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Research on the impact of corruption on political participation is one of the largest political
science and sociological debates on the topic of the effects of corruption on society. While the
debates on the impact of corruption on trust or on the economy are dominated by the view that it
is a negative phenomenon and that corruption works in one direction, the debate on the impact
of corruption on political participation has so far produced mixed results. Moreover, most of the
research has focused on countries in Europe and regions such as Latin America, while having
major problems with corruption according to a number of indicators, have not yet been
represented as much in the literature. Research on this topic has also so far tended to be limited
to aggregated data from Transparency International on the one hand, and data on voter turnout
on the other. For this reason, the ambition of this dissertation will be to take into account as many
types of corruption as possible, as well as as many types of political participation in the Latin
American region. It is precisely a certain variety of both independent and dependent variables
that will offer the most comprehensive view of how corruption can affect political participation,
whether corruption has a deterrent effect on some types of participation or, on the contrary, a
mobilizing effect, or whether there is no relationship between the variables. The dissertation will
focus on as many Latin American countries as possible and will not lock at the region as a whole,
which again tends to be the case in the literature, which usually includes all countries in a
hierarchical statistical analysis, but the differences between countries then disappear. The
objectives of the dissertation will be met using statistical methods such as linear or logistic
regression analysis [(depending on the type of dependent variable). The dissertation will use
secondary data from the Latin American Public Opinion Project (AmericasBarometer) and
Latinobarémetro polling databases. The dissertation will build on previous research, for this
reason it will work with data from 2018/2019 and 2020, which are the most recent in terms of
the diverse types of corruption or political participation.
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Introduction

Corruption is a phenomenon with quite fundamental implications for society.
Corruption makes the rich richer and the poor poorer. Corrupt governments have
less money for schools, hospitals and road construction. When governments cannot
provide their basic services, people lose trust in their leaders and are less willing to
trust them with their taxes, resulting in even less money for basic public services.
For the rich, there is always the alternative of securing services in the private sector.
The poor may be forced to pay bribes to public officials to access limited basic
services, but often not even that. Corruption is therefore a phenomenon that leads
societies into a trap (Uslaner, 2008).

Because of the effects of corruption on society, this phenomenon has been at the
forefront of global academic interest for decades. The opening paragraph essentially
encapsulates two major debates on the effects of corruption. The first big debate is
about the impact of corruption on the economy. Within this debate, there is a
discussion about how corruption relates to the international economic system, how
undermines national economies and public finances, as well as how it can hinder
economic development. The second major debate deals with the impact of
corruption on trust. A distinction can be made between the impact of corruption on
institutional (political) trust and the impact of corruption on interpersonal trust, in
other words, trust between people.

Both of these major debates get space in this dissertation as they point to the
direction of the effects of corruption in the literature. In the case of both the effects
of corruption on the economy and the effects of corruption on trust, the vast
majority of experts agree that it is a negative phenomenon that works in the same
direction. In practice, this means that corruption undermines the economy and
reduces citizens' trust in institutions and those who work in them. However, in
addition to these two major debates and a number of smaller ones that are not as

well represented in the literature!, there is another major debate. This debate

! There are several debates in the existing literature on how corruption affects society (Jain 2001).
There is also a debate that revolves around the question of how corruption can affect the quality of
democracy in a country (M. Morales, 2009; Schneider, 2003; Seligson, 2002). Another debate
considers the relationship between corruption and electoral systems. In other words, this debate
looks at which electoral rules and systems are generally beneficial for corrupt candidates and vice
versa (Buben & Kouba, 2017; Chang & Golgden, 2007; Myerson, 1993; T. Persson et al., 2003).



concerns the effects of corruption on voter turnout, or more generally on political
participation, since voter turnout is only one of many types of political
participation.?

Unlike the big debates on the effects of corruption on the economy or on trust,
where there is a majority consensus on the direction of the effects of corruption,
this is not the case with this debate. Not only does corruption discourage political
participation in many studies while in other studies it mobilizes it. If corruption
discourages political participation, it can lead to civic apathy and resignation to
public affairs. Conversely, if corruption leads to political participation, it can have
a positive effect on voter turnout and voting itself, as voters may vote against
corrupt politicians. After all, ,,the more participation there is in decisions, the more
democracy there is“ (Verba & Nie, 1972, p. 1). However, if corruption mobilises
citizens to take to the streets and squares to demonstrate, this can in turn pose a
security threat. Conversely, if corruption does indeed have the potential to get
people out on the streets and in the squares, it can put social pressure on the
politicians involved in corruption, which can result in their resignation or removal.
This can be effective in such cases where the next election is a long time away.
Another positive effect of the mobilising effect of corruption is that it can increase
participation in types of political participation that do not have such a high turnout,
such as political rallies, community meetings or town meetings. Ultimately, the
mobilisation effect of corruption can increase interest in public affairs, as these
types of meetings discuss various issues that affect people's lives. Although
corruption is undoubtedly a negative phenomenon, the question of whether it can
also have positive side effects in relation to political participation needs to be
addressed. For these reasons, it is necessary to try to solve this research puzzle and
find out how corruption actually manifests itself in relation to political participation.
However, a much greater challenge is that corruption can be operationalized in
many different ways and thus take many forms, just as political participation can

be broken down into many different types. It is the different operationalisation of

2 Political participation provides fertile ground for research. Previous work has focused primarily on
participation in elections. Now, however, the term political participation encompasses a range of
activities that can be examined in the context of other phenomena and the findings compared across
space (Salisbury, 1975).



corruption that can lead to different effects on different forms of political
participation.

These and not only these issues the dissertation seeks to reflect. It should be noted
that most of the research on the impact of corruption on political participation has
focused on European countries and only a minimum of studies have addressed this
topic in other regions of the world, such as Latin America (see the literature review
chapter). Yet in this region, forms of political participation are relatively common
and diverse, both institutionalised and non-institutionalised. In a number of
countries, presidential elections have seen turnouts in excess of 50 per cent. This
may be due to a number of factors, such as the fact that presidential elections are
the most important in Latin America, given the presidential political systems that
exist in the region, which are modelled on the political system of the United States.
The president, who is not only the head of state but also the head of the executive,
thus sets the direction of the country, and the citizens may be interested in having a
say in who will hold that office. Similarly, in most Latin American countries, there
is a compulsory vote, which may also have some weight, but it remains rather on
paper and is not enforced in practice by the states.> Nevertheless, this in itself is
indicative of the importance that is attached to the institution of elections in Latin
American countries. Of course, various protest activities such as demonstrations are
common in the region. Latin Americans have no problem taking to the streets and
protesting against political issues that are of fundamental importance to the country
or region where they live. At these demonstrations, Latinos have a space to define
themselves against the political elites. It is, of course, a question that needs to be
explored as to how corruption affects these and other forms of political participation
in the region.

Just as political participation is quite natural and present in the region, so is the

phenomenon of corruption.

3 Latin America contains the highest number of countries of any region that institute compulsory
voting, with only four countries—Colombia, Chile, Nicaragua, and Venezuela—where voting is not
mandatory. For example, in countries such as Brazil, Argentina, and Peru, voters must participate in
elections and risk being punished if they fail to do so. In Mexico, Panama, and Bolivia voting is also
mandatory, but non-participation is not punishable. In Chile, the mandatory voting system was
replaced by a voluntary vote in 2009, regulated and then put into practice in the elections held in
2012. In Venezuela the obligation to vote was removed from the constitution in 1993. Colombia and
Nicaragua are the only Latin American countries where voters have never been required to go to the
polls.



Corruption scandals affecting even the highest levels of politics are not uncommon
in this region. A number of corruption cases led to the resignation or impeachment
of heads of state in the past (Balan, 2011; Hochstetler, 2006; Pérez-Lifian, 2007; K.
G. Weyland, 1998). So it is not only the phenomenon, which has quite a large
impact on politics, as it affected even the highest levels, but it is mainly a
phenomenon that is still relevant and has recently reverberated strongly across the
Latin American region. Many Latin American countries were recently affected by
the corruption scandal known as Operation Car Wash (Chavez de Paz, 2020, p. 74).*
This is an ongoing criminal investigation by the federal police in Brazil (Connors
& Magalhaes, 2015). It began in 2014. More than a thousand people have been
charged or convicted. They were mainly administrative members of the state oil
company Petrobras, Brazilian politicians, including political leaders, and
businessmen from large Brazilian companies (Long, 2019). Originally, the money-
laundering investigation resulted in a bribery affair at Petrobras, where the oil
company's representatives received bribes in exchange for contracts to construction
companies at overvalued prices. The Brazilian construction giant called Odebrecht
has been involved in these practices in a number of Latin American countries (GIS
editorial staff, 2019; Luis Mario, 2020, p. 170; S. Morales & Morales, 2019).
Political leaders have been accused in Brazil, including former presidents such as
Fernando Collor de Mello, Michel Temer, and Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva. Four
Peruvian presidents have been involved in corruption as well. Ollanta Humala
received millions of dollars from a construction company for his presidential
campaign at the request of Brazilian President Lula da Silva. Another Peruvian
president Pedro Pablo Kuczynski covered up illegal payments from Odebrecht to
his company Westfield Group Capital. His presidential challenger, Keiko Fujimori,
who sought his impeachment, was herself involved in the scandal because of
contributions to her campaign. Alan Garcia even committed suicide when Peruvian
police tried to detain him because of his involvement in a corruption case. Alejandro
Toledo was also implicated due to accepting a bribe in connection with a highway
construction contract (Aquino, 2017; BBC News, 2019; Perry, 2019). Venezuela is

one of the most corrupt countries in the world and the most corrupt country in Latin

4 1t should be noted that corruption scandals reflect negatively on the perception of politicians in
general. Indeed, politicians tend to be stereotyped with negative moral traits, as revealed by a survey
of a sample of 1,250 Latinos from nine countries (Ramos & Moriconi, 2018).



America (Chevalier, 2018). It is therefore not surprising that this country did not
avoid such corruption scandal. Maduro's 2013 presidential campaign received
millions of dollars in exchange for a priority for projects realized by Odebrecht
(Venezuela Investigative Unit, 2018). This corruption scandal is, of course, just one
example, albeit undoubtedly an extraordinary one, of the problem of corruption in
Latin America.

The dissertation will therefore focus on corruption and its effects on political
participation in the Latin American region. The ambition will be to find out whether
there is a relationship between the two phenomena and also to reveal in which
direction corruption affects political participation.

The added value of the research is that it is not limited to electoral participation, but
combines other forms of political participation, which have not been much
considered in the literature so far. In addition to the effects of corruption on turnout
and whether corruption leads to voting for the opposition or the government, it will
also examine how corruption affects participation in community meetings, political
meetings and town meetings. It will also be examined whether this phenomenon
affects working for a politician or party. The dissertation will also reveal whether
corruption has an effect on persuading others of political thoughts, which is not
necessarily a form of political participation, but is an activity that takes place in a
range of forms of political participation. Last but not least, the dissertation will aim
to find out how corruption affects the willingness to demonstrate against corruption
and the participation in demonstrations. Another added value of the dissertation is
that it distinguishes between several forms of corruption. This phenomenon will be
operationalized as the perception of corruption, the experience of corruption (both
police and clerk corruption), and the awareness of corruption. Since the public
opinion databases that will be worked with offer a battery of questions on
corruption, a question on the likelihood of eradicating corruption and on the opinion
on the progress of corruption in the country will also be included, which may be
another example of perceptions of corruption. VVote-buying can be considered as
electoral corruption and for this reason this phenomenon will also find its place in
the dissertation as it will be examined how it affects participation in elections.

The research question is formulated as follows: How do different forms of
corruption affect different types of political participation?



The comparative research focuses on all Latin American countries for which polling
results are available from the AmericasBarometer (Latin American Public Opinion
Project) and Latinobarémetro databases. The research is therefore conducted at the
individual level, where the unit of analysis will be the respondents who participated
in the survey.®

The dissertation is divided into four main chapters and several subchapters.

The theoretical chapter defines corruption, introduces its typologies, and focuses on
the conceptualisation and measurement of the phenomenon. Major debates on
corruption such as corruption in relation to the economy and corruption in relation
to trust are also presented. However, the main part of this chapter lies in the debate
on corruption in relation to political participation. Hence, political participation is
defined and its types are introduced. Not only is the theoretical relationship between
corruption and forms of political participation explained, but also a literature review
is offered on what has been written so far on corruption and political participation.
The specifics of political participation and corruption in Latin America will of
course find their place in the theoretical part.

In the methodology chapter, the data with which the dissertation has worked are
presented. These are primarily the results of opinion polls from the
AmericasBarometer and Latinobarémetro databases. Next, the variables are
operationalized. The methods by which the objectives will be achieved are also
presented. These are statistical methods such as logistic regression analysis and
ordinary least squares regression. Most dependent variables take only two values or
will be recoded to take only two values. For dichotomous variables it is appropriate
to use logistic regression analysis. However, in one case, the values of the
dependent variable will form a Likert scale, and for this reason it is more

appropriate to use ordinary least squares regression.

® Public opinion, in general terms ,,a society-wide set of judgments made by a population or group
about various phenomena and facts,* is measured through surveys (Hartl, 2004, p. 290). Specifically,
these are ,the attitudes and opinions of citizens which, in quantitative aggregate, constitute the
overall public opinion* and, crucially, ,,represent a certain subjective projection of objective reality*
(Cervenka, 2006, p. 197). This is a specific type of sociological research that does not examine social
phenomena, relationships and processes in their full breadth and depth, but is limited to capturing
the content of a population's consciousness, or to aggregating the aforementioned individual
opinions and attitudes (Gregor & Hrbkova, 2013, p. 92). It is thanks to this that, as a result of
sophisticated sampling methods, the conclusions from an otherwise limited research (in terms of the
number of respondents) can be generalized to a wider spectrum, even to the whole
society/population.



The third chapter of the dissertation presents and interprets the results. First, the
results of the opinion polls are presented in the form of illustrative graphs. And then
regression models are built and their results are interpreted.

The fourth chapter of the dissertation is an independent research on the impact of
vote-buying, as electoral corruption, on political participation. However, the
findings of this chapter are part of the conclusions of the dissertation.

Finally, the main outcomes of the dissertation are summarized and possible further
research is recommended.

The results of statistical analyses based on data from the Latinobarémetro database
revealed that awareness of corruption has a mobilizing effect on voter turnout,
persuading others of political thoughts, and working for politicians. Awareness of
corruption also increases the willingness to demonstrate against corruption and
leads to voting for the ruling party. Positive opinion about whether corruption can
be eradicated has a mobilizing effect on voter turnout, persuading others of political
thoughts, working for politicians and increases the willingness to demonstrate
against corruption, and also leads in some countries to vote for the ruling party,
while in other countries to vote for the opposition party. The perception of a
worsening corruption situation in a country has a mobilizing effect on voter turnout,
persuading others of political thoughts and increases the willingness to demonstrate
against corruption. In some countries, the worsening of the corruption situation in
a country leads to voting for the ruling party, while in other countries it leads to
voting for the opposition party; likewise, in some countries it leads to working for
politicians, while in others it discourages citizens from this type of political
participation.

The results of statistical analyses based on data from the AmericasBarometer
database revealed that perceptions of corruption among politicians have a deterrent
effect on voter turnout, participation in political meetings, community meetings and
town meetings, and a mobilizing effect on participation in demonstrations. The
experience of police corruption has a mobilizing effect on participation in political
meeting, community meeting, town meeting and demonstration. However, in terms
of the effects of police bribery on voter turnout, the results yielded mixed results,
as some states experienced a mobilizing effect, while others experienced a deterrent
effect of corruption. The experience of clerk corruption has a mobilizing effect on

voter turnout, on participation in political meetings, town meetings and



demonstrations. However, the effects of clerk corruption on participation in
community meetings were not statistically significant in any state. The results also

revealed that vote-buying has the potential to increase turnout.



Theory

The theoretical part introduces concepts and their types, which form the basis of the
whole dissertation. The first concept that will be introduced in the theoretical part
is corruption. Attention will be focused on the problematic nature of defining the
concept of corruption. It will be explained how corruption can be conceptualised
and what theoretical underpinnings exist to explain this phenomenon. Furthermore,
the different typologies of corruption found in the literature will be presented.
Attention will also be focused on how corruption can be measured and what pitfalls
exist in measuring corruption, with an emphasis on the distinction between
perceptions of corruption, corruption awareness and experiences of corruption. This
section will also discuss the corruption profile of Latin America and ways to combat
this phenomenon. The theoretical section will introduce the three main debates on
the effects of corruption, demonstrating that while there is majority agreement on
the direction of corruption's effects on trust or the economy, this is not the case for
the effects of corruption on political participation, which presents the scope and
outright necessity for further exploration and contribution to this debate. Therefore,
it will be defined what political participation is and what its characteristics are. It
will also explain how political participation differs from civic engagement. Next,
the different types of political participation that are found in the literature will be
introduced. The theoretical part also focuses on the determinants of political
participation in Latin America. Finally, the assumed relationship between
corruption and political participation will be explained. The theoretical part will

conclude with a review of the literature on the topic.

Corruption
Definitions of corruption

At the outset of this chapter, it should be said that there is no general and universally
accepted definition of corruption. In their research, researchers usually choose the
definition that suits them best. Some may prefer a more comprehensive definition,
others a more concise definition of corruption. Another researcher chooses a
definition based on the type of corruption they want to study. For some authors, the
desire not to be out of line may prevail, where they look at a sample of articles and
see what definition other researchers most often work with. Others may go against



the tide and use lesser-known definitions. Some authors make no secret of the fact
that contemporary concepts of corruption need to be rethought and new definitions
offered, or at least look at the existing ones more critically (Beetham, 2013; Jin,
2016, p. 307; Kurer, 2015, p. 30; Rose, 2018; Sparling, 2018).

One of the earliest definitions of corruption refers to the phenomenon as: ‘the
intentional misperformance or neglect of a recognized duty, or the unwarranted
exercise of power, with the motive of gaining some advantage more or less directly
personal’ (Brooks, 1909, p. 4).

In a similar vein is another classic and quite used definition, which sees corruption
as ,,behavior which deviates from the formal duties of a public role because of
private-regarding (personal, close, family, private clique), pecuniary or status gains;
or violates rules against the exercise of certain types of private-regarding influence”
(Nye, 1967, p. 419). The world’s largest organization dealing with corruption,
Transparency International, uses a shorter definition of corruption: “abuse of
entrusted power for private gain” (Transparency International, 2020b). Although
these two definitions are the most commonly used, there are many others. However,
they are similar in nature and are characterized by type of illegal and profit-seeking
behavior that can have serious implications for society.

The problem of such definitions of corruption is their relativity. For example, it is
not specified what kind of entrusted power is abused. De facto, it is not known what
moral norms, legal rules or ethical standards are abused by corrupt acts. For this
reason, something may count as corruption in Germany and something completely
different in Uruguay, South America. Given such a general definition, it is then
problematic to come up with what causes corruption; the concept of ,,abuse* may
differ. Therefore, the authors come up with a more specific specification of the
abuse of entrusted power for private purposes in the form of different types of
corruption (Rothstein & Teorell, 2015, pp. 80-81).

Another problem in defining corruption seems to be that most research on
corruption is based on subjective impressions. Interviewers and authors assume that
respondents, whether experts or citizens, know what corruption means (a misuse of
power for private purposes). The counter-argument is, because corruption is first
and foremost a sociological phenomenon, there may be significant cultural
differences between societies in how they understand corruption (Kurer, 2015, p.

36). Only a few studies have tried to address this. They conclude that a general
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awareness of what corruption is and what is unacceptable (such as outright bribery
to speed up a procedure, influencing tax officials to reduce taxes, bribery in
government contracts, and nepotism in public service) exists for most respondents
(Beck & Lee, 2002; Truex, 2011). However, other research demonstrates that there
may be differences. In particular, what was considered a corrupt activity in China
was not considered corrupt in the West (Sun, 2001). This issue will be discussed in

more detail in the following subsection.

Conceptualization of corruption

Corruption research faces several conceptual issues that often go unaddressed. The
first conceptual issue is whether to operate with a universal understanding of
corruption or to see corruption as a problem that is culturally and geographically
specific. This is also related to what to understand as the opposite of corruption.
Because if there are efforts to minimize or completely suppress corruption in the
state, one also has to think about what kind of alternative state one can imagine and
whether there can perhaps be more than one type of corruption-clean state. The
second problem of conceptualizing corruption is its structural vs intentional
explanations (macro and micro levels of analysis or structural and individual). This
can be illustrated with examples. The question is whether the level of corruption
can be explained only by economically structural variables such as the level of GDP
and social inequality in society, or whether it is necessary to work with individual
perceptions and experiences that may or may not be related to structural factors.

The third conceptual issue is human behaviour itself. Whether to rely on rationality
and self-interest as the basis for explaining behaviour or, conversely, to explain
approaches to corruption on the basis of historical and cultural norms. The question
is whether people who live in corrupt societies and are themselves involved in
corruption, either actively or passively, have a different understanding than people
from countries where they hardly encounter corruption. These conceptual
considerations also have political connotations. Efforts to change a society from
highly corrupt to one with little or no corruption may find that it is not enough to
change the structural conditions for corruption, but also the moral code of the people
living in that society. This is also related to understanding what it means to be
involved in corruption at all, because it is necessary to distinguish between who

demands a bribe, who has to pay the bribe, but also who offers the bribe. This leads
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to the question of whether some people are more or less prone to corrupt practices
than others, depending for example on the level of corruption in the society in which
they live. In other words, it is also necessary to look at individual characteristics
using political, socio-economic and demographic variables (Rothstein & Teorell,
2015, pp. 79-80).

Explanation of corruption

There are several theoretical approaches that try to explain corruption. The first to
mention is the theory of public administration ethics. This theory is based on the
idea that there are agents who are primarily motivated by social norms. However,
if these agents are motivated by the wrong norms, this leads to corruption. The
solution, therefore, is to increase the education of agents so that they follow the
right norms (Richter & Burke, 2007; D. F. Thompson, 2005). However, the problem
can arise in highly corrupt societies, such as those in Latin America, where poor
norms may prevail and the training of agents (officials, police officers and others)
may be inadequate, depending on the quality and funding of government. However,
it cannot be entirely concluded that systemic corruption is caused by bad norms
alone. It should also be noted that even in highly corrupt countries, agents
understand what counts as corruption and are aware that corrupt acts are morally
indefensible.

The second theoretical approach to explain corruption is based on principal-agent
theory. Thus, agents play a role in this approach as well, but unlike the first
approach, agents' motives are self-interested and rationally profit-maximizing
(Rose-Ackerman, 2011). This theoretical approach assumes that there is a kind of
honest principal who must confront self-interested opportunists (agents). Instead of
following an honest principal, agents pursue only their own self-interest and, if
there is an opportunity to abuse the power entrusted to them for their purposes, they
will take advantage of it (Rose-Ackerman, 2004). The problem is that in very
corrupt societies it is difficult to identify the honest principal or in other words Mr.
Clean. Often the fish stinks from the head and, especially in Latin America,
corruption even affects presidents. Moreover, if corruption were really to operate
on the basis of the principal-agent model, this would mean that it would be
relatively easy to eradicate the phenomenon. Indeed, it would be enough to reduce

the space of corruption opportunities through anti-corruption strategies. Honest
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principals, for example, would increase penalties for corruption, which would also
have a deterrent potential. If fear prevailed over greed in society, the issue of
corruption would be solved. However, it seems that corruption in systematically
corrupt countries cannot be so easily eradicated, as many such anti-corruption
strategies are already in practice (A. Persson et al., 2013).

The third theoretical approach to explain corruption is based on collective action
theory. Under this approach, it is assumed that what agents do depends on what
they think other agents will do. The idea is that if people think that corruption, or
specifically bribery, is widespread and common, they are unlikely to have a
problem engaging in these activities as well (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2005). This
theory thus explains why people in highly corrupt countries engage in corruption
even when they know it is morally wrong. They basically don't see a reason, or can't
afford to see one, why they shouldn't act as they think others act (Karklins, 2005).
This theoretical approach to explaining corruption is perhaps the most problematic
to combat the phenomenon. For it would have to change the individual mindset of
agents to assume that other agents do not engage in corruption, for whatever
reasons. At that point, collective action would indeed manifest itself, but negatively

in relation to corruption.

Typology of corruption

Corruption can be categorised on the basis of its size, impact, developmental stages
and actors (Vymétal, 2006).

In terms of the magnitude of corruption, a distinction is made between grand
corruption and petty corruption. Grand corruption includes big money, the
awarding of lucrative contracts by political elites on the basis of clientelistic ties, or
even bribery if it is systematic and extends over a wider area. Petty corruption, on
the other hand, is characterised more by small donations. It can be an informal
reward to a doctor for skipping other patients in the queue, a gift to a civil servant
for issuing a citizen with the necessary certificate within a shortened deadline, or a
bribe to a police officer to waive a speeding ticket (Heidenheimer, 2017, pp. 150—
152). Petty corruption becomes stale over time and often becomes part of the
country's culture of corruption. Often people don't even think they are committing

corrupt acts because they are used to it, others are doing it and no one has punished
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them for it. On the other hand, the grand corruption committed by the political elites
is no longer tolerated and people are sensitive to it. It comes from human rationality,
people may not have a problem with petty corruption because it has often made
their lives easier. However, when politicians commit corrupt acts, people do not
benefit from it, on the contrary, it is de facto theft of their money that they have
paid in taxes (Uslaner, 2014, p. 200).°

In terms of the developmental stages of corruption, it is possible to work with three
types - from random phenomena of corruption, through organized corruption, to the
form that is referred to as systematic (Fri¢, 1999, pp. 32-34).

Rasma Karklins' typology offers three types of corruption.” The first type is low-
level administrative corruption. This type is most characterised by bribery, i.e. a
situation where an official demands a bribe from a citizen in order to circumvent
the law, either to speed it up or to directly overstep it.2 Of course, it can also involve
deliberate confusion and overregulation of regulations, or the purposeful creation
of a corrupt environment in which the official has the space to carry out inspections
and issue various licences, often beyond the law, and to profit from them. The other
two types, according to Rasma Karklins, belong to higher corruption. These are
self-serving asset stripping by officials. But it also includes brokering various state
contracts, direct links to the private sphere, and clientelism. The last type of already
very advanced corruption is state capture by corrupt networks, in which personal

interests of individual political or official actors dominate due to the weakness of

6 The typology that divides corruption into petty and grand is similar to the typology that divides
the phenomenon into large-scale and small-scale. Small-scale corruption produces resources that
provide income for one or a handful of individuals. This type of corruption is usually controlled by
either victims or supervisors. Large-scale corruption generates significant amounts of resources and
involves sets of corrupt individuals who are connected and support each other through networks
(Carvajal, 1999, p. 340).

" Rasma Karklinks typology is most often applied to the post-communist space. The impact of
corruption on post-communist societies has been examined from different perspectives (Holmes,
1997; Kostadinova, 2012; Ledeneva, 2009). It is possible to mention research on the topic of
corruption and the economy, especially in the context of transformation (Basna, 2019; Bayar et al.,
2018; Cieslik & Goczek, 2018a, 2018b; Fazekas & King, 2019; Ficeac, 2013; Holmes, 2013).
Equally, anti-corruption research of post-communist corruption is at the forefront of academic
interest (Gredeland & Aasland, 2011; Holmes, 2017; Popova & Post, 2018; Schmidt, 2007). The
issue of conceptualization and measuring corruption in these countries, has also been examined
(Babos, 2015; Baldock, 2016; Ficeac, 2013; Sajo, 2003).

8 Some types of corruption, such as bribery, can be further broken down within research designs.
For example, research on the effects of corruption on firm financial performance in transition
economies has worked with several types of bribery (bribe intensity, bribe for public services, bribe
for licences and permits, bribe for tax and tax collectors, bribe for government contract, brife for
dealing with customs, and bribe for other reasons) (Van Vu et al., 2018).
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state institutions. Higher corruption in general has the potential to become long-
term and systematic if not addressed consistently (Karklins, 2002).°

Other typologies relate to institutional or group corruption and individual
corruption. Institutional corruption is a situation where the institutional setting
generates a conflict of interest that promotes behavior by those who perform duties
within the institution that systematically compromises the purposes of the
institution. Institutional corruption does not have to be limited to a specific
organisation, but can also involve corruption within a sub-system or system, such
as the healthcare system. In contrast, individual corruption is the result of personal
misconduct (Sommersguter-Reichmann et al., 2018; D. Thompson, 1995).

