATISFACTION 

Q1 4 • Ok 

Q2 4 • Ok 

B. ECONOMY AND POVERTY 

Q3 5 • Ok 

Q4 5 • Ok 

Q5 5 • Ok 

C. REDISTRIBUTION AND MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS 

Q6 6 

Issue: Two of the respondents had difficulty understanding the term 
“measures”. 
 
Original question: Please say to what extent you agree or disagree with the 
following statement: "The government should take measures to reduce 
differences in income levels." Do you:  
 

Overall Impression • The interview was too long – Respondents tended to impatient and lose concentration 
about half way through the interview. 

Profile of respond-
ents 

• Respondent 1: Black, Male, 31 years of age. 
• Respondent 2: Coloured, Male, 36 years of age.  
• Respondent 3: Coloured, Male, 35 years of age.  
• Respondent 4: Coloured, Female, 31 years of age. 
• Respondent 5: Coloured, Male, 45 years of age. 

Length  • Respondent 1 took 90 minutes to complete the interview. 
• Respondent 2 took 80 minutes to complete the interview. 
• Respondent 3 took 70 minutes to complete the interview. 
• Respondent 4 took 52 minutes to complete the interview. 
• Respondent 5 took 47 minutes to complete the interview. 

PO Box 16529 Vlaeberg 8018 

1st Floor de Waal House 

172 Victoria Road 

Woodstock 7925 

Cape Town South Africa 
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Item Page Comments 

Potential Solution: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: Please say to what extent you agree or disagree 

with the following statement: "The government should find ways to reduce 
difference in income levels." Do you:  

Q7  6 

• Issue: Respondents was taking longer to answer. 
 
Potential Solutions: 
 
• Use a Showcard as it will be easier for the respondent to identify these 

questions. 
 
• Consider whether the scale should have “much less than now” on the left 

side and “much more than now” on the right side to reduce the risk of the 
interviewer selecting the wrong answer. 

Q8 7 

Issue: Two respondents felt the question wording was too long. The question 
had to be repeated a number of times. One of the respondents got bored as 
the question was too long. 
 
Original Question: Across South Africa, municipal elections were recently 
held, you know, elections for your local government. I would like you to think 
back and tell me a few things about the election in your municipality. At the 
time of the election, what would you say were the most important problems 
facing your LOCAL MUNICIPALITY? 
 
Potential Solutions: 
 
• Alternative phrasing 1: Municipal elections were recently held across 

South Africa. Thinking back, tell me what were the most important problems 
facing your LOCAL MUNICIPALITY at the time of the election? 

 
• Alternative phrasing 2: Municipal elections were recently held across 

South Africa. I would like you to think back and tell me what were the most 
important problems facing your LOCAL MUNICIPALITY at the time of the 
election? 

D. PARTISANSHIP AND INCLUSIVENESS 

Q9 8 

Issue: This question had to be repeated a number of times to two of the re-
spondents. One respondent observed that he felt more loyal than close to a 
particular party. 
 
• Original Question: Many people feel close to a particular political party 

over a long period of time, although they may occasionally vote for a differ-
ent party. What about you? Do you usually think of yourself as close to a 
particular party? 

 
Potential Solutions: 
 
• Alternative phrasing 1: Many people feel loyal to a particular political 

party, although they may occasionally vote for a different party. What about 
you? Do you think of yourself as loyal to a particular party? 

 
• Alternative phrasing 2: Many people feel loyal to a particular political 

party, although they may occasionally vote for a different party. What about 
you? Are you loyal to a particular party? 

Q10 8 • Ok 

Q11 8 • Ok 

E. REGISTRATION AND TURNOUT 
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Item Page Comments 

Q12 9 • Ok  

Q13 9 • Ok 

LIST EXPERIMENT 1 

Q14A 9 • Ok 

Q14B 9 

• Issue: Respondents had a problem with the last two sentences as it con-
fused them. 

 
• Original Question: As mentioned, there are several reasons not to vote. 

I'm going to show you a list of some of the reasons people have told us. 
Please DO NOT tell me which of the following have influenced your decision 
NOT to vote. Please just tell me HOW MANY of the following have influenced 
your decision NOT to vote in the municipal elections. 

 
Potential Solutions: 
 
• Alternative phrasing 1: As mentioned, there are several reasons not to 

vote. I'm going to show you a list of some of the reasons people have told 
us. Please tell me HOW MANY of the following have influenced your decision 
NOT to vote in the municipal elections. 

 
• Alternative phrasing 2: As mentioned, there are several reasons not to 

vote. I'm going to show you a list of some of the reasons people have told 
us. Please tell me HOW MANY of the following have influenced your decision 
NOT to vote in the municipal elections. Just tell me the number; don’t tell 
me the actual reasons. 

LIST EXPERIMENT 2 

Q15A 10 • Ok 

Q15B 10 

Issue: Respondent had difficulty answering this question as the last two sen-
tences confused them. 
 
• Original Question: There are several reasons to vote. I'm going to show 

you a list of some of the reasons people have told us. Please DO NOT tell me 
which of the following have influenced your decision to vote. Please just tell 
me HOW MANY of the following have influenced your decision to vote in the 
municipal elections. 

 
Potential Solutions: 
 
• Alternative phrasing 1: There are several reasons influencing us to vote. 

I'm going to show you a list of some of the reasons people have told us. 
Please tell me HOW MANY of the following items have influenced your deci-
sion to vote in the municipal elections. 

 
• Alternative phrasing 2: There are several reasons to vote. I'm going to 

show you a list of some of the reasons people have told us. Please tell me 
HOW MANY of the following items have influenced your decision to vote in 
the municipal elections. Just tell me the number; don’t tell me the actual 
reasons. 

F. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELECTIONS 

Q16 11 
• Consider whether the scale should have “strongly disagree” on the left side 

and “strongly agree” on the right side to reduce the risk of the interviewer 
selecting the wrong answer. 
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Item Page Comments 

Q17 11 

Issue: Respondents had difficulty answering this question as they did not 
understand the meaning of “secret ballot”. 
 
• Original question: How likely do you think it is that powerful people can 

find out how you voted, even though there is supposed to be a secret ballot 
in this country? 

 
Potential Solution: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: How likely do you think it is that powerful people 

can find out how you voted, even though votes are meant to be kept secret 
in South Africa? 

Q18 11 • Ok 

Q19 12 
• Consider whether the scale should have “strongly disagree” on the left side 

and “strongly agree” on the right side to reduce the risk of the interviewer 
selecting the wrong answer. 

Q20 12 • Ok 

LIST EXPERIMENT 3 

Q21A  13 

Issues: One of the respondents got confused with the words “activities” and 
“parties” in the current wording of the question. 
 
• Original question: During the electoral campaigns, candidates and party 

workers try to convince citizens to vote for them in different ways. Now I 
will read you some ways activities candidate and party workers have told us. 
Please tell me which of the following parties have used during the municipal 
election campaign to obtain YOUR vote. You can choose more than one op-
tion. 

 
Potential Solution: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: During the electoral campaigns, candidates and 

party workers use different methods to convince citizens to vote for them. 
Now I will read you some of the methods that candidates and party workers 
have told us. Please tell me which of these methods were used during the 
municipal election campaign to obtain YOUR vote. You can choose more 
than one method. 

Q21B 13 

Issues: Respondents tended to get impatient with this question and ask for it 
to be repeated. One of the respondent felt this question was too long which 
confused him. Another respondent felt the last three sentences confused her. 
  
• Original Question: During the electoral campaigns, candidates and party 

workers try to convince citizens to vote for them in different ways. Now I 
will read you some ways activities candidate and party workers have told us. 
Please DO NOT tell me which of the following parties have used during the 
municipal election campaign to obtain YOUR vote. Just tell me HOW MANY of 
the following parties have used to obtain YOUR vote.  

 
Potential Solution: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: During the electoral campaigns, candidates and 

party workers use different methods to convince citizens to vote for them. 
Now I will read you some of the methods that candidates and party workers 
have told us. Please tell me HOW MANY of these methods were used during 
the municipal election campaign to obtain YOUR vote. Just tell me the num-
ber; don’t tell me the actual reasons. 

Q22A 14 • Ok 
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Item Page Comments 

Q22B 14 

Issue: Some respondents felt this question did not flow naturally from Q22A 
 
Potential Solution:  
 
• Consider asking “From which political parties were they from?” 

Q23A 14 • Ok 

Q23B 15 

Issue: Some respondents felt this question did not flow naturally from Q22A 
 
Potential Solution:  
 
• Consider asking “From which political parties were they from?” 

G. CLIENTELISM AND POLITICIANS - CITIZEN LINKAGES 

Q24 16 

Issues: One respondent did not consider anyone to be an important political 
figure in their municipality. This is also not an open-ended question. 
 
Potential Solutions:  
 
• Consider adding in an option for “none”.  
• Add in “single mention only” in the interviewer instruction, and remove the 

phrase “open-ended”. 

Q25 16 • If we include “none” option in Q24 then there should be a skip routing on 
this question. 

Q26 16 • Ok 

Q27 16 • Ok 

Q28 16 • Ok 

Q29 16 • Ok 

H. PARTY CHOICE 

Q30A 17 • Ok 

Q30B 18 • Ok 

Q31A 19 • Ok 

Q31B 20 • Ok  

Q31C 20 • Ok 

LIST EXPERIMENT 4 

Q32A 21 • Ok  

Q32B 21 

Issue: The last three sentences tended to confuse respondents 
 
• Original question: People decide who to vote for based on a lot of different 

reasons. Now I will read you some of the reasons that people have given us: 
Please DO NOT tell me which of the following reasons influenced your deci-
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Item Page Comments 

sion. Just tell me HOW MANY of the following have influenced your decision 
to vote for the party that you voted for 

 
Solution: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: People decide who to vote for based on different 

reasons. I will read you some of the reasons that people have given us. 
Please tell me HOW MANY of the following statements have influenced your 
decision to vote for your chosen party. Just tell me the number; don’t tell 
me the actual reasons. 

I. RECIPROCITY, TIME DISCOUTNING, RISK AVERSION AND SOCIAL TRUST 

Q33 22 • Ok 

Q34 22 • Ok 

Q35 22 • Ok 

Q36 22 • Ok 

Q37 23 • Ok 

Q38 23 • Ok 

Q39 23 • Ok 

J. INSTITUTIONAL TRUST AND POLITICAL SELECTION 

Q40 24 • Ok 

Q41 24 • Ok 

Q42A 24 • Ok 

Q42B 24 
• Ok 

Q42C 24 
• Ok 

Q42D 24 

Issue: Respondent did not understand what “evades paying taxes” means. 
 
• Original question: If you had to choose a leader to vote for, would you 

vote for: A strong leader, who evades paying taxes 
 
Solution:  
 
• Alternative phrasing: If you had to choose a leader to vote for, would you 

vote for: A strong leader, who does not pay his/her taxes. 

Q42E 25 • Ok 

K. LOCAL GOVERMENT PERFORMANCE AND SATISFACTION 
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Item Page Comments 

Q43 25 • Ok 

Q44 25 • Ok 

L. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 

Q45 25 

Issue: Respondent did not understand the wording “for each tell these.” 
 
• Original Question: Now I will read to you a list of actions people some-

times take as citizens. For each tell these, please tell me whether you, per-
sonally, have done any of these things during the past 12 months? Have 
you… 

 
Potential Solution: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: Now I will read you a list of actions people some-

times take as citizens. For each of these, please tell me whether you, per-
sonally, have done this during the past 12 months? Have you… 

M. VOTE BUYING AND CORRUPTION 

Q46 26 • Ok 

Q47 26 • Ok 

Q48A 27 • Ok 

Q48B 27 • Ok 

Q48C 27 • Ok 

Q49A 28 • Ok 

Q49B 28 • Ok 

Q50 28 • Ok 

Q51 28 • Ok 

Q52 28 • Ok 

STANDARD SURVEY EXPERIMENT 

Q53A 28 • Ok 

Q53B 28 • Ok 

Q53C 29 • Ok 

Q54A 29 • Ok 
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Item Page Comments 

Q54B 29 • Ok 

Q54C 29 • Ok 

Q54D 29 • Ok 

Q54E 29 • Ok 

Q55A 29 • Ok 

Q55B 29 • Ok 

Q55C 29 • Ok 

Q55D 29 • Ok 

Q55E 29 • Ok 

Q55F 29 • Ok 

Q55G 29 • Ok 

Q55H 29 • Ok 

N. INFORMATION 

Q56 30 • Ok 

Q57 30 • Ok 

Q58 30 • Ok 

Q59 30 • Ok 

Q60 30 • Ok 

Q61 30 • Ok 

O. SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND 

Q62 31 • Ok 

Q63 31 • Ok 

Q64 31 • Ok 
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Item Page Comments 

Q65 31 • Ok 

Q66 32 • Ok 

Q67 32 • Ok 

Q68 32 • Ok 

Q69 33 

Issue: A respondent did not understand which letter corresponds to the in-
come group. 
 
• Original question: Please tell me into which group your TOTAL MONTHLY 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME falls. By TOTAL monthly household income, I mean 
the total of all the incomes earned by all the wage-earners living in your 
household, before deductions.  You need only tell me the letter correspond-
ing to the income group into which you fall. 

 
Solution: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: Please tell me into which group your TOTAL 

MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME falls. By TOTAL monthly household income, 
I mean the total of all the incomes earned by all the wage-earners living in 
your household, before deductions. You need only tell me the code corre-
sponding to the income group into which you fall. 

Q70 33 • Ok 

Q71 33 

Issue: One respondent did understand “let us suppose”. There is no inter-
viewer instruction to say whether the question is multiple or single mentioned. 
 
• Original Question: Let us suppose that you had to choose between being a 

South African and being a ________[R’s ETHNIC GROUP]. Which of the fol-
lowing statements best expresses your feelings? 

 
Solutions: 
 
• Alternative phrasing: If you had to choose between being a South African 

and being a ________[R’s ETHNIC GROUP]. Which of the following state-
ments best expresses your feelings? 

 
• Add in “single mention” in the interviewer instruction. 

Q72 34 • Ok 

P. VOTE INTENTION 

Q73 35 • Ok 

Q. INTERVIEWER COMPLETED QUESTIONS 

Q74 36 • Ok 

Q75 36 • Ok 

Q76 36 • Ok 
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Item Page Comments 

Q77 36 • Ok 

Q78 36 • Replace “Where” to “Were” 

Q79A 37 • Ok 

Q79B 37 • Ok 

Q79C 37 • Ok 

Q79D 37 • Ok 

Q79E 37 • Ok 

Q80 37 • Ok 

Q81 37 • Ok 

Q82 37 • Ok 

Q83 37 • Ok 

Q84 37 • Ok 

Q85 37 • Ok 

SA MUNICIPAL SURVEY – CONSENT FORM 

Q1  38 • Ok 

Q2 38 • Ok 
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Pilot Report for: 

SA Poverty Survey 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 June 2017 

 

Item Comments 

Overall Impression / 
challenges of the 
questionnaire 

Overall, the questionnaire has a good flow. On average the questionnaire 

took 49 minutes to complete. 

 

Factors that contributed to the length were respondents asking for 

the questions to be repeated and having to re-read questions es-

pecially those with two or more some statements, and having to 

explain questions.   

Length of interview 
 

• Interview 1: 55 Min 

• Interview 2: 41 Min 

• Interview 3: 56 Min 

• Interview 4: 43 Min 

• Interview 4: 51 Min 

• Average length of Interview: 49 Min 

SECTION A: LANGUAGE  

Q1 • We have added Tsonga to the list as it is one of the official languages 
in SA. 

SECTION B: LIVED POVERTY INDEX 

Q2 • OK 

Q3 • OK 

 SECTION C: COMPARE YOUR LIVING CONDITIONS 

Q4 • OK 

Q5 • OK 

Q6 • OK 

PO Box 16529 Vlaeberg 8018 

1st Floor de Waal House 

172 Victoria Road 

Woodstock 7925 

Cape Town South Africa 
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Item Comments 

SECTION D: PARTISANSHIP  

Q7 • OK 

Q8 • OK 

Q9 • OK 

Q10 • OK 

SECTION E: ROLE OF PARTIES IN YOUR LOCAL AREA 

Q11 • OK 

Q12 • OK 

Q13 • OK 

Q14 • Ok 

SECTION F: SURVEY EXPERIMENT 1 

Q15A- D 
 

• OK 

SECTION G: MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS 

Q16 • OK 

SECTION H: LIST EXPERIMENT 1 

Q17A, B, C  • OK 

SECTION I: SURVEY EXPERIMENT 2: INEQUALITY 

Q18A • OK 

Q18B • OK 

SECTION J : SURVEY EXPERIMENT 3: POVERTY 

Q19A • OK 

Q19B • OK 

SECTION K: TAXATION 

Q20 • OK 

Q21 
• 3 respondents ask for the question to be repeated. We found that 

they had an in issue understanding what is meant by the term 
“Raised”. When we used “Increased” and “Decreased” the respond-
ents understood the question.  