A distinction is also made between individual corruption as an isolated event and
group corruption, which is already organised and to some extent systemic (Bac,
1998). Furthermore, it is possible to distinguish between an organization of corrupt
individuals and a corrupt organization. In the first case, it is the elevation of personal
beneficial corrupt behaviour to the organisational level. In the second case, it is a
situation where a group of employees develops corrupt behaviour for the benefit of
the organisation (Pinto et al., 2008).

Some authors who study the effects of corruption on foreign direct investment in
transit countries distinguish between pervasive corruption and arbitrary corruption.
The first type is widely present and has a deterrent effect on foreign direct
investment, because it increases the known costs of investing. The second type is
uncertain and does not have as pronounced a deterrent effect because it becomes
part of the uncertainty of operating in transition economies (Cuervo-Cazurra, 2008).
Of course, there are many other typologies of corruption. This subchapter has
presented only a few examples, as it is not the intention to provide an exhaustive
overview of all typologies. For the purposes of this dissertation, a division between
petty corruption and grand corruption will suffice. The subject of the analysis will
be the respondents' experience of bribery by police officers and officials, which can

be more accurately classified as petty corruption, and the perception of corruption

% Although the first type is also common in other countries, higher corruption in particular stems
from the institutional set-up of former communist regimes, as the transition from a state-led to a
market economy entailed the risk of illegal enrichment of officials, i.e. people in the right places.
This was a major opportunity for corruption that Western democracies had not experienced, or at
least not to the same extent.

15



among politicians, which is often influenced by grand corruption scandals that
affect the political scene.

Measuring corruption

When measuring corruption, it is important to remember that these are attempts to
measure something that is inherently illegal and hidden. Of course, it is worth
considering whether it makes sense to measure a phenomenon that is of such a
nature and, moreover, difficult to define. However, there are several reasons why it
makes sense to measure corruption. Firstly, it is necessary to try to assess the scale
of the issue in terms of the extent, location and trends of corruption. This is
important in order to know what one is dealing with. Then, it is necessary to
measure corruption to see if there are any clear patterns in order. Last but not least,
measuring corruption will help to identify explanatory variables that will help with
understanding why and where corruption is developing. In other words, by
measuring corruption it is possible to decide what actions should be taken and
whether or not those actions already taken have worked.

Although in the early debates on the impact of corruption, researchers struggled to
find ways to measure this phenomenon that is difficult to detect, illegal and, by its
nature, based on the human desire for profit, albeit at the expense of society. Over
time, however, several approaches to measuring corruption have been developed.©
Corruption variables are divided mainly into perceptions of corruption (either
public or experts), experiences with corruption (or participation in corruption), and
corruption scandals. While the first two variables are generally based on global and
regional opinion polls and data gathered by specialized organizations such as

Transparency International, the element of scandals remains difficult to evaluate.
Perception

The perception of corruption measures the degree of corruption that an individual
believes exists. The Corruption Perceptions Index, ranging from the highest level

of corruption to the lowest on a scale from 0 to 100, is compiled by the largest

10 There are also efforts to compile synthetic corruption indicators that incorporate most statistical
information on corruption. Such an indicator has also been compiled for Latin America, however,
countries that are not part of the Latinobarometer are absent, and the authors themselves add that
even so, the overall figure is 86% of the available statistical information and not 100%. Yet, of
course, the predictive value of such a synthetic indicator can be high (Cardenas Cardenas et al.,
2018).
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organization dealing with corruption issues, Transparency International, and has
been the most widely used indicator for measuring corruption since 1995. It is a
composite index that uses data from multiple sources.'! The index measures, as the
name suggests, perceptions of corruption and not, for example, reported cases of
corruption or the number of convictions for corruption. As such, perceptions are
important as they can influence behaviour. For example, if people think that
everyone in their neighbourhood is involved in corrupt activities, the more likely
they are to engage in corrupt activities as well, because they will perceive corruption
as something normal and common (Heywood, 2014, pp. 137-138).

The Control of Corruption Index managed by the World Bank is composed of
expert surveys. However, some of its subcomponents include Gallup surveys of
non-experts, which contrasts with the Corruption Perceptions Index (Roca, 2010).
The World Bank, in collaboration with other organizations, also conducts the
Business Environment and Enterprise Performance Surveys. These are elite
surveys, as more than 150,000 companies operating in different countries are
surveyed. Representatives of companies are mainly asked whether a bribe was
expected or explicitly required when arranging a business contract or license with
the government (The Enterprise Surveys, 2019). There is also the International
Country Risk Guide compiled by the PRS Group, an aggregate that includes the
degree of corruption in the country. V-Democracies works with more than 3,000
experts. Although V-Democracies focuses on the conceptualization and
measurement of democracy, its components include the Political Corruption Index,
Executive Corruption Index, and Public Sector Corruption Index. The Electoral
Integrity Project assesses the quality of elections in different countries based on
expert surveys. The databases of this project, which is conducted under the
leadership of Pippa Norris, contain questions about electoral fraud (The Electoral
Integrity Project, 2019). Electoral fraud can be considered a form of corruption
(Docekalova, 2012).

An alternative to the CPI is the Global Corruption Barometer from the same
organization. It does not include expert surveys, but household surveys. Individual
data based on citizens’ opinions on corruption and political participation are

provided by a number of other organizations specializing in conducting polls. These

11 The index is mainly made up of aggregated data that reflects the perception of corruption among
businessmen and experts.
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include the International Social Survey Program (ISSP) and the Comparative Study
of Electoral Systems (CSES), which both conduct thematic surveys at regular
intervals. Furthermore, there are several organizations providing more specific
regional surveys: in Latin America, there are the AmericasBarometer and the
Latinobarometro; in Africa, data are gathered by the Afrobarometer; and in Europe,
there is the Eurobarometer. Samples and questions vary depending on the
organization that collects the data. Interviewers generally ask questions such as
“Thinking of the politicians in your country, how many of them do you believe are
involved in corruption?” or “How much corruption do you think there is in National
Government” (Latin American Public Opinion Project, 2019; Latinobarémetro,
2020). Furthermore, these polls include not only general questions but also very
direct questions about the specific actors involved in the institutional organization
of the state. The surveys often enquire about the perceived level of involvement in
the corruption of judges, state officials, the police, and the military.

Experience

Experience with corruption is generally evaluated through questions about the most
common form of corruption — bribery (Amundsen, 2019). Questions about
individuals’ experience with corruption are not straightforward in terms of whether
the interviewee has experience with corruption, in this case with bribery. This
experience can take a number of different forms. Respondents can, for example,
merely be aware of the fact that a civil servant (a clerk, a police officer, or even a
soldier) has demanded a bribe; they can also play a more active role by having paid
a bribe themselves or been a direct witness to a bribe payment (Morris, 2008). In
the current research, however, these different experiences are uniformly classed as
experience of or participation in corruption, regardless of the specific situation.
Public opinion databases such as ISSP, AmericasBarometer and others include

specific questions on the experience of corruption.
Scandals

The data on corruption scandals is most often based on reports from investigating
authorities (e.g. Parliament’s Ethics Committee, Supervisory Authority etc.) and
media (e.g. the Latin American Weekly Report on the progress of corruption

scandals) that report on corruption among politicians, especially when they are
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seeking re-election (Balan, 2011; Karahan et al., 2006; Luis Raul Camara-Fuertes
Gustavo J. Bobonis, 2015; Praino et al., 2013). Targeted questions on corruption
scandals can also be found in specialized polls (e.g. the American National
Elections Study). Furthermore, there is useful information in local databases
dealing with corruption scandals that compile data from media reports, such as
those managed by Spanish and Italian local administrations (Costas-Pérez et al.,
2012; Fernandez-Vazquez et al., 2016; Giommoni, 2017). Combining these
databases with the results of polls, as demonstrated in follow-up research at the
level of Spanish municipalities, can also yield interesting results (Riera et al., 2013).
Panel surveys conducted before and after the outbreak of scandals represent another

valuable source (Vivyan et al., 2012).
Corruption awareness

Corruption awareness is an indicator of whether the respondent or a family member
is aware of an act of corruption. There are a number of experiments testing the
impact of corruption awareness on voter turnout and election protests. In one, a
leaflet is distributed to a constituency informing the citizens about their candidate’s
corruption before the elections, while no such information is delivered to a second
constituency. This test is designed to evaluate how voter awareness of corruption
affects election results (Chong et al., 2015; De Figueiredo et al., 2011). In other
studies, participants are divided into two groups, with one group being provided
with information about corruption, while the other is not; both groups are then asked
questions about their interest in political participation (Inman & Andrews, 2015;
Mufioz et al., 2016).

Problems with measuring corruption

When measuring corruption, it is important to remember that these are attempts to
measure something that is inherently illegal and hidden. Distinguishing between the
aggregated and individual data about the perception of corruption is essential but
often neglected. Some studies have shown that the degree of corruption perceived
by the experts and businessmen interviewed by Transparency International may
differ significantly from the views of citizens (Roca, 2010; Treisman, 2007; Weber
Abramo, 2008). There may be several reasons why aggregate and individual data

differ across countries and hence the final research results as well. The views of
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international experts may differ due to personal ideology, cultural bias, or the echo-
chamber problem. The problem is that experts may have certain subjective ideas
about which countries are more or less prone to corruption. Moreover, perceptions
can be influenced by a number of factors, such as the frequent mention of the topic
of corruption in the media, and can be susceptible to current corruption cases. Then,
when the experts indicate the level of corruption in a given country, they can base
their assessment on these perceptions.'? It can then be assumed that in countries
where the government is authoritarian, hostile to the media, rich in natural
resources, protectionist and misogynistic, the experts believe that there will also be
a high level of corruption compared to countries where there is no such government.
Thus, some countries may be treated more negatively based on certain criteria than
others. If only because they cannot imagine themselves doing business in such a
country, for example.

As for the data at the individual or company level that tell us about the respondents’
experience with corruption, there is another problem. The experience of corruption
is measured either at the individual level or at the firm level. In virtually every
country, bribery is illegal. Such surveys run the risk of respondents being dishonest
in their answers. In fact, respondents may be concerned that they may be in trouble
with the law for not reporting corrupt behaviour. Survey organisers naturally try to
counter this and assure respondents that their answers will remain completely
anonymous. In some surveys, questions are worded carefully, for example whether
the respondent was expected to pay a bribe in a certain situation rather than whether
the respondent actually paid a bribe. Similarly, when companies are surveyed, for
example, the question is asked in terms of whether a company like yours was forced
to pay a bribe for something. A question asked in this way can ascertain experience
of corruption without incriminating the firm. However, even so, getting truthful
answers from respondents can be complicated in surveys dealing with experience

of corruption (Treisman, 2015, p. 98). Furthermore, the data may reflect a high

12 The Corruption Perception Index is associated with certain risks. This index for measuring
corruption can contribute to the creation of so-called "corruption traps”. These are common in
countries where corruption is deeply rooted. In order to tackle corruption effectively, these countries
need to implement a number of structural measures to strengthen the public administration and the
national economy. Often, however, this cannot be done without financial support from abroad. But
foreign assistance may be conditional on a better Corruption Perceptions Index score, which
countries without major structural changes can hardly influence (Andersson & Heywood, 2009, pp.
747-748).
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threshold for corruption tolerance, especially in countries where corruption is a
common phenomenon (Lin & Yu, 2014, p. 153).2

It is important to distinguish between perceptions of corruption at the aggregate
level and experiences of corruption at the individual level for a number of other
reasons. First of all, most variables such as the level of economic development, the
level of democracy in a country, press freedom and others that correlate with
aggregate data on perceptions of corruption do not correlate much with actual
experience of corruption (Treisman, 2007). Furthermore, in most cases, the level of
perception of corruption is significantly higher than the actual experience of
corruption on the part of the respondents. This may be related to the fact that the
perception of corruption is overestimated by experts, especially for some countries,
and, on the contrary, respondents are afraid to admit their experience with
corruption. Moreover, experience of corruption itself is a weak predictor of
perceptions of corruption (Weber Abramo, 2008). In addition, perceptions and
experiences of corruption may offer different results in research. Mention should
be made of research on the impact of corruption on willingness to pay taxes
conducted using Latinobarémetro data on a sample of eighteen countries. The
authors concluded that while perceptions of corruption affect tax morale, the
experience of corruption is irrelevant in this context (Castafieda Rodriguez, 2015).
Another problem with Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index
is that, as a composite index, it is based primarily on the responses of Western
businessmen and experts, so in practice they are answering questions about business
transactions, such as the need to pay a bribe to get a contract in a given country.
Thus, perceptions of corruption mainly reflect bribery and no longer, for example,
grand corruption or perhaps the impact of corruption. Moreover, the questions focus
on the necessity of paying a bribe and do not consider any proactive approach (i.e.
voluntarily offering a bribe) to obtain a contract. A significant problem is also that
each survey included in the composite index operates with its own perception of

corruption, which may focus on different aspects such as bribery of public officials,

13 The issue of tolerance of corruption is also highly debated. Research on tolerance of corruption
has the potential to significantly improve understanding of the determinants of corruption in
developing countries, such as in Latin America (Alvarez, 2015). The determinants of tolerance of
corruption in Latin America are examined, for example, using data from the World Values Survey.
Such research concludes that tolerance varies across countries depending on age, education,
ethnicity, cultural values or trust in public organizations (Lavena, 2013).
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embezzlement and others. Thus, the ambition of these surveys is to determine the
extent of corruption, using expert ratings on a scale from least to most corrupt.
However, it is impossible to know how the experts subjectively set it, because what
one expert may perceive as a low level of corruption, for another expert it may on
the contrary be a high level of corruption.

The problem with measuring corruption is also translating the findings into actual
anti-corruption measures. If the data on corruption based on the measurements are
too general and basically just state a kind of status quo, the more difficult it is to
develop anti-corruption initiatives based on the data. Some corruption indicators,
such as the CPI, incorporate data that are, for example, two years old and their
usefulness decreases in the context of current corruption scandals or the immediate
implementation of anti-corruption activities. Activities related to artificially
lowering the perception of corruption are also problematic. A high corruption index
is uncomfortable for governments, whether for political, economic or other reasons.
Of course, political elites can try to reduce the level of corruption by developing
anti-corruption activities, in which they have to invest time, effort and often
considerable funds, or they can just pretend to fight corruption, for example by
inviting foreign anti-corruption experts and providing them with a lot of media
attention, which can then be reflected in the Corruption Perceptions Index, as

assessors see that governments are doing some activities.

Corruption profile of Latin America

Authors working on Latin America have long sought to explain the causes of
corruption in the region (Alza Barco & Salazar Morales, 2017; Cabrera, 2008;
Castafieda Rodriguez, 2016; De Orellana Sanchez & Velasco Pedraza, 2019; Parker
et al., 2004; Rosenmiiller & Ruderer, 2016). Apart from the fact that there are
personal factors, i.e. the abuse of public power for private purposes as a failure of
an individual or group of individuals, there are also a number of structural factors

that are characteristic of the region.
Economic factors of corruption

Corrupt relations affect the links between political and economic life in Latin
America. However, until recently, political scientists considered corruption in

developing countries to be harmless. It is possible to mention the phrase: ,,the only
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thing worse than a society with a rigid, over-centralized, dishonest bureaucracy is
one with a rigid, over-centralized honest bureaucracy* (Huntington, 1968, p. 386).
This idea of corruption as a necessary evil and a mechanism for the functioning of
dysfunctional bureaucracies in developing societies persisted into the late twentieth
century. Since the emergence of neoliberal reforms* and the market economy, this
view has been reconsidered and social scientists have begun to view the persistence
of corruption more critically (Faughnan & Seligson, 2014).

Corruption is also something that has significantly hampered exports in the Latin
American region. Exports are important for a country's economic growth and,
ultimately, for the quality of life of its citizens. It therefore appears that in order for
Latin American countries to grow economically, corruption needs to be effectively
reduced (Charoensukmongkol & Sexton, 2011). Indeed, this argument is
underscored by a study on the victimization of police corruption in Latin America,
which revealed that citizens in economically weaker countries are much more likely
to be exposed to police corruption than those in richer countries (Orces, 2008).
This phenomenon also increases income inequality, as demonstrated by an analysis
carried out between 1996 and 2012 on a sample of eighteen Latin American
countries. Corruption thus creates a gap between social classes in Latin America
(Pedauga et al., 2017). The point is that during the budget process, politicians and
bureaucrats may tend to abuse power for their own purposes and thus concentrate
public resources in the hands of elites. These acts exacerbate inequality (Wong,
2017).1516

14 | atin American countries have undergone diverse forms of economic development. They have
experienced economic growth as well as poverty, inequality, and high unemployment over the past
decades. Until the early 1980s, the so-called import substitution industrialization model was applied,
which was characterized by the protection of national economies. However, the model failed, and
debt crisis struck. In order to stabilize their economies, neoliberal reforms were introduced according
to the so-called Washington Consensus. These economic reforms have created dramatic inequality
between the rich and the poor. Extensive privatization has created room for corruption. International
trading companies have been given support to the detriment of small and medium-sized domestic
businesses and has led Latin American governments to prioritize debt repayment over social
spending. However, even neoliberal reforms have not led to economic welfare. An example of the
negative impact of these reforms is Argentina, which went bankrupt at the turn of 2001 and 2002
(Grugel & Riggirozzi, 2012; Remmer, 1998; K. Weyland, 2004).

15 However, it depends on the type of corruption. If the phenomenon takes the form of
embezzlement, inequality increases. If it is vote-buying, then inequality may decrease, because in
this case it is about the distribution of resources and the building of clientelistic ties (Wong, 2017).
16 Nevertheless, some studies show that lower corruption is associated with higher income
inequality, which goes against the trend of most research where the result is the opposite (Andres &
Ramlogan-Dobson, 2011; Dobson & Ramlogan-Dobson, 2010). The authors explain that the
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Among the sectors affected by corruption in Latin America is, for instance,
agriculture, where farmers and landowners can obtain subsidies from politicians in
exchange for bribes (Bulte et al., 2007). Water and transport services are also
affected by corruption. Research that worked with a sample of more than three
hundred concession contracts from Latin America from 1989 to 2000 revealed that
corruption at the country level is a significant factor in renegotiations of these
contracts (Guasch & Straub, 2009). Corruption also affects the health sector.
Researchers who collected original data from ten Latin American countries found
that corruption is a key predictor of poor quality medicines (Bate & Mathur, 2018).
However, it cannot be said that other sectors are spared from corruption, as this
phenomenon has the potential to permeate the entire society and economy.

Most often there are two structural factors that are paradoxically in contrast. The
first is state interventionism, which gives bureaucrats and politicians broad powers
over a large number of resources. Indeed, studies from Argentina, Brazil and
Venezuela demonstrate that if the discretionary powers of the executive are
increased, the space for corruption opportunities is also created (Manzetti & Blake,
1996). The second structural factor was the wave of neoliberal reforms, during
which bureaucrats and politicians privatised a significant part of public assets. Yet
it was precisely the market-oriented reforms that were supposed to help combat
corruption in emerging Latin American democracies with state-led economies.
Indeed, privatisation and market deregulation should curb politicians' use of state-
owned enterprises and regulations for private gain. However, if reforms are not
carried out in a transparent manner, this can only lead to the continuation of
corruption. Privatisation processes in many cases have essentially meant that public
companies have been handed over to wealthy domestic investors (Cardenas &
Mora, 2010).

Although these two structural factors are in contrast in their implementation, they
are united by one thing - the politicians and bureaucrats who have implemented

state interventionism or neoliberal reforms.

relationship between corruption and inequality may be different where there is a large informal
sector, as is the case in the Latin American region (Dobson & Ramlogan-Dobson, 2012).
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Political factors of corruption

Nevertheless, other explanations for the flourishing of corruption in Latin America
are emerging. Some authors have speculated that the process of democratization in
Latin American countries may have made corruption even more acute. Latin
American democracy after the transition was more formal than substantive (Little,
1996). In principle, democratisation was intended to strengthen transparency in
policy making and the accountability of politicians and bureaucrats, i.e. to limit the
spread of corruption. Several studies that test the relationship between
democratization and transparency in Latin America confirm the argument that
democratization brings with it an anti-corruption agenda (Lee, 2010). In Latin
American practice, however, while this meant that power was distributed and the
necessary consent of multiple institutions in decision-making, it also expanded the
range of actors that could be involved in corruption. Moreover, the democratisation
process cannot explain the flourishing of corruption in authoritarian Mexico under
the PRI or the long-lasting democracy in Venezuela before the rise of President
Chavez.

This brings up another structural factor in the flourishing of corruption, and that is
neopopulism. That is, the rise of politicians who try to appeal to the masses.
Neopopopulist presidents such as Carlos Menem in Argentina, Fernando Collor de
Mello in Brazil and Alana Garcia in Peru have had in common that they have
defined themselves against the traditional political parties and the interest groups
linked to them. In particular, they used the mass media, such as television, to reach
out to the people and build a broad base of supporters. However, mass election
campaigns and television advertisements are very costly, which opens up
opportunities for corruption. In fact, politicians have to turn to business groups to
support them in their campaigns and pay for the costly advertising. However, they
expect politicians to pay them in return, which can take various forms of corruption
(K. G. Weyland, 1998).

Problems of strong executive

Although today the vast majority of countries in Latin America have democratic

governments, this was not the case in the past, as there was an alternation between
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military and civilian governments characterised by a strong executive and often
control of the judiciary and the legislature. In such an environment, political
corruption had room to grow. A case in point is Mexico, where one party dominated
the political system for decades, controlling all levels, from local to central, creating
space for corruption and an intricate and extensive network of clientelistic ties. The
absence of a consistent opposition that had the space within the political system to
define itself against the ruling party and alternate it in the next election was one of
the reasons why corruption developed and persisted.

The problem of a strong and uncontrolled executive can be illustrated by two
different examples from the early 1990s. Whereas in Argentina President Carlos
Menem gave domestic conglomerates that supported him in the campaign exclusive
access to privatised companies, further strengthening their monopoly position,
Brazil's head of state Color de Melo cut off traditional business groups and

demanded bribes from anyone who wanted benefits from the government.’

Independent legislation

Active legislation can curb corruption in the executive if it includes credible
opposition parties that are not themselves involved in corrupt practices and have
access to the media. In Latin America, with highly centralised presidential systems,
legislators hardly have a control function vis-a-vis the executive, especially if the
president's party also has a legislative majority in parliament. However, when the
legislature is completely controlled by the opposition, many Latin American
presidents have circumvented the legislature by issuing decrees with the force of
law. Thus, institutional settings and political practices in Latin America contribute
to creating a space for corruption opportunities at the executive level. Indeed, the
theoretical arguments that the concentration of both executive and legislative power
affects corruption rates are supported by research based on panel data from 22 Latin
American and Caribbean countries from 1970 to 2014 (de Viteri Vazquez &
Bjernskov, 2020).

7 Moreover, the rigidity of a strong executive also generates paradoxical cases, as exemplified by
former Peruvian President Martin Vizcarra Cornejo, who held a number of executive positions
during his career in which he proclaimed to fight corruption, although he himself faced a number of
corruption charges (Lovon Cueva et al., 2020).
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However, since the early 1990s, Latin American countries have taken several steps
forward, as national legislatures have in a number of cases used the institution of
impeachment to remove presidents involved in corruption from office. However,
this has not always been done quietly, often after some time when the political
situation in the country was becoming unbearable (Colazingari & Rose-Ackerman,
1998, pp. 464-465).

Independent justice

Policy proposals to address corruption are not enough on their own; corruption must
be punished consistently so that the punishment sets a deterrent example for other
individuals who would corrupt. This requires effective prosecution and an
independent judiciary in Latin America (Rincoén Angarita, 2019; Sieder et al.,
2019).

Brazil was the first country in Latin America where a sitting president was accused
of corruption and subsequently removed from office. At the time, the Supreme
Court played an important role in the impeachment process in relation to Congress,
but the lack of an independent prosecutorial system limited the court's ability. The
institutional setup of an independent judicial system is important for the fight
against corruption, but so is the prestige of the judiciary itself. Although judges and
prosecutors are inherently seen as overseeing the other branches of government,
when unchecked they can also be sources of corruption. The point is that any
judicial system in which its actors are uncontrollable at various levels can create a
space of corruption opportunities that leads them to abuse their position. Therefore,
on the one hand, it is necessary to monitor both the internal set-up of the judiciary,
its independence and accountability principles, and whether it achieves anti-
corruption results (Rios-Figueroa, 2012). Chile, for example, has a fully
autonomous judicial system where all appointments and promotions are made
within the system. Brazilian prosecutors have launched an investigation into the
biggest ever corruption case to hit most of Latin America, codenamed Operation
Car Wash. Several former presidents and other high-ranking officials and
businessmen have been indicted as part of this corruption investigation. There has
been some progress in Latin America, but there is still a problem in the institutional
set-up, for example, as regards the appointment of judges to the Supreme Court.
Argentina and Peru have been characterised by the fact that Supreme Court judges
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have been either friends and extended arms of presidents or congress (Colazingari
& Rose-Ackerman, 1998, pp. 465-466). Low salaries for judicial and auxiliary
justice officials, social acceptance of corruption, an inoperative judicial system and,
especially, the intervention of power groups, can also be counted as causes of
corruption in the judiciary (Carvajal Martinez et al., 2020). Of course, the length of
the judicial process in Latin America and any attempts at judicial reform in general,
which are often politicised, are also a major problem. Thus, in many Latin American
countries, there is no fully independent judiciary to adjudicate corruption cases
fairly (Buscaglia, 1996).18

Security

Of course, effective and organised security forces with a clear structure and
competences are important for curbing corruption. This means, in particular, the
police and, in extreme cases, specialised units of the army if, for example, an
intervention requires it. However, the dismal criminal situation is detracting from
the fight against corruption. Most countries in Latin America face high crime rates,
including serious ones such as homicide.*°

The problem, of course, is that state and non-state security forces in Latin America
are themselves often involved in corrupt activities, whether it is individual police
failures or organised groups. Fighting corruption at the level of the security forces
in particular is very problematic because, unlike politicians or civil servants, they
are repressive forces with weapons. If a citizen refuses to pay a bribe to these forces,
it can put his life at risk (Ungar, 2013).

Media scrutiny

The media, and investigative journalists in particular, play an important role in the
fight against corruption, firstly by exposing corruption among politicians in
situations where police investigators fail or are directly linked to politicians, and
secondly by writing about corruption cases to influence public opinion about the

need to fight corruption and also to deter other politicians from engaging in corrupt

18 Moreover, it is necessary to combat corruption because of trust in the institutions themselves,
since the more widespread the corruption, the less trust in independent courts, as research on trust
in the Colombian courts demonstrates (Botero, 2020).

19 In addition, some research concludes that in addition to socioeconomic variables and government
effectiveness, it is also corruption that affects homicide rates (Chainey et al., 2021).
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practices. However, in a number of Latin American countries, investigative
journalists' efforts to link business with governments based on funding politicians
and their election campaigns in exchange for contracts and other favours are more
likely to be indirect corruption than direct bribery in which someone is exposed.
Moreover, in some Latin American countries, journalists are silenced, for example
through public ethics laws (Argentina), television lynching laws (Colombia), or
direct attacks on journalists in an attempt to intimidate them (Panama in the past
and Venezuela currently). Freedom of the media, and in particular the work of
investigative journalists, is therefore an important factor in the fight against
corruption (Colazingari & Rose-Ackerman, 1998, p. 467).

Public administration reforms

An autonomous and, above all, politically independent public administration, where
there is a clearly defined career path for civil servants and structures and rules
within which official decisions are made, is also important in the fight against
corruption. A politically placed and uncontrollable official with decision-making
powers is much more vulnerable to corruption than one who occupies an official
position on the basis of his or her qualifications and whose decisions are subject to
the control of higher structures. In Latin American countries, however, public
administration reforms tend to fail to bring transparency and professionalisation.
An example is Argentina, where reform has led to the elimination of administrative
control agencies and the creation of new executive structures staffed by political
appointees (Colazingari & Rose-Ackerman, 1998, pp. 467—-468).
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Figure 1. Perceptions of Corruption in Latin American Countries
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This figure shows the Corruption Perceptions Index scores for each Latin American
country over a three-year period. Values on a scale of 0 to 100 indicate the higher the
corruption, the lower the score for an individual country. The data were collected in 2018—
2020. The data are from Transparency International (Transparency International, 2018,
2019, 2020a). Processing: author.

The Corruption Perceptions Index, compiled annually by the world's largest anti-
corruption organisation, ranks countries according to their perceived level of
corruption in the public sector, based on expert assessments and opinion polls. It is
therefore aggregate data, not purely individual data. While the analytical part of the
dissertation will be based on individual data from the AmericasBarometer and
Latinobarometro polling databases, it is necessary to compare different types of
corruption data, both in a comparative perspective and in order to offer a more
comprehensive view of the state of corruption in Latin America. And that view of
the level of corruption in Latin America is not very favorable, as the values in the
graph demonstrate. Only three countries - Chile, Costa Rica, and Uruguay - scored
above a CPI score of fifty in the period under review (Costa Rica, however, fell
below even that figure for 2020) and can be classified as having only minor
corruption problems. Alarmingly, the vast majority of Latin American countries fall
within the fifty mark on the Corruption Perceptions Index, and it is therefore

possible to conclude that the Latin American region is very much affected by this
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phenomenon. There are also countries in Latin America where the Corruption
Perceptions Index scores indicate that there is enormous corruption in the country,
such as Venezuela, which has a CPI score of only fifteen. Right after South
American Venezuela in terms of the highest level of corruption is Central American
Nicaragua, which earned Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions
Index score of twenty-two for 2020. Countries such as Bolivia, the Dominican
Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, and Paraguay also rank very negatively
in terms of corruption problems, with CPI scores at or around thirty. It cannot be
said that there has been a significant decrease or increase in corruption in Latin
American countries over the three years under review, with one exception, which
is Costa Rica, whose CPI score fell by a full fourteen points between 2019 and
2020. It may be of some interest to note that although over the last decade it was
Brazil and Peru that were most affected by the massive corruption scandal under
the investigative name "Operation Car Wash", which also led to the resignation of
their presidents, nevertheless these two South American countries are not among
the most corrupt countries in Latin America, as not only the not entirely democratic
Nicaragua and Venezuela are worse off according to the CPI, but also many other

Latin American countries.

Ways to fight corruption in Latin America

There are, of course, many tools and initiatives in Latin America to fight corruption.
This part of the dissertation will offer a literature review on ways to fight and reduce
corruption in the Latin American region. The means of combating corruption can

be of various kinds, whether through institutions, laws or just information.?
Institutional ways of fighting corruption

The fight against corruption can be seen from an institutional perspective. For
instance, issues of state capacity in relation to corruption are debated. This was
addressed in research from 1996 to 2015, which included Transparency
International's CPI index and the World Bank's CCI. State capacity was measured

using tax collection as a percentage of GDP, military spending as a percentage of

20 The fight against corruption is, after all, something that can contribute to the legitimacy of the
regime, especially in a period of democratic consolidation (Andreev, 2008).
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GDP, and the ICRG's Quality of Bureaucracy Index. The analysis showed that the
higher the state capacity, the lower the corruption in the country (Nascimento,
2018).

Then there are the various anti-corruption agencies that several Latin American
countries run as part of their public policies. However, even with these, the basic
principles of their functioning are confronted with how they are institutionalised in
terms of their independence or, on the contrary, their accountability to whoever is
currently in political power (Vivanco, 2013).

Within the private sector, independent regulatory authorities can be an effective
tool against corruption. Research that examined 153 electricity distribution firms
across eighteen Latin American countries concluded that firm productivity
decreases with higher corruption, but this association is reduced when there is an
independent regulatory authority (Wren-Lewis, 2015).

Another institution in the fight against corruption that deserves attention is the
Office of the Ombudsman. Although the Ombudsman belongs to the
nonsanctioning bodies, it can nevertheless have various levers against state actors
in the context of preventing or exposing their corruption. This is due to its position
as a link between the public and public authorities. However, the strength of the
ombudsman's office in the fight against corruption is based on the institutional set-

up and the actors who establish and elect it (Moreno, 2016).

Fighting corruption through laws, norms and agreements

Other tools to fight corruption include passing laws to increase transparency (Finol-
Romero, 2019). Firstly, anti-corruption laws are being adopted, which not only
bring a number of measures against this phenomenon, but can also increase
investors' confidence to do business in the country. Research that worked with a
unique database of 492 projects implemented between 2013 and 2017 in Chile,
Brazil and Mexico concluded that Mexico's new anti-corruption law increased the
likelihood of investment in the Central American country. The introduction of an
anti-corruption framework can thus increase investor confidence (Battaglia et al.,
2021). Laws are also being passed to regulate lobbying. Lobbyists can represent a
range of interest and power groups that seek to influence policy in their favour.
They can do so either by directly bribing politicians or by offering various other
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benefits in return for, for example, getting their legislation passed or obtaining
favourable government contracts or subsidies. Attempts to regulate lobbying have
been made in the past in Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Peru, but these regulations
alone cannot eliminate political corruption. However, regulation of these activities
can contribute to transparency and the development of anti-corruption activities,
especially if lobbying laws take inspiration from Western democracies (dos Santos
& da Costa, 2014).

Some authors propose to integrate the so-called public ethics agenda into the
government agenda. The promotion of this governmental public ethics should
include reminding, instructing and affirming responsibility for the best performance
of the tasks entrusted to them in addressing the problems of the political
community, such as the fight against corruption. In doing so, it should take
inspiration from abroad and form government ethics councils that operate in
candidate states, government codes of ethics, autonomous public ethics bodies or
employ experts in public ethics. The purpose would be to create a comprehensive
ethics system that would formulate various tools with procedures for its operation
and set out phases or procedures for the implementation of anti-corruption policies
that would apply not only to officials but also to politicians. This is also related to
the demands for higher qualifications of politicians and civil servants and in general
to the view of seeing public office as an honour and service to states and society,
not as a means to power and profit. After all, politicians and their officials look after
the living standards of citizens, provide them with employment, education, security,
ensure that citizens' behaviour is in line with legal frameworks and social values,
and should therefore set an example themselves (Bautista, 2012).

In addition to national initiatives and laws, there is also international assistance and
various agreements in the fight against corruption (Vargas, 2004). As regards
international assistance to Latin America in the fight with this phenomenom,
various agreements are being developed at OECD and OAS level (Husted, 2002).
However, international anti-corruption initiatives are often far from being
implemented and mostly remain on paper. The question is the effectiveness of such
international anti-corruption initiatives. Mention can be made of The Extractive
Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI), which was launched in 2002 as an
international anti-corruption instrument. Using a synthetic control methodology,

the study examined the impact of the EITI on several measures of corruption for
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the first five countries that joined the initiative (Colombia, Honduras, Peru,
Guatemala, Trinidad and Tobago). The results indicated that participation in the
scheme had no statistically significant effect and thus that joining the EITI did not
lead to a significant reduction in corruption in any of the countries included in the
study (Lopez-Cazar et al., 2021).

Information systems as tools in the fight against corruption

Since the introduction of computers and the emergence of e-government,
initiatives in Latin America have been moving towards the creation of Internet
communication channels where society can help fight corruption by sending
information about criminal activities. This has led to the creation of various anti-
corruption websites, where it is possible not only to read about corruption, its forms
and specific cases, but also to report experiences of corruption directly. The
operators of the website evaluate the anti-corruption information from citizens and
pass it on to law enforcement authorities (Matheus & Ribeiro, 2009). The internet
and its spread seems to be a very effective tool against corruption in general. A
study in Latin America and sub-Saharan Africa concluded that for every fifteen
Internet users per hundred inhabitants, there is approximately a thirty-five per cent
reduction in government corruption, mediated by an increase in voice and
accountability (Kock & Gaskins, 2014). Specific tools in the fight against especially
minor corruption such as street bribery in Latin American cities are surveillance

systems (Barreneche, 2019).

This part of the dissertation presented only some of the ways of fighting corruption
in Latin America. However, there may also be some that are not institutionally or
legally embedded, but are simply based on human society, principles of trust and
emulation of the successful, such as examples of good practice. For instance,
Bogota, which is said to be one of the best governed cities in Latin America, is cited
as a model. Indeed, the Colombian capital introduced new anti-corruption
procedures in the awarding of public contracts in the 1990s and early 2000s.

However, even this did not prevent corruption between 2008 and 2010, when

2L In fact, some research suggests that Latin American countries that promote digital government
more vigorously also have lower levels of perceived corruption (Trapero et al., 2020).
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Mayor Manuel Moreno Rojas offered major contracts to dubious firms on
substandard terms. The mayor, along with other local politicians and contractors,
was jailed for these corrupt activities. While on the one hand, there was a failure of
preventive anti-corruption meganisms at the local level, on the other hand, it
demonstrated a functioning police and judicial system capable of effectively
cracking down on corruption, which was something that other Latin American
agglomerations had a problem with, as corruption often went unpunished (Gilbert,
2019).

Table 1. Determinants Reducing Corruption

Determinants Literature

Higher economic development (Ades & Di Tella, 1999; La Porta et al., 1999;
Treisman, 2000)

More democratic government (Montinola & Jackman, 2002; Treisman, 2000)

More press freedom (Adsera et al., 2003; Brunetti & Weder, 2003)

Parliamentary constitutions (Gerring & Thacker, 2004; Kunicovda & Rose-
Ackerman, 2005; Lederman et al., 2005; Panizza,
2001)

Plurality electoral systems (Kunicova & Rose-Ackerman, 2005; T. Persson et al.,
2003)

Centralization (Gerring & Thacker, 2004; A. A. Goldsmith, 1999;

Kunicova & Rose-Ackerman, 2005; Treisman, 2000)

Openness to international trade (Ades & Di Tella, 1999; Gerring & Thacker, 2005;
Sandholtz & Gray, 2003; Sandholtz & Koetzle, 2000;
Treisman, 2000)

Greater representation of women in the | (Dollar et al., 2001; Swamy et al., 2001)

legislature and government

Note: The table shows the variables that reduce the level of corruption in a country as measured

by Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index.

Processing: author; based on literature.

35



The table shows that the determinants of corruption reduction found in the literature
have somewhat missed their effect in Latin America, making it all the more difficult
to fight corruption in the region. This is because, as already mentioned, the Latin
American states do not have parliamentary but presidential systems. Too much
concentration of power in the hands of Latin American politicians then leads to
abuse of power for private purposes. Nor can it be said that there is higher economic
development in the Latin American region. Although there are large economies
such as Brazil or economically advanced countries such as Chile,?? there are
nevertheless high levels of poverty and related crime in the region, which,
combined with poor governance, hinder economic development. Moreover,
Ortega's Nicaragua or Maduro's Venezuela have problems with democracy and
freedom of the press. The question is also to what extent the determinant of reducing
corruption in Latin America is relevant in the form of greater representation of
women in politics, given that two Latin American female presidents (Dilma
Rousseff in Brazil and Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner in Argentina) have been
accused of involvement in corrupt activities.

The corruption profile of Latin America is of course very negative. Essentially all
structural factors of corruption point to the role of the state and its (in)ability to
fulfil its functions (Dvoiakova, 2008a).22 While there have been some advances in
the fight against corruption using various instruments, it always comes up against
the will of political elites who may themselves be involved in corruption.
Corruption is entrenched in Latin America because of its history, culture and socio-
economic conditions. However, it cannot simply be stated that corruption is
endemic to Latin America. If only for the reason that corruption is simply an

international phenomenon (Martynov, 2018).

Three main debates on the impact of corruption on society

The following subsections present three major debates on the impact of corruption

on society. The first debate is on the impact of corruption on the economy. The

22 Although Chile has long been considered the least corrupt country in Latin America, at least
according to Transparency International data and public opinion polls, some authors justify this on
the grounds that corruption there may simply be hidden and does not erupt in major corruption
scandals as in other Latin American countries. In other words, that data should be perceived and
interpreted with some caution and be critical of it (Orellana Vergas, 2007).

23 The weakness of the state creates opportunities and space for corruption (Dvotfakova, 2019, p.
120)
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second debate revolves around the effects of corruption on trust, especially
institutional trust. And the last major debate is on the impact of corruption on
political participation. The purpose of these subsections is to demonstrate that while
the first debates in the academic literature are dominated by the view of a
unidirectional negative effect of corruption, this is not the case for the third debate,
as it yields mixed results. This is one of the other reasons why it is necessary to pay
attention to further research on the third debate and to try to fill the research gaps,
to synthesize those existing researches and, above all, to offer a comprehensive

view of the issue in order to move knowledge forward.

Corruption and economic development

Research on corruption and economic development has been on the rise, especially
in recent years (Blackburn et al., 2010; Breen & Gillanders, 2015; Cooray &
Schneider, 2018; Enweremadu, 2013; Haque & Kneller, 2005; Lobont, 2013;
Neudorfer, 2014; Pook, 2008; Pozega et al., 2011; Rose-Ackerman, 2006; Seyf,
2001; Zouaoui et al., 2018).2* There has also been similar research on the
relationship between corruption and human development (Qizilbash, 2001; Rontos
et al., 2019; Wisitsuwan & Chintrakarn, 2012).

The prevailing opinion in the scientific literature is that corruption has a negative
impact on development in general (Blackburn et al., 2006; Igiebor, 2019; Tsaturyan
& Bryson, 2010; Wisitsuwan & Chintrakarn, 2012). More specifically, corruption
has been found to have a negative impact on economic growth, financial
development, income inequality, and research and technical progress (Adams &
Klobodu, 2016; Kunieda et al., 2016; Rocha et al., 2019). The prevailing argument
Is that corruption has the potential to undermine economic development for several
reasons. Corruption reduces domestic investment, discourages foreign direct
investment, disrupts the free market, and generally reduces a nation's productivity.
Corruption also promotes overspending at the government level and distracts the
government from fruitful investments, such as in education, the environment, and
health; instead government investment ends up in less efficient but more

manipulative public projects (Rady, 2016; Wei, 1999). From a statistical

24 However, this is already a classic debate on the impact of corruption, which began in the past
(Beenstock, 1979; Leff, 1964; Olson et al., 1997; Robinson, 1998; Rutledge, 1997; Theobald, 1990).
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perspective, some researchers say that a one percent increase in the level of
corruption reduces the economic growth rate by as much as 0.72 percent. This is
mainly due to political instability. Furthermore, corruption not only reduces private
investment, but also reduces the level of human capital (Mo, 2001).

It is admitted some positive that in the short or medium term corruption can foster
development because can occur in the process of development as the form in which
a class of developers gathers wealth (MacWilliam & Rafferty, 2017). Some studies,
however, refute the claim that there are positive impacts from corruption or record
only a weak impact. Instead, these studies have generally found a strong negative
correlation between genuine wealth per capita and corruption. Although there may
be a small average effect of corruption on the growth rate of GDP per capita, in the
long run it can only lead to unsustainable development (T. S. Aidt, 2009). There
have also been studies that do not find any impact from corruption on the economy
or only find a limited impact. One example is an article that used cross-section data
on a sample of more than a hundred countries from the period from 1982-1997.
While corruption was found to have no significant effect on economic development
in democracies, in countries that cannot be described as fully democratic, corruption
was found to negatively impact the economy (Drury et al., 2006). In transition
countries, corruption has a negative and significant impact on investment growth at
the firm level > Corruption also significantly reduces revenue growth and therefore
the competitiveness of firms. It was also found that bribes reduce bureaucratic
interference. While companies make it easier for themselves to do business by
bribing officials, this means additional costs for them, not to mention that it only
widens the corruption space (Gaviria, 2002).

The impact of corruption on foreign inflows is also discussed, as in the paper where
the authors examined this in a panel of forty-two countries representing three world
regions between 1984 and 2012. The analysis reveals that while corruption has a
positive impact on foreign investment inflows in Africa and Asia, the opposite is
true in Latin America (Jalil et al., 2016). However, when the so-called corruption
distance is added into the mix, the situation regarding the impact of corruption on

foreign investment becomes more complicated. Indeed, some studies demonstrate

25 However, in Latin America, firm-level investment growth does not seem to be otherwise affected
by corruption (Asiedu & Freeman, 2009).
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that firms in home countries with high levels of corruption are not deterred from
investing in host countries that also have corruption problems. This creates
something of a corruption trap. It should be a priority of the government to reduce
the level of corruption in the country if corruption is what discourages foreign
investment, as foreign investment is important to the national economy. However,
if there is tolerance of corruption among similarly corrupt countries in terms of
foreign investment, the government may not have an incentive to fight corruption
as foreign investment will flow into the country anyway. The host countries in the
study were twelve Latin American countries (Godinez & Liu, 2015).

While various economic measures have been proposed to reduce corruption in
addition to measures for strengthening the law and combat embezzlement and
discretionary rent-seeking, which have the potential to reduce economic growth
(Nwabuzor, 2005; Y. Wang, 2020), reducing corruption nevertheless faces
structural problems — poverty in many developing countries. Research on the
relationship between corruption and globalization also speaks about poverty in the
context of corruption. Using cross-section data for 127 countries, the conclusion is
that, although globalization can suppress corruption in middle and high-income
countries, in poor countries, globalization has a negligible impact on corruption. In
order to combat this phenomenon, it is therefore necessary to first reduce poverty
(Lalountas et al., 2011). However, reducing poverty is not the only condition for
reducing corruption. The quality of governance as well as institutional,
environmental, financial, and social attributes are also important (Lameira et al.,
2013). The structural conditions of economically more advanced and educated
countries have also been suggested by other studies as reasons for lower corruption
(Glaeser & Saks, 2006).

Clearly, reducing or completely suppressing corruption is not enough for economic
development. It is also important to implement policies that increase human
development and the effectiveness of governance. Nevertheless, corruption remains

an important variable affecting economic development (Salvati et al., 2018).

Corruption and trust

Corruption and trust are inherently opposed (Papakostas, 2012; Rose-Ackerman,
2001; You, 2017). While corruption is selfish “behavior which deviates from the

formal duties of a public role because of private-regarding (personal, close, family,
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private clique), pecuniary or status gains; or violates rules against the exercise of
certain types of private-regarding influence” (Nye, 1967, p. 419), trust is an
essential element of social capital (Putnam, 2000) that expresses the human belief
that all people are part of a moral community (Uslaner, 2004). Specifically, trust is
“an expectancy held by an individual that the behavior (verbal or nonverbal) of
another individual or group of individuals would be altruistic and personally
beneficial to himself” (Frost et al., 1978, p. 104).

Trust is viewed from a number of perspectives (Blomqvist, 1997). Most often,
however, trust is divided into trust between people (interpersonal trust) and trust in
institutions or people working within them (political trust). In a broader context,
trust can also include trust in private institutions and trust between companies. The
logic of the definition of political trust is similar to the general definition of trust,
but it is more focused because political trust “reflects evaluations of whether or not
political authorities and institutions are performing in accordance with the
normative expectations held by the public” (Miller & Listhaug, 1990, p. 358).
Political/institutional trust is essential for any state regardless of the nature of the
regime. In fact, low political trust means that the government and politicians are
doing something wrong. High confidence, by contrast, is a sign that a country is
being managed effectively, efficiently, and democratically (Lenard, 2008). Too
much confidence in political representation, however, can lead to a lack of control
(Kim, 2005; Van De Walle & Six, 2014).° A significant erosion of institutional

% |t also depends on the character of the regime, because in democratic states, a high degree of
institutional trust has the potential to facilitate the functioning of democratic institutions, while in
non-democratic set-ups this trust paradoxically reflects how strongly these regimes hold on to power.
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trust, or a sustained decline in it, thus has the potential to undermine the stability of
the political system (Parry, 1976).27%8

The following section presents three tables. Studies were divided according to how
corruption as an independent variable affects trust as a dependent variable. The first
table shows research where corruption negatively affects the dependent variable
(reduces trust). In the second table, corruption has a positive effect on the dependent
variable (increases confidence). The third table shows studies where no relationship
was recorded between the two phenomena.

Attention is placed on how corruption was operationalized and what type of trust
was studied.

Table 2. Corruption Negatively Affects Trust

Study Corruption Trust

(Mishler and Rose, | Perceived corruption by citizens | Interpersonal Trust

2001) CPI Trust in institutions
(Seligson, 2002) Experience with corruption Interpersonal trust and belief in
political system
(Anderson and | CPI Trust in civil servants
Tverdova, 2003)
(Schneider, 2003) Perceived corruption by citizens | Trust in state institutions
CPI
(Bowler and Karp, 2004) | Corruption scandals Approve or respect to institutions

and politicians

(Wallace and Latcheva, | Perceived corruption by citizens | Trust in state institutions
2006)

27 The hypothesis of the negative connotations of low institutional trust on the stability of the
political system has been thoroughly tested. The assumption is that citizens with low levels of trust
in institutions will find it more acceptable to break the law than those who find state and political
institutions, as the bearers of legal will, trustworthy. As a result, such low institutional trust will
have the potential to undermine the effectiveness and legitimacy of government actions, as well as
the government's ability to implement legislation. Testing this hypothesis on a sample of data from
thirty-three European countries revealed that respondents with low institutional trust are much more
likely to engage in illegal behaviour (such as tax fraud) than respondents with high trust in
government institutions. Given that people who are more tolerant of law-breaking behaviour are
more likely to commit such acts themselves, it can be concluded that low levels of institutional trust
will also be associated with less compliance with the law within society (Marien & Hooghe, 2011).
In other words, low trust in state institutions is a serious problem for both the political system and
its civil society.

28 Corruption while diminishing the political confidence of citizens can also simultaneously increase
people’s propensity to vote for far-right parties that have anti-systemic tendencies within the
political system (Ziller & Schiibel, 2015).

41



(Chang and Chu, 2006)

Perceived corruption by citizens

Trust in state institutions

(Catterberg and Moreno,
2006)

Index of
permissiveness

corruption

Trust in state institutions

(Torgler, 2008)

Perceived corruption by citizens

Trust in United Nations

(Punyaratabandhu, Corruption attitudes Trust in  the  government

2008) performance and trust in public
servants

(Rothstein and Eek, | Bribe as part of modeled | Interpersonal trust and trust in

2009) situation authority

(Caillier, 2010a)

Perceived corruption by citizens

Trust in the government

(Tankebe, 2010)

Vicarious  corruption  and
evaluations of police corruption
reforms

Trust in police

(Richey, 2010)

Justice  Department
(number of convictions)
Perceived corruption by citizens

reports

Interpersonal trust

(Clausen, Kraay, and | Experience with corruption Trust in institutions

Nyiri, 2011) Perceived corruption by citizens

(Gronlund and  Setild, | CPI Trust in institutions

2012)

(Hakhverdian and | CPI Trust in institutions

Mayne, 2012)

(Villoria, Van Ryzin, | Perceived corruption by citizens | Interpersonal trust

and Lavena, 2013) Trust in institutions

(Kubbe, 2013) CPI Trust in institutions
CcC

(Radin, 2013)

Experience with corruption
Salience of corruption

Trust in public health care

(McAllister, 2014)

Experience with corruption
Perceived corruption by citizens

Trust in institutions

(Semukhina and

Reynolds, 2014)

Experience with corruption

Trust in police

(Breen and Gillanders,
2015)

Experience with corruption

Trust in performance of IMF and
World Bank

(Weng, Woo, Cheng,
Ho, and Horowitz, 2015)

Perceived corruption by citizens

Trust in after

earthquakes

aid  delivery

(Choi and Woo, 2015)

Perceived corruption by
government officials

Trust in government

(Jang, Lee, and Gibbs,
2015)

CcC

Trust in police
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(Pellegata and Memoli,
2016)

CPI

CcC

CEB (Perceived corruption by
citizens)

Trust in institutions

(Houston, Aitalieva,
Morelock, and Shults,
2016)

Perceived corruption by citizens
CPI

Trust in civil servants

(C.-H. Wang, 2016)

Perceived corruption by citizens

Trust in government

(Montes and Almeida,
2017)

CPI
ICRG Corruption index

Business confidence

(Habibov, Afandi, and
Cheung, 2017)

Experience with corruption

Trust in institutions

(Ares and Hernandez,

Corruption scandal

Trust in politicians

2017)

(Nunkoo, Ribeiro, | Perceived corruption by citizens | Trust in institutions

Sunnassee, and Gursoy,

2018)

(Gillanders and | Experience with corruption Trust in private sector institutions

Neselevska, 2018)

(Obydenkova
Arpino, 2018)

and | CPI Trust in national parliament

(Baniamin and Jamil,
2018)

Perceived corruption by citizens | Trust in anti-corruption agencies

(Solé-Oll¢é and Sorribas-
Navarro, 2018)

Perceived corruption by citizens | Trust in politicians

(Ciziceno and Trust in institutions

Travaglino, 2019)

Perceived corruption by citizens

(Peerthum and Luckho,
2020)

Perceived corruption by citizens | Trust in government and anti-

corruption commission

Processing: author

Table shows that the independent variable representing corruption is most often
operationalized either as a perception or experience with corruption. From the point
of view of the nature of the data, two types are most often used.

First, research often includes the Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI), which is
provided by Transparency International. It is an aggregate index where experts and
businesspersons are interviewed regarding the level of corruption in various
countries. Another index used was the Control of Corruption (CC) index, which is
one of the Worldwide Governance Indicators developed by the World Bank.
Second, research also includes the results of public opinion polls covering
perceptions and experiences of corruption. International surveys (such as the

International Social Survey Program or World Values Survey), regional surveys
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(European Social Survey or Eurobarometer), and national surveys are represented.
Analyses using national surveys used data at the individual level from only one
state.

The dependent variable trust is based on opinion polls, and questions regarding this
variable are available from international, regional, and national surveys. The table
shows that interpersonal trust is only minimally represented in research addressing
the effects of corruption and that, in the vast majority of cases, the effects of
corruption on institutional (i.e., political trust) were tested. Most often, institutional
trust is presented as respondents’ trust in key state institutions such as government
or parliament. This dependent variable is also operationalized as trust in persons
operating within state institutions, such as politicians or civil servants. Finally, it
can also refer to trust in specific areas such as trust in the healthcare system or in

state aid for natural disasters.

Table 3. Corruption Positively Affects Trust

Study Corruption Trust

(Torgler, 2008) Perceived corruption by citizens | Trust in United Nations
(Bauhr and  Grimes, | CC Trust in institutions

2014)

(Denisova-Schmidt and | Personal  experience  with | Trust among firms

Prytula, 2017) informal practices

(Obydenkova and | CPI Trust in European Parliament
Arpino, 2018)

(Zhang and Kim, 2018) Corruption convictions Trust in government

(Van de Walle and | Absence of corruption | Trust in public administration
Migchelbrink, 2020) (perceptions and experience)

Processing: author

Table demonstrates there is research where corruption has a positive effect on trust.
However, this finding is mainly due to the operationalization of the variable
representing corruption. When corruption is operationalized as informal practices
that are beneficial to companies, corruption increases mutual trust between
companies (Denisova-Schmidt and Prytula, 2017). The case is similar when the
independent variable operationalized is corruption convictions. Citizens do not

seem to realize that more convictions do not lead to greater distrust of institutions
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or politicians but rather signal that the government can tackle corruption.
Ultimately, this increases confidence in the government (Zhang and Kim, 2018).
Research on what kind of corruption has a positive effect on trust in the European
Parliament also needs to be placed in a broader context. Distrust in national
parliaments grows in countries that are highly affected by corruption (e.g., Greece,
Romania), but paradoxically, due to corruption at the national level and distrust in
domestic institutions, confidence in supranational institutions is growing
(Obydenkova and Arpino, 2018). In a similar vein, perceptions of corruption affect
trust in the United Nations. While a high perception of corruption in developed
countries leads to distrust in the United Nations, in developing and transition
countries, the opposite is true (Torgler, 2008). Furthermore, if the independent
variable operationalized is the absence of corruption, it can be expected that it will

increase institutional confidence (Van de Walle and Migchelbrink, 2020).

Table 4. Corruption Does Not Affect Trust

Study Corruption Trust

(Tankebe, 2010) Experience with corruption | Trust in police

Processing: author

There was only one study included in the review where the independent variable
(in this case the experience of corruption) did not affect institutional trust. However,

in 90% of cases, a relationship between the two variables was found.

How to reduce corruption and increase trust

Although this analysis of individual studies revealed that corruption negatively
affects trust — especially trust in institutions and politicians — in the vast majority of
cases, this analysis has not addressed how to solve the problem of corruption. There
are several possibilities. Anti-corruption agencies are proving to be quite effective.
Other countries can draw inspiration from the countries where these agencies
operate, effectively fight corruption, and thus increase the confidence of citizens
(Cheung, 2008). However, it should be noted that formal anti-corruption institutions
are more effective in countries with high social confidence (Bjernskov, 2011) and

that it is not enough to leave anti-corruption initiatives to the government; support
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from donors, international organizations, and businesses is also needed (Adelopo
& Rufai, 2020).