• Consider replacing “Raised” and “lowered” with “Increased” and “de-
creased” 

Q22 • OK 

SECTION L: REDISTRIBUTION 

Q23 • OK 

Q24 • OK 

Q25 • Consider including a  “Don’t Know (Do Not Read)” option 

Q26 • Consider including a  “Don’t Know (Do Not Read)” option 

Q27 • OK 
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Item Comments 

Q28 • OK 

F. LIST EXPERIMENT 2 

Q29A • OK 

Q29B • OK 

Q29C • OK 

SECTION N: VOTE CHOICE 

Q30 • OK 

Q31 • OK 

Section O: SURVEY EXPERIMENT 4: WEALTHY CANDIDATES 

Q32A • Consider including a  “Don’t Know (Do Not Read)” option 

Q32B • Consider including a  “Don’t Know (Do Not Read)” option 

Q32C • Consider including a  “Don’t Know (Do Not Read)” option 

Q32D • Consider including a  “Don’t Know (Do Not Read)” option 

Q32E • Consider including a  “Don’t Know (Do Not Read)” option 

Section P: GROUP VOTING 

Q33 - 36 • OK 

Section Q: ELECTIONS 

Q37 • OK 

Q38 • OK 

Q39 • OK 

Q40 • OK 

Q41 • OK 

Q42 • OK 

SECTION R: SURVEY EXPERIMENT 5: CORRUPTION 

Q43A • OK 

Q43B • OK 

Q43C • OK 

Q43D • OK 

Q43E • OK 

S. CLIENTELISM 

Q44 • OK 

Q45 • OK 

Q46 • OK 

Q47 • OK 

Q48 • OK 

Q49 • OK 
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Item Comments 

Q50 • OK 

Q51 • OK 

Q52 • OK 

Q53 • OK 

Q54 • OK 

Q55 • OK 

Q56 • OK 

SECTION T: VIGNETTE EXPERIMENT 

Q57A - C • OK 

SECTION U: RISK AVERSION 

Q58 • OK 

Q59 • OK 

Q60 • OK 

SECTION V: TIME DISCOUNTING 

Q61 • OK 

Q62 • OK 

Q63 • OK 

Q64 • OK 

SECTION W: SOCIAL NORMS 

Q65 • OK 

Q66 • OK 

Q67 • OK 

Q68 • OK 

SECTION X: TRUST 

Q69 • OK 

Q70 • OK 

SECTION Y: DEMOCRACY AND CORRUPTION 

Q71 • OK 

Q72 • OK 

Q73 • OK 

Q74A-E • OK 

SECTION Z: KNOWLEDGE 

Q75 • OK 

Q76 • OK 

Q77 • OK 

Q78 • OK 

Section AA: SOCIOECONOMIC BACKGROUND 

Q79 • OK 
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Item Comments 

Q80 • OK 

Q81 • OK 

Q82 • OK 

Q82A • OK 

Q83 • OK 

Q84 • OK 

Q85 • OK 

Q86 • OK 

Q87 • OK 

Q88 • OK 

Q89 • OK – We used our standard LSM  

SECTION CC: PARENTS SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND  

Q91 • OK 

Q92 • The original scale use here i.e Rich, Middle income, Poor needs to be 
expanded. For example some people were neither poor nor middle 
class. They managed to get by with a little to spare, biut they were 
not middle class either. We suggest using the table from Q5 which has 
more granularity.  

• New scale options: 
 

Very rich 1 

Rich 2 

Just above middle income 3 

Middle income 4 

Just below middle income 5 

Poor 6 

Very poor 7 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

Q93 • Q79 table was used to replace the previous table that only had the 
options i.e No schooling, Primary school, Secondary/high school, col-
lege/ University 

• New scale options: 
 

No schooling  0 

Primary school incomplete 1 

Primary school complete 2 

Secondary/ high school incomplete 3 

Completed Matric  4 
Some college / technikon / university / trade school 
/ still studying  5 

Completed college / technikon diploma / trade 
school  6 

Completed university degree 7 

Post-graduate degree  8 
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Item Comments 

Other (Specify): ____________________________ 9 
 
 

Q94 • Please consider moving Q96 to Q94 so that we deal with education of 
each parent before we move onto the race of each parent. In this way 
we use one cared for Q93 and 94 and one card for Q95 and 96.  

Q95 • Q79 table was used to replace the previous table that only had the 
options i.e No schooling, Primary school, Secondary/high school, col-
lege/ University 

• New scale options: 
 

No schooling  0 

Primary school incomplete 1 

Primary school complete 2 

Secondary/ high school incomplete 3 

Completed Matric  4 
Some college / technikon / university / trade school 
/ still studying  5 

Completed college / technikon diploma / trade 
school  6 

Completed university degree 7 

Post-graduate degree  8 

Other (Specify): ____________________________ 9 
 

SECTION DD: VOTE INTENTION 

Q97 • OK 
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Appendix D 
Survey Questionnaires 

The first survey questionnaire is from the South Africa 2016 survey (round 1) and the second sur-

vey questionnaire is from the South Africa 2017 survey (round 2).  
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SA Municipal Survey Final 
27 July 2016  

 
C i t i z e n  Su r v e y s  

1st Floor De Waal House, 172 Victoria Road 
Woodstock, Cape Town  7925 

Tel: 021 4474484   Fax 021 4486312 
Email: info@citizensurveys.com 

 
 
 

FIELD MANAGER Automatically capture in background 

INTERVIEWER NAME and SURNAME: Automatically capture in background 

PROVINCE: Automatically capture in background 

EA NAME: Automatically capture in background 

EA NUMBER: Automatically capture in background 

DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY: Automatically capture in background 

DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY NUMBER: Automatically capture in background 

LOCAL MUNICIPALITY: Automatically capture in background 

LOCAL MUNICIPALITY NUMBER: Automatically capture in background 

DOMINANT POPULATION: Automatically capture in background 

DOMINANT POPULATION CODE: Automatically capture in background 

GEOTYPE_OLD: Automatically capture in background 

GEOCODE_OLD: Automatically capture in background 

GEOTYPE_NEW: Automatically capture in background 

GEOCODE_NEW: Automatically capture in background 

MET_UR DESCRIPTION: Automatically capture in background 

MET_UR CODE: Automatically capture in background 

URB_RUR DESCRIPTION: Automatically capture in background 

URB_RUR CODE: Automatically capture in background 

TOTAL_HH15 WEIGHT Automatically capture in background 

RESPONDENT QID: Automatically capture in background 

GPS Co-ordinates: 
Latitude Longitude 

Automatically capture in 
background 

Automatically capture in 
background 
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SCRIPTER: Insert on seperate screen. 
 

WALK PATTERN 
 

 

Procedure for selecting households in an EA: 
Interviewers must start the walk pattern from the starting point indicated on the EA map. Imagine the starting point as 
a cross-road or as the cardinal points on a compass (North, South, East and West). The reason for conducting each 
interview in a different direction of the starting point is so that we can cover a broader area of the EA and give more 
households a chance of being included in the study. 
 
 1.     For the 1st Questionnaire in an EA walk in a northerly direction from the starting point. Count 10 houses from 
the starting point and visit the 10th house. 
 
2.     For the 2nd Questionnaire in an EA go back to the starting point and walk in the direct opposite direction (i.e. 
South) Count 10 houses from the starting point and conduct your interview at the 10th house. 
 
3.   For the 3rd Questionnaire in an EA we walk in an Easterly direction 
 
4.    For the 4th Questionnire in an EA we walk in a westerly direction. 
 
5.    If you have two more questionnaires to complete in the EA, the remaining interviews can be completed in any 
direction where there is a dense concentration of households as long as you follow the procedure of going to every 
10th house.   
SCRIPTER: Insert on seperate screen. 
SCRIPTER: Please customise BOLD text in red, which reads “I’m at my {0} (1………10th) household”. 
 

VISIT_X SCRIPTER: Automatically populate with the Visit number (i.e. begin at 1, and each subsequent 
iteration of this loop with the same SubjectID / QID increments this value by 1). 

 

TIMESTAMP_X SCRIPTER: Automatically populate with the Timestamp (i.e. DATE + TIME as one record, in 
the format DD/MM/YYYY HH:MM:SS, and the time component in 24-hour format). 

 

GPS_X SCRIPTER: Automatically populate with the tablet’s GPS co-ordinates. (Lock location) 
 

S1_X 

INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Is the household inaccessible or ineligible for an interview?  
By ‘inaccessible’ households, we are broadly referring to homes, blocks of flats, gated communi-
ties, and streets that you cannot enter because of security measures, concerns about safety in en-
tering the home, violence, gang warfare in the area, or protests taking place. 
By ‘ineligible’ households, we are broadly referring to vacant plots, houses that are under construc-
tion, are derelict or demolished, seasonal / holiday homes, business premises (including hostels, 
hotels, and B&Bs), offices, and institutions / places where people do not live (schools, hospitals, 
clinics, libraries, etc.).  

 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: S2_X) 

No 2 (ROUTE TO: S3_X) 
 

S2_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Why is the household ineligible or inaccessible for an interview? 
 

Not yet built / under construction  01 

SCRIPTER:  
Show instruction: 

“Click NEXT and continue 
with walk pattern using a 
skip interval of 10 houses”. 
ROUTING: WALK PATTERN, 
(i.e. starting from the begin-
ning) with an incremented 

index number. 

Demolished / derelict  02 

Vacant housing unit / vacant land 03 

Business, government office, other organization 04 

Institution (school, hospital, army barracks, etc.)   05 

Seasonal / Vacation / Temporary residence / holiday home  06 

Unable to enter building / reach housing unit/gated street 07 

Concerns about safety in entering the house (dogs, shebeen, drugs)  08 

Inaccessible because of violence and gang warfare in the area 09 

Inaccessible because of protests taking place in area  10 

Other reasons (specify) 16 
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S3_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Have you made contact with someone in the household? 
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 1) 

No reply / No one at home 2 
SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
“Route to APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY  
 

 

SCRIPTER: APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY 
SCRIPTER: If the Geotype is “Metro”, show S4_X, then S5_X; if it is NOT “Metro”, show S6_X. 
Make call back either in 3 hours’ time on same day, or call back in early evening or on a different day or over 
a weekend. 
Make 2 call backs in a Metro EA  
Make one call back in an Urban or Rural EA. 

e.g. Monday 2016/08/01 15:00 

After appointment made, “Click Options, Stop, Yes (to save).  
When you resume this questionnaire, "Click next" 

S4_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Have you made contact on your first recall? METRO EA 
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 1) 

No reply / No one at home 2 SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
Route to APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY  

SCRIPTER: APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY 
SCRIPTER: If the Geotype is “Metro”, show S4_X, then S5_X; if it is NOT “Metro”, show S6_X. 
Make call back either in 3 hours’ time on same day, or call back in early evening or on a different day or over 
a weekend. 
Make 2 call backs in a metro area  

e.g. Monday 2016/08/01 18:00 

After appointment made, “Click Options, Stop, Yes (to save).  
When you resume this questionnaire, "Click next" 

S5_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Have you made contact on your second recall? METRO EA 
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 1) 

No reply / No one at home 2 

SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
Click NEXT and continue with walk pattern. 
ROUTING: WALK PATTERN, (i.e. starting from the be-
ginning) with an incremented index number. 

SCRIPTER: If the Geotype is NOT “Metro”, show S6. 

S6_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Have you made contact on your first recall? Urban	or	Rural	EA 
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 1) 

No reply / No one at home 2 

SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
Click NEXT and continue with walk pattern. 
ROUTING: WALK PATTERN, (i.e. starting from the begin-
ning) with an incremented index number. 

SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR INTRODUCTION 1 

INTRODUCTION 
1 

Hello, my name is.... and I work for Citizen Surveys, a marketing research 
organisation. We are conducting a survey amongst South Africans aged 18 years and 
older. We want to talk about how things are going in South Africa and in your local 
municipality in order to strengthen the quality of local democracy and give citizens a 
greater voice in local government.   
The interview will take about 45 minutes to complete and all information will be trea-
ted in the strictest confidence, only to be used for research purposes.  
Your name and contact details will not be shared with anyone and will only be used 
to confirm that the interview took place. 
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S7_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Has the household agreed to provide household information to start the selection process? 

 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: S10A_X) 
No 2 (ROUTE TO: S8_X) 
 

S8_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
What was the reason for the initial contact person refusing to participate in the interview? 

 

Initial contact person / Household refused to be interviewed  1 
Initial contact person is deaf / mute 2 
Initial contact person has a mental disability 3 
Initial contact person is drunk / drugged 4 
Initial contact person doesn’t speak any of the official languages  5 
Household not South African citizens – spoke a foreign language  6 
Initial contact person is a child 7 
Other reason (specify)  9 
 

SCRIPTER: if S7_X (2). ROUTING: WALK PATTERN, (i.e. starting from the beginning) with an incremented 
index number. 
 

SCRIPTER: if S7_X (1). CONTINUE 
SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR QUEST A 

Quest A 

INTERVIEWER READ OUT: 
“Please tell me how many people live in this household in total? That is, all household 
members of any age, including babies, who live in the household for more than 15 days 
per month”.  

 

S10A_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Total number of people who live in the household for more than 15 days per month? 

 

SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR QUEST B 

Quest B 

INTERVIEWER READ OUT: 
“This survey that I am about to administer is open to all adults in South Africa. However, it 
would be too costly and time-consuming to interview everyone, therefore we must randomly 
select an adult member of this household to interview.. For this purpose, please can you tell me 
how many people who live in this household are 18 years and older”. Please include all 
household members aged 18 years and older who live in the household for more 
than 15 days per month, even if they are not here right now. 

 

S10B_X 
INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Number of people aged 18 years and older who live in this household, even	
if	they	are	not	here	right	now? 

 

 

KISH 

INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Please ensure that you include all household members aged 18 years and older who live in 
the household for more than 15 days per month, even if they may not be there when you visit  
Can you please give me the name, surname, gender, and age of all the people aged 18 years 
and older who live in this household? 

Scripter add instruction: PLEASE RECORD NAME AND SURNAME OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS   

NAME AND SURNAME OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBER Gender  
1 = Male, 2 = Female Age 
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S11_X Can I please talk to [PIPE IN NAME and Surname OF SELECTED RESPONDENT]? 
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 3) 

No 2 (ROUTE TO: S12_X) 
 

S12_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
What was the reason for the selected respondent being unavailable for the interview? 

 

Selected respondent not home but will return later  1 
SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
“Click NEXT and make an appointment for 
when the respondent will return.  
Route to APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY 
SCRIPTER: Return to the household when it 
is the time of the appointment.” 

Selected respondent is busy/unavailable but has 
agreed that you can return to do the interview  2 

Selected person away for survey period   3 

SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
“Click NEXT and continue with walk pattern 
using a skip interval of 10 houses”. 
ROUTE TO: WALK PATTERN, (i.e. starting 
from the beginning) with an incremented 
index number. 

Selected person at home but ill during survey period  4 
Selected person is physically disabled (deaf/mute)  5 
Selected person is mentally disabled/unstable 6 
Selected person is drunk or drugged  7 
Completed 2 recalls in Metro EA 8 

Completed 1 recall in Urban or Rural EA 9 
Other reason (specify)  10 
SCRIPTER: if S12_X (1 or 2) then go to APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY 
e.g. Tuesday 2016/07/30 9:00 

After appointment made, “Click Options, Stop, Yes (to save).  
When you resume this questionnaire, "Click next" 
SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR INTRODUCTION 3  

INTRODUCTION 
3 

Hello, my name is.... and I work for Citizen Surveys, a marketing research 
organisation. We are conducting a survey amongst South Africans aged 18 years and 
older. We want to talk about how things are going in South Africa and in your local 
municipality in order to strengthen the quality of local democracy and give citizens a 
greater voice in local government.   
The interview will take about 45 minutes to complete and all information will be trea-
ted in the strictest confidence, only to be used for research purposes. 
Your name and contact details will not be shared with anyone and will only be used 
to confirm that the interview took place. 

 

S13_X INTERVIEWER READ OUT: Do you agree to participate in the interview? 
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: S15_X) 
No 2 (ROUTE TO: S14_X) 
 

S14_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
What was the reason for the selected respondent being unwilling to participate in the interview? 

 

Selected respondent refused to participate in the inter-
view 1 

SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
“Click NEXT and continue with walk pat-
tern using a skip interval of 10 houses”. 
ROUTE TO: WALK PATTERN, (i.e. starting 
from the beginning) with an incremented 
index number. 

Selected respondent is busy/unavailable  2 
Selected person at home but ill during survey period  3 
Selected person is physically or mentally unstable  4 
Selected person is drunk or drugged  5 
Selected person doesn’t speak any of the official lan-
guages  6 

Selected respondent is not home after recall 7 
Other reason (specify)  9 
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S17_X  INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Details of the selected respondent…... (Pipe in Name and Surname from Kish) 

 

Respondent address: (Interviewer 
please provide full details of the number 
of the homestead and street name. If 
informal settlement, then record the 
shack number and description of the 
surroundings so that we can locate the 
dwelling when we do back checks. If we 
are unable to find this dwelling, we will 
not be able to use or pay for this inter-
view).  