It is also important not to underestimate networks of trust within the public
administration, which are characterized by friendship, marital relations, and sibling
relations. Such networks are highly susceptible to corruption, especially in the
context of awarding public contracts (Uribe, 2014). Reporting public administration
corruption by citizens is one of the most effective ways of combating corruption. It
turns out that, although people with higher institutional confidence have a greater
tendency to report corruption, higher education is an even stronger determinant of
the willingness to report corruption. More educated people tend to report corruption
even if they do not trust state institutions very much (Walton & Peiffer, 2017).
Another solution, as some research demonstrates, is to increase the wages of
politicians. Increasing politicians’ wages leads to a reduction in their interest in
participating in corruption and in increasing citizens' trust in them (Schumacher,
2013). The ability to spatially locate corruption is also important. Large cities in
particular are prone to corruption. However, capital cities are usually exceptions to
this finding due to the greater accountability of the government and media attention
(Korosteleva et al., 2020).

To increase trust, especially institutional trust, it is not enough to merely contain
corruption. Institutional trust also depends on how successful the government is at
delivering outcomes to citizens (Van Ryzin, 2011) and on individual (officials'
responsibility, respect to the client principles) and institutional (institutional self-
regulation and integrity and principles of objectivity and fairness) factors
(Novelskaité & Pucétaité, 2018). The fairness of state institutions is important not

only for political trust but also for social (interpersonal) trust (Rothstein, 2013).

Political participation

The classic work defines political participation as ,,activities by private citizens that
are more or less directly aimed at influencing the selection of governmental
personnel and/or the actions they take” (Verba & Nie, 1972, p. 2). This definition
is quite narrow, as it only includes electoral participation or other activities that may
influence politicians' decision-making, such as contacting them or being a member

of a political party. Political participation can also be defined as ,,term for citizen
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power™ (Arnstein, 1969, p. 216). In other words, political participation can include
essentially all civic activities that influence the political process (Milbrath, 1965).
This is something that should distinguish political participation from civic
engagement. While political participation should, for example, influence
government policies or the selection of public officials, civic engagement should be
about achieving the public good and should be carried out, for example, within
community and non-governmental organisations. Civic engagement, unlike
political participation, should rarely ever touch on politics. However, in practice,
the boundaries of what is civic engagement and what can be considered political
participation are not always clear. Although civic engagement should take place
outside the realm of elected officials, it can have real impacts on issues that directly
affect politics and in which, for example, government or politicians intervene, such
as education, public safety, homelessness, etc. In addition, the government can act
as an arbiter, enforcer or supporter in relation to civic engagement, as many of the
activities arising from civic engagement take place within certain boundaries of the
state and its offices (Zukin et al., 2006, pp. 51-52).

It should also be noted that political participation also has a number of other
characteristics. Political participation implies some kind of activity, so passively
watching TV is simply not enough. Political participation is based on voluntariness
and should not be mandated or enforced by the state. This criterion, however, runs
up against compulsory voting in many Latin American countries. However, in
practice, this compulsory voting is not enforced, as this would mean penalizing
several million citizens who do not vote. Another characteristic is that these are the
activities of people in their roles as non-professionals or amateurs and not as
politicians, lobbyists, officials or electoral managers. Political participation also
refers to government, politics and the state in a broader sense and is not limited to
specific bodies such as parliament or specific levels such as national elections. In
other words, any voluntary non-professional activity related to governance, politics

or the state can be considered political participation.

Types of political participation

The most widespread and well-known form of political participation is voting in
elections. Other civic ways of getting involved include demonstrations, contacting

public officials, boycotting, attending party rallies, guerilla gardening, posting
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blogs, volunteering for political party, joining flash mobs, signing petitions, buying
fair-trade products and even suicide protests (van Deth, 2016). There may be other
forms of political participation, and new forms of online participation are likely to
gain much traction in the digital age.

The list of these forms of political participation can be divided into conventional
(institutionalised) forms or unconventional (non-institutionalised, extreme or
alternative) forms.

In terms of conventional forms, institutionalised forms of political participation
include activities such as voting and party membership (Stolle & Hooghe, 2011),
as well as working for a candidate in an election campaign or contacting a public
official (Dalton, 2008). Non-conventional forms are more varied and include
unofficial strikes, public demonstrations or mass forwarding of political emails
(Dalton, 2008). Extreme or unorthodox activities include barricading a community
or shooting policemen (Bourne, 2010). The list is rounded off by alternative or, in
other words, informal forms of participation such as electronic dance music (Riley
et al., 2010). Of course, this division is only one of many (Demetriou, 2013, p. 27).
However, not all of these types of political participation have been explored from
the beginning. In the beginning, scholarly attention was focused only on some
types, and only with the influence of time and the expansion of political
participation did other types find their way into the literature. With the rise of
representative democracy and the struggle for universal suffrage, attention was
focused exclusively on elections. Over time, other election-related activities such
as campaigning and party membership have added (Berelson et al., 1954).
However, the professional community has begun to realise that political
participation does not have to be limited to electoral activities and that other forms
of political participation can also have an impact on the political process. For these
reasons, attention has also been refocused on activities between elections, such as
contacts between citizens and government officials (Campbell et al., 1960). Given
the growing importance of community activities, the strong focus on elections was
eventually abandoned and the repertoire of political participation, in addition to
electoral activities and contacts between citizens and public officials, now included
community politics (Verba et al., 1978). However, in this case we were talking
about institutionalised forms of political participation. With the rapid social and

political development in the 1960s and 1970s, characterised by dissent,
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disagreement and refusal, attention shifted to new forms of political participation.
In particular, these were new social movements based on ideas of pacifism, the
protection of nature and the planet, the phenomenon of squatting and feminism,
which were not afraid to take to the streets and make their voices heard. These
protest activities can be characterized as elite-challenging modes of participation,
as they rejected existing social and political arrangements and demanded changes
(Inglehart, 1990). It is only later that non-institutionalised forms of political

participation, their manifestations and possible impacts are being explored.

Elections

Free and transparent elections are considered the foundation of democracy (Birch
& Carlson, 2012; Dahl, 1973; James, 2021; Przeworski, 2018). The importance of
the study of voting behaviour, or its significance, lies in the elections themselves,
since elections, like referendums, represent a specific procedure of decision-making
in the democratic process (Dalton & Klingemann, 2007, pp. 10-11). The concept
of electoral behaviour is directly related to the electoral decisions of voters, their
participation in elections, referendums, etc. The processes of democratisation in
Latin America have shown that civil society is capable not only of mobilising itself
but also of actively entering the political arena in the form of anti-regime
movements and making demands. This experience has added significantly to the

importance of civil society and its participation in the twenty-first century.

Meetings

As it was already explained, political participation can be divided into
institutionalized and non-institutionalized forms. These forms are divided
according to whether or not some form of political participation is organized by the
political elite (Dalton, 2004). A political meeting can be considered an
institutionalized form of political participation, as it is organized by politicians to
address citizens.

Political meetings are probably the most common form of political participation
after elections. They represent an opportunity to obtain direct information about the
candidates, their program, ideology, and opinions. Based on meetings with
candidates, voters can make informed electoral decisions. This information-seeking

behavior is one of the main reasons for attending political meetings (Sanders &
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Kaid, 1981). At political meetings, social distance decreases, and thus, the
expectation of reciprocity increases (Barton et al., 2014). In other words, the
possibility of direct contact increases candidates’ chances of influencing voters to
vote for them in the election.

Interest in participating is based in human rationality. For example, in an election,
people are much more likely to vote if the benefits of participating outweigh the
costs (Palfrey & Rosenthal, 1983). At a political meeting, a candidate can attract
voters via two types of benefits — programmatic and material. Simultaneously, by
organizing a meeting in a certain locality, a candidate can give the impression to
voters that the area in which they live is decisive in an election and thus motivate
them to participate not only in the meeting but also in the election (Kamenica &
Gentzkow, 2011).

In addition to political meetings, there are also community meetings, where citizens
of a particular community come together to discuss issues that affect life in their
area, such as the environment, education or local security.

A very common type of institutional participation includes participation in official
meetings of the city or the city council, where citizens can make suggestions about
the work of local politicians or officials or make suggestions about what could be

improved in the city.

Demonstrations

The theoretical argument in relation to corruption and demonstrations is that
participation on such public events in which people can express their opinion is
mainly caused by grievances with the government and dissatisfaction with its
policy. That is, if political representation cannot effectively fight corruption, people
will protest, remind it or directly make demands on how to fight corruption.
Potentially even stronger motives for participating or approving of protest meetings
and demonstrations include anger and dissatisfaction with the politicians involved
in corruption activities or their responses to corruption scandals (Machado et al.,
2011, p. 345).

Concept of demonstrations was defined by Charles Tilly. Although demonstrations
are supposed to be non-violent, they have the hidden potential for outbreaks of

violence.
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Typical features of demonstrations are: 1) an organized meeting in a visible, public,
and ideally symbolic place; 2) participants join some politically relevant part of the
population, while expressing sympathy for certain claims, opinions, program, etc.;
and 3) The last sign is a collective commitment to make demands and a disciplined
form of expression.

Tilly further divides demonstrations into raising the existence of claims (the
participant demonstrates his or her right to exist / identity and ability to act in his or
her favor) and the program claims (sympathy or resistance from the participants to
any proposal or program) (Tilly, 2003, p. 201). This dissertation uses the second
type of demonstration because anti-corruption demonstrations or public meetings
carry primarily program claims. People demand the resignation of corrupt
politicians or offer solutions on how to stop corruption within the country.
Demonstrations can take the form of peaceful public gatherings, boycotts, various
challenges or petitions, road blockages, to those that promote interests most loudly,
such as violent actions and riots.?° Violence in demonstrations is linked to the
resistance to unpopular proposals and measures by the public authorities (in this
case, resistance to political corruption in the country. Although most
demonstrations are peaceful, a significant minority still produces violent clashes
(Tilly, 2003, pp. 204-205). Demonstrations also have the potential to contribute to

the resignation of heads of state.

Determinants of political participation in Latin America

For the Latin American region, civic participation is seen as something that can and
improve the quality of democracy and help fight corruption (Bricefio-Leon, 1998).
Because it is civil society that makes demands and can put pressure on the political
elite through its mobilisation and engagement (Cano Blandon, 2008; Dvotakova,
2008b). However, civil society must realise and overcome the notion that citizens'
participation in democracy equates only to participation in elections (Vera Martinez
etal., 2015, p. 100).

This subchapter will reveal what the determinants of different forms of political
participation in the Latin American area may be. Understandably, political

participation in Latin America can be influenced by a number of other variables

29 According to Tilly, demonstrations are a way of drawing "forbidden or divisive issues, demands,
grievances, and actors into public politics” (Tilly, 2003, p. 204).
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(Ribeiro et al., 2011). However, it is not the aim of this dissertation to identify what
all variables may influence political participation, as the ambition is to primarily
focus on the relationship between corruption and political participation, while the
other variables will only act as controls.

Social capital, understood as the social networks, norms and trust that enable
citizens to act more successfully in pursuit of common goals, is important for
political participation. Social capital should lead to greater political participation
and a more robust democratic experience. Research working with World Values
Survey data from 1999-2001 using Argentina, Chile, Mexico and Peru as examples
confirms this. Greater involvement in non-political organizations as well as greater
interpersonal trust lead to greater political participation. However, the author of this
study concludes that the level of civic engagement as well as the level of
interpersonal trust in Latin America are moderate compared to developed
democracies (Klesner, 2007). The importance of social capital for political
participation in Latin America is discussed in other studies. In particular, this
phenomenon leads to greater involvement in conventional forms of political
participation such as voting or contacting elected representatives (Carreras &
Bowler, 2019).

Men are generally more involved in political activities in Latin America compared
to women. The only exception is turnout in elections, where it is mostly even.*
However, when it comes to specific forms of political participation, women prefer
rallies, which speaks to the fact that Latin American women have strong community
ties through various organizations (Espinal & Zhao, 2015). In terms of gender
determinants of political participation, for example, occupation, income and marital
status are associated with higher political participation among women, while trust
in male leaders and living in an urban region increase male-only political
participation (Pachon et al., 2012).

Some studies show that international cooperation between municipalities is also
important for the development of political participation and civic engagement,

especially at the local level. Such research has focused on the Chilean city of Ovalle,

30 Of course, this refers to the active right to vote. In the case of the right to stand for election, men
dominate the lists of candidates and parliaments, although in many Latin American countries there
are quotas for women. The under-representation of women may be related to discrimination,
harassment or perhaps violence during campaigning and subsequent parliamentary service (Cerva
Cerna, 2014).
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which has a linking project with the Canadian-sponsored city of Quebec. These
innovations have greatly increased citizen participation in local government.
However, such initiatives must be considered in the broader Latin American
political-administrative context and the associated factors that constrain the creation
of a broader democratic culture at the local level, such as corruption (Hewitt, 2004).
Some research has looked at what drives people to take to the streets in countries
like Argentina, Brazil and Venezuela to protest. They see the problem as poor
quality institutions that push Latin Americans towards more radical forms of
political participation. If governments lived up to expectations, people would have
no reason to protest. Based on international opinion polls, the author of such
research concludes that there is a relationship between ineffective political
institutions and social engagement in the form of participation in protests (Moseley,
2015).31

In the context of protest activities in Latin America, the role of social media is also
discussed. Firstly, it is examined whether social media leads to greater participation
in protest activities at the individual level, as is the case in developed democracies.
Then, whether social media reduce political and socioeconomic inequalities among
people in terms of their participation in protests. Regression analysis using data
from the 2012 AmericasBarometer revealed that social media use significantly
increases the odds of protest. In addition, social media reduces protest gaps
(Valenzuela et al., 2016).

A number of institutional variables also affect voter turnout in Latin America. Using
data from an expanded dataset on turnout from 1980-2016, the paper concludes that
when presidential elections are held concurrently with parliamentary elections,
turnout is affected primarily by presidential institutions (length of term, presidential
powers and electoral rules) as well as electoral context (effective number of
presidential candidates) (Carreras, 2018).

Other variables that influence political participation include institutional trust.
Earlier studies using data from the 2014 AmericasBarometer found that trust affects

different types of political participation differently. While individuals who trust

31 There are several scientific articles dealing with corruption and public protests not only in Latin
America, but also in Asia (Avenburg, 2017; Gingerich, 2009; Khandekar & Reddy, 2015; Machado
etal., 2011; Sun, 1991).
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their institutions more tend to engage in more conventional types of participation,
conversely, those who distrust institutions seek out unconventional ways to engage,
such as protests (Rivera, 2018).

Other determinants that may increase participation in multipolitical activities in
Latin America include conditional cash transfers through resource effects (Schober,
2019).
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Table 5. Examples of Demonstrations/Protest Activities in Latin America

Country

Demonstration/protect activities

Argentina

Thousands of people in Argentina pour out on to the streets to protest
President Mauricio Macri’s economic policies. Macri is widely expected to
introduce austerity measures to prop up state economy (Ramirez, 2019)

Bolivia

Demonstrators close streets of Bolivia in protest against Evo Morales' re-
election (Danny & Sequera, 2019)

Brasil

Thousands of anti-corruption protesters rally in Brazil in support of justice
minister Sergio Moro in wake of ‘Car Wash’ probe (PB, 2019)

Chile

Civil protests took place throughout Chile in response to a raise in the
Santiago Metro's subway fare, the increased corruption, cost of living,
privatisation and inequality prevalent in the country (Urrejola, 2019)

Colombia

The protests were initiated by Santos for failing to manage corruption,
stagnating the Colombian economy and signing an unpopular peace treaty
with the country's main guerrilla group (Redaccion BBC News Mundo,
2019a)

Republica Dominicana

The social movement Marcha Verde clearly pointed out President Danilo
Medina, as well as former President Leonel Fernandez and the leadership
of the PLD as the ‘main responsible’ for the current corruption régime
(Redaccidén Listin Diario, 2018)

Ecuador

Series of protests and riots against austerity measures including the
cancellation of fuel subsidies, adopted by President of Ecuador Lenin
Moreno and his administration (Redaccion Human Rights Watch, 2020)

Guatemala

Protest activities against the government’s decision to shut down an
international anti-corruption commission in the country (Menchu, 2018)

Haiti

Hundreds of people demonstrated in Port-au-Prince, Haiti's capital, to
reject the alleged corruption scheme through the Venezuelan government's
Petrocaribe oil program (Arciniegas, 2018)

Honduras

These protests first were against the privatisation of health and education
then soon turned into anti-corruption and an anti-government revolt
(Redaccion BBC News Mundo, 2019b)

Mexico

Protests began because of the fact that governors are currently under
investigation for corruption, some of them for colluding with the organized
crime groups that are largely responsible for Mexico's rising violence
(Gonzalez, 2019)

Nicaragua

Nicaraguan protests began on 18 April 2018 when demonstrators in several
cities of Nicaragua began protests against the social security reforms
decreed by President Daniel Ortega that increased taxes and decreased
benefits (Hurtado, 2020)

Panama

Protests against plans to regenerate the city turned violent - Odebrecht case:
Politicians worldwide suspected in bribery scandal (Pupiales, 2018)

Paraguay

Demonstrations began to denounce government corruption and a recent
agreement with Argentina that involves a large Paraguayan debt (Marin,
2019)

Peru

The protests began after the release of a recording that compromised many
judges, businessmen, voters and legislators exchanging favors, sometimes
for money (Cervantes, 2018)

Venezuela

People of Venezuela demonstrate against corruption and to come forward
to bring about a change of government and the dictatorship of Nicolas
Maduro (Redaccion Infobae, 2018)

Note: The table shows examples of protest activities with corruption themes or directed against the
government in the 2018-2019 reporting period. Only three countries (Costa Rica, El Salvador and
Uruguay) did not have examples of protest activities with these themes. Processed by the author
based on a Google search with a time limit of 2018 and 2019, using keywords such as corruption,
protest or demonstration.

Processing: author
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The purpose of the table is to show that in Latin America, in addition to participation
in elections, which is compulsory (though not enforced) in many countries, there
are also unconventional forms of political participation, such as demonstrations and
protests. The table only includes examples of demonstrations that were directed
against the government or where the issue of corruption was raised. The table shows
that the corruption scandals linked to the Brazilian oil company Petrobras or the
construction company Odebrecht, which were investigated under Operation Car
Wash, still resonate in a number of countries. People also took to the streets when
governments were planning or had already directly implemented some unpopular
measures that could have economic repercussions and thus threaten living
standards. Demonstrations against corruption do not necessarily have to be directed
against a corruption case, but corruption can be just one of the accompanying
themes that are heard at a demonstration, as is evident in the Colombian example,
where the protest rally included, in addition to corruption, topics such as the
stagnant economy or the problematic peace agreements with guerrilla groups,
among others. Of course, these unconventional forms of political participation do
not have to be directed only against corrupt politicians, but instead people can rally
in support of those politicians who are trying to fight corruption in the country, as
the example from Brazil demonstrates, where a demonstration was called in support
of the Minister of Justice in his fight against a large-scale bribery scandal as part of
Operation Car Wash, or the example of Guatemala, where people demonstrated to
preserve the country's anti-corruption commission, which the government there

wanted to abolish.

The Relationship Between Corruption and Political Participation

The theoretical argument is that corruption undermines inclusivity in political
processes, tarnishing the relationship between citizens and their elected
representatives (Warren, 2004). Basically, corruption weakens the voice of citizens
by transferring power and resources from the public to the private sphere, in which
individualism and a desire for profit thrive. As a result, democratic legitimacy is
weakened as citizens are excluded from political decision-making. Moreover, as
corruption spreads, citizens gradually lose confidence in the political process that

they no longer perceive as publicly accessible, and, as a result, they become more
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and more cynical and withdraw from participating in such an exclusive
environment. The horizon of collective action within the political system is thus
significantly reduced as a result of corruption (Warren, 2015). An example of this
can be seen in the electoral process. Within a democratic system, elections represent
an important decision-making procedure in which citizens select the ruling elite and
essentially participate in the administration of their country (Dalton & Klingemann,
2007). The general premise is that high turnout requires elected officials who are
credible and act in accordance with the desires of their constituency (Putnam,
1993). If citizens perceive political leaders as corrupt, they often prefer not to vote,
because they believe that their voices cannot change the corrupt environment. They
therefore remove themselves from the political process. In this way, the political
discontent associated with corruption can result in political apathy through a
process of indignation (Anderson & Tverdova, 2003; Bauhr & Grimes, 2014).
Corruption thus represents a deterrent to voter turnout (De Vries & Solaz, 2017;
Ecker et al., 2016).

Conversely, a number of studies suggest a very different theoretical argument:
corruption can provoke political mobilization, which can act in two ways. Firstly,
elections represent a unique opportunity for voters to punish the politicians involved
in corruption by supporting alternative candidates. In this way, the citizen is
targeted in the political process. This type of mobilization represents a possible
effect of corruption that contrasts with the political apathy previously described
(Welch & Hibbing, 2006; Xezonakis et al., 2016). Furthermore, voters can also
choose to intentionally vote for corrupt candidates. This is often the case in systems
with a high degree of electoral clientelism in which politicians exchange votes for
public goods. Certain voters benefit from this exchange, which leads them to have
greater confidence in these politicians and re-elect them, allowing their corrupt
practices to continue (Manzetti & Wilson, 2007). These contrasting theoretical

arguments are a source of constant academic debate.*?

32 Some studies demonstrate that the ability to harness public concerns about political corruption
for electoral mobilization is primarily in ideologically polarized party systems, rather than in
hegemonic or two-party party systems (Davis et al., 2004).
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Figure 2. Effects of Corruption on Political Participation

Deterrent
‘ effect
No effect at i
Corruption qul_tlca!
all participation
Mobilization
effect

Figure shows the possible effects of corruption on political participation. Processing:
author.

A limitation of much prior research is that it focuses primarily on voter turnout,
neglecting other forms of political participation. Just because citizens choose not to
vote due to corruption does not necessarily mean that they are not engaging in other
forms of political participation, such as protest rallies, which allow them to express
their opinions in another way. There are, in fact, many different types of political
participation, from voting to more radical forms such as demonstrations. In the
scholarly literature, they are most often divided into the categories of
institutionalized and non-institutionalized. The difference is that the forms of
political participation in the first group are usually regulated by the political elite,
while those in the latter are organized by citizens (Kaase, 1999). The
institutionalized framework includes, for example, elections, participation in
political party meetings, political party membership, and the practice of contacting
politicians. The non-institutionalized forms of political participation are
characterized by acts such as signing petitions, boycotting certain products and
services for political reasons, and participating in protest rallies. Their purpose is to
challenge the political elite or to gain access to the political agenda (Hooghe &
Marien, 2013, pp. 138-139; Inglehart, 1997). Elections are undoubtedly the most
widespread form of political participation, so it is not surprising that they are the
most frequently represented in academic research examining the relationship
between corruption and political participation. However, unlike the other forms, the
frequency of participation in elections is limited: one vote per person per election.
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Focusing on voter turnout thus provides an incomplete picture of the true level of

political participation.

Corruption and political participation — A review

The aim of this review is to offer an evaluation of the existing research in this area
and present the forms of corruption and political participation that are currently
being studied, as well as the trends and conclusions of previous research.3

This review not only summarizes the results to date in this area but also takes into
account different kinds of research. It includes aggregate and individual-level data,
as well as experiments. Another contribution of this subchapter is that it explores
forms of political participation not limited to voter turnout and also monitors the
impact of corruption on participation in, for example, demonstrations and political
meetings. The subchapter also differentiates between perceptions of corruption,
experience with corruption, and the impact of corruption scandals on political
participation. The results reveal that corruption generally discourages political
participation. However, there are also a number of studies indicating that, on the

contrary, it can lead to political mobilization.
The Deterrent Effect of Corruption

Several existing empirical studies find a correlation between corruption and voter
turnout. Both Hellman et al. (2000) and Tucker (2007) argue that the widespread
perception of government corruption leads to fewer citizens making the journey to
the polling stations (Hellman et al., 2000; Tucker, 2007). Stockemer (2013) uses
three indicators to measure corruption, namely the International Country Risk
Guide and the data compiled by Transparency International and the World Bank.
Across a large sample of presidential regimes, he finds that only the International
Country Risk Guide, in particular its corruption component, reveals a negative
impact on voter turnout. The other two indicators of corruption do not appear on
the macro-level (Stockemer, 2013). An analysis of data between 1984 and 2009
based on a sample of 72 electoral democracies finds that countries with greater

corruption control also have higher voter turnout. Conversely, as corruption rises in

33 The current review also expands the most recent review article dealing with the electoral
consequences of corruption (De Vries & Solaz, 2017).
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the eyes of citizens, the percentage of voters participating in elections decreases. In
this study, corruption is measured using the International Country Risk Guide Index
(Stockemer et al., 2013). After examining corruption and voter turnout across 172
regions in Europe, Sundstrom and Stockemer (2015) reaffirm the argument that
political corruption leads to low voter turnout in regional elections (Sundstrom &
Stockemer, 2015). Simpser (2004) also discusses the negative impact of electoral
corruption. His extensive N-study research, covering mainly the 1990s, focuses on
both autocracies and democracies (Simpser, 2004).

Using individual-level research, McCann and Dominguez (1998) and Birch (2010)
likewise demonstrate that the perception of electoral fraud negatively affects voter
turnout. The first study is based on a national opinion poll conducted in Mexico and
indicates that respondents who believe that corruption is widespread are much less
likely to vote than those who believe that their elected representatives are clean
(McCann & Dominguez, 1998). The second study uses CSES data to determine that
voters who perceive elections as fair are more likely to participate in them than
those who perceive them as manipulated. This research focused on both new and
established democracies. It is not only corruption that reduces voter turnout but also
the inability and inefficiency of the government (Birch, 2010).

Two Brazilian surveys demonstrate that awareness of corruption has a negative
impact on voter turnout, despite the fact that Brazil has enforceable compulsory
voting (De Figueiredo et al., 2011; Ferraz & Finan, 2008). Another study in the US
state of Louisiana using data collected through telephone surveys confirms the
finding that voter turnout decreases when the perception of corruption is high
(Caillier, 2010b). Tatiana Kostadinova (2003, 2009) reports mixed results using
CSES data for eight post-communist countries in Eastern Europe. Although she
finds a weak positive effect of political corruption on voter turnout, it is
counterbalanced by the negative effect of corruption perception on political
efficiency, which in turn reduces voter turnout. In the long term, Kostadinova’s
results indicate that the deterrent effect of corruption prevails, as its mobilizing
effect proves to be much weaker (Kostadinova, 2003, 2009). Another experimental
study based in Mexico explores the relationship between corruption, specifically
awareness of corruption, and voter turnout in 12 municipalities. It concludes that
corruption indeed reduces voter turnout in these constituencies (Chong et al., 2015).

Similarly, research by Spanish municipalities refutes the mobilization impact of
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corruption at the local level, finding that politically unreached voters tend to
withdraw from the electoral process rather than mobilize against corruption
(Costas-Perez, 2014). The same conclusions are reached in a study of Italian
municipalities (Giommoni, 2017).

Research combining individual CSES data with National Quality of Government
data from a sample of 26 countries reveals that corruption reduces voter turnout in
systems with low to medium levels of corruption. In countries where corruption has
truly permeated the political system, it has no effect on voter turnout (Dahlberg &
Solevid, 2016). The most recent study concerning Colombia proves that voters with
credible information about a candidate’s corruption are less likely to participate in
elections than those that are uninformed. Furthermore, this article rebuts the theory
of clientelistic ties leading voters to willingly support corrupt politicians in
exchange for personal gain. Carreras and Vera (2018) also emphasize that “electoral
participation is just one of the many ways citizens can participate in politics. It is
entirely possible for citizens to resist corruption by engaging in non-
institutionalized political actions such as joining anti-corruption demonstrations”
(Carreras & Vera, 2018, p. 13). Elections are indeed not the only decisive
mechanism for combating political corruption from a citizen’s perspective
(Xezonakis et al., 2016). The most recent research on Spanish municipalities tested
how corruption cases manifested themselves in relation to voter turnout between
1999 and 2011. The authors found that corruption at the local level reduces turnout,
and that right-wing voters are more loyal to their parties and more tolerant of

corruption (Jiménez & Garcia, 2018).
Mobilization Effect of Corruption

Research into US local and gubernatorial elections, however, suggests that
corruption has a mobilizing effect, encouraging citizens to vote (Escaleras et al.,
2012; Karahan et al., 2006). Using data from 1979 to 2005 on the number of public
officials convicted of corruption-related crimes compared with voter turnout,
Escaleras et al. (2012) demonstrate that voter turnout is higher in states with more
allegations of corruption. Stockemer and Calca (2013) argue that while high
corruption at the national level leads to lower turnout, the effect on the subnational
level is often the opposite. This is revealed in their research into Portuguese districts

(Stockemer & Calca, 2013). Also, of note is a study examining the electoral
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behaviour in Senegal. Using an experimental research design and Afrobarometer
data, Inman and Andrews (2015) find support for allegations that more widespread
perception of government corruption leads to higher turnout. Controlling for party
affiliation, they conclude that only non-partisans have a greater interest in politics
in response to corruption. Corruption does not appear to affect members of
Senegal’s political parties in this way (Inman & Andrews, 2015). A field study
involving 298 Israeli participants indicates that the perception of corruption leads
to political participation, but this relationship is influenced by the way in which
citizens perceive corruption. The conclusions are that both the perception of
corruption and the public’s conception of corruption should be seen as important
indicators of participation (Navot & Beeri, 2017).