 
 

Town / Suburb / Township:  
Telephone number: (Interviewer 
please explain to respondent that 
we need their contact numbers to 
verify that this is an authentic 
interview) 

W          
 

 
 

H           

Cellphone number: C           
 

S18_X ● ASK ALL: If I can accommodate it, which language would you prefer to be interviewed in? 
 

English 02 

Afrikaans 03 

Zulu 04 

Xhosa 05 

Sesotho 06 

Setswana 11 

 

A.  LANGUAGE AND LIFE SATISFACTION 
 

Let’s begin by talking a little about yourself.  
 

1.  
Which South African language is your home language? 
[Interviewer Prompt if necessary: "That is the language of your group of origin"] 

 

Afrikaans 01 
English  02 
Ndebele 03 
Sepedi 04 
Sesotho  05 
Setswana  06 
SiSwati  07 
Tshivenda  08 
Xhosa 09 
Zulu 10 
Asian/Indian languages 11 
Other [Specify]: ___________________ 12 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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2.  

All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole nowadays? 
Please answer using this card, where 0 means extremely dissatisfied and 10 means 
extremely satisfied.  
[Hand Showcard. Only one answer allowed] 

 

0. Extremely dissatisfied 0 
1.  1 
2. 2 
3. 3 
4. 4 
5. 5 
6. 6 
7. 7 
8. 8 
9. 9 
10. Extremely satisfied 10 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

B. PARTISANSHIP AND INCLUSIVENESS  
 

I would now like to ask you a few questions about the political parties in South Africa.  
 

3.  

Many people feel close to a particular political party over a long period of time, 
although they may occasionally vote for a different party. What about you? Do you 
usually think of yourself as close to a particular party?  
[Only one answer allowed] 

 

No (Does NOT think of themselves as supporter of ANY party) 0  Ø  Skip to Q11 
Yes (feels close to a party) 1  Ø  Ask Q10 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98  Ø  Skip to Q11 
Don't know [Do not read] 99  Ø  Skip to Q11 
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4.  
Which party do you feel close to?  
[Do not read options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know 99 
 

5.  

Do you think that the following parties looks after the interests of all people in South 
Africa, or after the interests of one group only, or haven’t you heard enough about 
them to say?  
[Read out options. One answer per party] 

 

  
  

Party supports 
all groups 

Party supports only 
one group 

Do not know 
enough 

A1. African National Congress (ANC) 1 2 99 
A2. Democratic Alliance (DA) 1 2 99 

A3. Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 1 2 99 

A4. Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 1 2 99 

A5. National Freedom Party (NFP) 1 2 99 

A6. Congress of the People (COPE) 1 2 99 

 

C. REGISTRATION AND TURNOUT  
 

6.  

In talking to people about the recent 2016 municipal elections that took place on 3 
August 2016, we find that a lot of people did not register as voters because they did 
not have the time, did not know where to register, or did not have the correct 
documents.  
How about you? Were you registered to vote in the recent municipal elections?  
[Only one answer allowed.] 

 

Not registered 01 Ø  Skip to Q14 

Registered 02 
Ø  Ask Q13 

Don't know/Can’t remember [Do not read] 99 
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7.  

Again, we often find that a lot of people were not able to vote because they weren’t 
registered, they were sick, or they just didn’t have time, and other people decided not 
to vote.  
How about you? Did you vote in the recent municipal elections?  
[Only one answer allowed.] 

 

Yes – did vote 01 
No – did not vote 02 
Refused to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

LIST EXPERIMENT 1 
Scripter: Randomize 14 A, 14 B, 14 C, 14 D and 14 E into five 
groups. 

 
 
 

14 A 

I am going to hand you a card that mentions various activities, and I would like you 
to tell me if they were carried out by candidates or someone from a political party 
during the recent electoral campaign. Please, do not tell me which ones, only HOW 
MANY. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

They put up campaign posters or signs in my neighborhood/city 
They called me on my phone 
They asked me to sign a petition supporting childrens’ rights 
They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
 

14 
B 

I am going to hand you a card that mentions various activities, and I would like 
you to tell me if they were carried out by candidates or someone from a political 
party during the recent electoral campaign. Please, tell me which ones apply. You 
can choose more than one activity. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Multiple answers allowed] 

 

They put up campaign posters or signs in my neighborhood/city 1 
They called me on my phone 2 
They asked me to sign a petition supporting childrens’ rights 3 
They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio 4 
None of the above apply 0 
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14C 

I am going to hand you a card that mentions various activities, and I would like 
you to tell me if they were carried out by candidates or someone from a political 
party during the recent electoral campaign. Please, do not tell me which ones, 
only HOW MANY. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

They put up campaign posters or signs in my neighborhood/city 
They called me on my phone 
They offered me something, like food, or a gift or money if I did not go and vote in the elections 
They asked me to sign a petition supporting childrens’ rights 
They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
 
 

14D 

I am going to hand you a card that mentions various activities, and I would like 
you to tell me if they were carried out by candidates or someone from a political 
party during the recent electoral campaign. Please, do not tell me which ones, 
only HOW MANY. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

They put up campaign posters or signs in my neighborhood/city 
They called me on my phone 
They offered me something, like food, or a gift or money if I would show up to vote in the elections 
They asked me to sign a petition supporting childrens’ rights 
They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
 
 

14 E 

I am going to hand you a card that mentions various activities, and I would 
like you to tell me if they were carried out by candidates or someone from a 
political party during the recent electoral campaign. Please, do not tell me 
which ones, only HOW MANY. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

They put up campaign posters or signs in my neighborhood/city 
They called me on my phone 
They offered me something, like food, or a gift or money if I would vote for them in the elections 
They asked me to sign a petition supporting childrens’ rights 
They placed campaign advertisements on television or radio 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
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D. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELECTIONS 
 

Let’s talk some more about the recent local government elections. 
 

15  

I am now going to read you some statements about local government elections. For 
each one I’d like you to tell me whether you agree or disagree. And is that strongly 
agree or disagree or somewhat agree or disagree? 
[Read out list of statements. One answer per statement] Hand Showcard 

 

 Statements Strongly 
agree Agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t 
know 

a. The recent municipal 
elections held on 3 Au-
gust 2016 was comple-
tely free and fair 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

b. I am very satisfied with 
how local democracy 
works in my municipality 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

c. Municipal councillors al-
ways listen to what pe-
ople like me have to say 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

d. Elections make municipal 
councillors pay a lot of 
attention to what people 
like me have to say 

1 2 3 4 5 99 
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16  

I am now going to read you some statements about your involvement in local politics. 
For each one I’d like you to tell me whether you agree or disagree. And is that 
strongly agree or disagree or somewhat agree or disagree? 
[Read out list of statements. One answer per statement] Hand Showcard 

 

  Statements Strongly 
agree Agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Don’t 
know 

a. I consider myself to be 
well qualified to participa-
te in local politics 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

b. I feel that I have a pretty 
good understanding of the 
important political issues 
facing my municipality 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

c. I feel that I could do as 
good a job at being a 
member of the municipal 
council as most other pe-
ople 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

d. Sometimes local politics 
seem so complicated that 
a person like me can't re-
ally understand what's 
going on. 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

e. People like me don't have 
any say about what the 
municipal council does 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

f. I followed this municipal 
election campaign very 
closely 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

g. I am generally very inte-
rested in politics 1 2 3 4 5 99 

h. I am generally well infor-
med about politics 1 2 3 4 5 99 

 

17  
During the election campaigning, how frequently did you follow political news 

through? 
[Ask for each news source. One answer for each source] 

 

Media/news source   Daily 
Several 
times a 
week 

Once a 
week 

Less 
than 

once a 
week 

Never Don’t 
know 

A. Newspapers and news websites  5 4 3 2 1 99 
B. Radio  5 4 3 2 1 99 
C. Television  5 4 3 2 1 99 
D. Social Media (e.g. Facebook, Twit-
ter and WhatsApp) 5 4 3 2 1 99 

A. Other sources  
[Please specify]: 

_________________ 
5 4 3 2 1 99 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



211 
 

LIST EXPERIMENT 2 
Scripter: Randomize 20 A, 20 B, 20 C, 20 D, 20 E and 20F into six 
groups.  
 
 
 

20A 

Sometimes during elections, candidates or someone from a political party offer voters so-
mething, like food, or a gift or money if the voter will vote for them. I am going to hand 
you a card that mentions various reactions to such an offer. Please, do not tell me which 
ones, only HOW MANY, would apply to you if you received such an offer. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

I would be surprised 
I would visit the party’s Facebook page 
I would read the party’s election manifesto  
I would be happy  
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
 

20B 

Sometimes during elections, candidates or someone from a political party offer voters so-
mething, like food, or a gift or money if the voter will vote for them. I am going to hand 
you a card that mentions various reactions to such an offer. Please, tell me which ones 
would apply to you if you received such an offer. You can choose more than one activity. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Multiple answers allowed] 

 

I would be surprised 1 
I would visit the party’s Facebook page 2 
I would read the party’s election manifesto 3 
I would be happy 4 
None of the above apply 0 
 
 

20C 

Sometimes during elections, candidates or someone from a political party offer voters so-
mething, like food, or a gift or money if the voter will vote for them. I am going to hand 
you a card that mentions various reactions to such an offer. Please, do not tell me which 
ones, only HOW MANY, would apply to you if you received such an offer. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

I would be surprised 
I would visit the party’s Facebook page 
I would accept the offer and vote for the party. 
I would read the party’s election manifesto  
I would be happy  
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
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20D 

Sometimes during elections, candidates or someone from a political party offer voters 
something, like food, or a gift or money if the voter will vote for them. I am going to hand 
you a card that mentions various reactions to such an offer. Please, do not tell me which 
ones, only HOW MANY, would apply to you if you received such an offer. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

I would be surprised 
I would visit the party’s Facebook page 
I would refuse the offer  
I would read the party’s election manifesto  
I would be happy  
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
 
 

20E 

Sometimes during elections, candidates or someone from a political party offer voters so-
mething, like food, or a gift or money if the voter will vote for them. I am going to hand you 
a card that mentions various reactions to such an offer. Please, do not tell me which ones, 
only HOW MANY, would apply to you if you received such an offer. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

I would be surprised 
I would visit the party’s Facebook page 
I would accept the offer but vote for another party 
I would read the party’s election manifesto  
I would be happy  
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
 
 

20F 

Sometimes during elections, candidates or someone from a political party offer voters so-
mething, like food, or a gift or money if the voter will vote for them. I am going to hand 
you a card that mentions various reactions to such an offer. Please, do not tell me which 
ones, only HOW MANY, would apply to you if you received such an offer. 
[Show card on Tablet to respondent] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

I would be surprised 
I would visit the party’s Facebook page 
I would not go and vote on election day  
I would read the party’s election manifesto  
I would be happy  
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
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21A 
Did you attend any party meetings or rallies during the municipal election 
campaign?  
[Do not read out options. Follow routing correctly] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Ask Q21B 
No  2 

Ø  Skip to Q22A 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

21 
B 

Which political parties meetings or rallies did you attend?  
[Do not read out options. Multiple answers allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party /Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Local party 19 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Refused to answer 98 
Don't know 99 
 

22A During the election campaign, did any party or representative of a party contact 
you?  

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q22B 
No  2 

Ø  Skip to Q23 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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22B 
Which political party/parties contacted you?  
[Do not read out options. Multiple answers allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party /Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Local party 19 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Refused to answer 98 
Don't know 99 
 

E. CLIENTELISM AND POLITICIANS - CITIZEN LINKAGES 
 

Now I would like to ask you about your relationships with various important people in your 
local area.  
 

23 
Who do you consider to be the most important political person in your 
municipality?  
[Do not read options] 

 

The Mayor 1 

Ø   Ask Q24 

Your ward councillor 2 

Another member of the municipal council 3 

Local party leader 4 

Your traditional leader 5 

Local business leader 6 

Leader of civil society organisation / NGO 7 

Other [Specify]: _____________________________ 20 
Ø  Skip to Q25 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

24 In the past year, have you turned to [Pipe in from Q23 the person the respondent 
previously identified as the most important local political person] for help? 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Refused to answer [Do not read] 98 
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25 In the past year, have you turned to a political party official or someone in local 
government for help? 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Refused to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

26 In the recent municipal election, did you receive any advice from a local 
community leader concerning the best party to vote for? 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Refused to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

27 If you lost your job, would you turn to a political party official or someone in local 
government for help? 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

28 If you or your household faces economic hardship, would you turn to a political 
party official or someone in your local government for help? 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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F. PARTY CHOICE 
 

To be asked to all respondents who live in Metro EA and who voted (Yes in Q13) 

29A 

Now I would like you to think back on election day.  
In the recent municipal elections, you received TWO ballot papers, one to vote 
for a political party and one to vote for a ward councillor. Which political party 
did you vote for?  
[Do not read out options] Only one answer allowed 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party/Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Local party 19 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Refused to answer 98 
Don't know 99 
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To be asked to all respondents who live in Metro EA and who voted (Yes in Q13) 

29B   
And what about the ward councillor you voted for, which party did he or she come 
from?  
[Do not read out options] Only one answer allowed 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party /Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Local party 19 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Refused to answer 98 
Don't know 99 
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Ask Q30A if respondent lives in a non-metro EA (urban or rural EA) and who voted (Yes in Q13) 

30A 

Now I would like you to think back on election day. In the recent municipal 
elections, you received THREE ballot papers, one to vote for a political party, one 
to vote for a ward councillor and one to vote for a district councillor. Which 
political party did you vote for in your local municipality?  
[Do not read out options] Only one answer allowed 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 

African Muslim Party  2 

African National Congress (ANC) 3 

Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 

Agang 5 

Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 

Congress of the People (COPE) 7 

Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 

Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 

Federal Alliance 10 

Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 

Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 

Minority Front 13 

National Freedom Party 14 

New National Party /Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 

Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 

United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 

United Democratic Movement (UDM) 18 

Local party 19 

Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 

Refused to answer 98 

Don't know 99 
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Ask Q30B if respondent lives in a non-metro EA (urban or rural EA) and who voted (Yes in Q13) 

30B  
And what about the ward councillor you voted for, what party did he or she come 
from?  
[Do not read out options] Only one answer allowed 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party /Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement (UDM) 18 
Local party 19 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Refused to answer 98 
Don't know 99 
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Ask Q30C if respondent lives in a non-metro EA (urban or rural EA) and who voted (Yes in Q13) 

30C 
And what about the district council election, what party did you for?  
[Do not read out options] Only one answer allowed 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party /Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement (UDM) 18 
Local party 19 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Refused to answer 98 
Don't know 99 
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G. RECIPROCITY, TIME DISCOUNTING, RISK AVERSION AND SOCIAL 
TRUST 

 

Now I would like to ask you a few more questions about yourself.  
 

31 

Here are a series of statements that may or may not apply to you. Please imagine a 
seven step ladder, where 1 means "Does not apply to me at all" and 7 means 
"Applies to me perfectly". For each statement, please tell me the number that 
indicates the extent to which the statement applies to you. 
[Read out list of statements] One answer per statement. [Hand seven-step ladder Show 
card] 

 

 Statements 

1 - 
Does 
not 
appl
y to 
me 

at all 

2 3 4 5 6 

7 - Ap-
plies to 
me per-
fectly 

Don’t 
kno
w 

[Do 
not 
re-
ad] 

A. If someone does me a favor, I am prepared to 
return it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

B. If I suffer a serious wrong, I will take revenge as 
soon as possible, no matter what the cost 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

C. If somebody puts me in a difficult position, I will 
do the same to him/her 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

D. I go out of my way to help somebody who has 
been kind to me before 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

E. If somebody offends me, I will offend him/her 
back 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

F. I am ready to undergo personal costs to help so-
mebody who helped me before 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

G. If I do someone a favor, I expect that they will 
return it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

 

32 

Suppose you were given the choice between getting a sum of money today and a 
sum of money in one month: Which offer would you prefer? A payment of R500 
today or a payment of R1000 in one month’s time? 
[One answer only] [Read out options] 

 

A payment of R500 today 1 
A payment of R1000 in one month 2 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

33  

Suppose you were given the choice between receiving R1000 today, or a larger sum 
of money in one year from now. How much would that sum of money have to be, to 
be as valuable to you as R1000 right now?  
[Probe for an estimate value] 

 

Record amount in Rands: R 

Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

34  Suppose in a lottery game, the possibility to win R1000 is 10%, then how much 
would you pay at most to buy a lottery ticket?  

 

Record amount in Rands: R 

Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
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35  

How do you see yourself: Are you in general a person who takes risks or do you try to 
avoid risks? Please grade yourself on a scale from 0 to 10.  
0 means you are not at all prepared to take risks and 10 means you are very much 
prepared to take risks.  

 

0. Not at all prepared to take risks 0 
1  1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 
9 9 
10. Very much prepared to take risks 10 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

36  

Here are a series of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please imag-
ine a seven-step ladder, where 1 means you "strongly disagree" and 7 means 
you"strongly agree” that the personality traits apply to you. You should rate the ex-
tent to which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one characteristic applies more 
strongly than the other?  
[Read out list of statements] One answer per statement. [Hand seven-step ladder Show card] 

 

You see yourself as: 

1 – 
Strongly 

dis-
agree 

 
2 
 

3
  

4
  

 
5 
 

 
6 
 

7 - 
Strongl
y Agree 

Don’t 
kno
w 

[Do 
not 
re-
ad] 

A. Sociable and active person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
B. Critical and quarrelsome person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
C. Dependable and self-disciplined person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
D. Anxious and easily upset person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
E. Open to new experiences and intellectual per-

son 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 

F. Quiet and shy person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
G. Generous and warm person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
H. Disorganized and careless person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
I. Calm and emotionally stable person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
J. Uncreative and unimaginative person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 99 
 

37  

Using this card, generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, 
or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people? Please tell me on a score of 0 
to 10, where 0 means most people cannot be trusted and 10 means that most people 
can be trusted.  
[Hand Showcard] Only one answer allowed 

 

Most people cannot be trusted   Most people can be trusted 
Don’t 

know [Do 
not read] 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 
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H. INSTITUTIONAL TRUST AND POLITICAL SELECTION 
 

The following questions are about trust in political leadership. 
 

38  

How much do you trust each of the following, or haven’t you heard enough about 
them to say? Please tell me on a score of 0 to 10, where 0 means” you do not trust at 
all” and 10 means that “you trust a great deal”. 
[Hand Showcard] Only one answer allowed per statement  

 

  
Do not trust at all   Trust a great deal Don't 

know 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

President Jacob Zuma  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

The National Assembly/ Parliament 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

Independent Electoral Commission 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

Your municipal council  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

The mayor of your municipality  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

Traditional Leaders 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 
 

39  

And how much do you trust each of the following political parties, or haven’t you 
heard enough about them to say? Please tell me on a score of 0 to 10, where 0 
means”you do not trust at all” and 10 means that “you trust a great deal”. 
[Hand Showcard] Only one answer allowed per statement  

 

  
Do not trust at all   Trust a great deal Don't 

know 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

A1. African National Congress (ANC) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

A2. Democratic Alliance (DA) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

A3. Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

A4. Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

A5. National Freedom Party (NFP) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 

A6. Congress of the People (COPE) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 
 

40  Now I will read out a number of pairs of statements about different kinds of political 
leaders.  

 

Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the statements. If 
respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to how they feel.  
 40A. If you had to choose a leader to vote for, would you vote for:   

Someone who takes care of the needs of all South Africans, but is corrupt 1 

OR, someone who is honest, but only takes care of the needs of one group  2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the statements. If 
respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to how they feel. 
40B. If you had to choose a leader to vote for, would you vote for:   
Someone who delivers good public service to your municipality but pays people to vote 
for him 1 

OR, someone who is elected in a fair way, but delivers poor public service to your mu-
nicipality 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the statements. If 
respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to how they feel. 
40C. If you had to choose a leader to vote for, would you vote for:   

Someone who is involved in a criminal case, but can be relied on to get work done 1 

OR, someone who is law-abiding, but cannot always get work done 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the statements. If 
respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to how they feel. 
40 D. If you had to choose a leader to vote for, would you vote for:   

A strong leader who evades paying taxes 1 

OR, someone who always pays his taxes, but is not a strong leader 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the statements. If 
respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to how they feel. 
40 E. If you had to choose a leader to vote for, would you vote for:   

A competent leader, who does not listen to what ordinary people have to say 1 

OR, someone who listens to what ordinary people have to say, but is incompetent 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

I. LOCAL GOVERMENT PERFORMANCE AND SATISFACTION 
 

I would now like you to think about your local municipality and the services it provides.  
 

41  
How well or badly would you say your municipality is handling the following matters? 
Would you say it is very badly, fairly badly, fairly well or very well?  
[Read out options. One answer per option] Hand Showcard 

 

  Very 
badly 

Fairly 
badly 

Fairly 
well 

Very 
well 

Don’t 
know 

A. Maintaining access to clean, piped 
water 1 2 3 4 99 

B. Maintaining sanitation and sewage 
systems 1 2 3 4 99 

C. Removing refuse and keeping the 
community clean 1 2 3 4 99 

D. Maintaining local roads 1 2 3 4 99 

E. Maintaining access to electricity  1 2 3 4 99 

F. Managing the use of land 1 2 3 4 99 
 

42  

And overall, how satisfied are you with the services provided by your municipality?  
Would you say you are very satisfied, satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied? 
[Read out] 

 

Very satisfied 1 

Satisfied 2 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 

Dissatisfied 4 

Very dissatisfied 5 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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J. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 
 

43  

Now I will read to you a list of actions people sometimes takes as citizens. Please tell 
me whether you, personally, have done any of these things during the past 12 
months? Have you…  
[Read out options. One answer per option] 

 

 Yes No Refuse to answer [Do not read] 

A. Worked in a political party or action group 1 0 98 

B. Been a member of a political party? 1 0 98 

C. Taken part in a public protest or demonstration? 1 0 98 
 

K.  VOTE BUYING AND CORRUPTION 
 

There are different ways for politicians and others to obtain their objectives. In the follo-
wing questions, I would like to talk to you about this.  
 

44  

How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer 
something, like food, or a gift or money, to people in your community or village if 
they WOULD VOTE FOR THEM in the elections?  
[Read out. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Never  1 

Once or twice 2 

Often 3 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

45 A 

How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer YOU 
something, like food, or a gift or money IF YOU WOULD VOTE FOR THEM in the 
elections?  
[Read out. Only one answer allowed.] 

 

Never 1 

Once or twice 2 

Often 3 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

45B 

How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer YOU 
something, like food, or a gift or money IF YOU WOULD SHOW UP TO VOTE in the 
elections?  
[Read out. Only one answer allowed.] 

 

Never 1 

Once or twice 2 

Often 3 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

45C 

How often (if ever) did a candidate or someone from a political party offer YOU 
something, like food, or a gift or money IF YOU WOULD NOT GO AND VOTE in the 
elections?  
[Read out. Only one answer allowed.] 

 

Never 1 

Once or twice 2 

Often 3 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 



226 
 

46 A 
If Q45A or Q45B or Q45C = 2 or 3 Which party did the person who gave you this 
offer come from?  
[Do not read out options] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 

African Muslim Party  2 

African National Congress (ANC) 3 

Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 

Agang 5 

Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 

Congress of the People (COPE) 7 

Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 

Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 

Federal Alliance 10 

Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 

Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 

Minority Front 13 

National Freedom Party 14 

New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Part (NNP) 15 

Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 

United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 

United Democratic Movement 18 

Local party 19 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 

 20 

Don't know 99 
 

46B 
 [If Q45A = 2 or 3] How did the offer influence your decision to vote for that party?  
[Read out options] Only one answer allowed 

 

I accepted the offer and voted for the party 1 
I refused the offer 2 
I accepted the offer but voted for ANOTHER party 3 
I did not go and vote on election day 4 
I was unsure of what to do 5 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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46C 
 [If Q45A or Q45B or Q45C = 2 or 3] What did they offer?  
[Do not read out. Multiple mention] 

 

Money  1 Ask Q47A 

Food parcels/food 2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ask Q47B 

Mobile phones 3 

Alcohol 4 

Business opportunities/ Tenders in Government 5 

Clothing 6 

Favours  7 

Airtime 8 

Household items 9 

Jobs 10 

Livestock 11 

Priority on housing list 12 

Other [Specify]: _______________________ 20 

Don't Know/ can’t remember  99 
 

47 A [If Q46C = 1] What was the highest amount of money you were offered for your 
vote?  

 

Record amount in Rands: R 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

47B [If Q46C = 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12 or 20] What was the approximate value of 
what you were offered for your vote?  

 

Record amount in Rands: R 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

48  
If Q45A and Q45B and Q45C = 1 or 98 If a candidate or someone from a political 
party offered YOU something like food, or a gift or money to vote for the party, would 
you: 

 Read out options - only one answer allowed  
 

Accept the offer and vote for the party 1 
Refuse the offer 2 
Accept the offer but vote for ANOTHER party 3 
Not go and vote on election day 4 
Be unsure of what to do 5 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

49 A 
ASK ALL: Do you believe it is illegal for a candidate or someone from a political 
party to offer voters something, like food, or a gift or money in return for their 
votes? 

 

No 2 
Yes 1 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
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50B 
How likely do you think it is that powerful people can find out how you voted, even 
though voting is supposed to be secret in this country?  
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

50C 
During the election campaign, how often did you personally fear becoming a victim 
of political intimidation or violence?  
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Never  1 

Once or twice 2 

Often 3 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

STANDARD SURVEY EXPERIMENT  
NOTE: ONE control group and TWO treatment groups 

Randomize 51A or 51B or 51C INTO THREE GROUPS 
 

50 A 

Suppose that someone in this area is offered R200 by a party official to vote for that party. 
And suppose the person accepts the money. Would you say that the behaviour of the 
person who accepts the money is wrong or acceptable? 
 [Only one answer allowed] 

 

Wrong 1 

Acceptable 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

51B 

Suppose that someone in this area, who is very poor and struggles to put food on the table, 
is offered R200 by a party official to vote for that party. And suppose the person accepts the 
money. Would you say that the behaviour of the person who accepts the money is 
wrong or acceptable? 
 [Only one answer allowed] 

 

Wrong 1 

Acceptable 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

51C 

Suppose that someone in this area, who is well off and has no economic problems, is offered 
R200 by a party official to vote for that party. And suppose the person accepts the money. 
Would you say that the behaviour of the person who accepts the money is wrong or 
acceptable? 
 [Only one answer allowed] 

 

Wrong 1 

Acceptable 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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51  
In the past year, how often (if ever) have you had to pay a bribe or give a gift to 
officials in your municipality in order to:  
[Read out statements.] One answer per statement Hand Showcard 

 

 Never 
Once 

or 
twice 

A few 
times Often 

No experi-
ence with 

this in 
past year 

Don’t 
know 
[Do 
not 

read] 

A. Get a document or permit   5 4 3 2 1 99 

B. Get water services 5 4 3 2 1 99 
C. Get sanitation or sewerage 

services 5 4 3 2 1 99 

D. Get electricity services 5 4 3 2 1 99 
E. Get another service from the 

municipality 5 4 3 2 1 99 
 

52  
How likely do you think it is that the following people are involved in corruption? 
Very likely, Likely, Unlikely or very unlikely?  
Read out. only one answer allowed Hand Showcard 

 

 
Very 
likely Likely Unlikely Very 

unlikely 

Don't 
know 
[Do 
not 

read] 
A. President Jacob Zuma  4 3 2 1 99 

B. Officials in President Jacob Zuma’s office 4 3 2 1 99 
C. Representatives to the National Assembly/ 

Parliament 4 3 2 1 99 

D. The Mayor of your Municipality 4 3 2 1 99 

E. Elected members of the local government 4 3 2 1 99 

F. Local government officials 4 3 2 1 99 

G. Tax officials (e.g. SARS officials) 4 3 2 1 99 

H. Traditional leaders 4 3 2 1 99 

I. The police 4 3 2 1 99 
 

L. INFORMATION 
 

I would also like to ask you some questions about South Africa, the economy, and politics 
in general.  
 

53  
What is the OFFICIAL unemployment rate in South Africa?  
[Do not read. Only one answer allowed] 

 

25-29% 1 

Other answers  0 

Don't know  99 
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54  
Who is the current Finance Minister in South Africa?  
[Do not read. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Pravin Gordhan  1 

Other answers  0 

Don't know  99 
 

55  
Who is the current Deputy President in South Africa?  
[Do not read. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Cyril Ramaphosa  1 

Other answers  0 

Don't know  99 
 

56  
Who is the current Secretary-General of the United Nation?  
[Do not read. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Ban Ki-Moon 1 

Other answers  0 

Don't know  99 
 

57  
Which country is South Africa's largest trade partner?  
[Do not read. Only one answer allowed] 

 

China  1 

Other answers  0 

Don't know 99 
 

58  
What is the name of the 2nd largest party in parliament?  
[Do not read. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Democratic Alliance  1 

Other answers  0 

Don't know  99 
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M. SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND 
 

Now we are almost finished. But before we end I would like to ask some background 
questions. 
 

59  
What is the highest level of education you have completed?  
[Hand Showcard] 

 

No schooling  0 

Primary school incomplete 1 

Primary school complete 2 

Secondary/ high school incomplete 3 

Completed Matric  4 

Some college / technikon / university / trade school / still studying  5 

Completed college / technikon diploma / trade school  6 

Completed university degree 7 

Post-graduate (PhD degree) 8 

Other (Specify): ____________________________ 9 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

60  Do you or anyone in your household receive any social grants like child support 
grant, old age pension and disability grant? 

 

Yes 1 
No 0 
Don't know 99 
 

61  
With regards to employment, what is your occupational status?  
[Read Out. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Self-employed / own business  02 Ø  Go to Q65 

Working full-time 03 
Ø  Go to Q64 

Working part-time / contract / casual / seasonal work 04 

Unemployed and looking for work 05 
Ø  Ask Q63 

Unemployed and not looking for work 06 

Scholar at school 07 

Ø  Go to Q65 

Student at college, university etc. 08 

Disabled or receive a disability grant 09 

Retired / Pensioner 10 

Housewife 11 

Other (Specify): ______________________ 12 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98  
 

62  Do you receive unemployment benefits? 
 

Yes 1 
No 0 
Don't know 99 
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ASK If working full time/part time [If Q62 = 3 or 4] 

63  
Are you employed by…?  
[Read out options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

The private sector: that is any small, medium or large business or corporation which is run by 
individuals and companies for profit and is not owned or operated by the government? 1 

The government/public sector: that is any government department either at a national, pro-
vincial or local government / municipal level? 2 

A Parastatal: that is any business owned by the government such as Eskom, Transnet, SAA, 
Telkom, South African Post Office, SABC etc.)? 3 

A NGO, CBO or FBO: that is non-governmental organisations, community based organisations or 
faith based organisations 4 

Don't know 9
9 

 

64  Are you: [Read Out. Only one answer allowed] 
 

Single 1 
Married/living with partner 2 
Divorced/separated from/not living with spouse 3 
Widowed 4 
Other 5 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 
 

65  How many children do you have? [Read Out. Only one answer allowed] 
 

Have no children 0 
One 1 
Two 2 
Three 3 
Four 4 
Five 5 
More than five children 6 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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66  

Please tell me into which group your TOTAL MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME falls. By 
TOTAL monthly household income, I mean the total of all the incomes earned by all 
the wage-earners living in your household, before deductions.  You need only tell me 
the letter corresponding to the income group into which you fall. 

 Hand showcard [Only one answer allowed] 
 

A Up to R 999 03 P R15 000 – R15 999 18 

B R1 000 – R1 999 04 Q R16 000 – R16 999 19 

C R2 000 – R2 999 05 R R17 000 – R17 999 20 

D R3 000 – R3 999 06 S R18 000 – R18 999 21 

E R4 000 – R4 999 07 T R19 000 – R19 999 22 

F R5 000 – R5 999 08 U R20 000 -R21 999 23 

G R6 000 – R6 999 09 V R22 000 – R23 999 24 

H R7 000 – R7 999 10 W R24 000 – R25 999 25 

I R8 000 – R8 999 11 X R26 000 – R27 999 26 

J R9 000 – R9 999 12 Y R28 000 – R29 999 27 

K R10 000 – R10 999 13 Z R30 000 + 28 

L R11 000 – R11 999 14 AA Refused to answer 98 

M R12 000 – R12 999 15 BB Don’t know 99 

N R13 000 – R13 999 16 CC No Income (explain): 
_______________ 31 

O R14 000 – R14 999 17   
 

67  What is your ethnic group, cultural community or tribe? [Only one answer allowed] 
 

English 01 Shangaan 09 

White/European 02 Swati 10 

Afrikaans/Afrikaaner/Boer 03 Venda 11 

Ndebele 04 Zulu 12 

Xhosa 05 Coloured 13 

Pedi/North Sotho 06 Asian/Indian 14 

Sotho/South Sotho 07 South African only 15 

Setswana/Twsana 08 Other (Specify): _________ 16 

  Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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68  
What is your religion, if any?  
[Do not read options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

None 1 
CHRISTIAN GROUPS / DENOMINATIONS  
     Christian only (i.e., respondents says only “Christian”, without identifying a specific sub-

group) 
2 

     Roman Catholic 3 
     Orthodox 4 
     Coptic 5 
Protestant – Mainline  
     Anglican 6 
     Lutheran 7 
     Methodist 8 
     Presbyterian 9 
     Baptist 10 
     Quaker / Friends 11 
     Mennonite 12 
     Dutch Reformed (e.g. NGK, NHK, GK, Mission, APK, URC)  13 
     Calvinist 14 
Protestant – Non-mainline [L. religDenom]  
     Evangelical 15 
     Pentecostal (e.g., “Born Again” and/or “Saved”) 16 
     Independent (e.g., “African Independent Church”) 17 
     Church of Christ 18 
     Zionist Christian Church 19 
Others  
     Jehovah’s Witness 20 
     Seventh Day Adventist 21 
     Mormon 22 
MUSLIM GROUPS / DENOMINATIONS  
     Muslim only (i.e., respondents says only “Muslim”, without identifying a specific sub-

group) 
23 

Sunni  
    Sunni only (i.e., respondents says only “Sunni” or “Sunni Muslim”, without identifying a 

specific sub-group) 
24 

     Ismaeli 25 
     Mouridiya Brotherhood 26 
     Tijaniya Brotherhood 27 
     Qadiriya Brotherhood 28 
Shia  
     Shia only (i.e., respondents says only “Shia” or “Shia Muslim”, without identifying a spe-

cific sub-group) 
29 

OTHER  
     Traditional / ethnic religion 30 
     Hindu 31 
     Bahai 32 
     Agnostic (Do not know if there is a God) 33 
     Atheist (Do not believe in a God) 34 
     Other 35 
     Refused 98 
     Don’t know 99 
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N. VOTE INTENTION 
 

And a final question. 