Little evidence supports the theory that one effect of corruption is that it mobilizes
citizens to vote against corrupt politicians by instead voting for another candidate.
Only a minute proportion of corrupt politicians are successfully punished in this
way, which in the long term significantly weakens the mobilization effect of
corruption (Costas-Pérez et al., 2012; Dimock & Jacobson, 1995; Pattie & Johnston,
2012).

A number of recent studies on corruption and political participation that use data at
the aggregate, individual, and experimental levels demonstrate that corruption
reduces voter turnout. However, there are also many studies that use the same types
of data yet reach the conclusion that corruption increases turnout.

One way to explain this difference is by the size of the samples examined. Research
at the aggregate and at the individual levels involving multiple countries tends to
agree that corruption reduces voter turnout (Stockemer, 2013; Sundstrom &

Stockemer, 2015). The opposite conclusion is mainly reached in local research.
No Correlation Between Corruption and Voter Turnout

Several studies examine the relationship between corruption and political
participation and conclude that there is no correlation between these variables; two
such studies demonstrate this with US data (Peters & Welch, 1980; Shaffer, 1981).
Both these studies argue that corruption and the likelihood of voter turnout are
unrelated. Extensive research involving 115 developing countries adds that the
perception of corruption is not one of the factors influencing election results,

because the economy is generally more important to citizens (Choi & Woo, 2010).
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Influence of Corruption on Institutionalized and Non-institutionalized Forms of

Political Participation

Regarding more radical and unconventional forms of political participation, several
studies have highlighted that corruption can lead to increased participation in
demonstrations against the abuse of power and the use of public money for private
purposes. Research into this question has focused mainly on the Latin American
region, where corruption is widespread (Gingerich, 2009; Machado et al., 2011).
Sofia A. Olsson (2014) is a scientific pioneer who has worked with both non-
institutionalized and institutionalized forms of political participation. Although
Olsson’s conclusions confirm the negative impact of corruption on electoral
turnout, her hypotheses about the relationship between corruption and
institutionalized and non-institutionalized political participation have yet to be
validated, and further research is therefore required in this field (Olsson, 2014).
Hooghe and Quintelier (2014) also divide political participation into the categories
of institutionalized and non-institutionalized; they use European Social Survey data
to monitor the impact of a number of variables, including corruption, on these forms
of participation. They find that corruption has a negative impact on political
participation, with the level of participation being lowest in countries with the
highest levels of corruption (Hooghe & Quintelier, 2014).

For a broader picture of how corruption affects political participation, it is important
to have a better understanding of corruption. The authors of a study focused on
Latin American countries using the AmericasBarometer distinguish between the
perception, experience, and tolerance of corruption (Bonifacio & Paulino, 2015).
These elements are evaluated at the individual level, based on respondents’ answers
to the survey. The authors examine the effects of three forms of corruption on five
kinds of political participation: contact with political and governmental actors,
community activism, partisan and electoral activism, voter turnout, and protest
activism. Their findings reveal that both the experience of corruption and the
tolerance of corruption increase the likelihood of political participation. The results
concerning the perception of corruption are too variable to deduce any sort of trend.
Their research is unique in its complexity and is one of the few studies that takes
into account both various forms of corruption and different forms of political

participation. The perception of corruption and experience with corruption is also
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discussed in another article on the Latin American region, which focuses on the
local level and uses AmericasBarometer data. This database provides survey
answers not only on various forms of corruption, but also on various forms of
political participation, such as whether the respondent attended city council
meetings in the last 12 months. The results of the analysis reveal that experience
with bribery of public officials mobilizes local political participation, whereas the
perception of corruption tends to discourage political participation (Neshkova &
Kalesnikaite, 2019). These conclusions are in line with similar research focusing
on three South American countries, Chile and Venezuela (Skolnik 2019) and
Colombia (Skolnik 2020), which also use the AmericasBarometer data (Skolnik,
2019, 2020c).

One of the latest studies, which works with individual ISSP data in a sample of 34
countries, also addresses the impact of corruption on non-electoral forms of
political participation. However, this research combines different forms of political
participation, including taking part in a demonstration, signing a petition,
participating in a boycott, attending a political meeting or rally, contacting a
politician, contacting the media, and donating money or raising funds for a political
cause in the past year, into one dependent variable. Corruption, according to this
research, has a positive impact on non-electoral forms of political participation, but
the effect is primarily among people with lower levels of education and less political
interest who hold anti-elitist views and tend to engage in non-institutionalized forms
of political participation (Bazurli & Portos, 2019).

The effects of corruption on multiple forms of political participation are also tested
in an article that uses data from the Hungarian post-election survey from 2014.
Corruption in this research takes three forms (experience with bribery, perceptions
of widespread corruption, and concerns about increasing corruption). The
perception of corruption has a deterrent effect on voter turnout. Concerns about the
increase in corruption, by contrast, may lead to participation in both
institutionalized and non-institutionalized forms. Experience with bribery leads to
involvement in various forms of political participation, but it is not a reason for
voting in elections (Kostadinova & Kmetty, 2019).

Perceptions of corruption at the individual level also negatively affect approval of
participation in protest rallies and demonstrations, as demonstrated by research on
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post-communist countries using data from the International Social Research
Programme (Skolnik, 2022).
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Table 6. Literature Review Summary

The Deterrent Effect of Corruption

Mobilization Effect of Corruption

McCann & Dominguez 1998
Hellman et al. 2000
Kostadinova 2003; 2009
Simpser 2004

Tucker 2007
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Birch 2010

Caillier 2010

De Figueiredo et al. 2011
Stockemer 2013

Stockemer et al. 2013
Costas-Perez 2014

Chong et al. 2015
Sundstrom & Stockemer 2015
Dahlberg & Solevid 2016
Xezonakis et al. 2016
Giommoni 2017

Carreras & Vera 2018
Jiménez & Garcia 2018

Dimock & Jacobson 1995
Karahan et al. 2006
Costas-Pérez et al. 2012
Escaleras et al. 2012
Pattie & Johnston 2012
Stockemer & Calca 2013
Stockemer et al. 2013
Inman & Andrews 2015
Navot & Beeri 2017

No Correlation Between Corruption and
Voter Turnout

Influence of Corruption on Institutionalized
and Non-institutionalized Forms of Political
Participation
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Shaffer 1981
Choi & Woo 2010

Gingerich 2009

Machado et al. 2011

Hooghe & Quintelier 2014
Olsson 2014

Bonifacio & Paulino 2015
Bazurli & Portos 2019
Neshkova & Kalesnikaite 2019
Kostadinova & Kmetty 2019
Skolnik 2019

Skolnik 2020

Skolnik 2022

Processing: author

66




Although corruption is an important topic in many fields, research into the
relationship between corruption and political participation has only begun to grow
in intensity in the last five to ten years, as demonstrated by the literature review.
Most studies use the Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index data
as an independent variable and voter turnout as a dependent variable. However,
there are also some articles that address corruption on an individual level or opt for
experimental design, reflecting the diversity of this academic debate.

Research at the national level in the vast majority of cases seems to confirm the
deterrent effect of corruption, while at the regional and local levels the results are
rather more ambiguous, suggesting not only a deterrent but also a mobilizing effect
of this phenomenon. To explain this discrepancy, it is important to highlight the
different ways that these studies measure corruption. All transnational studies work
with statistics on the perception of corruption, while regional studies are based on
data about the number of politicians accused as a result of corrupt practices, namely
the awareness of corruption (Escaleras et al., 2012; Stockemer & Calca, 2013).
Perceived corruption indicates how much respondents view corruption in their
country as being widespread. With regard to the latter, it is often difficult to interpret
the significance of the number of officials convicted as a result of corruption:
whether a high number signals that the political system is very corrupt, or that it is
effective at tackling corruption.

What is significant for the purposes of this dissertation, however, is that only a
minimal number of studies have focused exclusively on the Latin American region
(Bonifacio & Paulino, 2015; Neshkova & Kalesnikaite, 2019; Skolnik, 2019,
2020c). Comparisons between Latin American countries are also absent. More
diverse forms of corruption and political participation are also absent from the
existing studies. For these reasons, this dissertation fills the gaps in research and
reflects all of these shortcomings by including more diverse questions on corruption

and political participation and also mapping differences between countries.

Four rather general hypotheses are formulated for greater clarity. The formulation
of the hypotheses was based on existing theoretical knowledge, but also on the logic
of the formulation of the questions included in the survey. Within the academic
literature, the prevailing view is that perceptions of corruption have the potential to

have a deterrent effect on political participation, while experiences of corruption
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have the potential to have a mobilising effect (Kostadinova & Kmetty, 2019;
Neshkova & Kalesnikaite, 2019; Skolnik, 2019, 2020c). In terms of awareness of
corruption, there have not been many studies on this topic to date and they have
produced rather mixed results (Chong et al., 2015; De Figueiredo et al., 2011;
Inman & Andrews, 2015; Muifioz et al.,, 2016). However, the dissertation
hypothesizes that awareness of corruption is certainly a stronger predictor of
political participation than perceived corruption, but not as strong a predictor as
personal experience with corruption.®* Hence, the deterrent effect of corruption
awareness will be assumed. Finally, the question of whether it is possible to
eradicate corruption from politics. For this question arising from opinion polls, the
hypothesis was formulated in the sense that if people are convinced about
something, they will have at least a minimal interest in doing something about it
and will perceive political participation as a means, hence the expected mobilising
effect in this case.

Given the theoretical framework and the prevailing literature, the hypotheses are

stated as follows:

H1: The greater the perception of corruption, the less interest in political

participation.
H2: Awareness of corruption leads to less interest in political participation.
H3: Experience with corruption leads to greater interest in political participation.

H4: A positive view of the possibility of eradicating corruption from politics leads

to a greater interest in political participation.

34 Examining the impact of corruption on political participation in Latin America, Neshkova and
Kalesnikaite (2019) suggest that the experience of corruption is a much stronger predictor of
involvement in local government activities, such as participation in city councils, than the perception
of corruption (Neshkova & Kalesnikaite, 2019). This is because petty corruption is more prevalent
at the local level and respondents are more likely to have encountered it.
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Methodology

The methodological part explains the analysis procedure and presents the data used
in the analytical part of the dissertation. These are two databases of opinion polls,
AmericasBarometer and Latinobarometro. The methodological part also
operationalises the variables used in the analysis, namely the dependent variables,
the independent variables as well as the control variables. Finally, the statistical
methods through which the models will be built are presented.

Data

LAPOP (AmericasBarometer)

One half of the analysis is based on data from the Latin American Public Opinion
Project, known as LAPOP (AmericasBarometer). Regular questionnaire surveys
are conducted and subsequently processed by a team of Professor Mitchell Seligson
of Vanderbilt University in Tennessee, with the help of local interviewers from
across the Americas. There are several reasons for using the data from this project.
First of all, these are well-processed data files that are already adapted for work
with statistical software. In addition, the samples of individual opinion polls
conducted in each country are calculated in such a way that it is possible to generate
representative data reflecting the entire population of selected countries. And
finally, AmericasBarometer offers questions not only on the issues of corruption

but also on political participation, such as turnout in the future presidential election.

Latinobarometro

The second half of the analysis used data from Latinobarometro, a private non-
profit organization based in Santiago, Chile. One advantage of using these data is
that Latinobarometro is a stable opinion polling company that has been processing
data since 1995. Surveys are conducted in 18 Latin American countries. In Latin
America, only the AmericasBarometer can compete with Latinobarometro in terms
of the size of the survey, interviewers, and number of respondents. Similar
organizations on other continents include Eurobarometer or Afrobarometer.
Latinobarometro’s surveyors are interested in respondents’ opinions on questions
concerning issues such as democracy, economy, society, and so forth. The opinions,
attitudes, and behavior of respondents on various topics are monitored. Another

indisputable advantage of the complexity of the questionnaires is that they contain

69



specific questions about trust in individual institutions and perceptions of
corruption in public administration. Finally, the readiness of the data is an
advantage. The formulation of the choice of possible answers, as well as the method
of data processing, allows the researcher to work with the data directly. Public
opinion polls are usually carried out every two years. This dissertation used the
most recent data from the last questionnaire survey, which was conducted in 2020
(Latinobarémetro, 2020).

Analysis procedure

As part of the transparency of the research process, the analysis procedure will be
described in detail. After conducting the literature review, the ambition was to
include as many types of corruption and political participation as possible in the
research in order to offer the most comprehensive view of the issue under study and
to build on previous scholarly articles that were limited to only certain types of
political participation or corruption. For this reason, the Latibarémetro and
AmericasBarometer questionnaires were examined in the initial phase and
questions on corruption and political participation were identified so that different
types were represented. The most up-to-date databases at the time of the dissertation
were the 2020 Latibarémetro database and the 2021 AmericasBarometer database.
However, the 2021 AmericasBarometer database does not offer questions on
participation in rallies or demonstrations, hence the use of the older 2019 database,
which offers a full battery of questions on different forms of political participation.
While the Latinobarometro dataset included all Latin American countries and could
therefore be worked with immediately, the AmericasBarometer data had separate
datasets for each country and it was necessary to create a merged dataset that also
included all countries. However, the AmericasBarometer datasets from 2019 and
2021 do not include Venezuela, presumably due to the unstable situation in this
South American country, the organization no longer conducts surveys there. The
last questionnaire survey from the project of the same name was conducted there
between 2016 and 2017. For the datasets, only the IBM SPSS Statistics (Statistical
Product and Service Solutions) software was used, which is suitable for survey data
analysis. After weighing the datasets with the relevant variables, data for each
question representing types of corruption and political participation were generated
and graphs were produced. The graphs will serve for the first part of the analysis,
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as they will offer insights into the levels of corruption and political participation in
each Latin American country. Subsequently, regression models were constructed
for each country separately, where within a single model there is always one
independent variable that represents the type of corruption, a dependent variable
that represents the type of political participation, and a number of socioeconomic
and political variables that both databases offer that serve as controls. After
generating the full regression models in the form of tables in SPSS Statistics, they
were then worked with in Microsoft Excel, where they were graphically edited and
subsequently inserted into the dissertation in such a way that substantive
significance can be calculated and statistical significance is also evident. Finally,

all graphs and regression models were interpreted by the author of the dissertation.

Dependent variables

Five dependent variables are included in the models based on data from
AmericasBarometer. For the first variable, it will be observed whether corruption
affects the interest to go to the presidential elections in the future. The focus is on
presidential  elections only. Firstly, because of data availability
(AmericasBarometer dataset does not provide a question on the interest to
participate in future parliamentary elections), but also because Latin America has
presidential systems modeled on the United States, so the president is the head of
state and the executive (Kouba, 2014). His or her election should arouse the greatest
interest of voters to participate politically. At the same time, the large-scale
corruption cases in Latin America particularly affect the executive, as state
contracts are distributed at the level of governments, ministries and, consequently,
their officials. The second variable is participation in the rallies of a political party
or movement. Political parties offer prescriptions on how to tackle corruption, just
as they themselves are often involved in corrupt practices. One has to ask what
prevails among respondents in the context of their possible participation in these
meetings. The third variable relates to official community meetings, or community
meetings where, for example, civic demands within a particular area are discussed.
It will be tested whether participation in these meetings may also be affected by
corruption. The fourth variable represents attendance at town/city council meetings
where issues related to, among other things, city police and city officials may be
discussed. Police officers and officials are the ones who may be susceptible to
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corruption and these town/city meetings may be an opportunity for citizens to raise
concerns about their work or to complain about them for their actions. For the fifth
and final variable, under which are the demonstrations, it will be examined whether
corruption is what makes people take to the streets or, on the contrary, remain
resigned in their homes.

As with the models from the AmericasBarometer data, five dependent variables are
included in the models from the Latinobarometro data. The first one is also related
to voter turnout, but the question does not specify the type of election, so it could
be parliamentary or regional elections. At the same time, it will be possible to
compare a similar question from two datasets. The second dependent variable
concerns whether the respondent voted for an opposition political party or for the
ruling party. Here the argument is whether corruption leads to the replacement of
incumbent politicians by the respondent giving his or her vote to the opposition.
The third dependent variable represents the willingness of the respondent to go to
demonstrate against corruption. Again, it may be possible to compare a similar
guestion from the two datasets. The fourth dependent variable represents
convincing others of political thoughts. Although it is not explicitly a form of
political participation, it can be either indirect political participation or an activity
that can take place during several forms of political participation such as political
meetings, community meetings, demonstrations, canvassing and others. The last
dependent variable is working for politicians. Although it is not specified what kind
of work it is, it can range from handing out his election leaflets, sending out emails
in support of him, to organizing events where he or she is presented.

Thus, the effect of the independent variables on ten dependent variables that

represent different types of political participation will be examined.

Independent variables

Corruption, which will be monitored for how it affects different types of political
participation, is operationalized in the form of six independent variables (three
based on Latinobarometro data and three based on AmericasBarometer data).
Perception, where the respondent answered how many politicians he/she believes
are involved in corruption. And the experience, which incorporates the bribery of

police officers and civil servants (also referred to as officials or clerks) to which the
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respondent was exposed.®® Other independent variables include awareness of
corruption, which may not be as strong as personal experience of corruption but
should be stronger than perceptions of corruption. Furthermore, the questionnaires
include a question on whether corruption can be eradicated, and this question has
also been operationalized as an independent variable. And the last variable is also
perception of corruption, but formulated differently than in the AmericasBarometer
survey. Namely, the Latinobardmetro asks respondents to assess whether the level

of corruption in the country has decreased, stagnated or increased.

Control variables

Socioeconomic control variables include gender. The tendency is that men are more
likely to be interested in public affairs, and therefore participate politically,
compared to women (Burns et al., 1997). Then age. Greater interest in voting and
in participating in various forms of political participation, excluding
demonstrations, is evident with increasing age (Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993;
Tolbert & McNeal, 2003). The same can be said for education, the more educated,
the more interest in public affairs and political participation (Verba et al., 1995).
While in less populous municipalities there was more interest in institutionalised
forms of political participation, such as voting in elections, residents of larger
municipalities preferred to participate in rallies (Martins, 1995). Therefore, the
control variable related to the size of the area in which the respondent lives. Another
variable is the economic situation of the respondent. In general, people without
financial difficulties are more interested in participating in public events. Those
who have problems making ends meet may be so busy with their personal economic
situation that they have no time for various forms of political participation - they
simply have other priorities (Blake, 2009). Freedom of political participacion, as
another control variable, is also an important factor for political participation. This
variable relates to democracy (it is redundant to deal with freedom of political

35 Some research looks at the socioeconomic profile of Latinos who have experienced corruption.
This was investigated, for example, using a field experiment that looked at the way police officers
treat drivers who commit traffic violations. In the experiment, four automobile drivers commit the
same traffic violations at a randomly selected sequence of intersections. These intersections are
monitored by the traffic police. The experiment, supplemented by qualitative interviews with police
officers, revealed that police officers most often approach lower-class drivers with requests for
bribes and deal with wealthy drivers only by warning them. This is because police officers assume
the wealthy have a greater ability to exact retribution, and therefore are more likely to demand bribes
from the poorer segments of the population (Fried et al., 2010).
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participation in non-democratic regimes). However, its operation is more
complicated. The more freedom of political participation is, the greater the interest
in political participation. Recent research has also found the opposite, i.e. the
greater the dissatisfaction with democracy, the greater the interest to vote and
replace the politicians responsible for the state of democracy and freedom, or to
take to the streets directly to demonstrate against the (in)quality of democracy in
the country, which does not guarantee freedom of political participation (Ezrow &
Xezonakis, 2014). Interpersonal trust at the community level is another control
variable. People who trust each other are more likely to undertake group meetings,
in this case with a political motive, than those who do not trust each other (Kaase,
1999). The final variable that will be looked at to see how it affects political
participation is trust in political institutions. Like satisfaction with democracy, this
variable can work both ways. On the one hand, the argument that trust in political
institutions is an important precondition for activism within the political system
(Verba & Almond, 1989). On the other hand, the claim that distrust leads to political
participation, as citizens want to define themselves in relation to institutions they
distrust or those who work in them (Hibbing & Theiss-Morse, 2001). For more
detailed information on how the questions in the questionnaire were formulated for
each variable and how they were recoded for the purposes of the dissertation thesis,

see following tables.
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Table 7. Number of Respondents in Each Country (Latinobarémetro)

Latinobarometro AmericasBarometer
Country
N Valid Percent N Valid Percent

Argentina 1200 5.9 1528 5.8
Bolivia 1200 5.9 1682 6.3
Brasil 1204 6.0 1498 5.6
Chile 1200 5.9 1638 6.2
Colombia 1199 5.9 1663 6.3
Costa Rica 1000 4.9 1501 5.7
Rep. Dominicana | 1000 4.9 1516 5.7
Ecuador 1200 5.9 1533 5.8
El Salvador 1000 4.9 1511 5.7
Guatemala 1000 4.9 1596 6
Honduras 998 4.9 1560 59
México 1202 5.9 1580 6
Nicaragua 1004 5.0 1547 5.8
Panama 1000 4.9 1559 5.9
Paraguay 1200 5.9 1515 5.7
Peru 1200 5.9 1521 5.7
Uruguay 1200 5.9 1581 6
Venezuela 1198 5.9 Missing
Total 20205 100.0 26529 100.0

Table shows number of respondents in each country. Source: Latinobarémetro 2020 and

AmericasBarometer 2018/2019. Processing: author
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Table 8. Description of Variables (Latinobarometro)

\Variable

Description

Dependent Variables

If elections were this Sunday. Which party would you vote for? VVote Nul/blank;
Does Not vote/none; Not registered; Specific political parties for each country

Voter Tumout  The values for Does not vote/none and Not registered were merged into
"Wouldr 't vote" (0) and the values for Vote Nul/blank and Respondent's choice
of a political party were merged into "Would vote" (1)
\(ggsgrgnﬁerznt/Oppo \Voted Government Party (1), Voted Opposition Party (2)
- \Variables were recoded to Opposition (0) and Government (1)
sition Party
\[/)V;:Tl]lgr?;(?;feto On a scale from 1 to 10 wher_e ‘_‘1” means “not at all willing” and “10” means
Against “Completely willing”. How willing would you be to demonstrate and protest for
c . Fight against corruption and abuse?
orruption

Convincing Others

How frequently do you do each of the following things? Very frequently (1),
frequently (2), almost never (3) or never (4)? Try to convince others of our

of Political political thoughts.
Thoughts The values for very frequently, frequently and almost never were merged into
"Do" (1) and the value never was recoded to "Don 't do" (0)
. How frequently do you do each of the following things? Very frequently,
\F{V?_T_"f‘g for frequently, almost never or never? Work for a political party or candidate.
oliticians

The values for very frequently, frequently and almost never were merged into

"Do" (1) and the value never was recoded to "Don 't do" (0)

Independent Variables

Corruption
Awareness

Have you or a member of your family known about an act of corruption in the
last 12 months? Yes (1), No (2)
\Variables were recoded to No (0) and Yes (1)

Eradication of

Do you strongly agree (1), agree (2), disagree (3) or strongly disagree (4) with
the following statements. It is possible to eradicate corruption from politics.

Corruption \Variables were recoded to strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), agree (3) or|
strongly agree (4)
In your opinion, over the past year, has the level of corruption in this country
Corruption increased a lot (1), increased some (2), stayed the same (3), decreased some (4),
Progress decreased a lot (5)?

\Variables were recoded to decreased a lot (1), decreased some (2), stayed the

same (3), increased some (4), increased a lot (5)?

Control Variables

Gender

Respondent’s gender Male (1) Female (2)
\Variables were recoded to Male (0) and Female (1)

Age

Respondent’s age 16 - 100

Education

\What level of education do you have? What was the last year you completed?
No studies, 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, 4 years, 5 years, 6 years, 7 years, 8 years, 9
years, 10 years, 11 years, 12 years, Incomplete universitary studies, Complete
universitary studies, Superior institute/ academy/ incomplete technical studies,
Superior institute/ academy/ complete technical studies

Salary

Does the salary you receive and your total family income allow you to cover
your needs in a satisfactory manner? Which of the following statements
describes better your situation? It’s enough, we can save (1), It’s just enough, we
don’t have major problems (2), It’s not enough, we have problems (3), It’s not

enough, we have major problems (4)
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\Variables were recoded to 1t’s not enough, we have major problems (1), It’s nof
enough, we have problems (2), It’s just enough, we don’t have major problems
(3), It’s enough, we can save (4)

Freedom of
political
participation

'To what extent do you think the following freedoms, rights, are guaranteed in
(country)? Fully guaranteed (1), Somewhat guaranteed (2), Not guaranteed (3),
Not at all guaranteed (4) Freedom of political participation.

\Variables were recoded to Not at all guaranteed (1), Not guaranteed (2),
Somewhat guaranteed (3), Fully guaranteed (4)

Interpersonal trust (one can never be too careful in dealing with others (2)

Generally speaking, would you say that you can trust most people, or that you
can never be too careful in dealing with others? One can trust most people (1)

\Variables were recoded to One can never be too careful in dealing with others
(0) and One can trust most people (1)

Institutional trust

Please look at this card and tell me how much trust you have in each of the
following groups/institutions. Would you say you have a lot (1), some (2), a little
(3) or no trust (4) in The National Government?

\Variables were recoded to no trust (1), a little trust (2), some trust (3), a lot trust

(4)

Table shows description of variables. Source: Latinobarometro 2020 — questionnaire.

Processing: author

Table 9. Description of VVariables (AmericasBarometer)

Variable

Description

Dependent Vari

ables

Voter Turnout

If the next presidential elections were being held this week, what would you do?
(1) Wouldn’t vote (2) Would vote for the current (incumbent) candidate or party
(3) Would vote for a candidate or party different from the current administration
(4) Would go to vote but would leave the ballot/vote/ticket blank or would
purposely cancel my vote

The values for Would vote for the current (incumbent) candidate or party, Would
vote for a candidate or party different from the current administration and
Would go to vote but would leave the ballot/vote/ticket blank or would purposely
cancel my vote were merged into "Would vote™ (1) and the value Wouldn 't vote
was recoded to (0)

I am going to read you a list of groups and organizations. Please tell me if you
attend meetings of these organizations at least once a week, once or twice a
month, once or twice a year, or never

Attending a . - o -
Political Meetings of a political party or political organization? Do you attend them
Meeting The values for at least once a week, once or twice a month and once or twice a
year were merged into "Attend" (1) and the value never was recoded to "Do not
attend" (0)
Meetings of a community improvement committee or association? Do you attend
Attending a them ) .
Community The values for at Ie_:ast once a week, once or twice a month and once or twice a
Meeting year were merged into "Attend" (1) and the value never was recoded to "Do not
attend" (0)
Attending a Have you attended a town meeting, city council meeting or other meeting in the
Town/City past 12 months? (1) Yes (2) No
COUﬂ_CI| Variables were recoded to No (0) and Yes (1)
Meeting
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Participation in
a
Demonstration

In the last 12 months, have you participated in a demonstration or protest march?
(1) Yes (2) No
Variables were recoded to No (0) and Yes (1)

Independent Variables

Perception of

Thinking of the politicians of [country] how many of them do you believe are
involved in corruption? None (1) Less than half of them (2) Half of them (3)

Corruption More than half of them (4) All (5)
) Now we want to talk about your personal experience with things that happen in
Experience everyday life
with Police Has a police officer asked you for a bribe in the last twelve months?
Corruption No (0) Yes (1)
E>.<perience In the last twelve months, did any government employee ask you for a bribe?
with Clerk No (0) Yes (1)
Corruption

Control Variables

Male (1), Female (2)

Gender Variables were recoded to Male (0) and Female (1)
Age How old are you? Range between 18-88
) How many years of schooling have you completed? Range between None (0),

Education University (18+)

National Capital (Metropolitan area) (1) Large City (2) Medium City (3) Small
o City (4) Rural Area (5)

Place of living | variables were recoded to Rural Area (1) Small City (2) Medium City (3) Large
City (4) National Capital (Metropolitan area) (5)
Over the past two years, has the income of your household: Increased? (1)
Remained the same (2)? Decreased (3)?