69  
If there was a National election tomorrow, which party are you most likely to vote 
for?  
[Do not read out options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 

African Muslim Party  2 

African National Congress (ANC) 3 

Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 

Agang 5 

Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 

Congress of the People (COPE) 7 

Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 

Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 

Federal Alliance 10 

Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 

Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 

Minority Front 13 

National Freedom Party 14 

New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 

Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 

United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 

United Democratic Movement 18 

Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 

Refused to answer 98 

Don't know 99 
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                                        CONSENT FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

Dear Sir / Madam  
We found your feedback and input extremely valuable and we would like to reassure you 
that the information you have provided and your personal details will remain confidential, 
and will not be shared with anyone.  
However, in the future, Citizen Surveys may need to conduct additional research on how 
things are going in your local municipality in order to strengthen the quality of local de-
mocracy and give citizens a greater voice in local government. Would you be willing to be 
contacted in the future to participate in such research?  
Remember you are under no obligation to consent; this is completely voluntary. However, 
we have to ask it of all the people we have interviewed. Please sign below to indicate 
whether you agree or whether you refuse to be contacted for future research.   
1 Yes, I consent to being contacted for future research (please sign below): 

 
Signature…………………………………………………………… 

 
2 No, I do not want to be contacted for future research (please sign below): 

 
Signature…………………………………………………………… 

 
Scripter: New screen 
 

THANK RESPONDENT FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE SURVEY 
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O. Interviewer to complete 
 

71 Respondent’s race  
 Interviewer to complete: Do not ask (by observation only)  
 

Black 1 
Coloured 2 
Indian 3 
White 4 
 

72 In what type of dwelling does the respondent live? 
 Interviewer to complete 

 

Formal dwelling: Permanent structure with foundation. 1 
Informal dwelling – backyard shack (this is a shack in the backyard of someone’s 
house where a family is living e.g. Wendy house, wood or iron shack etc.)  

2 

Informal dwelling other than backyard shack (this is a shack in an informal settle-
ment. It can be made of corrugated iron, wood, cardboard etc.)   

3 

Traditional dwelling (this is usually found in a rural area and can be a hut that is made of 
clay, mud, thatch or other traditional materials.) 

4 

Hostel (this is a compound where workers live e.g. workers living on the mines.) 5 
Other (Specify)…………………………………. 6 
 

73 Were there any other people immediately present that might be listening during 
the interview? 

 Interviewer to complete 
 

No one 1 
Spouse only 2 
Children only 3 
A few others 4 
Small crowd 5 
 

74. Interviewer to complete YES NO 
A. Did the respondent check with others for information to answer any question? 1 0 
B. Do you think anyone influenced the respondent’s answer during the interview? 1 0 
C. Were you approached by community and/or political party representatives? 1 0 
D. Did you feel threatened during the interview? 1 0 
E. Were you physically threatened during the interview?  1 0 
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Project SA Poverty Survey 
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SCRIPTER: Insert on seperate screen. 

Process for selecting the dwellings where interviews have to be conducted  

Procedure for selecting dwellings where interviews have top be conducted: 
1. Pins have been dropped on the EA map to indicate the starting point for every two questionnaires.  
2. From the starting point the interviewer must count 10 houses and visit the 10th house from the starting point.   
3. Please follow the instructions carefully on the tablet if no one is home at the selected dwelling or if the 

household refuses to participate.   
4. Remember if no one is at home you have to make two callbacks before you can substitute the dwelling.   

SCRIPTER: Insert on seperate screen. 
SCRIPTER: Please customise BOLD text in red, which reads “I’m at my {0} household”. 

 

VISIT_X SCRIPTER: Automatically populate with the Visit number (i.e. begin at 1, and each subsequent 
iteration of this loop with the same SubjectID / QID increments this value by 1). 

 

TIMESTAMP_X SCRIPTER: Automatically populate with the Timestamp (i.e. DATE + TIME as one record, in 
the format DD/MM/YYYY HH:MM: SS, and the time component in 24-hour format). 

 

GPS_X SCRIPTER: Automatically populate with the tablet’s GPS co-ordinates. (Lock location) 
 

RS1_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Have you made contact with someone at the selected dwelling? 
 

YES 
 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 1) 

NO  2 SCRIPTER: Route to RS2_X 
 

RS2_X What was the reason for NOT making contact with someone at the selected dwelling? 
 

NO REPLY AT THE DWELLING / NO ONE IS AT HOME 01 

SCRIPTER: Route to APPOINTMENT FUNC-
TIONALITY  
SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: If no-one is home at 
the selected dwelling unit or if there is no 
reply then you have to do a recall visit to this 
dwelling.  

Selected dwelling not yet built or under construction  02 

SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: Press NEXT and go to 
substitute dwelling. Select substitute dwel-
ling by continuing the walk pattern and 
count 10 dwellings. The substitute dwelling 
will be the 10th dwelling unit/house.  

Selected dwelling is demolished or derelict  03 
Selected dwelling is vacant housing unit or vacant land 04 
Selected dwelling is a business premises e.g. shop, shop-
ping centre, office, factory, warehouse, garage, bus stop, 
taxi rank, hotel, guest house etc.   

05 

Selected dwelling is an institution e.g. government or munic-
ipality office or building, school, college, university, hospital, 
clinic, post office, library, place of worship, army barracks, 
fire station, hall, civic centre etc.   

06 

Selected dwelling is a temporary residence or holiday home  07 
Violence and/or gang warfare in the area 08 
Protests taking place in area  09 

Concerns about safety in entering the selected  10 
 

 SCRIPTER: APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY: Recall 1 
 

 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: Record day, date and time of next visit  

e.g. Monday 2016/08/01 15:00 
 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: After appointment made, Press “OPTIONS”, then press STOP, then press YES (this 
will save the initial section of the questionnaire). Make call back either in 3 hours’ time on same day, or call 
back in early evening or on a different day or over a weekend. 
When you resume this questionnaire, "Press NEXT" and continue. 
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S 4_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Have you made contact on your second visit to this dwelling unit?  
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 1) 

No reply / No one at home 2 

SCRIPTER: Route to APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY  
SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: If no-one is home at the selected 
dwelling unit or if there is no reply then you have make 
another visit to this dwelling.  

 

SCRIPTER: APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY 
 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: Record day, date and time of next visit  

e.g. Monday 2016/08/01 18:00 
 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: After appointment made, Press “OPTIONS”, then press STOP, then press YES (this 
will save the initial section of the questionnaire). Make call back either in 3 hours’ time on same day, or call 
back in early evening or on a different day or over a weekend. 
When you resume this questionnaire, "Press NEXT" and continue. 

S5_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Have you made contact on your third visit to this dwelling unit?  
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 1) 

No reply / No one at home 2 

SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: Press NEXT and go to substitute dwel-
ling.  
Select substitute dwelling by continuing the walk pattern and 
count 10 dwellings. The substitute dwelling will be the 10th dwelling 
unit/house. 

 

SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR INTRODUCTION 1 

INTRODUCTION 
1 

INTRODUCTION FOR HOUSEHOLD CONTACT PERSON  
Good morning / afternoon / evening, my name is ____, and I work for Citizen Surveys - an 
independent research organization. We are conducting a survey to examine issues around 
poverty, inequality and redistribution in South Africa. We have randomly selected your house-
hold to take part in this survey.  If your household agrees to participate, the views of the inter-
viewed person will be combined with those of the other 1,500 adult South Africans taking part 
around the country and reported together. This means that what they say will be completely 
confidential and anonymous. We do record some of the interviews, but this is for quality control 
purposes only. 
Would your household be willing to participate?  

 

S7_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Has the household agreed to provide household information to start the selection process? 

 

Yes 1 SCRIPTER: ROUTE TO QUEST A 
No 2 SCRIPTER: ROUTE TO: S8_X 
 

S8_X 
INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
What was the reason for the initial contact person/household refusing to participate in the inter-
view? 

 

Initial contact person / Household refused to be interviewed  1 SCRIPTER: if S8_X (code 1 to 9) 
Show instruction: 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: If house-
hold refuses to provide house-
hold information Press NEXT 
and go to substitute dwelling. 
Select substitute dwelling by 
continuing the walk pattern and 
count 10 dwellings. The substi-
tute dwelling will be the 10th 

Initial contact person is deaf / mute 2 
Initial contact person has a mental disability 3 
Initial contact person is drunk / drugged 4 
Initial contact person doesn’t speak any of the official languages  5 
Household does not speak a South African language - spoke a for-
eign language  6 

Initial contact person is a child 7 
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Other reason (specify)  9 dwelling unit/house. 
 

SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR QUEST A 

Quest A 

INTERVIEWER READ OUT: 
“Please tell me how many people live in this household in total? That is, ALL household 
members including yourself, other adults, children and babies. By household members we are 
referring to people who eat from the same pot and who live in this household for more than 15 
days per month”.  

 

S10A_X 
INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Total number of people who live in this household for more than 15 days per 
month? 

 

 

SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR QUEST B 

Quest B 

INTERVIEWER READ OUT: 
“This survey that I am about to administer is open to all adults in South Africa. However, it 
would be too costly and time-consuming to interview everyone, therefore the electronic storage 
device (ESD) will randomly select an adult member of this household to be interviewed. For this 
purpose, please can you tell me how many people who live in this household are 18 years and 
older”.  
 
Please include all household members aged 18 years and older who live in this household for 
more than 15 days per month, even if they are not here right now. 

 

S10B_X 
INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Number of people aged 18 years and older who live in this household, even 
if they are not here right now? 

 

 

KISH GRID  

INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Please give me the name, surname, gender, and age of ALL the people aged 18 years and 
older who live in this household? Please give me their names from the youngest to the old-
est. 
Kindly ensure that you include all household members aged 18 years and older who live in 
the household for more than 15 days per month, even if they are not here right now. 

 

SCRIPTER ADD INSTRUCTION:  
INTERVIEWER NOTE: Please record the name, gender and age of ALL household members aged 18 years 
and older from the youngest to the oldest.   Kindly ensure that you include ALL adult household members 
aged 18 years and older.  
We are conducting back-checks to verify the total number of adults living in the household. In the event of 
household members being left off this list the questionnaire will have to be redone at the interviewer’s own 
expense.    
NAME AND SURNAME OF EACH HOUSEHOLD MEMBER 1 = Male 

2 = Female 
Age 

   

   

   

   

   

   
 

S11_X Can I please talk to [PIPE IN NAME and Surname OF SELECTED RESPONDENT]? 
 

Yes 1 (ROUTE TO: Introduction 3) 

No 2 (ROUTE TO: S12_X) 
 

S12_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
What was the reason for the selected respondent being unavailable for the interview? 

 

Selected respondent not home but will return later  1 SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
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Selected respondent is busy/unavailable but has 
agreed that you can return to do the interview  2 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: If selected respondent is 
not at home but will return later or if selected re-
spondent is busy/unavailable but has agreed that 
you can return to do the interview then Press 
“NEXT” and make an appointment for when the 
respondent will return.  
SCRIPTER: Route to APPOINTMENT FUNCTIO-
NALITY  

Selected person away for survey period   3 
SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: If the selected respondent 
cannot participate in the interview, then press 
“NEXT” and go to substitute dwelling.  
Select substitute dwelling by continuing the 
walk pattern and count 10 dwellings. The substitute 
dwelling will be the 10th dwelling unit/house. 

Selected person at home but ill during survey peri-
od  4 

Selected person is physically disabled (deaf/mute)  5 
Selected person is mentally disabled/unstable 6 
Selected person is drunk or drugged  7 
Other reason (specify)  10 
 

SCRIPTER: if S12_X (1 or 2) then go to APPOINTMENT FUNCTIONALITY 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: Record day, date and time when you have to return to conduct the interview with the 
selected respondent.   

e.g. Tuesday 2016/07/30 9:00 
 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: After appointment made, Press “OPTIONS”, then press STOP, then press YES (this 
will save the initial section of the questionnaire).  
When you resume this questionnaire, "Press NEXT" and continue. 
SCRIPTER: INSERT A SEPARATE SCREEN FOR INTRODUCTION 3  

INTRODUCTION 
3 

INTRODUCTION FOR SELECTED RESPONDENT  
 
Good morning / afternoon / evening, my name is ____, and I work for Citizen Surveys - an 
independent research organization. We are conducting a survey to examine issues around 
poverty, inequality and redistribution in South Africa. We have randomly selected your name to 
take part in this survey.  If you agree to participate, your views will be combined with those of 
the other 1,500 adult South Africans taking part around the country and reported together. This 
means that what you say will be completely confidential and anonymous. We do record some of 
these interviews, but this is for quality control purposes only. 
 
Would you be willing to participate?  

 

S13_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT: Do you agree to participate in the interview? 
 

Yes 1 SCRIPTER: ROUTE TO: S17_X 
No 2 SCRIPTER: ROUTE TO: S14_X 

 

S14_X INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
What was the reason for the selected respondent being unwilling to participate in the interview? 

 

Selected respondent refused to participate in the inter-
view 1 

SCRIPTER: Show instruction: 
INTERVIEWER NOTE: If the selected re-
spondent is unwilling to participate in the 
interview, then press NEXT and go to 
substitute dwelling.  
Select substitute dwelling by continuing 
the walk pattern and count 10 dwellings. 
The substitute dwelling will be the 10th 
dwelling unit/house.  

Selected respondent is busy/unavailable  2 
Selected person at home but ill during survey period  3 
Selected person is physically or mentally unstable  4 
Selected person is drunk or drugged  5 
Selected person doesn’t speak any of the official lan-
guages  6 

Selected respondent is not home after recall 7 
Other reason (specify)  9 
 

17_X  INTERVIEWER FILL OUT:  
Details of the selected respondent…... (Pipe in Name and Surname from Kish) 
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Respondent address: (Interviewer 
please provide full details of the number 
of the homestead and street name. If 
informal settlement, then record the 
shack number and description of the 
surroundings so that we can locate the 
dwelling when we do back checks. If we 
are unable to find this dwelling, we will 
not be able to use or pay for this inter-
view).  

 
 

Town / Suburb / Township:  
Main Place / Town / City  
Telephone number: (Interviewer 
please explain to respondent that 
we need their contact numbers to 
verify that this is an authentic 
interview) 

W          
 

 
 

H           

Cellphone number: C           
 

P. LANGUAGE 
 

Let’s begin by talking a little about yourself.  
 

8.  
Which South African language is your home language? 
[Interviewer Prompt if necessary: "That is the language of your group of origin"] 

 

Afrikaans 01 
English  02 
Ndebele 03 
Sepedi 04 
Sesotho  05 
Setswana  06 
SiSwati  07 
Tshivenda  08 
Xhosa 09 
Zulu 10 
Asian/Indian languages 11 
Other [Specify]  12 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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Q. LIVED POVERTY INDEX 
 

9.  
Over the past year, how often, if ever, have you or anyone in your family:  
[Read out each option. One answer per option] Hand Showcard 

 

 Never 
Just 

once or 
twice 

Several 
times 

Many 
times Always 

Don’t 
know/ 

Not 
relevant 
[Do not 
read] 

A. Gone without enough food 
to eat? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

B. Gone without enough clean 
water for home use? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

C. Gone without medicines or 
medical treatment? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

D. Gone without enough fuel to 
cook your food? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

E. Gone without a cash 
income? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

F. Gone without electricity in 
your home because you 
could not afford to buy or 
pay for electricity? 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

 

10.  
Compared to your current situation, do you expect your living conditions to get better, 
stay the same or get worse over the NEXT 12 months? 
[Read out list of statements. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Much Worse 1 

Worse 2 

Same 3 

Better 4 

Much Better 5 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

R. COMPARE YOUR LIVING CONDITIONS 
 

Now I would like to ask you a few questions on how you see your household compared to 
the rest of South Africa. 
 

11.  

The four pictures on this card show various scenarios of how income can be shared 
among the population. According to you, which one best describes South Africa's 
population? 
Hand Showcard and also read out the number on the picture - Only one answer allowed 

 

PICTURE 1: Some people are rich, a few people have a middle income, and most people are 
poor. 1 

PICTURE 2: Few people are rich, some people have a middle income, and a lot of people are 
poor. 2 

PICTURE 3: Few people are rich, a lot of people have a middle income, and few people are 
poor. 3 

PICTURE 4: A lot of people are rich, some people have a middle income, and a few people are 
poor. 4 

Don’t know enough to say [Do not read] 9
9 
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12.  
When you think about your own household’s living conditions compared to other 
South African households, would you say that you are……. 
Hand Showcard [Read out options] -  Only one answer allowed  

 

Very rich 1 

Rich 2 

Just above middle income 3 

Middle income 4 

Just below middle income 5 

Poor 6 

Very poor 7 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

13.  
Looking again at the pictures of how income can be shared among the South African 
population, what would you prefer South Africa to look like? 
Hand Showcard and also read out the number on the picture - Only one answer allowed 

 

PICTURE 1: Some people are rich, a few people have a middle income, and most people are 
poor. 1 

PICTURE 2: Few people are rich, some people have a middle income, and a lot of people are 
poor. 2 

PICTURE 3: Few people are rich, a lot of people have a middle income, and few people are 
poor. 3 

PICTURE 4: A lot of people are rich, some people have a middle income, and a few people are 
poor. 4 

Don’t know enough to say [Do not read] 9
9 

 

S. PARTISANSHIP 
 

I would now like to ask you a few questions about politics and political parties in South 
Africa. 
 

14.  

Many people feel close to a particular political party over a long period of time, 
although they may occasionally vote for a different party. What about you? Do you 
usually think of yourself as close to a particular party?  
[Only one answer allowed] 

 

No (Does NOT think of themselves as supporter of ANY party) 0  Ø  Skip to Q9 
Yes (feels close to a party) 1  Ø  Ask Q8 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98  Ø  Skip to Q9 
Don't know [Do not read] 99  Ø  Skip to Q9 
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15.  
Which party do you feel close to?  
[Do not read options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

16.  
How much do you trust the ANC? Please tell me on a score of 0 to 10, where 0 means” 
you do not trust at all” and 10 means “you trust a great deal”. 
Hand Showcard [Read out options] Only one answer allowed 

 

Do not trust at all   Trust a great deal Don’t know 
[Do not read] 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 
 

10. How informed would you say you are about politics in general? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed]  

 

Very well-informed 1 
Well-informed 2 
Not very well-informed 3 
Not at all well-informed 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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T. ROLE OF PARTIES IN YOUR LOCAL AREA 
 
 

The next questions are about the role of political parties in your local area 
 

11. 
Do the following parties or their political candidates have an office/or staff in your 
local area? 
[Read out options. Respondents must answer either Yes or No for each party.] 

 

 Yes No Don’t know [Do 
not read] 

A. ANC - African National Congress 1 2 99 
B. DA - Democratic Alliance  1 2 99 
C. EFF - Economic Freedom Fighters 1 2 99 
D. IFP - Inkatha Freedom Party 1 2 99 

 

12. 
Over the past year, how often (if ever) have the following parties held political 
meetings or rallies in your local area? 
[Read out name of the political party options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

 Never 
Once or 
twice Often Don’t know [Do 

not read] 

A. ANC - African National Congress 1 2 3 99 
B. DA - Democratic Alliance  1 2 3 99 
C. EFF - Economic Freedom Fighters 1 2 3 99 
D. IFP - Inkatha Freedom Party 1 2 3 99 

 

13. 
Over the past year, how often (if ever) have the following parties tried to persuade 
people in your area to become members of the party? 
[Read out name of the political party options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

 Never 
Once or 
twice Often Don’t know [Do 

not read] 

A. ANC - African National Congress 1 2 3 99 
B. DA - Democratic Alliance  1 2 3 99 
C. EFF - Economic Freedom Fighters 1 2 3 99 
D. IFP - Inkatha Freedom Party 1 2 3 99 
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14. 

Now I will read out several statements. Please tell me whether you strongly agree, 
somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree 
with the following statements. [Interviewer: Hand showcard and read out statements.] 
 

 

 
Strongl
y agree 

Some-
what 
agree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 
dis-

agree 

Some-
what 
dis-

agree 

Strongl
y dis-
agree 

Don’t 
know 
[Do 
not 

read] 
A. In my local area, people who sup-
port the ANC are more likely to be 
offered A JOB in return for their poli-
tical support 

5 4 3 2 1 99 

B. In my local area, people who sup-
port the ANC are more likely to get 
access to PUBLIC HOUSING in re-
turn for their political support 

5 4 3 2 1 99 

C. In my local area, people who sup-
port the ANC are more likely to recei-
ve SOCIAL GRANTS OR WELFARE 
BENEFITS in return for their political 
support 

5 4 3 2 1 99 

D. In my local area, people who sup-
port the ANC are more likely to get 
access to PUBLIC SERVICES LIKE 
CLEAN WATER, SANITATION, OR 
ELECTRICITY in return for their 
political support 

5 4 3 2 1 99 

E. In my local area, people who sup-
port the ANC are more likely to recei-
ve FOOD PARCELS OR FOOD VOU-
CHERS in return for their political 
support 

5 4 3 2 1 99 

F. In this country, BUSINESSES who 
support the ANC are more likely to 
get contracts with the government in 
return for their political support 

5 4 3 2 1 99 

 
F. SURVEY EXPERIMENT 1 

Scripter: Randomize 15 A, 15 B, 15 C, 15 D into FOUR groups. 
 

15A.  

Suppose that a political candidate is running for election to the South African 
parliament. And suppose the candidate wants to increase taxes for everyone in 
order to allocate more funding to unemployment benefits.   
How likely is it that you would vote for the party of that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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15B.  

Suppose that a political candidate is running for election to the South African 
parliament. And suppose the candidate wants to increase taxes for everyone in 
order to allocate more funding to unemployment benefits, AND offers you a food 
parcel or money in return for your vote.  
How likely is it that you would vote for the party of that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 

Unlikely 1 

Neither unlikely or likely 2 

Likely 3 

Very likely 4 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

15C.  

Suppose that a political candidate is running for election to the South African 
parliament. And suppose the candidate wants to increase taxes for everyone in 
order to allocate more funding to unemployment benefits, AND offers you work or a 
job in return for your vote.  
How likely is it that you would vote for the party of that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 

Unlikely 1 

Neither unlikely or likely 2 

Likely 3 

Very likely 4 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

15D.  

Suppose that a political candidate is running for election to the South African 
parliament. And suppose the candidate wants to increase taxes for everyone in 
order to allocate more funding to unemployment benefits, AND wants to build a new 
sports stadium in your area.  
How likely is it that you would vote for the party of that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 

Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

G. MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS 
 

Now I would like to ask you a few questions about different political issues that are some-
times debated in this country. 
 

16. What would you say are the most important problems in South Africa that the 
government should address?  
[Do not read out options. Code from responses. Accept up to three answers. If respondent 
offers more than three options, ask “Which three of these are the most important?” If 
respondent offers one or two answers, ask “Anything else?”] One code only per response 

Scripter: must be able to select “OTHER” under 1st response, 2nd response and 3rd response 



250 
 

  1st re-
sponse 

2nd re-
sponse 

3rd re-
sponse 

ECONOMICS 
Unemployment 01 01 01 
Poverty / Destitution 02 02 02 
Immigrants / Xenophobia 03 03 03 
Management of the National Economy 04 04 04 
Management of the Local Economy 05 05 05 
Wages / Incomes / Salaries 06 06 06 
Economic inequality/Income inequality 07 07 07 
Rates (Payments for water, refuse, sanitation) 08 08 08 
Taxes (Income tax, employee tax.) 09 09 09 
Loans / Credit 10 10 10 
FOOD / AGRICULTURE 
Food shortage 11 11 11 
Drought 12 12 12 
Land Distribution (Land claims, access to land or land owner-
ship) 13 13 13 

Farming / Agriculture Support (Subsidies, Training) 14 14 14 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
Transport System (Busses, Trains, Taxis, Planes)  15 15 15 
Communications (Phones, Post Office, Internet) 16 16 16 
Roads  17 17 17 
GOVERNMENT SERVICES 
Education 18 18 18 
Housing  19 19 19 
Water supply 20 20 20 
Electricity supply 21 21 21 
Sanitation 22 22 22 
Orphans / Street Children / Homeless Children 23 23 23 
HEALTH 
Basic health services 24 24 24 
HIV and AIDS 25 25 25 
CRIME AND CORRUPTION 
Crime  26 26 26 
Corruption 27 27 27 
Courts / Prisons / Police 28 28 28 
GOVERNANCE 
Discrimination / Racism 29 29 29 
Political Violence / Intimidation 30 30 30 
Democracy / Political Rights 31 31 31 
Nothing / No Problems 32 32 32 
No further reply  33 33 
Don’t know 99 99 99 
Other (1ST response) Specify: 34   
Other (2ND response) Specify:  35  
Other (3RD response) Specify:   36 
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H. LIST EXPERIMENT 1 
Scripter: Randomize 17 A, 17 B, 17 C into THREE groups. 

 

17A 

It is sometimes debated who should have the right to vote in South African 
elections. I am going to show you a list that mentions different groups of people, 
and I would like you to tell me HOW MANY of the following groups you think should 
be allowed to vote. Please, do not tell me which groups, only HOW MANY. 
Interviewer: Please ensure that you read and follow all the instructions on the tablet. For this 
question, please show respondents the SHOWCARD ON THE TABLET and READ OUT the 
options on the showcard.  
 
It is important that you make it clear to the respondent that they should only mention a 
number. [One answer allowed] 

 

Young people between the ages of 18 to 21 
South Africans living abroad 
Zimbabweans without South African citizenship 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
 

17B 

It is sometimes debated who should have the right to vote in South African 
elections. I am going to show you a list that mentions different groups of people, 
and I would like you to tell me WHICH of the following groups you think should 
be allowed to vote. You can choose more than one group. 
Interviewer: Please ensure that you read and follow all the instructions on the tablet. For 
this question, please show respondents the SHOWCARD ON THE TABLET and READ OUT 
the options on the showcard.  
 
Ask the respondent to point out the different groups they think should be allowed to vote. 
[Multiple answers allowed] 

 

Young people between the ages of 18 to 21 1 
South Africans living abroad 2 
Poor people 3 
Zimbabweans without South African citizenship 4 
None of the above apply 0 
 

17C 

It is sometimes debated who should have the right to vote in South African 
elections. I am going to show you a list that mentions different groups of people, 
and I would like you to tell me HOW MANY of the following groups you think should 
be allowed to vote. Please, do not tell me which groups, only HOW MANY. 
Interviewer: Please ensure that you read and follow all the instructions on the tablet. For this 
question, please show respondents the SHOWCARD ON THE TABLET and READ OUT the 
options on the showcard.  
 
It is important that you make it clear to the respondent that they should only mention a 
number. [One answer allowed] 

 

Young people between the ages of 18 to 21 
South Africans living abroad 
Poor people 
Zimbabweans without South African citizenship 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
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F. SURVEY EXPERIMENT 2: INEQUALITY 
Scripter: Randomize 18 A and 18 B into TWO groups. 

 

18A 

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: 
"The government should take measures to reduce differences in income levels be-
tween the rich and the poor”. Do you…….  
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Strongly agree 5 
Somewhat agree 4 
Neither agree nor disagree 3 
Somewhat disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

18B 

Compared to all other countries in the world, South Africa is the country where in-
comes are distributed most unequally in the population. Please tell me to what ex-
tent you agree or disagree with the following statement: "The government should 
take measures to reduce differences in income levels between the rich and the 
poor”. Do you…….  
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Strongly agree 5 
Somewhat agree 4 
Neither agree nor disagree 3 
Somewhat disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

G. SURVEY EXPERIMENT 3: POVERTY 
Scripter: Randomize 19 A and 19 B into TWO groups. 

 

19A 

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: 
"The government should take measures to increase taxes on the rich in order to 
increase social grants to the poor”. Do you…….  
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Strongly agree 5 
Somewhat agree 4 
Neither agree nor disagree 3 
Somewhat disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

19B 

In South Africa, more than half of the population lives below the national poverty 
line, and have no more than R1100 per month to live on. Please tell me to what ex-
tent you agree or disagree with the following statement: "The government should 
take measures to increase taxes on the rich in order to increase social grants to the 
poor”. Do you…….  
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Strongly agree 5 
Somewhat agree 4 
Neither agree nor disagree 3 
Somewhat disagree 2 
Strongly disagree 1 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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F. TAXATION 
 

20. 
Do you think people with high incomes should pay a larger share, the same share or 
a smaller share of their income in taxes than those with low incomes? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Much larger share 1 
Larger share 2 
Same share 3 
Smaller share  4 
Much smaller share 5 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

21. 

In South Africa people who earn less than R75 000 per year do not pay income tax-
es. Do you think this amount should be increased, decreased, or should it stay the 
same? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed]  

 

Increased 1 
Stay the same 2 
Decreased 3 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

22. 

In South Africa people with high incomes pay 45% of their incomes in taxes. Do you 
think people with high incomes should pay more, the same or less than they pay in 
taxes today?  
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Much more 1 
More 2 
The same 3 
Less 4 
Much less 5 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

I. REDISTRIBUTION 
 

23. 

For the next statements, please say whether government should spend more or less 
in each of the following areas. Remember if you say "MORE" it could require a tax 
increase, and if you say "LESS" it could require a reduction in those services.  
Thinking about government spending in the following areas, should there be much 
more spending, more spending, the same spending as now, less spending, or much 
less spending than now? 
[[Read out statement. One answer per option] Hand Showcard] 

 

Area of government 
spending  

Much 
more 
than 
now 

More 
than 
now 

The 
same as 

now 

Less 
than 
now 

Much 
less 
than 
now 

Refused 
[Do not 
read] 

Don't 
know 

[Do not 
read] 

G. Health 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

H. Education 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 
I. Unemployment 

benefits 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

J. Defence 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 
K. Old age pensions 

for the elderly 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

L. Business and 
industry 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

M. Police and Law 
enforcement 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

N. Social grants/ 
welfare benefits 5 4 3 2 1 98 99 
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24.  

Sometimes in political life, politicians have to make hard choices concerning how to 
spend taxpayer money. I am now going to ask you how you would choose between 
different types of government spending. Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with the follow-
ing statements? 
[Read out each statement and Hand Showcard. One answer per statement]  

 

  

Stro
ngly 
agre

e 

So-
me-
what 
ag-
ree 

Nei-
ther 
ag-
ree 
nor 
dis-
ag-
ree 

So-
me-
what 
dis-
ag-
ree 

Stro
ngly 
dis-
ag-
ree 

Refu
sed 
[Do 
not 
read

] 

Don'
t 

kno
w 

[Do 
not 
re-
ad] 

A. The government should spend MORE 
money on unemployment benefits, even 
if it means spending LESS money on 
schools and education 

5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

B. The government should spend MORE 
money on social grants for the poor, 
even if it means spending LESS money 
on hospitals and health care.  

5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

C. The government should spend MORE 
money on pensions for the elderly, even 
if it means spending LESS money on 
roads and public transport. 

5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

 

25.  
Would you personally be willing to pay higher taxes in order to increase government 
spending on health care and education? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

26.  
Would you personally be willing to pay higher taxes in order to increase government 
spending on social grants and unemployment benefits? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 

No  2 

Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

27.  

In 2017, the South African government signed an agreement to implement a 
national minimum wage. The minimum wage is set to R20 per hour.  
Do you support the effort to create a national minimum wage? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

28.  Do you think the national minimum wage of R20 per hour is……?  
[Only one answer allowed] [Read out options] 

 

Too low 1 

Too high 2 

About right 3 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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J. LIST EXPERIMENT 2 
Scripter: Randomize 29 A, 29 B, 29 C into THREE groups. 

 

In August 2016, municipal elections were held throughout the entire country. Now I would 
like you to think back on the Municipal elections in August last year and ask you some que-
stions about elections in this country. 
 

29A 

I’m going to show you a list that mentions various activities that people sometimes 
do or experience during election campaigns. And I would like for you to tell me if 
you have done or experienced these activities during the municipal elections last 
year. Please, do not tell me which ones, only HOW MANY. 

 

Interviewer: Please ensure that you read and follow all the instructions on the tablet. 
For this question, please show respondents the SHOWCARD ON THE TABLET and READ 
OUT the options on the showcard.  
 
It is important that you make it clear to the respondent that they should only mention 
a number. [One answer allowed] 

 

 

I have talked to family and friends about political issues 
I have participated in a political rally 
I have signed a petition supporting children's rights 
Political activists have threatened me 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
 

29B 

I’m going to show you a list that mentions various activities that people sometimes 
do or experience during election campaigns. And I would like for you to tell me if 
you have done or experienced these activities during the municipal elections last 
year. Please, do not tell me which ones, only HOW MANY. 