Salary Variables were recoded to Decreased (1), Remained the same (2) and Increased
®)
And speaking of the people from around here, would you say that people in this
community are Very trustworthy (1), Somewhat trustworthy (2), Not very

Interpersonal trustworthy (3) or Untrustworthy (4)?

trust Variables were recoded to Untrustworthy (1), Not very trustworthy (2),
Somewhat trustworthy (3), Very trustworthy (4)

o To what extent do you respect the political institutions of (country)?
Institutional On this card there is a ladder with steps numbered 1 to 7, where 1 is the lowest
trust

step and means Not at all and 7 the highest and means A lot

Table shows description of variables. Source: AmericasBarometer 2019 — questionnaire.

Processing: author.
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Models

Statistical methods always need to be adapted for research purposes to suit the
nature of the data (Fernandes et al., 2020). The least squares linear model (OLS)
would be appropriate for using the variables that make up the scale. On the other
hand, logistic regression analysis is applicable when the dependent variable is
dichotomous, it means that has only two categories. Most often, the presence of a
phenomenon is coded as 1, while the absence of a phenomenon is coded as O.
Examples of the two categories might be voted for Clinton or voted for Trump
(Knuckey, 2019), started a war or did not start a war (Henderson & Singer, 2000),
adhered to the policy or not (Furlong, 1998), as well as the presence of democracy
or non-democracy in the country (B. E. Goldsmith et al., 2008).%¢ In the vast
majority of cases, the dependent variables used in the analysis will have only two
values, so logistic regression analysis will be used. However, in one case the
dependent variable will be a scale, so ordinary least squares will be more
appropriate for building the models.

Using these regression methods, models are constructed in which each regression
model represents one country. This is because the aim is to capture the specific
situations in each Latin American country. Due to the nature of the data at the
individual level, a hierarchical (multilevel) model was not constructed. Hierarchical
models can be methodologically problematic, especially in terms of the number of
cases. Some authors therefore propose a 30/30 rule, i.e. at least 30 cases per level
(Kreft, 1996). This view is shared by other authors (Haman & Skolnik, 2021; Hox,
2010; Maas & Hox, 2005; Snijders & Bosker, 1996). This condition could not be
fulfilled in the case of the hierarchical model, because fewer countries are included

in the research. The datasets were weighted to build the models.

36 Logistic regression analysis is also very often used in social science research that worked with
survey data (Achia et al., 2010; Archer & Lemeshow, 2006; Gao & Hui, 1997; Graubard & Korn,
2011; Lietal., 2015; Roberts et al., 1987; Sanchez-Hernandez et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2020), which
is also the case in this dissertation.
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Results

This chapter will present several figures and tables. First, graphs will be presented
from all Latin American countries for which data are available from the
AmericasBarometer and Latinobarémetro polling databases. Within these graphs,
results will be presented for those questions that represent independent variables
and dependent variables in the next part of the analysis. The next part of the analysis
will already include regression models. First, a summary table will be presented
that shows the statistical significance and direction of the effect of the independent
variables on the dependent variable in all Latin American countries included in the
dissertation. This will be followed by a series of tables for each dependent variable
separately, which include the control variables and from which, in addition to
statistical significance, substantive significance can be calculated. Finally, this part
of the dissertation will offer a final summary table that offers an overview of the

effects of different forms of corruption on different types of political participation.
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Figure 3. Voter Turnout
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘If elections were this Sunday.

e
6\)

Which party would you vote for’. In addition to the given answers such as Does not
vote/none, Not registered and Vote Nul/blank, the question also offered an open answer
option where the respondent said explicitly which political party he/she would vote for and
this information was then noted down. The values for Does not vote/none and Not
registered were merged into "Wouldn’t vote" and the values for Vote Nul/blank and
Respondent's choice of a political party were merged into "Would vote™ for clarity. The
data were collected in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of
valid responses and are from Latinobarometro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing:

author.

The graph basically shows the preferences of political parties rather than individual
candidates. The way the question is phrased, it is not clear whether it explicitly
refers to presidential, parliamentary or regional elections. However, if we focus
only on the interest in participating in such hypothetical elections, it is clear at first
glance from the graph that the public is divided into two camps in Latin American
countries, as in most countries the interest in participating as well as not
participating is around fifty percent of respondents. This is evident, for example, in
Brazil, Mexico, Panama and Venezuela. Exceptions where one or the other answer
dominates include Uruguay. In this South American country, ninety-four per cent
of respondents said they would go to the polls if they voted, whether they voted
invalidly or for a political party. Some eighty per cent of Bolivians and Paraguayans

are also very interested in taking part in any elections this Sunday. On the other
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hand, in countries such as Costa Rica, Guatemala and Honduras, the majority of
respondents are not registered to vote or are registered but would simply not vote.
In Guatemala, more than seventy percent of respondents said they would not
participate in any election held on the last day of the week in which they were
interviewed. This low level of interest in taking part in elections is of course striking
in light of the fact that in the vast majority of Latin American countries voter turnout
is compulsory, although in practice it is almost unenforceable. Even so, if a citizen
takes part in an official inquiry, even an anonymous one, he or she is essentially
making a statement that he or she is not interested in acting in accordance with the
law. Such a low level of interest in taking part in elections would be more expected
in countries such as Colombia or Chile, where there is no compulsory voter turnout
enshrined in law. However, in these two South American countries, a narrow
majority of respondents said they would participate if elections were held on the

following Sunday.
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Figure 4. Voting for Opposition/Government Party
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This figure shows whether respondents chose opposition party or a government party. It
was noted only for coding purposes within the question ‘If elections were this Sunday.
Which party would you vote for’. There were two possible answers. The data were collected
in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of valid responses and are

from Latinobarémetro (Latinobarometro, 2020). Processing: author.

This graph basically tells us whether citizens are satisfied with the current
government or whether they are dissatisfied for whatever reason and therefore
prefer to replace it with the opposition. There can be a number of reasons why
people may be dissatisfied with the current government, be it structural reasons such
as the deterioration of the economic level, or some random event such as the
outbreak of a corruption case in government circles and minimal or no self-
reflection by the government in an attempt to address it. The fact remains that
alternation of power is something that belongs to a democratic society, i.e. if
citizens are dissatisfied with the politicians in power, they have a chance to replace
them in the next elections. In fact, as the graph shows, such a replacement is
preferred by most Latin American countries, as more than fifty percent of
respondents in most of the countries included in the survey chose the opposition
political party and not the ruling party. In Costa Rica or Peru, even more than eighty
percent of respondents are committed to voting for the opposition. More than sixty
percent of respondents will also vote for opposition forces in Colombia or
Guatemala. However, there are also countries where citizens are behind the current

government and are committed to voting for it in any elections. More than eighty
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percent of respondents are committed to voting for the government in El Salvador.
Around eighty per cent of respondents to the survey are also committed to voting
for the ruling political party in other Central American countries, such as the
Dominican Republic and Nicaragua, where one of the leaders of the Sandinista
revolution, Daniel Ortega, has ruled again since 2007 and, according to the graph,
looks set to continue to rule.
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Figure 5. Willingness to Demonstrate Against Corruption
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘On a scale from 1 to 10 where
“1” means “not at all willing” and “10” means “Completely willing”. How willing would
you be to demonstrate and protest for Fight against corruption and abuse . There were ten
possible answers. The data were collected in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of
the total number of valid responses and are from Latinobarémetro (Latinobardémetro,

2020). Processing: author.

At first glance, the figure shows that across all Latin American countries,
respondents most frequently indicated the highest value, i.e., a complete
commitment to go out to protest corruption. Of course, in the case of corruption
scandals, it always depends on how quickly and how effectively the problem is
resolved. For example, if corruption hits a head of state and the president does not
want to abdicate, while at the same time there is not enough power at the
parliamentary level to trigger impeachment, this has the potential to create a lot of
tension in society and it is really just a question of whether they will tolerate the
corruption or take action against the corrupt politician. Of course, the option is to
vote for another candidate in the next presidential election, but that may be some
time away and the politician may continue to engage in corrupt practices in the
meantime. Another solution is to choose an unconventional form of political
participation such as a demonstration. People in the streets can put pressure on both
the president and other politicians and ultimately bring about his abdication or

removal. Completely willing to demonstrate against corruption is the majority of
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respondents in three Central American countries - Costa Rica, the Dominican
Republic and Honduras. In contrast, Mexicans are the least likely to demonstrate to
fight corruption. Nearly thirty percent of respondents in Nicaragua said they were
not at all willing to demonstrate against corruption. In countries that have problems
with democracy such as Nicaragua and Venezuela, some citizens may be afraid to
take to the streets, as both the government of Nicolas Maduro (Moleiro, 2019) and
the government of Daniel Ortega (Castillo, 2022) have been able to crack down
hard on demonstrators with the help of repressive forces resulting in tens to

hundreds of deaths.
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Figure 6. Convincing Others of Political Thoughts

100,0
90,0
80,0
70,0
60,0
50,0
40,0
30,0
20,0
10,0

0,0

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

HDon'tdo mDo

This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘How frequently do you do each of
the following things? Try to convince others of our political thoughts’. There were four
possible answers, but the values for very frequently, frequently and almost never were
merged into "Do" and the value never was recoded to "Don 't do" for clarity. The data were
collected in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of valid responses

and are from Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

Of course, convincing others of political views is not in itself a type of political
participation. It becomes so when such persuasion takes the form of, for example,
an election campaign in favour of a politician or political party. It is possible to
persuade about political views both at an institutionalised political meeting and at
an unconventional demonstration. However, the figure shows that such activity is
actually sometimes undertaken by a minority of respondents, across all Latin
American countries, with only the opposite being true in the South American
country of Peru, albeit by only two per cent in terms of responses. A closer look at
the values in the graph shows that even in Bolivia and the Dominican Republic, a
significant proportion of the population is still able to persuade others of their
political views. However, this certain passivity across countries does not
necessarily mean that the majority of people in Latin America are not interested in
politics, although opinion polls also ask such questions. Persuasion of political
views can be seen as another level of interest in politics, where some participation
is already required, and it can therefore be concluded that the majority of the Latin
American public does not want to engage politically in this way and takes a more

passive approach.
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Figure 7. Working for Politicians
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘How frequently do you do each of
the following things? Work for a political party or candidate’. There were four possible
answers, but the values for very frequently, frequently and almost never were merged into
"Do" and the value never was recoded to "Don’t do" for clarity. The data were collected
in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of valid responses and are

from Latinobarémetro (Latinobaréometro, 2020). Processing: author.

Collaboration on an election campaign is something that is quite familiar in the
United States. It involves all sorts of volunteer activities from putting up posters
and handing out promotional materials, to hosting fundraiser dinners, to canvassing,
where people involved in the campaign knock on people's doors and persuade them
to vote for their candidate or party. It doesn't have to be volunteer activities, but it
can be done for money. However, the graph shows that in all Latin American
countries only a minimal number of respondents do such activities. In fact, seventy
percent or more of respondents have never worked for any candidate or political
party. In Central America's Costa Rica and Guatemala, even ninety percent of
respondents indicated the possibility of never having done such a thing. However,
there are also countries where at least a non-negligible proportion of respondents
have ever undertaken such activity. These are Paraguay, the Dominican Republic
and Brazil, where almost thirty percent of respondents have ever worked for a
political party or candidate.
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Figure 8. Corruption Progress
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘In your opinion, over the past
year, has the level of corruption in this country increased a lot, increased some, stayed the
same, decreased some, decreased a lot?’. There were five possible answers, but the values
for 'increased a lot' and 'increased some' have been merged into ‘increased' and the values
for 'decreased a lot' and ‘decreased some' have been merged into 'decreased’ for clarity.
The data were collected in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of
valid responses and are from Latinobarometro (Latinobarometro, 2020). Processing:

author.

The figure shows one trend across the Latin American region, but with the
exception of three countries. Latin Americans believe that there has been an
increase in the level of corruption in their country over the past year. The first
exception is El Salvador, where, on the contrary, respondents participating in the
opinion poll believe that the level of corruption in their country has decreased over
the last year. It is also worth mentioning Uruguay, where almost fifty percent of
respondents indicated that the level of corruption in their country has neither
decreased nor increased over the last year. However, apart from these two countries,
the situation in the rest of Latin America is alarming. In countries such as Chile and
Venezuela, as many as eighty percent of respondents believe that the corruption
situation in the country has worsened. In Chile, this may be due to the wave of
protests known as the Estallido Social, which were against corruption, cost of living
and privatization (Morales Quiroga, 2020). The negative view of the evolution of

corruption in Venezuela may be due to the country's long-standing instability,
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where the harsh regime of Nicolas Maduro, backed by the military, rules and basic
state services are failing, creating a huge space for corruption (Bricefio-Ruiz &
Lehmann, 2021). However, the figures are also high in Argentina, Ecuador,
Paraguay and Peru, where more than 70 percent of respondents also have a negative
view of the development of corruption in the country. When dividing the Latin
American region into Central America and South America, it is clear that a higher
percentage of respondents who believe that the corruption situation in the country
has worsened are located in South American countries. However, the values in

Central American countries are still high.®’

37 However, it should be added that some caution is needed in interpreting perceptions of corruption
at the individual level, particularly in Latin America. The perception of corruption in Latin America
at the individual level is very problematic. An analysis of ten Latin American countries with varying
levels of corruption concluded that better informed individuals have more accurate perceptions of
corruption. However, like their less informed neighbours, they still tend to underestimate the level
of corruption in their society (Arnold, 2012). The evolution of perceptions of corruption in Latin
America can also be fairly predictable. Research that addressed this issue when examining eighteen
Latin American democracies between 1996 and 2010 found that there is a fluctuation in the level of
perceived corruption depending on turnover elections (when the president changes). This is due to
the elimination of corrupt administrations, public enthusiasm over a change of government, and a
minimum of corruption scandals in the early period of government. However, if the incumbent
president or a candidate from the same party as the incumbent president is elected, there is no
turnover in perceptions of corruption (J. W. Johnson, 2015).
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Figure 9. Corruption Awareness
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘Have you or a member of your
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family known about an act of corruption in the last 12 months?’. There were two possible
answers. The data were collected in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of the total
number of valid responses and are from Latinobarometro (Latinobarémetro, 2020).

Processing: author.

The figure demonstrates that in all Latin American countries, the vast majority of
respondents, including their family members, do not know of an act of corruption
that has taken place in the last year. These figures tell us that the perception of
corruption at the individual level may be quite different from the awareness of
corruption at the individual level. While in almost all Latin American countries the
majority of respondents believe that the corruption situation has worsened in the
last year, only a few percent of respondents in each country actually know of an act
of corruption. This is because perceptions of corruption can be influenced by a
number of factors that may overestimate the perceived corruption rather than the
actual corruption in the country. Conversely, the awareness of corruption may be
underestimated, as respondents may be afraid to tell the truth about their knowledge
of an act of corruption in order to avoid getting into trouble with the law themselves.
The Figure shows that in the vast majority of Latin American countries, between
ten and twenty percent of respondents, or their family members, in each country
know of a corrupt act. Only Argentina is an exception. In this South American
country, almost forty percent of respondents said that either they or their family
members knew of an act of corruption that had taken place in the last twelve months.
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Figure 10. Eradication of Corruption
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘Do you strongly agree, agree,
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disagree or strongly disagree with the following statements. It is possible to eradicate
corruption from politics’. There were four possible answers, but the values for ‘strongly
agree' and 'agree' have been merged into 'agree’ and the values for 'strongly disagree' and
'disagree' have been merged into 'disagree’ for clarity. The data were collected in 2020.
The data are given as a percentage of the total number of valid responses and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarometro, 2020). Processing: author.

The question formulated as to whether corruption can be eradicated from politics
implies a certain idealistic notion because, as already discussed in the theoretical
section, corruption is a social phenomenon based on human nature and human
thinking would have to be completely changed to the extent that there is no
individual or collective failure to abuse the power entrusted to them for private ends.
In essence, all the measures being implemented against this phenomenon serve to
reduce the scope for corruption, but it is not envisaged that corruption can be
completely eradicated. In this light, it is interesting to gauge the views of the Latin
American public, as this region, for example, has major problems with corruption
compared to Western Europe. Looking at the graph, it is clear that in most Latin
American countries, society is divided on the possibility of eradicating corruption.
However, in some countries there is considerable optimism that corruption can be
eradicated, for example in El Salvador up to seventy-five percent of respondents
think so, and in the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, Guatemala, Paraguay and Peru
the figures for a positive response are above sixty percent.
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Figure 11. Freedom of Political Participation
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘To what extent do you think the
following freedoms, rights, are guaranteed in (country)? Freedom of political
participation’. There were four possible answers, but the values for 'Fully guaranteed' and
'Guaranteed' have been merged into '‘Guaranteed' and the values for 'Not at all guranteed'
and 'guaranteed’' have been merged into 'Not guaranteed' for clarity. The data were
collected in 2020. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of valid responses

and are from Latinobarometro (Latinobarometro, 2020). Processing: author.

It is important for political participation whether people have the space to vote in
elections where they choose from a range of politicians or political parties, whether
they have the opportunity to attend and organize political meetings, organize in
community meetings, have access to city council meetings, or do not have to be
afraid to take to the streets to demonstrate for issues that are important to them. If
these rights are not guaranteed, either directly in the constitution or by ordinary
laws and regulations, people risk being afraid to participate politically because of
possible reprisals from whoever they are demonstrating against. Equally, people
may be afraid to participate politically if, although on paper the rights of citizens
are guaranteed, in reality the government does not guarantee them or intervenes
directly against demonstrators, as has been the case in Venezuela or Nicaragua in
recent years. Looking at the graph, it is clear that guaranteeing freedom of political
participation is not a given in Latin American countries from the public's point of
view, as in ten countries the majority of respondents believe that this is not the case.

Over sixty percent of respondents believe that freedom of political participation is

93



not guaranteed in Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Honduras and Peru. In the
Central American country of Paraguay, the figure is exactly fifty-fifty in terms of
opinion on the guarantee of freedom of political participation in the country. Only
in a minority of countries do a majority of respondents believe that freedom of
political participation is guaranteed. A certain anomaly in the values in the figure is
the South American country of Uruguay, where seventy-five per cent of
respondents gave a positive answer and can therefore be considered as the country
within all Latin American countries where, from the point of view of its citizens,

political participation has the best conditions for flourishing.
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Figure 12. Voter Turnout
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘If the next presidential elections
were being held this week, what would you do?’ There were four possible answers, but the
values for 'Would vote for the current (incumbent) candidate or party,' "Would vote for a
candidate or party different from the current administration' and "Would go to vote but
would leave the ballot/vote/ticket blank or would purposely cancel my vote' have been
merged into 'Would vote' for clarity. The data were collected in 2018-2019. The data are
given as a percentage of the total number of valid responses and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The AmericasBarometer surveys, unlike Latinobardmetro, have the question
explicitly worded in the case of interest in voting in a hypothetical election that it
is a presidential election. Thus, there is no doubt that perhaps it would be a
parliamentary, regional or municipal election. Moreover, presidential elections are
the most important ones in Latin America, since, as already mentioned, Latin
American countries have presidential forms of government, where the president is
not only the head of state but also heads the executive branch of government and
thus has a range of powers by which to influence people’s lives. This figure shows
that seventy percent or more of respondents would go to the polls if elections were
held this weekend, whether they voted for the government, the opposition or
purposely invalidated. The greatest commitment to going to the polls is in South
American countries such as Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru and Uruguay, where ninety-five
per cent or more of respondents indicated one of three answers that express an
intention to participate in a possible election. Conversely, countries where there is
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less interest in participating in the most common form of political participation
include Chile, Honduras and Nicaragua, where around thirty percent of respondents
answered that they would not participate in hypothetical elections. In the case of
Chile, where voter participation is not compulsory, this is still a relatively small
proportion of the population, with seventy percent of Chileans included in the
survey interested in going to the polls. In general, Latinos are interested in active
suffrage, although compulsory, but not enforced, turnout may enter into this
interest, although there is a strong interest in voting even in countries where there

is no obligation to participate in the electoral process.
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Figure 13. Attending a Political Meeting
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘| am going to read you a list of
groups and organizations. Please tell me if you attend meetings of these organizations at
least once a week, once or twice a month, once or twice a year, or never. Meetings of a
political party or political organization? Do you attend them.’ There were four possible
answers, but the values for 'at least once a week," ‘once or twice a month' and ‘once or
twice a year' have been merged into 'Attend' for clarity and the value 'never' was recoded
to 'Do not attend'. The data were collected in 2018-2019. The data are given as a
percentage of the total number of valid responses and are from AmericasBarometer
(LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

As can be seen from the figure, not all Latin American countries are included, which
are found within the other figures. This is due to the fact that the pollsters
conducting the AmericasBarometer survey did not ask a question in some Latin
American countries that relates to citizen participation in political rallies. However,
even from the few countries in which respondents were asked this question, it is
possible to interpret certain conclusions. After all, these are countries in both
Central America and South America. Geographically large and populous countries
such as Brazil and Mexico are also represented, as well as small countries such as
Honduras and Paraguay. The values from the graph within each country indicate
that the vast majority of respondents have never attended a political rally. In fact,
around seventy percent or more of Latinos participating in the survey in nine
countries do not prefer this form of political participation. Yet political rallies offer

direct voter contact with politicians. At these meetings, citizens can learn about
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their elected representatives' views on various issues, but they can also confront
them with issues that concern them and provide feedback to politicians. In addition,
political rallies may also not only offer the participation of politicians, but also
promotional items or refreshments, which can be an additional attraction, especially
for low-income groups, to attend a political rally. However, even so, as the graph
shows, all these attractions are insufficient to get people to attend rallies in Latin
America. While there are countries such as Paraguay, where thirty percent of
respondents attend political rallies, or Brazil and Colombia, where around twenty
percent of respondents sometimes attend political rallies, even so, these are low
figures in terms of participation compared to those who never participate in these

types of political participation.
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Figure 14. Attending a Community Meeting
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘| am going to read you a list of
groups and organizations. Please tell me if you attend meetings of these organizations at
least once a week, once or twice a month, once or twice a year, or never. Meetings of a
community improvement committee or association? Do you attend them.’ There were four
possible answers, but the values for ‘at least once a week," ‘once or twice a month' and
‘once or twice a year' have been merged into ‘Attend' for clarity and the value ‘never' was
recoded to 'Do not attend'. The data were collected in 2018-2019. The data are given as a
percentage of the total number of valid responses and are from AmericasBarometer
(LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

Community meetings do not necessarily address a political agenda and make
proclamations as political meetings do, but if people who live in a locality raise
issues such as the maintenance of the green space in their locality, the quality of
education in the local school, the level of local taxes, the security provided by the
municipal police, all of these can be considered political issues. These issues that
are discussed at community meetings can then be taken to politicians at both local
and higher levels by the participants and thus become part of the political process.
The graph shows that the interest in attending community meetings is higher in
Latin American countries than in attending political meetings, which may be related
to the fact that community meetings do not necessarily have a political focus. Even
so, the vast majority of respondents across Latin American countries do not attend
community meetings. The only exception is Bolivia, where nearly fifty-two percent

of respondents said they participate in this institutionalized form of political
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participation. This may be due to the fact that Bolivia is rich in indigenous
populations, such as Quechua and Aymara, who may be more receptive to
community organizing, as it stems from their history and traditions, than people in
other Latin American countries. This is also evident in Peru or Guatemala, where
indigenous peoples are also significantly represented in the population and where
forty percent of respondents said they participate in community meetings. However,
this does not explain much of the forty percent of respondents in Paraguay, where
indigenous peoples are only marginally represented in the population (Davis-
Castro, 2020; Mato, 2016; Merino, 2018; Orces, 2008). The least interest in
participating in this type of political participation is in two South American
countries, Argentina and Uruguay, where only around ten percent of respondents to

the survey said they participate in community meetings.
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Figure 15. Attending a Town/City Council Meeting
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘Have you attended a town meeting,
city council meeting or other meeting in the past 12 months?’ There were two possible
answers. The data were collected in 2018-2019. The data are given as a percentage of the
total number of valid responses and are from AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019).

Processing: author.

As with political rallies, questions on town meeting attendance were only found in
some Latin American countries in the AmericasBarometer database. However, as
with the graph that asked about political rally participation, this graph offers a
diversity of countries in terms of size and population, with both Central America
and South America represented, and it is therefore possible to draw at least some
conclusions. Municipal meetings are very important because, in essence, municipal
politics directly affects people's lives, as whether people have basic infrastructure
such as sewage systems, sidewalks, and local roads, as well as what school their
children go to, how the school is equipped, or how the local police keep order on
the streets is decided at the local level and not at the national level. People should
therefore be interested in participating politically in the local issues that are closest
to their hearts, and town meetings should provide the ideal platform for such
political participation. However, the figure shows that there is only minimal interest
from respondents in participating in town meetings over the past year. The vast
majority of Latinos participating in the cross-country survey do not attend such

institutionalized meetings. Moreover, the values within this figure are comparable
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to those in terms of participation in political rallies. The greatest interest in
attending town meetings is in Central American countries such as Guatemala and
Honduras, but even so, the positive values only reach fifteen percent of respondents.
Respondents from EI Salvador were the least likely to have attended a town meeting
in the last twelve months, with only eight percent of those who participated in the
survey. More than ninety percent of respondents from El Salvador have not attended

a town meeting or city council meeting in the past year.
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Figure 16. Participation in a Demonstration

100,0
90,0
80,0
70,0
60,0
50,0
40,0
30,0
20,0
10,0

0,0

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

HENo EmYes

This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘In the last 12 months, have you
participated in a demonstration or protest march?’ There were two possible answers. The
data were collected in 2018-2019. The data are given as a percentage of the total number

of valid responses and are from AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

Demonstrations are one of the most unconventional forms of political participation.
They are essentially mass assemblies that have the potential to turn violent, and the
impetus can come either from the demonstrators or from the security forces that are
trying to control or suppress the demonstration. Of course, there can also be clashes
between demonstrations, with one group in support of the government and the other
against the ruling politicians. Demonstrations immediately after an election are
perhaps among the most effective forms of political participation, since just as
elections have the potential to change the composition of the government,
parliament or city hall, similarly demonstrations can be so intense and/or long-
lasting that they can ultimately achieve the same result as elections, i.e. a change of
politicians. However, the figure shows that across all Latin American countries,
only about ten percent of respondents on average have participated in this
unconventional type of political participation over the past year. The greatest
interest in demonstrating is evident in countries with significant indigenous
representation in the population, such as Bolivia and Peru, where around fifteen
percent of respondents have participated in a demonstration or protest march in the
past twelve months. Even so, this is very low compared to other types of political
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participation such as elections or community meetings. Conversely, where
respondents have barely participated in a demonstration in the past year is the
Central American state of El Salvador, where only three percent expressed a
positive opinion, the most marginal figure in the figure. Thus, in general, it can be
concluded that Latinos have only minimal interest in types of political participation
such as political rallies, town meetings, and dismantling, preferring rather to

participate in elections and, to a lesser extent, in community meetings.
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Figure 17. Perception of Corruption
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘Thinking of the politicians of
[country] how many of them do you believe are involved in corruption?’ There were five
possible answers. The data were collected in 2018-2019. The data are given as a
percentage of the total number of valid responses and are from AmericasBarometer
(LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