 

Interviewer: Please ensure that you read and follow all the instructions on the tablet. 
For this question, please show respondents the SHOWCARD ON THE TABLET and READ 
OUT the options on the showcard.  
 
It is important that you make it clear to the respondent that they should only mention 
a number. [One answer allowed] 

 

 

I have talked to family and friends about political issues 
I have participated in a political rally 
Someone from a political party contacted me to offer me money, a food parcel or housing in return 
for my vote. 
I have signed a petition supporting children's rights 
Political activists have threatened me 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
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29C 

I’m going to show you a list that mentions various activities that people sometimes 
do or experience during election campaigns. And I would like for you to tell me if 
you have done or experienced these activities during the municipal elections last 
year. Please, do not tell me which ones, only HOW MANY. 

Interviewer: Please ensure that you read and follow all the instructions on the tablet. 
For this question, please show respondents the SHOWCARD ON THE TABLET and READ 
OUT the options on the showcard.  
 

It is important that you make it clear to the respondent that they should only mention 
a number. [One answer allowed] 

 

 

I have talked to family and friends about political issues 
I have participated in a political rally 
I have contacted someone from a political party to ask for money, a food parcel or housing for myself 
or my household 
I have signed a petition supporting children's rights 
Political activists have threatened me 
Zero items 0 
One item 1 
Two items 2 
Three items 3 
Four items 4 
Five items 5 
 

N. VOTE CHOICE 
 

30. 

In talking to people about the municipal elections last year, we find that a lot 
of people did not vote because they were not registered, did not have the 
time, or decided not to vote. How about you?  
 

Did you vote in the municipal elections last year? 
[ Only one answer allowed] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q31 
No  2 Ø  Go to Q32 
Don't know / can’t remember [Do not read] 99 Ø  Go to Q32 
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31.  
And which political party did you vote for in the municipal elections? 
[Do not read out options. Multiple answers allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 

African Muslim Party  2 

African National Congress (ANC) 3 

Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 

Agang 5 

Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 

Congress of the People (COPE) 7 

Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 

Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 

Federal Alliance 10 

Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 

Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 

Minority Front 13 

National Freedom Party 14 

New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 

Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 

United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 

United Democratic Movement 18 

Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 

Refused to answer [Do not read] 98 

Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

N. SURVEY EXPERIMENT 4: WEALTHY CANDIDATES 
Scripter: Randomize 32 A, 32 B, 32 C, 32 D and 32 E into FIVE groups. 

 

32A 

Imagine that someone who is a very wealthy business person is running for Mayor 
in your municipality. He also owns a large corporation. How likely is it that you 
would support that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

32B 

Imagine that someone who is a very wealthy business person is running for Mayor 
in your municipality. He also owns a large corporation, and has been very successful 
at creating a profitable business. How likely is it that you would support that candi-
date? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
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32C 

Imagine that someone who is a very wealthy business person is running for Mayor 
in your municipality. He also owns a large corporation, and is a strong advocate of 
removing apartheid symbols and statues from government buildings and public 
spaces. How likely is it that you would support that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

32D 

Imagine that someone who is a very wealthy business person is running for Mayor 
in your municipality. He also owns a large corporation, and is a famous person in 
South Africa who often appears on television. How likely is it that you would sup-
port that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

32E 

Imagine that someone who is a very wealthy business person is running for Mayor 
in your municipality. He also owns a large corporation, and offers housing and food 
parcels to people in your local area who supports him politically. How likely is it that 
you would support that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 
 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

O. GROUP VOTING 
 

Sometimes people believe it is important for members of their group to vote for the same 
party. 
[Read out each statement. Only one answer per statement] Hand Showcard 
 

  
Very 

impor
tant 

Some-
what 

impor-
tant 

Not 
very 

impor-
tant 

Not at 
all im-
portant 

Don't 
know [Do 
not read] 

33. How important do you believe it is for 
members of your FAMILY to vote for the 
same party? 

1 2 3 4 99 

34. How important do you believe it is for 
people in your NEIGHBOURHOOD to vote 
for the same party? 

1 2 3 4 99 

35. How important do you believe it is for 
members of your RELIGIOUS GROUP to 
vote for the same party 

1 2 3 4 99 

36. How important do you believe it is for 
members of your RACIAL GROUP to vote 
for the same party? 

1 2 3 4 99 
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P. ELECTIONS 
 

37. 
During the municipal elections last year, did you contact someone from a political 
party to ask for money, a food parcel or housing for yourself or your household? 
[ Only one answer allowed] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q38 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q39 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q39 
 

38.  
Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

39. 
During the municipal elections last year, did someone from a political party 
contact you to offer you money, a food parcel or housing in return for your vote? 
[ Only one answer allowed] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q40 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q41 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q41 
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40.  Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

41. 

During election campaigns in this country, politicians often make promises to 
improve public services. Using this card would you say that you can trust these 
promises? Please tell me on a score of 0 to 10, where “0” means you cannot trust 
politicians’ election promises and “10” means you can trust politicians’ election 
promises. 

 Hand Showcard Only one answer allowed 
 

0. Politicians' election promises cannot be trusted 0 
1  1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 
9 9 
10. Politicians' election promises can be trusted 10 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

42.  
During elections, how likely do you think it is that powerful people can find out how 
you voted, even though voting is supposed to be secret in this country? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 1 
Unlikely 2 
Neither unlikely or likely 3 
Likely 4 
Very likely 5 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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N. SURVEY EXPERIMENT 5: CORRUPTION 
Scripter: Randomize 43 A, 43 B, 43 C, 43 D and 43 E into FIVE groups. 

 

43A 

Let’s say that a political candidate is running for election to the municipal council in 
your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the municipal council to build a 
new health clinic in your area.  
How likely is it that you would vote for that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

43B 

Let’s say that a political candidate is running for election to the municipal council in 
your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the municipal council to build a 
new health clinic in your area and is known for taking bribes from businesses when 
handing out government contracts.  
How likely is it that you would vote for that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

43C 

Let’s say that a political candidate from the ANC is running for election to the mu-
nicipal council in your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the municipal 
council to build a new health clinic in your area and is known for taking bribes from 
businesses when handing out government contracts.  
How likely is it that you would vote for that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

43D 

Let’s say that a political candidate from the DA is running for election to the munici-
pal council in your municipality. The candidate has worked hard in the municipal 
council to build a new health clinic in your area and is known for taking bribes from 
businesses when handing out government contracts.  
How likely is it that you would vote for that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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43E 

Let’s say that a political candidate is running for election to the municipal council in 
your municipality and has offered YOU work or a job in return for your vote. The 
candidate has worked hard in the municipal council to build a new health clinic in 
your area and is known for taking bribes from businesses when handing out gov-
ernment contracts.  
How likely is it that you would vote for that candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 
 

Very unlikely 0 
Unlikely 1 
Neither unlikely or likely 2 
Likely 3 
Very likely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

Q. CLIENTELISM 
 

Now I would like to ask you about how political parties make contact with people like you. 
 

44. 
In the past year, has anyone from a political party helped you get work or a job and 
asked for your political support or vote in return? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q45 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q46 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q46 
 

45.  
Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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46. 
In the past year, has anyone from a political party helped you get access to public 
housing and asked for your political support or vote in return? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q47 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q48 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q48 
 

47.  
Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

48. 

In the past year, has anyone from a political party helped you get access to a public 
service like clean water, sanitation, or electricity, and asked for your political 
support or vote in return? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q49 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q50 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q50 
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49.  
Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

 

50.  
In the past year, has anyone from a political party helped you get access to a social 
grant or welfare benefit and asked for your political support or vote in return? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q51 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q52 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q52 
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51.  
Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

52.  
In the past year, has anyone from a political party helped you get access to food 
parcels or food vouchers and asked for your political support or vote in return? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q53 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q54 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q54 
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53.  
Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

54.  
In the past year, has a local community leader or someone from a political party 
contacted you to find out which political party you support? 
[Respondent must answer yes or no] 

 

Yes 1 Ø  Go to Q55 
No 2 Ø  Go to Q56 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 Ø  Go to Q56 
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55.  
Which party was that? 
[Do not read out options. One answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 
African Muslim Party  2 
African National Congress (ANC) 3 
Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 
Agang 5 
Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 
Congress of the People (COPE) 7 
Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 
Federal Alliance 10 
Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 
Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 
Minority Front 13 
National Freedom Party 14 
New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 
Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 
United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 
United Democratic Movement 18 
Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

56.  

People seek help from politicians or political parties for different reasons. Thinking 
about the reasons why people seek help from politicians or political parties in your 
area, how much do you agree with the following statements? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

  
Stron

gly 
agree 

Some-
me-
what 
agree 

Nei-
ther 

agree 
nor 
dis-

agree 

Some
what 

disagr
ee 

Stron
gly 
dis-

agree 

Don't 
know 
[Do 
not 

read] 

A. People in my area must seek 
personal help from politicians in 
order to get the public services 
they need? 

1 2 3 4 5 99 

B. People in my area seek personal 
help from politicians in order to 
get access to special privileges 
or wealth? 

1 2 3 4 5 99 
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R. VIGNETTE EXPERIMENT 
 

Scripter: Randomize 57A, 57B, and 57C, into THREE groups. 
 

57A. 
 

(Interviewer Note: PLEASE READ OUT SCENARIO IN FULL) – DO NOT SUMMARISE 
Now I would like you to think of a town that very much resembles your local area. 
In this town, a political candidate that enjoys great local support competed in the 
last municipal elections. A few years ago, this candidate attended university in Jo-
hannesburg, but returned to his home-town after completing his studies. Here, he 
founded a family and took up a job in the local municipality. During the last munici-
pal election, the candidate campaigned by going from house to house and talking to 
voters. He presented plans to develop the town. After meeting each voter, the can-
didate thanked everyone he talked to and asked them to vote for him. 
Hand Showcard 

 

A.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that he would win 
the election? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard  

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

B.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would vote 
for him? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

C.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would vote 
for another candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

D.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would not 
vote at all? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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E.  
Now I would like to ask you some questions about the candidate. Using a scale from 
1 to 5, where 1 means NOT AT ALL and 5 means VERY MUCH please tell me: 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

  Not 
at all    Very 

much 
Don't know 

[Do not read] 
1. Do you think the candidate would be a good mana-
ger?  1 2 3 4 5 99 

2. Do you think this candidate would be capable of 
ensuring order in the town? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

3. Do you think this candidate is likely to help poor 
people? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

4. Do you think this candidate might help persons like 
you find a job?  1 2 3 4 5 99 

5. Do you think this candidate would help persons like 
you when they face economic distress? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

6. Do you think this candidate has political experience? 1 2 3 4 5 99 
 

57B 
(READ 
OUT 
TEXT) 

(Interviewer Note: PLEASE READ OUT SCENARIO IN FULL) – DO NOT SUMMARISE  
Now I would like you to think of a town that very much resembles your local area. 
In this town, a political candidate that enjoys great local support competed in the 
last municipal elections. A few years ago, this candidate attended university in Jo-
hannesburg, but returned to his home-town after completing his studies. Here, he 
founded a family and took up a job in the local municipality. During the last munic-
ipal election, the candidate campaigned by going from house to house and talking 
to voters. He presented plans to develop the town. After meeting each voter, the 
candidate thanked everyone he talked to and asked them to vote for him. Other 
people who work for the South African Social Service Agency (SASSA) accompa-
nied him during his campaign and promised voters’ access to social grants if they 
supported this candidate. 

Hand Showcard 
 
 

 

A.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that he would win 
the election? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

B.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would vote 
for him? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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C.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would vote 
for another candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard  

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

D.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would not 
vote at all? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

E.  
Now I would like to ask you some questions about the candidate. Using a scale from 
1 to 5, where 1 means NOT AT ALL and 5 means VERY MUCH please tell me: 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

  Not 
at all    Very 

much 
Don't know 

[Do not read] 
1. Do you think the candidate would be a good mana-
ger?  1 2 3 4 5 99 

2. Do you think this candidate would be capable of 
ensuring order in the town? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

3. Do you think this candidate is likely to help poor 
people? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

4. Do you think this candidate might help persons like 
you find a job?  1 2 3 4 5 99 

5. Do you think this candidate would help persons like 
you when they face economic distress? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

6. Do you think this candidate has political experience? 1 2 3 4 5 99 
 

 

57C 
(READ 
OUT 
TEXT) 

Now I would like you to think of a town that very much resembles your local area. 
In this town, a political candidate that enjoys great local support competed in the 
last municipal elections. A few years ago, this candidate attended university in Jo-
hannesburg, but returned to his home-town after completing his studies. Here, he 
founded a family and took up a job in the local municipality. During the last munic-
ipal election, the candidate campaigned by going from house to house and talking 
to voters. He presented plans to develop the town. After meeting each voter, the 
candidate thanked everyone he talked to and asked them to vote for him. Other 
people who work for the South African Social Service Agency (SASSA) accompa-
nied him during his campaign and threatened voters who receive social grants that 
they will lose the grant if they do not support this candidate. 
[Interviewer: The scenario must be read out in full. Do not summarise] hand showcard  

 

A.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that he would win 
the election? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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B.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would vote 
for him? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

C.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would vote 
for another candidate? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

D.  
If this candidate ran in an election in your town, how likely is it that you would not 
vote at all? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 5 
Likely 4 
Neither likely nor unlikely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

E.  
Now I would like to ask you some questions about the candidate. Using a scale from 
1 to 5, where 1 means NOT AT ALL and 5 means VERY MUCH please tell me: 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

  Not 
at all    Very 

much 
Don't know 

[Do not read] 
1. Do you think the candidate would be a good mana-
ger?  1 2 3 4 5 99 

2. Do you think this candidate would be capable of 
ensuring order in the town? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

3. Do you think this candidate is likely to help poor 
people? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

4. Do you think this candidate might help persons like 
you find a job?  1 2 3 4 5 99 

5. Do you think this candidate would help persons like 
you when they face economic distress? 1 2 3 4 5 99 

6. Do you think this candidate has political experience? 1 2 3 4 5 99 
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S. RISK AVERSION 
 

Now I would like to ask you a few more questions about yourself. 
 

58. 

Suppose you are given the choice between the following two options. Please tell me 
which ONE you would choose. 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent says they cannot choose then ask them to select the one that 
comes closest to how they feel 

 

Getting R200 for sure OR 1 

A 50/50 chance of getting R400 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

59. 

Please tell me which statement you agree with the most. 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to 
how they feel 

 

A good job is a stable and permanent job even though the pay is low OR 1 

A good job is a highly paid job even though it is unstable and not permanent 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

60. 

Please tell me which statement describes you best. 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to 
how they feel 

 

I am a person who prefers to avoid risks OR 1 

I am a person who is prepared to take risks 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

N. TIME DISCOUNTING 
 

61. 

Suppose you are given the choice between getting R200 today or R400 in one 
month: Which offer would you prefer? 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to 
how they feel 

 

R200 today OR 1 

R400 in one month 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

62. 

Suppose you are given R400. Which of the following two options would best 
describe how you would handle that money? 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to 
how they feel 

 

I would spend it within one week OR 1 

I would set it aside for savings 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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63. 

Please tell me which statement you agree with the most. 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to 
how they feel 

 

A good job is a job you can get today OR 1 

A good job is a job that requires you to go through many years of education 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

64. 

Please tell me which statement describes you best. 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to 
how they feel 

 

I am a person who cares more about today than about the future OR 1 

I am a person who cares more about the future than about today 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

O. SOCIAL NORMS 
 

65. 

Please tell me which statement you agree with the most. 
Interviewer: Read out both statements and then ask respondent to choose one of the 
statements. If respondent cannot choose ask them to select the one that comes closest to 
how they feel 

 

Most people can be trusted OR 1 

Most people cannot be trusted 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

66. 
Suppose someone does you a favour. Would you feel obliged to return that favour? 
[Respondents must answer either yes or no. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

67.  
Suppose someone tries to do you wrong. Would you try to take revenge? 
[Respondents must answer yes or no. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

68. 
Suppose YOU do someone a favour. Would you expect that person to return that 
favour? 
[Respondents must answer yes or no. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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P. TRUST 
 

The following questions are about the president in this country. 
 

69. 
How well or badly do you feel that President Jacob Zuma is doing his job? Is	it	Very	
badly,	Badly,	Well	or	Very	well? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very badly 1 
Badly 2 
Well 3 
Very well 4 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

70. 
How likely do you think it is that President Jacob Zuma is involved in corruption? Is 
it Very likely, Likely, Unlikely or Very unlikely? 
[Read out options. Only one answer allowed] Hand Showcard 

 

Very likely 4 
Likely 3 
Unlikely 2 
Very unlikely 1 
Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

T. DEMOCRACY AND CORRUPTION 
 

I would now like to ask you some questions about democracy and fairness in politics. 
 

71.  