Political corruption is a major problem for the state and society because if elected
representatives who are supposed to serve the people and act in the public interest
and not abuse power for their own private purposes betray the people, then how can
the state ask ordinary citizens to obey the law, behave responsibly and not engage
in corrupt practices in any situation or at any level. Politicians, in short, should set
an example. Failure to do so has the potential, among other things, to reduce
citizens' trust in the state and its institutions and to have various implications for
political participation, which will be tested further. The figure shows that only
marginal percentages of respondents across all Latin American countries believe
that no politician is involved in corruption. Thus, almost no one thinks that
politicians are clean and completely untainted by corruption; such an essentially
idealistic notion is not found among Latin Americans, which may be due to either
past experience with political corruption or it may be based on the rationality that
corruption simply cannot be completely eradicated, as there is always a chance that
a politician will not resist the temptation of corruption. The graph also shows that

only a small proportion of respondents involved in the survey believe that less than
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half of politicians are involved in corruption, and can also be interpreted to mean
that these are random individual phenomena of corruption rather than systemic and
organised corruption. It is noteworthy that this response was marked by the highest
number of respondents in Costa Rica and Uruguay compared to other countries;
these two countries, along with Chile, are also among the least corrupt countries in
Latin America according to the Corruption Perceptions Index, and thus a proportion
of the population in these countries think so. In general, however, the prevailing
view within the figure is that more than half or all politicians in a country are
involved in corruption. This situation is obviously alarming for Latin American
societies, as it shows that a significant part of the population has a negative view of
their elected representatives in terms of their lack of transparency and moral
credibility. Half of the respondents in Brazil indicated the answer that most
politicians are involved in corruption, which may be related to the then ongoing
investigation of a large-scale and media-known corruption case called Operation
Car Wash, which consisted of large-scale bribery and affected not only Brazil but
basically the entire region. Fifty percent for this answer is also reached in Peru,
where several Peruvian heads of state have been implicated in corruption related to
the Brazilian bribery scandal. These events clearly had the potential to affect public
opinion. The graph also shows that, in terms of the number of politicians involved
in corruption, the three Central American republics most affected are Guatemala,
Honduras and Panama, where more than forty percent of respondents believe that
all politicians are corrupt without exception.
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Figure 18. Experience with Police Corruption
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘Now we want to talk about your
personal experience with things that happen in everyday life. Has a police officer asked
you for a bribe in the last twelve months?’ There were two possible answers. The data were
collected in 2018-2019. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of valid

responses and are from AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

Corruption, as something illegal that is against the law by nature, is fought by
authorities such as the police, prosecutors and courts. If those whose duty it is to
uphold the law and fight against corruption are involved in corrupt practices, then
this, of course, only undermines the capacity of the state and the trust of citizens in
its institutions and institutions. Not to mention the fact that the corruption problem
is exacerbated by the absence or outright corruption of the forces that are fighting
this phenomenon, and corruption thus permeates further into society and the
economy. The figure shows that seventy percent or more of Latinos have not
encountered a situation where a police officer demanded a bribe in the past year.
However, the figures in Bolivia and Mexico are not entirely insignificant, as
roughly a quarter of Bolivians and Mexicans have encountered police corruption in
the past twelve months. Fifteen per cent of respondents in the Dominican Republic,
Paraguay and Peru had also experienced this type of corruption. In contrast, only a
marginal number of respondents in Chile, Costa Rica, and Uruguay had been asked
by a police officer for a bribe. This trio of countries with the least experience of
political corruption based on the survey data also has the best Transparency
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International Corruption Perceptions Index values of any Latin American country,
and here too it is evident that individual-level data can correspond with aggregate

national-level data.
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Figure 19. Experience with Clerk Corruption
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This figure shows respondents’ answers to the question ‘Now we want to talk about your
personal experience with things that happen in everyday life. In the last twelve months, did
any government employee ask you for a bribe?’ There were two possible answers. The data
were collected in 2018-2019. The data are given as a percentage of the total number of

valid responses and are from AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

Of course, government officials do not actively fight corruption as police officers
do, although they can of course prepare anti-corruption legislation and various
preventive measures against this phenomenon. However, the role of a politically
independent, transparent, autonomous civil service with a clear career structure and
competences is to effectively resist corruption and set an example, and the fight is
therefore more passive. While a police officer can forgive, for example, a speeding
ticket in return for a bribe, a civil servant can speed up an official act, accommodate
some people while not accommodating others, but it always depends on the type of
official and the workplace in question and, more importantly, how much power he
or she has and therefore how much scope for corruption there is. Bribes, as the most
common form of corruption, are an illegal tool in these interactions between
government officials and citizens as clients of the government. The figure shows
that bribery at the level of civil servants has not been as common in Latin America
in the last twelve months since the date of the opinion poll as in the case of bribery
at the level of police officers. However, the differences are only on the order of one
percent of respondents. In general, however, it should first be noted that eighty-five
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percent or more of the Latinos represented in the survey have not come into contact
with this type of official corruption in the past year. Only in Central American
Mexico and South American Bolivia is there a greater experience of bribery at the
level of officials compared to other countries. Thus, both Bolivians and Mexicans
not only have the highest experience of police corruption, but also of official
corruption, of all the Latin American countries included in the survey. In contrast,
almost no one had experience of bribery at the level of government officials in the
least corrupt countries in Latin America according to Transparency International's
Corruption Perceptions Index, such as Chile, Costa Rica and Uruguay. This trio of
countries thus stands out as the least susceptible to both police bribery and bribery

by government officials.
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Table 10. Country-by-country Logistic and Linear Regression Results

A|/B|B|lC|C|C|D|IE|JE|G|H|M|N|P |P |P |U]|V
Countries R OJR|H|O|R|O|C|L|U|O|E|I |A|A|E|R|E
G|L |A]I L |1 MIU|S|A|N|IX|C|N|R|R|U|N

Dependent variable: Voter Turnout

Awareness

Eradication .
Progress

Dependent variable: Voting for Opposition/Government Party
Awareness

Eradication

Progress

Dependent variable: Willingness to Demonstrate Against Corruption

Awareness

Eradication

Progress

Dependent variable: Convincing Others of Political Thoughts

Awareness

Eradication
Progress

Dependent variable: Working for Politicians
Awareness .l .

Eradication

Progress
AlB|B|C|C|C|D|E|E|G|H|M
Countries R|O|R|H|O|R|O|C|L|U|O|E
G|L|A]|Il |L|I [M|U|S |A|N]/|X

Notes: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM
- Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX -
México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Perti, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela;
Variables that are statistically insignificant in the regression models are marked in grey (Coefficients p <
0.05). Variables that are statistically significant in the positive direction are marked in blue. The red colour
indicates statistically significant variables that are in the negative direction. Missing variables are marked in
black. Datasets are weighted by WT provided by Latinobarémetro, 2020. Source: Author's calculations, based
on Latinobarémetro (2020).
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The results of the regression analyses, which worked with the Latinobarémetro
polling database, revealed that essentially all independent variables were
statistically significant in relation to the selected dependent variables, making it
relevant to investigate whether and how different types of corruption affect different
forms of political participation. The situation only varied state by state. In some
states the relationship between the variables was statistically significant, in others
it was not. Moreover, the main premise was confirmed, namely that corruption,
depending on the type, has the potential to act in both negative and positive
directions in relation to different types of political participation.

The results of the logistic regression models, in which the dependent variable was
interest in participating in elections, revealed that in eight Latin American countries,
awareness of corruption had a positive impact on electoral participation. In other
words, if a Bolivian, Colombian, or Peruvian (and other nations in the table) became
aware of an act of corruption in the past twelve months, the more likely they were
to be interested in going to the next election. As for the view on eradicating
corruption, it was statistically significant in relation to turnout only in Argentina
and Panama. The more Argentines or Panamanians believe that it is possible to
eradicate corruption from politics, the more likely they are to be interested in
participating in elections. Finally, the independent variable representing the opinion
on the evolution of corruption in a country was statistically significant only in Chile,
and in a positive direction. If Chileans believe that there has been a deterioration in
the corruption situation in the country, this is an incentive for them to go to the next
election. All three corruption variables examined have a mobilizing effect in
relation to voter turnout, where respondents may perceive elections as a means to
express or directly address corruption in the country, for example by voting for
candidates and parties that offer to address corruption or directly vote against
corrupt politicians. However, this is the case in only a few countries, with awareness
of corruption being the most frequent predictor of voter turnout.

As for the logistic regression models in which the dependent variable was the choice
for the opposition or the ruling party, these already offer different results.
Awareness of corruption was statistically significant only in Argentina. If
Argentines were aware of an act of corruption, the more likely they were to vote for
the ruling party and not for the opposition. However, in terms of regression models

with the second independent variable, the more Argentines believe that corruption
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can be eradicated from politics, the more likely they are to vote for the opposition
party. A possible interpretation could be that while the corruption that the
respondent has learned about in the last year should, in his or her opinion, be
addressed by the current government, since it has the executive experience and the
tools, while in the longer term corruption can only be eradicated by an alternation
of power and it is not good if the same party remains in power for several terms. In
Bolivia, on the other hand, a positive view of the possibility of eradicating
corruption from politics leads to the election of a ruling party, which can be
interpreted as meaning that the opposition may not be credible to Bolivians to
eradicate corruption, while the government may have enough executive experience
to do so. However, the view of corruption eradication in relation to the choice of
opposition/government party was statistically significant in only two countries, and
thus it is not possible to offer relevant conclusions in the rest of Latin America. The
variable representing opinion on the evolution of corruption in a country was the
most statistically significant in the regression models in relation to the election of
an opposition/ruling party in eight Latin American countries. This independent
variable also acts in a different direction. While in Bolivia and Ecuador the
perception of the deterioration of the corruption situation in the country leads to the
election of the ruling party, in countries such as Colombia, Dominican Republic,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama and Uruguay it leads to the election of the opposition
party. Rather, it can be concluded that respondents blame the ruling party for the
waorsening corruption situation in the country and a vote for the opposition is a vote
for someone who will address corruption better than the current politicians in
power. However, in Bolivia, even from previous regression model results, trust in
the ruling party is already evident, and despite the worsening corruption situation
in the country, a vote for the opposition is not an alternative for them.

The results of the linear regression models revealed that in twelve Latin American
countries, awareness of corruption is an impetus to demonstrate against corruption.
In the remaining six countries in the Latin American region, this corruption variable
was statistically insignificant in relation to the willingness to demonstrate against
corruption. Similarly, if respondents believe that it is possible to eradicate political
corruption, they are all the more likely to take to the streets against this
phenomenon, at least in Argentina, Brazil, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Peru and

Venezuela. In the remaining countries, the relationship between these two variables
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was statistically insignificant. As for the variable representing the opinion about the
corruption situation in the country, it was statistically significant in relation to the
willingness to demonstrate against corruption, even in seven Latin American
countries, in a positive direction. The more Chileans, Colombians, Nicaraguans
(and other nations in the table) believe that the corruption situation in the country
has worsened, the more likely they are to be willing to take to the streets and squares
against this phenomenon.

Awareness of corruption is also something that positively influences citizens of
some Latin American countries to persuade others of their political views. The
logistic regression models showed that the relationship between these two variables
was statistically significant and positive in fourteen Latin American countries and
only failed to reach statistical significance in Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico and
Venezuela. Although convincing others of political thoughts is not directly a form
of political participation, this activity has the potential to become a form of political
participation or to take place directly within a form of political participation (for
example, in canvassing). If this activity is positively influenced by corruption
awareness, it may have the potential that those who are aware of this negative
phenomenon will convince others of its negative effects. Those Chileans, Mexicans,
Peruvians, or Venezuelans who believe that political corruption can be eradicated
are also more likely to persuade others about political corruption (in other countries,
the relationship between these two variables was not statistically significant). The
variable representing the opinion on the evolution of corruption in the country was
statistically significant only in Paraguay, where it acts in the direction of the more
the respondent believes that the corruption situation in the country has worsened,
the more likely he/she is to convince others of his/her political ideas. Interpreting
the situation in all other countries in terms of the effects of corruption developments
on the frequency of persuading others of political ideas is irrelevant given the lack
of statistical significance.

In the logistic regression models, awareness of corruption also had a positive impact
on working for a candidate or political party in Bolivia, the Dominican Republic,
Honduras, Panama and Paraguay. Corruption awareness is thus something that
leads citizens in five Latin American countries to engage with politicians or
political parties that can promote an anti-corruption agenda. Corruption can thus

lead to political participation, which can ultimately be directed against corruption.
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It is perhaps unsurprising, therefore, that respondents who believe that corruption
can be eradicated are more likely to work for a politician or party than those who
do not (this applies only to Argentines, Chileans, Nicaraguans and Uruguayans,
however, given the statistical significance). Finally, regarding perceptions of
corruption in the country, while in Chile corruption has a disincentive effect on this
type of political participation, in Paraguay, on the contrary, the perceived worsening

of the corruption situation in the country leads to work for a candidate or a political

party.
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Table 11. Country-by-country Logistic Regression Results

A/B|B|C|C|C |D|E|E|G|H|M|N
Countries RIOIR|H|O|R|O|C|L |U|O]|E/I
G|L |A]I L |1 MIU|S |A|N|X|C

Z> T
>
T mo
cxC
zm<

Dependent variable: Voter Turnout

Perception .

Experience 1

Experience 2

Dependent variable: Attending a Political Meeting

Perception

Experience 1

Experience 2

Dependent variable: Attending a Community Meeting

Perception

Experience 1 i
Experience 2 7‘7 ‘. . T

Dependent variable: Attending a Town/City Council Meeting

Perception .-
Experience 1 . .

Experience 2

Dependent variable: Participation in a Demonstration

Perception

Experience 1

Experience 2

A B|C|C|C|D|E|E|G|H|M PP |P |U|V
Countries R R H (0] R (@] C L U (@] E | AlA E R E
G A |l L |1 M|{U|S|A|N|X|C|N|R|R]|JU|N

Notes: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM
- Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX -
México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pera, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela;
Variables that are statistically insignificant in the regression models are marked in grey (Coefficients p <
0.05). Variables that are statistically significant in the positive direction are marked in blue. The red colour
indicates statistically significant variables that are in the negative direction. Missing variables are marked in
black. Datasets are weighted by WT provided by LAPOP, 2019. Source: Author's calculations, based on
LAPOP (2019).
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While the Latinobarometro database offers diverse questions on corruption, the
AmericasBarometer questionnaires are limited to perceptions and experiences of
corruption. The survey included a question on how many politicians respondents
believe are involved in corruption, as a variable representing perception of
corruption, and questions on whether a police officer or official demanded a bribe
from the respondent, as variables representing experience with corruption. In terms
of corruption typologies, the question on politicians' perceptions of corruption can
be distinguished between random, sectoral or directly systemic corruption,
depending on how many politicians are involved in corruption. Similarly,
corruption typologies can be applied to the experience of bribery by a police officer
or a civil servant. Although bribery is categorised as petty corruption and starts
randomly, it can develop into sectoral and organised corruption within a city or
region where an increasing number of officials or police officers are involved, and
eventually bribery can develop into systemic corruption, as demonstrated by the
investigation into the 'Operation Car Wash' scandal.

The results of the logistic regression analysis revealed that perceptions of corruption
in Argentina and Costa Rica have a negative impact on voter turnout. The more
politicians involved in corruption, the more likely Argentines and Costa Ricans will
not participate in the next election. However, this discouraging effect of perceived
corruption on turnout at the individual level can only be confirmed for two
countries, as the relationship between the two variables was not statistically
significant in other Latin American countries. Regarding the experience of police
corruption, while in Argentina it has a deterrent effect similar to perceived
corruption, in contrast, in Panama a bribe demanded by a police officer will lead
the respondent to be interested in participating in the presidential election. Again,
however, this only applies to two countries and it is not possible to generalize to the
rest of Latin America due to the lack of statistical significance. The experience of
official corruption was statistically significant in only one country, namely Mexico,
and in this case it has a mobilizing effect on voter turnout. If a Mexican official
demanded a bribe in the last twelve months, the more likely he or she was to head
to the next presidential election.

Examining the effects of corruption on participation in political rallies in Latin
America using AmericasBarometer data is problematic in that only some countries

have been surveyed on this question. However, the sample of states is sufficient at
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least in terms of size, population or location (Central and South America included).
Here again, the regression models captured the deterrent effect of perceived
corruption, but it was statistically significant only in EIl Salvador. The more
Salvadoran politicians involved in corruption, the more likely Salvadorans are not
to attend political gatherings, yet at such gatherings they have the opportunity to
share experiences of corruption with politicians, propose solutions, or directly
confront corrupt politicians. Conversely, the experience of police corruption has a
mobilizing effect in Guatemala and Peru, with no statistical significance evident in
the other countries. Thus, personal experience of corruption is something that, in at
least two Latin American countries, has the potential to get people into political
meetings where they can report on this experience to their elected representatives.
In Peru, not only was experience with police corruption statistically significant in
relation to attendance at a political rally, but experience with official corruption was
also statistically significant in a positive direction. Also, in Colombia, a situation
where an official demanded a bribe from a respondent could result in the respondent
attending a political rally. Interestingly, in EI Salvador, the perception of political
corruption discourages participation in a political meeting, while the experience of
official corruption, on the contrary, mobilizes citizens to attend such a meeting with
a political motive.

The results of the logistic regression analysis revealed that perceptions of corruption
also seem to affect participation in community meetings. In the case of Bolivians
and Mexicans, resignation to community gatherings is evident the more politicians
are involved in corruption. Of course, it may also be the case that politicians at the
city or community level whose visible involvement in corruption simply has a
deterrent effect on citizens who may believe that their community involvement will
not make a difference anyway. Paradoxically, however, in Bolivia, Brazil, El
Salvador, Guatemala and Honduras, the experience of police corruption is
something that is likely to lead to participation in community meetings. While
perceptions of corruption are discouraging in Bolivia, experience with this
phenomenon is, on the contrary, mobilizing. Indeed, citizens' experiences of police
corruption may be something that can be discussed at community meetings. In this
way, citizens can make organized complaints about police corruption to politicians
or invite politicians directly to community meetings and confront them with their

experiences. However, the experience of clerk corruption was the most pronounced,
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and was statistically significant in almost all Latin American countries. If a
respondent was asked to pay a bribe by a clerk, the more likely he or she was to
attend a community meeting. Thus, these meetings can also provide a space for
citizens to report and discuss experiences of clerk corruption.

Similar to participation in political rallies, participation in town hall meetings was
unfortunately not surveyed by AmericasBarometer in all Latin American countries,
as it was for the other dependent variables (except Venezuela). However, even in
this case, at least a diversity of countries in terms of size, population and geographic
location are represented (both Central and South American countries are
represented). A regression model where the independent variable was politicians'
perceptions of corruption shows that Nicaragua is a country where the more
politicians are involved in corruption, the less likely people are to attend town hall
meetings. However, the other countries included in the survey did not capture a
deterrent or mobilizing effect of perceived corruption on political participation at
the local level. Much more pronounced in terms of the number of states is the
experience of police corruption in relation to town meeting participation, in five of
the eight states included in the survey. If a respondent from EI Salvador, Honduras,
Mexico, Paraguay or Peru was asked by a police officer to pay a bribe, the more
likely he or she would be to attend a town meeting. In the same countries (with El
Salvador replaced by Colombia), a variable representing experience with official
corruption also has a mobilizing effect on attendance at town meetings. If a
respondent in any of these five countries was exposed to a situation where an
official demanded a bribe, the more likely he or she was to attend an official meeting
at the city level. Experience with bribery is likely to be a strong predictor of political
participation at the local level, as people are most likely to come into contact with
city police officers or city officials, and if they demand bribes, official city meetings
may be an appropriate venue for reporting on corruption and adopting anti-
corruption solutions.

While in all other regression models, politicians' perceptions of corruption had a
discouraging effect on political participation, in the case of participation in
demonstrations, it had a mobilizing effect, in four countries (Costa Rica,
Guatemala, Panama and Paraguay). Although these results cannot apply to the
whole of Latin America due to the absence of statistical significance in other

countries, at the very least they may indicate that perceived corruption leads to
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resignation to institutional forms of political participation, as people may believe
that elections or political rallies are controlled by corrupt political elites and
participation will not make a difference. In contrast, demonstrations are one of the
unconventional forms of political participation, which are more often convened by
the opposition or civil society directly than by government politicians with
executive power that opens up a space of corrupt opportunities, and for these
reasons people may perceive demonstrations as a more meaningful and effective
form of political participation in which to make a stand against corruption.
Moreover, personal experience of police bribery is a predictor of participation in
demonstrations in ten Latin American countries. Thus, in most countries in the
region, people may perceive police corruption as something to take to the streets or
plazas to oppose. After all, the police are the ones who should be on the front line
in the fight against corruption, and if they themselves are involved in corruption,
then this is, of course, completely unacceptable, even scandalous, as it undermines
the very foundations of the rule of law. Personal experience of bribery among
officials was statistically significant only in Bolivia, Ecuador, Honduras and Peru,
and even in these latter regression models this independent corruption variable has

a positive effect on participation.
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Table 12. The Impact of Corruption Awareness on VVoter Turnout

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Corruption  0.002 0588 -0.018 0469 0424 0433 -0.154 0061 0652 -0.015 0594 015 0526 0234 -0.181 0414 0735 0.616
Awareness  (0.245) (0.251) (0.184) (0.228) (0.19) (0.201) (0.207) (0.199) (0.293) (0.248) (0.244) (0.187) (0.283) (0.218) (0.26) (0.202) (0.485) (0.22)

-0.674 -0.422 -0.363 -0.218 -0.435 -0.142 -0.187 -0.529 -0.333 -0.686 -0.037 -0.07 -0.365 -0.163 -0.16 -0.126 0.184 -0.243

Gender ' 0237) (0.183) (0.153) (0.176) (0.14) (0.164) (0.182) (0.147) (0.185) (0.205) (0.154) (0.147) (0.191) (0.151) (0.184) (0.156) (0.288) (0.153)

0.011 -0.004 -0.005 0.007 0.013 0.016 -0.005 0.012 0.02 -0.004 0.013 0 0.019 -0.001 0.03 -0.003 0.009 0.024

Age (0.008) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.009) (0.005)

Education 0088 0003 003 0123 0037 0032 -0.050 0044 0019 005 -0.009 -0.031 -0.011 -0.086 0.06 0005 0032 -0.018
(0.034) (0.023) (0.021) (0.033) (0.017) (0.025) (0.023) (0.024) (0.024) (0.025) (0.02) (0.022) (0.022) (0.02) (0.027) (0.019) (0.046) (0.026)

0.069 0.035 0.155 0.135 0.144 0.288 -0.043 0.175 -0.123 0.099 0.028 -0.159 0.07 0.014 0394 0.118 -0.121 -0.056

Salary  (0136) (0.114) (0.077) (0.127) (0.082) (0.099) (0.0%6) (0.084) (0.102) (0.115) (0.081) (0.093) (0.111) (0.081) (0.11) (0.084) (0.191) (0.105)

Participation 0.248 019 0239 0252 0298 0332 0287 0053 0127 0128 0319 0194 0377 0322 0258 0169 0301 0.276
Freedom  (0.132) (0.107) (0.083) (0.1) (0.083) (0.089) (0.093) (0.081) (0.108) (0.106) (0.081) (0.087) (0.102) (0.079) (0.104) (0.091) (0.15) (0.078)

Interpersonal  0.182 -0.374 0.134 0012 0438 0081 -0.251 0.315 0225 -0.186 0238 0388 0092 0027 0.694 0138 0545 0201
Trust  (0.339) (0.266) (0.367) (0.266) (0.211) (0.274) (0.243) (0.269) (0.282) (0.268) (0.209) (0.196) (0.333) (0.232) (0.393) (0.265) (0.425) (0.371)

Institutional ~ 0.608 0.266 0.183 0.239 0267 0.326 0566 0.095 0681 0.227 0474 0521 0787 0262 0177 02 0135 0721
Trust  (0.151) (0.106) (0.085) (0.115) (0.083) (0.109) (0.089) (0.105) (0.095) (0.114) (0.102) (0.088) (0.093) (0.091) (0.126) (0.102) (0.139) (0.096)

Constant -1.841 0.798 -1.111 -3.509 -2.442 -3.642 0.136 -1.155 -2.081 -0.904 -2.258 -0.533 -3.332 -0.51 -2.249 -1.031 0.936 -2.524

(0.662) (0.576) (0.44) (0.541) (0.423) (0.482) (0.498) (0.496) (0.593) (0.539) (0.416) (0.468) (0.472) (0.442) (0.618) (0.473) (0.803) (0.491)

Nagelkerke
R 0.178 0.048 0.070 0.128 0.107 0.125 0.148 0.053 0.173 0.056 0.116 0.091 0.361 0.071 0.094 0.038 0.041 0.243
N 484 892 758 580 930 691 781 809 687 520 789 839 629 764 803 697 964 860

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Perd, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuel; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

For example, the Peruvian model predicts that a respondent with knowledge of
corruption would be up to one passédate one percent more likely to vote than a
respondent without knowledge of corruption. In the case of a respondent from El
Salvador with awareness of corruption, the probability of participating in the
election is as high as ninety-one percent.

As for the control variables, they were statistically significant in the regression
models only in some countries. For example, for the gender variable, the regression
models revealed that men in Latin America are more likely to participate in

elections than women. The likelihood of a respondent being interested in
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participating in an election also increases with increasing age. For the control
variable representing education, the picture is more complicated. In some states,
more educated respondents are more likely to participate in the next election, while
in other states, less educated respondents are more likely to turn out to vote (a
negative predictor in the table). People with higher incomes are also more likely to
vote than those who are struggling to make ends meet. Guaranteed freedom of
political participation in a country is important for the vast majority of peoples in
Latin America to participate in elections. Trust among the people, but especially
trust in government, are also variables that have the potential to positively influence

voter turnout in Latin American countries.
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Table 13. The Impact of Eradication of Corruption on Voter Turnout

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Eradicate  0.221 001 0.035 014 0421 0012 -0122 -0.091 0193 0209 0147 0172 -0.036 023 0089 0031 0231 001
Corruption  (0.096) (0.11) (0.06) (0.109) (0.077) (0.09) (0.121) (0.09) (0.112) (0.132) (0.086) (0.098) (0.136) (0.089) (0.128) (0.088) (0.187) (0.085)

-0.28 -0435 -04 -0.219 -0.427 -0.178 -0.212 -0.538 -0.259 -0.723 0.029 -0.101 -0.339 -0.26 -0.131 -0.114 0.241 -0.293

Gender 021) (0.182) (0.153) (0.182) (0.14) (0.165) (0.181) (0.148) (0.185) (0.211) (0.155) (0.146) (0.198) (0.152) (0.188) (0.156) (0.296) (0.154)
Age 0.005 -0.004 -0.005 0002 0014 0016 -0.004 0012 0018 -0.004 0012 -0.002 0.022 0 0033 -0002 0004 0.025
9 (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.009) (0.005)
Education | 0126 0.000 0027 004 0047 0037 -0.052 0045 0025 -0.047 -0.012 -0.047 -0.014 0059 0055 0009 0.035 -0.018
(0.031) (0.023) (0.021) (0.033) (0.017) (0.024) (0.023) (0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.02) (0.022) (0.023) (0.021) (0.029) (0.019) (0.047) (0.026)

salary 0129 001 0479 0139 0148 0297 -0.036 0193 -0.116 0101 003 -0.114 -0.017 0025 0.374 0.108 -0.079 -0.077

(0.124) (0.113) (0.077) (0.131) (0.083) (0.1) (0.095) (0.085) (0.104) (0.117) (0.081) (0.092) (0.114) (0.083) (0.124) (0.094) (0.194) (0.105)

Participation  0.353 0195 0242 0106 031 0354 0313 0083 0127 0164 0296 0151 0365 034 0265 0173 0318 0276
Freedom  (0.115) (0.107) (0.083) (0.103) (0.084) (0.09) (0.094) (0.082) (0.111) (0.11) (0.081) (0.086) (0.108) (0.08) (0.108) (0.09) (0.154) (0.078)

Interpersonal  0.275  -0.33 0.7 -0.082 0.4 0 202 0299 0153 -0.262 0.264 0391 0287 -0.085 0667 0051 0481 0.14
Trust  (0.291) (0.258) (0.365) (0.269) (0.214) (0.272) (0.241) (0.271) (0.282) (0.271) (0.212) (0.193) (0.352) (0.237) (0.395) (0.264) (0.427) (0.373)

Institutional 0506 023 0.162 0248 0.285 0319 0548 0092 0627 0208 044 0465 0801 0223 021 0191 0098 0.716
Trust  (0.134) (0.104) (0.085) (0.12) (0.083) (0.109) (0.089) (0.105) (0.096) (0.116) (0.103) (0.088) (0.099) (0.092) (0.132) (0.101) (0.144) (0.095)

-3.065 0.903 -1.153 -1.817 -2.888 -3.651 0.281 -1.024 -2.421 -1.525 -2.446 -0.549 -2.997 -1.014 -2597 -1.103 0.593 -2.476

Constant (0.642) (0.626) (0.455) (0.602) (0.462) (0.537) (0.582) (0.535) (0.655) (0.652) (0.456) (0.514) (0.562) (0.495) (0.691) (0.518) (0.942) (0.51)
Nagelkerke
R 0.202 0.035 0.074 0.051 0.115 0.125 0.142 0.057 0.163 0.071 0.110 0.085 0.365 0.086 0.098 0.026 0.036 0.247
N 609 885 763 542 926 682 783 801 678 501 770 846 586 750 771 696 950 863

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Per(, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05)

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Argentine model predicts that a one-degree increase in the value of the
independent variable (e.g., from “agree” to “strongly agree”) is associated with an
increase of up to twenty-four percent in the probability that a respondent would
vote. In the case of the Panama model, the value of the increase in probability is

twenty-five percent.
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Table 14. The Impact of Corruption Progress on Voter Turnout

Corruption
Progress

Gender

Age

Education

Salary

Participation
Freedom

Interpersonal
Trust

Institutional
Trust

Constant

Nagelkerke
RZ

ARG

-0.116
(0.126)

-0.41
(0.205

0.009
(0.007)

0137
(0.03)