People have different views about what kind of government is best for this country. 
Using this card, would you says that you support having a democratically elected 
government (10 on the showcard], or that you support having a government that is 
not democratically elected by the people (0 on the showcard). Hand Showcard 

 

0.  support a non-democratic government 0 
1  1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 
9 9 
10.  support a democratically elected government 10 
Don't know [Do not read] 98 
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72 
and 
73 

Please tell me to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat 
disagree or strongly disagree that… [Interviewer: Read out statements] 
[Read out statements. Only one answer allowed] hand Showcard 

 

  

Stro
ngly 
agre

e 

So-
me-
what 
ag-
ree 

Neither 
agree 

nor dis-
agree 

Some
me-
what 
dis-

agree 

St
ro
ng
ly 
di
sa
gr
ee 

R
ef
us
ed 
[D
o 

no
t 

re
ad
] 

Don't 
know 

[Do not 
read] 

72. Political parties should be required by 
law to make information publicly 
available about who donates money to 
them. 

5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

73. The government should be required by 
law to make information publicly 
available about handing out 
government tenders and contracts. 

5 4 3 2 1 98 99 

 

74. In the past year, how often (if ever) have you had to pay a bribe or give a gift to… 
[Read out each statement. Only one answer allowed per statement] hand Showcard 

 

  Ne
ver 

On
ce 
or 
tw
ice 

Of-
te
n 

Don't know 
[Do not read] 

A. A teacher or school official in order to get the services 
you needed from the school? 5 4 2 99 

B. A health worker or hospital staff in order to get the 
medical services you needed? 5 4 2 99 

C. A government official in order to get the documents or 
permits you needed? 5 4 2 99 

D. A police officer in order to get the assistance you needed 
or to avoid paying a fine or getting arrested? 5 4 2 99 

E. An official from your municipality in order to get a public 
service like water, sanitation, or electricity? 5 4 2 99 

 
U. KNOWLEDGE 

 

I would also like to ask you some questions about South Africa, the economy, and politics 
in general. 
 

75. 
What is the name of the 2nd largest party in parliament? 
[Hand Showcard.  Only one answer allowed] 

 

ANC - African National Congress 1 

DA - Democratic Alliance  2 

EFF - Economic Freedom Fighters 3 

COPE - Congress of the People 4 

IFP - Inkatha Freedom Party 5 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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76. 
What is the OFFICIAL unemployment rate in South Africa? 
[Hand Showcard.  Only one answer allowed] 

 

20-24% 1 

25-29% 2 

30-34% 3 

35-39% 4 

40-44% 5 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

77. 
Who is the current Finance Minister in South Africa? 
[Hand Showcard.  Only one answer allowed] 

 

Pravin Gordhan 1 

Trevor Noah 2 

Jacob Zuma 3 

Mcebisi Jonas 4 

Malusi Gigaba 5 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

78. 
Which country is South Africa's largest trade partner? 
[Hand Showcard.  Only one answer allowed] 

 

China  1 

Russia 2 

Zimbabwe 3 

Botswana 4 

USA 5 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

V. SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND 
 

Now we are almost finished. But before we end I would like to ask some background 
questions. 
 

79. 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? [Hand Showcard] 
 

 

No schooling  0 
Primary school incomplete 1 
Primary school complete 2 
Secondary/ high school incomplete 3 
Completed Matric  4 
Some college / technikon / university / trade school / still studying  5 
Completed college / technikon diploma / trade school  6 
Completed university degree 7 
Post-graduate degree  8 
Other (Specify): ____________________________ 9 
Refused to anser [Do not read] 98 
Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 



277 
 

80.  Do you, or anyone else in your household receive any social grants like child support 
grant, old age pension and disability grant? 

 

Yes 1 
No 0 
Don't know 99 
 

81 
With regards to employment, what is your occupational status? Are you…? 
[Read Out. Only one answer allowed] 

 

Self-employed / own business  02 Ø  Go to Q83 

Working full-time 03 
Ø  Go to Q82A 

Working part-time / contract / casual / seasonal work 04 

Unemployed and looking for work 05 
Ø  Ask Q82 

Unemployed and not looking for work 06 

Scholar at school 07 

Ø  Go to Q84 

Student at college, university etc. 08 

Disabled or receive a disability grant 09 

Retired / Pensioner 10 

Housewife 11 

Other (Specify): ______________________ 12 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98  
 

82. Do you receive unemployment benefits? 
 

Yes 1 
Ø GGo to Q84 No 0 

Don't know (Do not read) 99 
 

ASK If working full time/part time [If Q81 = 3 or 4] 

82A 
Are you employed by…?  
[Read out options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

The private sector: that is any small, medium or large business or corporation which is run by 
individuals and companies for profit and is not owned or operated by the government? 1 

The government/public sector: that is any government department either at a national, pro-
vincial or local government / municipal level? 2 

A Parastatal: that is any business owned by the government such as Eskom, Transnet, SAA, 
Telkom, South African Post Office, SABC etc.)? 3 

A NGO, CBO or FBO: that is non-governmental organisations, community based organisations or 
faith based organisations 4 

Don't know [Do not read] 9
9 

 

83. If you lost your job, how long would you be able to get by without that income? 

[Read out options. Only one answer allowed]  
 

Less than one week 1 
Less than one month 2 
Less than one year 3 
Indefinitely 4 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
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84. Are you: [Read Out. Only one answer allowed] 
 

Single 1 
Married/living with partner 2 
Divorced/separated from/not living with spouse 3 
Widowed 4 
Other 5 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 
 

85. How many children do you have? [Read Out. Only one answer allowed] 
 

Have no children 0 
One 1 
Two 2 
Three 3 
Four 4 
Five 5 
More than five children 6 
Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

86. 

Please tell me into which group the total monthly income of this household income 
falls? By total household monthly income, we refer to all the incomes received by all 
the people living in your household before deductions. Please include all salaries, 
wages, social grants, money received from family and friends, investments, 
maintenance, child support etc. You need only tell me the letter corresponding to 
the income group into which your household falls. 

 Hand showcard [Only one answer allowed] 
 

A Up to R 999 03 P R15 000 – R15 999 18 

B R1 000 – R1 999 04 Q R16 000 – R16 999 19 

C R2 000 – R2 999 05 R R17 000 – R17 999 20 

D R3 000 – R3 999 06 S R18 000 – R18 999 21 

E R4 000 – R4 999 07 T R19 000 – R19 999 22 

F R5 000 – R5 999 08 U R20 000 -R21 999 23 

G R6 000 – R6 999 09 V R22 000 – R23 999 24 

H R7 000 – R7 999 10 W R24 000 – R25 999 25 

I R8 000 – R8 999 11 X R26 000 – R27 999 26 

J R9 000 – R9 999 12 Y R28 000 – R29 999 27 

K R10 000 – R10 999 13 Z R30 000 + 28 

L R11 000 – R11 999 14 AA Refused to answer 98 

M R12 000 – R12 999 15 BB Don’t know 99 

N R13 000 – R13 999 16 CC No Income (explain): 
_______________ 31 

O R14 000 – R14 999 17   
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87. What is your ethnic group, cultural community or tribe? [Only one answer allowed] 
 

English 01 
White/European 02 
Afrikaans/Afrikaaner/Boer 03 
Ndebele 04 
Xhosa 05 
Pedi/North Sotho 06 
Sotho/South Sotho 07 
Setswana/Twsana 08 
Shangaan 09 

Swati 10 

Venda 11 

Zulu 12 

Coloured 13 

Asian/Indian 14 

South African only 15 

Other (Specify): _________ 16 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

88. 
What is your religion, if any?  
[Do not read options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

None 1 
CHRISTIAN GROUPS / DENOMINATIONS  
     Christian only (i.e., respondents says only “Christian”, without identifying a specific sub-

group) 2 

     Roman Catholic 3 
     Orthodox 4 
     Coptic 5 
Protestant – Mainline  
     Anglican 6 
     Lutheran 7 
     Methodist 8 
     Presbyterian 9 
     Baptist 10 
     Quaker / Friends 11 
     Mennonite 12 
     Dutch Reformed (e.g. NGK, NHK, GK, Mission, APK, URC)  13 
     Calvinist 14 
Protestant – Non-mainline [L. religDenom]  
     Evangelical 15 
     Pentecostal (e.g., “Born Again” and/or “Saved”) 16 
     Independent (e.g., “African Independent Church”) 17 
     Church of Christ 18 
     Zionist Christian Church 19 
Others  
     Jehovah’s Witness 20 
     Seventh Day Adventist 21 
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     Mormon 22 
MUSLIM GROUPS / DENOMINATIONS  
     Muslim only (i.e., respondents says only “Muslim”, without identifying a specific sub-

group) 23 

Sunni  
    Sunni only (i.e., respondents says only “Sunni” or “Sunni Muslim”, without identifying a 

specific sub-group) 24 

     Ismaeli 25 
     Mouridiya Brotherhood 26 
     Tijaniya Brotherhood 27 
     Qadiriya Brotherhood 28 
Shia  
     Shia only (i.e., respondents says only “Shia” or “Shia Muslim”, without identifying a spe-

cific sub-group) 29 

OTHER  
     Traditional / ethnic religion 30 
     Hindu 31 
     Bahai 32 
     Agnostic (Do not know if there is a God) 33 
     Atheist (Do not believe in a God) 34 
     Other 35 
     Refused 98 
     Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
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W. LIVING STANDARD MEASURES 
 

89. 
Please tell me which of the following are presently in your household. Do you have  
… ? 
[Read out each item and answer YES or NO] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

 LSM ITEM/AMENITY Yes No 

1 Hot running water from a geyser  4 9 
2 Computer/s - Desktop/Laptop  6 9 
3 Electric Stove  7 9 

4 Do you employ a domestic worker in this household (by this we mean a live-
in or part-time domestics and/or gardeners)? 1 9 

5 0 or 1 radio set in household  Do not ask Do not ask 

6 Is there a Flush toilet inside or outside house  5 9 

7 Do you or anyone who lives in this household have a motor vehicle/s i.e. car, 
van, bakkie, truck, lorry etc.    1 9 

8 Washing machine  2 9 
9 Refrigerator or a combined fridge/freezer  6 9 
10 Vacuum cleaner/floor polisher  7 9 
11 Pay TV (M-Net/DStv/TopTV) subscription  4 9 
12 Dishwashing machine  1 9 

13 3 or more cell phones in household  
Do not ask Do not ask 

14 2 cell phones in household  
Do not ask Do not ask 

15 Home security service  2 9 
16 Deep freezer – free standing  5 9 
17 Microwave oven  8 9 
20 DVD player/Blu-ray Player  3 9 
21 Tumble Dryer  3 9 
22 Home theatre system  8 9 
23 Home telephone (this can be a Telkom or Neotel landline but not a cellphone)  4 9 
24 Swimming pool (i.e. a built-in swimming pool – not inflatable pool)  5 9 
25 Tap water in house/on plot  3 9 
26 A Built-in kitchen sink  1 9 
27 TV (television set/s)  1 9 

28 
Air conditioner [Interviewer explain] an air-conditioner is a major appliance 
or system designed to change the air temperature and humidity in an area. It 
is not a fan or a water cooler.  

6 9 

29 Metropolitan dweller (250 000+)  
Do not ask Do not ak 

19 Does respondent live in a house, cluster house, townhouse, flat or formal 
dwelling?  3 9 

18 Does respondent live in a rural area outside Gauteng and the Western Cape 4 9 
 

Q89a How many radios (excluding car radios) do you have in your household? 

[Record number] 
 

NUMBER OF RADIOS  
 

Q89b How many cell phones are there in your household? Please include cell phones 
that are owned, rented or used by anyone in the household (including your own). 

[Record number] 
 

NUMBER OF CELL PHONES  
 

90. Do you have a tablet (like an iPad or similar)?  
 

Yes 1 

No 0 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
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91.  Have you ever been on an airplane? 
 

Yes 1 

No 0 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

X. PARENTS SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGROUND 
 

92. 
Thinking about your parents living conditions when you were a child, would you say 
that they were rich, had a middle income, or were poor? 
[Hand Showcard] Read out options 

 

Very rich 1 

Rich 2 

Just above middle income 3 

Middle income 4 

Just below middle income 5 

Poor 6 

Very poor 7 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 
 

93. 
What is the highest level of education your MOTHER completed? 
[Hand Showcard] 

 

No schooling  0 

Primary school incomplete 1 

Primary school complete 2 

Secondary/ high school incomplete 3 

Completed Matric  4 

Some college / technikon / university / trade school / still studying  5 

Completed college / technikon diploma / trade school  6 

Completed university degree 7 

Post-graduate degree  8 

Other (Specify): ____________________________ 9 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 

Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
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94. 
What is the highest level of education your FATHER completed? 

[Hand Showcard] 
 

No schooling  0 

Primary school incomplete 1 

Primary school complete 2 

Secondary/ high school incomplete 3 

Completed Matric  4 

Some college / technikon / university / trade school / still studying  5 

Completed college / technikon diploma / trade school  6 

Completed university degree 7 

Post-graduate degree  8 

Other (Specify): ____________________________ 9 

Refuse to answer [Do not read] 98 

Don’t know [Do not read] 99 
 

95.  Could you please tell me which racial group your MOTHER belong to: 
 

Black 1 
Coloured 2 

Indian/Asian 3 

White 4 

Other (Specify) ________________________________ 5 
 

96. 
Could you please tell me which racial group your FATHER belong to: 
 

 

Black 1 
Coloured 2 
Indian/Asian 3 
White 4 
Other (Specify) ________________________________ 5 
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Y. VOTE INTENTION 
 

And a final question. 

97. 
If there was a National election tomorrow, which party are you most likely to vote 
for?  
[Do not read out options] [Only one answer allowed] 

 

African Christian Democratic Party (ACDP) 1 

African Muslim Party  2 

African National Congress (ANC) 3 

Afrikaner Unity Movement 4 

Agang 5 

Azanian People's Organisation (AZAPO) 6 

Congress of the People (COPE) 7 

Democratic Alliance (DA) 8 

Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) 9 

Federal Alliance 10 

Freedom Front Plus (FF+) 11 

Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 12 

Minority Front 13 

National Freedom Party 14 

New National Party / Nuwe Nasionale Party (NNP) 15 

Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) 16 

United Democratic Party (UCDP) 17 

United Democratic Movement 18 

Other [Specify]: ________________________ 20 

Refused to answer [Do not read] 98 

Don't know [Do not read] 99 
 

                                        CONSENT FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

Dear Sir / Madam  
We found your feedback and input extremely valuable and we would like to reassure you 
that the information you have provided and your personal details will remain confidential, 
and will not be shared with anyone.  
However, in the future, Citizen Surveys may need to conduct additional research on how 
things are going in your local municipality in order to strengthen the quality of local de-
mocracy and give citizens a greater voice in local government. Would you be willing to be 
contacted in the future to participate in such research?  
Remember you are under no obligation to consent; this is completely voluntary. However, 
we have to ask it of all the people we have interviewed. Please sign below to indicate 
whether you agree or whether you refuse to be contacted for future research.   
1 Yes, I consent to being contacted for future research (please sign below): 

Signature…………………………………………………………… 
2 No, I do not want to be contacted for future research (please sign below): 

Signature…………………………………………………………… 
 

THANK RESPONDENT FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE SURVEY 
 

Scripter: New screen 
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N. Interviewer to complete 
 

98.  What is the respondent’s race  
 Interviewer to complete: Do not ask (by observation only)  
 

Black 1 
Coloured 2 
Indian 3 
White 4 
 

99.  In what type of dwelling does the respondent live? 

 INTERVIEWER TO COMPLETE WHILST IN EA (NOT ANYWHERE ELSE):  
Do not ask (by observation only) 

 
 

Formal dwelling: Permanent structure with foundation. 1 
Informal dwelling – backyard shack (this is a shack in the backyard of someone’s 
house where a family is living e.g. Wendy house, wood or iron shack etc.)  

2 

Informal dwelling other than backyard shack (this is a shack in an informal settle-
ment. It can be made of corrugated iron, wood, cardboard etc.)   

3 

Traditional dwelling (this is usually found in a rural area and can be a hut that is made of 
clay, mud, thatch or other traditional materials.) 

4 

Hostel (this is a compound where workers live e.g. workers living on the mines.) 5 
Other (Specify)…………………………………. 6 
 
 

100. Were any other people present that might have been listening in during the 
interview? 

 INTERVIEWER TO COMPLETE WHILST IN EA (NOT ANYWHERE ELSE):  
Do not ask (by observation only) 

 
 

No one 1 
Spouse only 2 
Children only 3 
A few others 4 
Small crowd 5 
 

101.  Interviewer please complete INTERVIEWER TO COMPLETE WHILST IN EA 
(NOT ANYWHERE ELSE):  Do not ask (by observation only) 

Y
E
S 

N
O 

A. Did the respondent check with others for information to answer any question? 1 0 
B. Do you think anyone influenced the respondent’s answer during the interview? 1 0 
C. Were you approached by community and/or political party representatives? 1 0 
D. Did you feel threatened during the interview? 1 0 
E. Were you physically threatened during the interview?  1 0 
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