0.15
(0.121

0376
(0.113)

0.393
(0.294)

0.472
(0.139

2372
(0.891)

0.210

616

BOL
0.066
(0.077)

-0.362
(0.184)

-0.003
(0.007)

0.005
(0.024)

0.046
(0.114)

0.211
(0.109)

-0.286
(0.267)

0.206
(0.105)

0.588
(0.633)

0.031

881

BRA
0.083
(0.061)

-0.382
(0.156)

-0.004
(0.005)

0.029
(0.021)

0.187
(0.078)

0.265
(0.084)

0.294
(0.374)

0.192
(0.088)

-1.608
(0.529)

0.074

749

CHI
0.262
(0.12)

0.217
(0.173)

0.013
(0.005)

0.09
(0.031)

0.215
(0.125)

0.198
(0.098)

0.019
(0.262)

0.218
(0.115)

-4.285
(0.816)

0.109

595

coL
0.031
(0.065)

-0.395
(0.141)

0.015
(0.005)

0.055
(0.017)

0.163
(0.083)

0312
(0.084)

0433
(0.215)

0.283
(0.085)

-2.87
(0.519)

0.111

922

CRI
-0.073
(0.082)

-0.158
(0.165)

0.016
(0.005)

0.042
(0.025)

0.28
©0.1)

0.324
(0.09)

-0.074
(0.278)

0.272
(0.113)

-3.213
(0.591)

0.114

683

DOM
0.077
(0.073)

-0.195
(0.181)

-0.002
(0.006)

-0.054
(0.023)

-0.034
(0.095)

0.323
(0.093)

-0.214
(0.242)

0531
(0.089)

0.177
(0.544)

0.149

791

ECU
0.026
(0.069)

-0.522
(0.147)

0.012
(0.005)

0.045
(0.024)

017
(0.085)

0.057
(0.081)

0.315
(0.274)

0.119
(0.105)

-1.286
(0.563)

0.054

808

ELS
-0.02
(0.083)

-0.362
(0.185)

0.017
(0.006)

0.024
(0.024)

-0.14
(0.102)

0.178
(0.11)

0.092
(0.278)

0.612
(0.097)

174
(0.637)

0.152

679

GUA
-0.073
(0.086)

0.71
(0.207)

-0.005
(0.007)

-0.051
(0.025)

0.138
(0.117)

0.145
(0.109)

-0.27
(0.271)

0.172
(0.118)

-0.594
(0.633)

0.061

500

HON
0.051
(0.06)

0.008
(0.157)

0.012
(0.006)

-0.015
(0.021)

0.045
(0.082)

0.296
(0.082)

0.331
(0.215)

0.464
(0.103)

2,292
(0.472)

0.106

761

MEX
-0.119
(0.078)

-0.039
(0.146)

-0.001
(0.005)

-0.036
(0.022)

-0.123
(0.091)

0.186
(0.086)

0.341
(0.193)

0.48
(0.089)

0.047
(0.57)

0.085

849

NIC
-0.049
(0.081)

-0.353
(0.198)

0.025
(0.007)

-0.009
(0.023)

-0.028
(0.113)

0.384
(0.107)

0.249
(0.349)

0.777
(0.097)

-3.019
(0.58)

0.370

599

PAN
-0.079
(0.071)

-0.203
(0.151)

0.001
(0.005)

-0.05
(0.021)

0.02
(0.082)

0.344
(0.08)

0.002
(0.232)

0.254
(0.093)

-0.32
(0532)

0.074

756

PAR
0.016
(0.097)

-0.126
(0.187)

0.029
(0.007)

0.058
(0.029)

0.415
(0.124)

0.281
(0.107)

0.809
(0.414)

0.233
(0.132)

-2.481
(0.796)

0.097

801

PER
0.069
(0.075)

-0.14
(0.156)

-0.003
(0.005)

0.006
(0.019)

0.137
(0.094)

0.165
(0.091)

0.119
(0.264)

0.217
(0.102)

1311
(0.529)

0.032

698

URU
0.066
(0.178)

0.408
(0.32)

0.004
(0.01)

-0.008
(0.05)

-0.059
(0.212)

0.485
(0.165)

0.479
(0.463)

0.215
(0.162)

0.645
(1.147)

0.058

901

VEN
0.09
(0.079)

-0.319
(0.154)

0.026
(0.005)

-0.011
(0.027)

-0.065
(0.106)

0.257
(0.078)

0.098
(0.375)

0.722
(0.098)

-2.903
(0.621)

0.234

849

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamé, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption

on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual

regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are

also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Chilean model predicts that a one degree increase in the value of the

independent variable (e.g. from “increased some” to “increased a lot™) is associated

with an increase of up to thirty percent in the probability that the respondent would

vote.
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Table 15. The Impact of Corruption Awareness on Voting for

Opposition/Government Party

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Corruption ~ 0.772 0108 0.157 -0.062 -0.43 -0.921 0067 0608 -0.106 -0.323 -0.83 0.001 -0.681 0.348 0094 -049 -0.049 -0.379
Awareness  (0.316) (0.212) (0.284) (0.422) (0.344) (0.742) (0.25) (0.361) (0.36) (0.662) (0.462) (0.246) (0.611) (0.303) (0.247) (0.542) (0.24) (0.473)

0.456 -0.092 -0.369 0.048 0271 -0.586 0.199 0.142 0216 0.279 0.812 -0.262 0.778 0.659 0.032 0.131 0.174 0.787

Gender (0.285) (0.175) (0.238) (0.318) (0.245) (0.537) (0.214) (0.299) (0.266) (0.504) (0.285) (0.196) (0.488) (0.231) (0.169) (0.433) (0.176) (0.315)
Age 0009 -0.005 0003 -0.009 -0.002 -0.041 -0.01 -0.006 O  -0.005 0012 0026 -0.015 0013 0013 -0.034 0015 0.002
9 (0.009) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.019) (0.007) (0.01) (0.009) (0.017) (0.009) (0.007) (0.016) (0.007) (0.006) (0.017) (0.005) (0.01)
Education | 0064 -0.035 0022 0135 0 01 -0.011 0001 0009 -0.001 0049 0075 -0.129 -0.018 0.004 0084 -0.018 -0.136
(0.045) (0.024) (0.033) (0.065) (0.033) (0.083) (0.026) (0.048) (0.034) (0.066) (0.036) (0.03) (0.06) (0.03) (0.026) (0.064) (0.028) (0.053)

Salary | 0328 0372 0363 0607 0.128 0164 -0069 0034 0037 026 -0164 0094 0146 0118 0061 0172 -0.198 0235

(0.161) (0.11) (0.12) (0.222) (0.144) (0.329) (0.113) (0.16) (0.153) (0.297) (0.149) (0.122) (0.265) (0.126) (0.12) (0.271) (0.121) (0.226)

Participation 0.344 0.113 035 -0.094 0124 0369 -0.007 -0.409 -0.269 -0.183 0.219 -0.129 1.041 -0.037 0.125 0268 0062 0.61
Freedom  (0.177) (0.105) (0.132) (0.175) (0.144) (0.342) (0.116) (0.157) (0.156) (0.256) (0.154) (0.114) (0.27) (0.126) (0.101) (0.243) (0.102) (0.164)

Interpersonal -0.091 -0.469 -0.667 -0.543 -0.023 0.553 -0.144 003 0091 1471 0275 -025 0664 -0.025 -0.444 -0.724 -0.46 -0.681
Trust  (0.354) (0.276) (0.484) (0.426) (0.32) (0.753) (0.282) (0.449) (0.378) (0.626) (0.348) (0.241) (0.882) (0.328) (0.272) (0.821) (0.218) (0.676)

Institutional -0.228 0.822 0398 1.181 0446 1828 0701 -0518 0856 0539 1368 0413 167 0755 0367 -0.121 1.3% 159
Trust  (0.135) (0.106) (0.124) (0.199) (0.14) (0.37) (0.104) (0.225) (0.143) (0.237) (0.189) (0.11) (0.286) (0.13) (0.119) (0.283) (0.103) (0.183)

-2.748 0.033 -2.746 -5.074 -1.627 -6.241 -0.077 1.144 -0.524 -2.254 -3.972 -1.97 -3.618 -2.894 -1.038 -2.113 -3.991 -3.905

Constant g4 (0.563) (0.749) (1234) (0.76) (L93) (0.588) (0.915) (0.856) (1392) (0.811) (0.681) (L262) (0.668) (0.601) (L375) (0.555) (1.034)
Nagelkerke
2 0.143 0190 0145 0362 0084 0441 0140 0113 0138 0165 039 0093 0.680 0192 0044 0130 0443 0636
N 286 662 350 262 339 229 572 226 469 98 307 469 282 389 646 160 816 413

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panaméa, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Per(, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobaréometro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Argentine model predicts that a respondent with knowledge of corruption
would be up to one hundred and sixty-five percent more likely to vote for the ruling
party than a respondent without knowledge of corruption.

As for the control variables, in some Latin American countries, women are more
likely than men to give their vote to the ruling party. These regression models also
show that while in Mexico, Paraguay and Uruguay older people are more likely to
prefer the ruling party, in contrast, older voters in Costa Rica and Peru would give

their vote to the opposition. The control variable representing education comes with
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similar results. In some states, more educated respondents would be more likely to
vote for the government parties, while in other Latin American republics, more
educated voters would prefer the opposition if given the opportunity. Satisfaction
with the family financial situation is likely to lead to voting for government parties,
but the exception is Bolivia, where, on the contrary, people who are financially
secure are more likely to vote for the opposition. In some Latin American countries,
if the rights to free political participation are not guaranteed, people would be more
likely to vote for opposition parties, but the Ecuadorian model, for example,
demonstrates that the opposite is the case. These models also show that
Guatemalans who are mutually trusting towards each other are more likely to vote
for government parties, while mutually trusting Uruguayans are more likely to vote
for the opposition. Of course, in the vast majority of Latin American countries, trust
towards the government also means a vote for the ruling party. However, a certain
paradox within these models is Ecuador, where, on the contrary, higher institutional

trust means a vote for the opposition.
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Table 16. The Impact of Eradication of Corruption on Voting for
Opposition/Government Party

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Eradicate -0.305 0371 -0.066 0.171 0.037 0285 0.014 -0062 0147 027 0229 0159 -0.206 -0.119 0.096 0317 0.068 0.017
Corruption  (0.129) (0.106) (0.093) (0.181) (0.142) (0.282) (0.145) (0.164) (0.168) (0.326) (0.169) (0.125) (0.328) (0.139) (0.123) (0.264) (0.116) (0.171)

0.452 -0.067 -0.363 0.273 0.287 -0.394 029 0083 0.254 0418 0.806 -0.261 1.085 0599 0.033 0.233 0.197 0.873

Gender  5.265) (0.178) (0.237) (0.336) (0.245) (0.543) (0.214) (0.294) (0.267) (0.513) (0.286) (0.194) (0.511) (0.231) (0.174) (0.436) (0.178) (0.316)
Ade 002 -0.004 0004 -0014 0  -0.04 -001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.005 0014 0028 -0.026 0012 0011 -0.03 0016 0
g (0.009) (0.007) (0.008) (0.01) (0.008) (0.019) (0.007) (0.01) (0.009) (0.018) (0.009) (0.007) (0.017) (0.007) (0.006) (0.017) (0.005) (0.01)
Education 0122 -0.037 -0.015 0143 -0.004 0086 -0.012 0043 001 0008 0054 0072 -0115 -0.013 -0007 0.084 -0.013 -0.135

(0.043) (0.024) (0.032) (0.065) (0.032) (0.081) (0.026) (0.049) (0.035) (0.067) (0.036) (0.03) (0.063) (0.031) (0.027) (0.065) (0.028) (0.053)

Salary 0318 0385 0358 0652 0145 -0138 -0074 0027 0035 0315 -0169 -0.47 0121 0118 0047 0114 -0.169 0.181

(0.156) (0.112) (0.12) (0.24) (0.143) (0.326) (0.114) (0.157) (0.156) (0.298) (0.15) (0.121) (0.274) (0.126) (0.123) (0.272) (0.121) (0.222)

Participation 0.369 0.083 0.347 0044 0118 0347 0007 -0.351 -0.324 -0.292 0239 -0.09 1123 -0.043 0114 0284 0037 0582
Freedom  (0.16) (0.106) (0.131) (0.184) (0.145) (0.338) (0.116) (0.154) (0.158) (0.272) (0.156) (0.114) (0.288) (0.129) (0.103) (0.245) (0.103) (0.166)

Interpersonal -0.144 -0529 -0.581 -0.761 -0.028 0534 -0.129 -0.001 0034 17 0265 -0.206 0.883 -0.022 -0.402 -0.766 -0.489 -0.212
Trust  (0.317) (0.274) (0.47) (0.451) (0.32) (0.754) (0.283) (0.458) (0.38) (0.657) (0.348) (0.239) (0.915) (0.339) (0.28) (0.829) (0.219) (0.681)

Institutional  -0.19  0.808 0.422 1.307 0465 1809 0.697 -0538 0.87 0584 1284 0389 1749 078 0366 -0.081 1.399 159
Trust  (0.125) (0.107) (0.124) (0.216) (0.138) (0.359) (0.104) (0.218) (0.147) (0.247) (0.185) (0.109) (0.3) (0.131) (0.122) (0.283) (0.105) (0.182)

-3.03 -0.793 -2.673 -6.107 -1.789 -7.067 -0.134 0.665 -0.828 -3.139 -4.703 -2.62 -3.358 -2.531 -1.001 -3.304 -4.251 -3.826

Constant (0.919) (0.613) (0.787) (1.298) (0.829) (2.101) (0.689) (0.949) (0.938) (1.678) (0.898) (0.723) (1.429) (0.776) (0.669) (1.704) (0.629) (1.061)
Nagelkerke
R 0.164 0.214 0.147 0.416 0.080 0.435 0.143 0.093 0.150 0.196 0.379 0.101 0.698 0.188 0.041 0.132 0.443 0.631
N 343 653 353 255 339 226 572 227 467 96 302 476 268 380 621 169 804 415

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Perti, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coeflicients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Argentine model predicts that a one-degree increase in the value of the
independent variable (e.g., from “agree” to “strongly agree”) is associated with a
decrease of up to twenty-six percent in the probability that the respondent would
vote for the government party. In contrast, the Bolivian model predicts that a one-
degree increase in the value of the independent variable is associated with an
increase in the probability that the respondent would vote for the government party

by up to forty-four percent.
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Table 17. The Impact of Corruption Progress on Voting for

Opposition/Government Party

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Corruption  -0.242  0.27 -0.126 -0.105 -0.308 -0.319 -0.179 0.439 -0.149 -0.194 -0.032 -0.414 -0.479 -0295 0.108 0297 -0.468 -0.165
Progress  (0.141) (0.075) (0.093) (0.202) (0.116) (0.256) (0.085) (0.165) (0.113) (0.185) (0.111) (0.102) (0.218) (0.104) (0.092) (0.225) (0.109) (0.156)

0.475 -0.139 -0.305 0.114 0.343 -0.577 0.273 0.077 0.205 0.327 0.716 -0.217 1.073 0.639 -0.002 0.158 0.32 0.783

Gender  0262) (0.178) (0.244) (0.313) (0.251) (0.556) (0.213) (0.297) (0.266) (0.511) (0.289) (0.197) (0.54) (0.233) (0.169) (0.43) (0.186) (0.318)
Age 0011 -0.005 0004 -0.013 -0.002 -0.041 -0.009 -0.005 0002 -0.004 0013 0026 -0.014 0014 0015 -0.037 0.014 0.003

(0.009) (0.007) (0.008) (0.01) (0.008) (0.02) (0.007) (0.01) (0.009) (0.017) (0.01) (0.007) (0.018) (0.007) (0.006) (0.017) (0.005) (0.01)

Education 0088 0.04 -0017 0151 0001 0062 -0.008 0012 0019 -0.001 0063 006 014 -0.006 0.002 0068 -0.005 -0.126
(0.044) (0.024) (0.033) (0.064) (0.033) (0.084) (0.026) (0.047) (0.034) (0.066) (0.038) (0.031) (0.068) (0.032) (0.026) (0.065) (0.029) (0.055)

salary 0336 -0.371 0357 0528 -0.166 0109 -0.079 0021 -0.047 0256 -0.207 -0.076 0116 016 0.076 0124 -0.195 0.169

(0.152) (0.111) (0.122) (0.218) (0.148) (0.35) (0.113) (0.158) (0.153) (0.293) (0.152) (0.123) (0.283) (0.128) (0.122) (0.271) (0.125) (0.227)

Participation 0.305 0.113 0.346 -0.02 0.181 0.099 -0.008 -0.349 -0.288 -0.234 0.185 -0.129 1119 0019 0126 0224 -0.001 0.2
Freedom  (0.159) (0.106) (0.134) (0.176) (0.15) (0.368) (0.115) (0.152) (0.156) (0.258) (0.159) (0.116) (0.305) (0.13) (0.102) (0.241) (0.107) (0.166)

Interpersonal  -0.315 -0.471 -0.66 -0.42 0082 0409 -0.122 -0.059 0106 1.332 0399 -0227 0713 -0.02 -0.54 -0.602 -0.561 -0.537
Trust (0.309) (0.277) (0.479) (0.416) (0.327) (0.803) (0.283) (0.45) (0.382) (0.653) (0.348) (0.242) (1.013) (0.336) (0.266) (0.816) (0.228) (0.68)

Institutional -0.362 0.87 0398 1.251 0377 1667 07 -0524 0822 0536 1317 0332 1813 0694 0416 -0.127 1.329 1583
Trust (0.152) (0.109) (0.127) (0.208) (0.145) (0.37) (0.104) (0.226) (0.147) (0.247) (0.186) (0.111) (0.326) (0.133) (0.121) (0.284) (0.109) (0.185)

-1.446 -0.988 -2.35 -4.828 -0.44 -4313 0511 -0903 -0.15 -1.542 -3.896 -0.307 -2.372 -2.062 -1.587 -2.935 -2.207 -3.342

Constant (1.269) (0.626) (0.878) (1.568) (0.906) (2.45) (0.639) (1.179) (0.921) (1.534) (0.923) (0.824) (1.619) (0.796) (0.758) (1.589) (0.722) (1.284)

Nagelkerke R? 0.134 0213 0.160 0.384 0.112 0419 0152 0.141 0146 0.170 0.377 0140 0.726 0219 0.054 0.138 0.467 0.639

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamé, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

For example, the Ecuadorian model predicts that an increase of one degree in the
value of the independent variable (e.g., from “increased some” to “increased a lot™)
Is associated with an increase of up to fifty-five percent in the probability that the
respondent voted for the government party. In contrast, the Uruguayan model
predicts that a one-degree increase in the value of the independent variable is
associated with a decrease in the probability that the respondent voted for the

government party by up to thirty-seven percent.
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Table 18. The Impact of Corruption Awareness on Willingness to Demonstrate
Against Corruption

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

8.005 7.244 7294 11.783 8985 9.375 9436 8468 6.526 5562 7.449 7.99 6562 7.178 9.671 9.832 9.299 7.491

Constant  ; 673) (0.554) (0.557) (0595) (0.514) (0.554) (0.58) (0.649) (0.777) (0.691) (0.613) (0.629) (0.663) (0.694) (0.493) (0.55) (0.643) (0.671)

Corruption ~ 0.696 0542 0548 1016 0586 0.882 0338 0086 0377 0299 0872 0558 0984 0353 0519 0526 0562 0.751
Awareness  (0.248) (0.217) (0.245) (0.266) (0.238) (0.25) (0.244) (0.267) (0.361) (0.314) (0.37) (0.25) (0.433) (0.338) (0.204) (0.233) (0.296) (0.331)

0.088 -0.069 -0.336 0.393 -0.853 -0.223 -0.557 -0.916 -0.736 -0.714 -0.152 -0.428 -0.576 -1.179 0.004 -0.559 -0.804 -0.881

Gender 0237) (0.174) (0.193) (0.195) (0.175) (0.203) (0.208) (0.196) (0.245) (0.255) (0.236) (0.495) (0.284) (0.234) (0.144) (0.181) (0.22) (0.219)

-0.01 -0.006 -0.003 -0.054 -0.008 -0.027 -0.01 -0.018 -0.01 -0.006 -0.006 -0.027 -0.019 -0.008 -0.022 -0.029 -0.014 -0.029

Age (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.007) (0.01) (0.008) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)

Education 0014 0061 0047 0006 -002 003 0039 0019 0081 0091 0069 -0.033 0 0108 0004 0034 0057 0.062
(0.035) (0.022) (0.027) (0.031) (0.021) (0.03) (0.025) (0.031) (0.032) (0.031) (0.031) (0.028) (0.033) (0.031) (0.022) (0.022) (0.034) (0.037)

-0.091 -0.234 -0.219 -0.485 -0.019 -0.372 -0.203 -0.252 -0.153 0.22 -0.21 -0.411 0.283 -0.233 -0.304 -0.294 -0.075 -0.086

Salay 0141) (0.108) (0.098) (0.143) (0.101) (0.125) (0.111) (0.113) (0.139) (0.15) (0.123) (0.125) (0.165) (0.125) (0.101) (0.407) (0.146) (0.15)

Participation 0.184 0.303 021 -0.25 0.147 0195 -0222 0036 04 008l 026 0058 0316 -0069 0121 -0.031 -0.274 -0.057
Freedom  (0.142) (0.101) (0.106) (0.11) (0.105) (0.11) (0.109) (0.108) (0.146) (0.137) (0.124) (0.114) (0.157) (0.121) (0.083) (0.107) (0.123) (0.112)

Interpersonal -0.693 0402 -0.425 032 -0.142 0163 -0.683 -0.105 -0.567 -0.233 0.262 -0.263 -0.154 -0.459 -0.608 -0.465 0.466 -0.827
Trust  (0.326) (0.27) (0.449) (0.259) (0.255) (0.343) (0.281) (0.331) (0.346) (0.349) (0.32) (0.254) (0.498) (0.352) (0.25) (0.296) (0.274) (0.499)

Institutional -0.257 -0.064 007 -0.656 -0.241 -0.247 0005 0064 0341 0063 -0247 0264 -0.174 0272 -0.071 -0.189 -0.537 0.089
Trust  (0.126) (0.097) (0.105) (0.129) (0.103) (0.136) (0.1) (0.139) (0.125) (0.143) (0.148) (0.112) (0.143) (0.135) (0.097) (0.113) (0.107) (0.126)

R’ 0.033 0.032 0.022 0.207 0.039 0.053 0.033 0.029 0.046 0.037 0.026 0.039 0.030 0.051 0.042 0.048 0.069 0.046
N 641 1033 1087 898 1054 909 841 1067 829 728 836 1084 735 856 1082 1033 1057 1078
Highest
measured 1230 1294 1242 1208 1410 1.303 1.230 1.174 1303 1.231 1128 1.389 1529 1.029 1327 1139 1.241 1.288
VIF

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panam, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarometro, 2020). Processing: author.

For example, in the Peruvian model, the value of the dependent variable increases
by 0.519 for respondents with knowledge of corruption, while the other variables
are held constant. In the case of the Chilean model, the value increases by 1.016.

As for the control variables, while in Chile it is more likely that women would
demonstrate against corruption, in all other Latin American countries that were
statistically significant it is, on the contrary, men who would be willing to protest

against this phenomenon. The results of the logistic regressions also demonstrate
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that younger respondents are more likely to be willing to protest against corruption
than older people. More educated respondents are more likely to come out to protest
against this phenomenon in many Latin American countries, although there is an
exception in the form of the El Salvador model where, on the contrary, less educated
respondents are more likely to demonstrate against corruption. Those on lower
incomes who are struggling to make ends meet are more likely to take to the streets
to protest against corruption than those who are financially secure. In many Latin
American countries, the guarantee of freedom to participate politically is an
important variable for people to come out to demonstrate against corruption.
Conversely, in some countries, the absence of a guarantee of freedom of political
participation may increase the willingness to go out to demonstrate against
corruption. It is a certain paradox that interpersonal distrust in the three countries is
what may increase the willingness to protest against corruption. The control
variable representing trust in the government also offers different results with
respect to the dependent variable. While in some countries high institutional trust
is what increases the willingness to demonstrate against corruption, in other Latin
American countries it is, on the contrary, what discourages unconventional action

against the phenomenon.
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Table 19. The Impact of Eradication of Corruption

Demonstrate Against Corruption

ARG

7.856

Constant (0.615)

Eradicate ~ 0.315
Corruption  (0.098)

Gender (%',32?)‘;)
A oon
Education Eg:ggf)
Salary ig_ﬁi)

Participation 0.121
Freedom  (0.121)

Interpersonal -0.392
Trust (0.277)

Institutional  -0.333
Trust (0.113)

RZ
0.029
N
820
Highest
measured
VIF 1.227

BOL
6.876

(0.602)

0.197
(0.108)

-0.055
(0.175)

-0.006
(0.006)

0.061
(0.022)

-0.221
(0.108)

031
(0.102)

0.338
(0.266)

-0.087

(0.097)

0.029

1029

1.291

BRA
6.792

(0.572)

0.196
(0.077)

-0.376
(0.191)

-0.002
(0.006)

0.07
(0.026)

0.224
(0.097)

0213
(0.105)

-0.461
(0.443)

0.017

(0.105)

0.026

1100

1.201

CHI
11.781

(0.732)

0.154
(0.125)

0.184
(0.211)

-0.05
(0.007)

-0.009
(0.034)

-0.413
(0.155)

-0.35
(0.117)

-0.01
(0.271)

-0.644
(0.136)

0.145

1.134

CcoL
8.783

(0.553)

0.023
(0.095)

-0.822
(0.175)

-0.007
(0.006)

-0.006
(0.021)

-0.068
(0.102)

0.189
(0.105)

-0.239
(0.256)

-0.198

(0.102)

0.031

1048

1.350

CRI
8.36

(0.628)

0.403
(0.113)

-0.177
(0.203)

-0.025
(0.006)

0.059
(0.03)

-0.361
(0.125)

0.147
(0.112)

0.174
(0.335)

-0.268

(0.135)

0.051

904

1.275

DOM
8.976

(0.678)

0111
(0.138)

-0.452
(0.208)

-0.009
(0.007)

0.042
(0.025)

0.173
(0.111)

-0.216
(0.109)

-0.737
(0.279)

0.026

(0.1)

0.027

844

1.224

ECU ELS
7.854  6.18

(0.698) (0.848)

0273 0251
(012) (0.151)

0.88 -0.703
(0.196) (0.243)

20.019 -0.011
(0.007) (0.008)

0.021 -0.093
(0.031) (0.032)

023 -0.143
(0.113) (0.14)

0.024 0.393
(0.108) (0.146)

0.194 -0.499
(0.331) (0.346)

0.009 0.286

(0.139) (0.128)

0.033  0.050

1055 816

1143 1.287

GUA

5.184
(0.825)

0.274
(0.168)

-0.632
(0.26)

-0.005
(0.009)

0.082
(0.032)

0.178
(0.151)

0.047
(0.141

-0.056
(0.348)

0.006

(0.146)

0.030

705

1.203

HON

7.29
(0.681)

0.15
(0.132)

-0.21
(0.24)

-0.009
(0.008)

0.074
(0.032)

-0.236
(0.125)

029
(0.127)

0.152
(0.327)

-0.287
(0.154

0.025

812

1.176

MEX
7.745

(0.689)

0.22
(0.129)

-0.428
(0.194)

-0.031
(0.007)

-0.037
(0.028)

-0.387
(0.123)

0.109
(0.113)

0.292
(0.253)

0.151

(0.112)

0.038

1088

1.394

NIC
6.719

(0.815)

0.175
(0.202)

-0.61
(0.294)

0.023
(0.01)

-0.014
(0.034)

0.239
(0.169)

0.223
(0.165)

0.008
(0.512)

-0.154
(0.15)

0.022

1.575

on

PAN
6.707

(0.767)

0.168
(0.137)

-1.165
(0.234)

-0.007
(0.008)

0.11
(0.031)

0.225
(0.127)

-0.051
(0.122)

-0.414
(0.357)

0.255

(0.136)

0.049

839

1.092

Willingness to

PAR
9.462

(0.546)

0.161
(0.102)

0.053
(0.147)

-0.023
(0.005)

-0.003
(0.022)

-0.359
(0.103)

0171
(0.086)

-0.632
(0.254)

-0.072

(0.099)

0.043

1043

1.325

PER

8.762
(0.592)

0.469
(0.102)

-0.513
(0.18)

-0.028
(0.006)

0.023
(0.021)

-0.275
(0.106)

-0.043
(0.106)

-0.517
(0.293)

-0.204
0.112)

0.060

1035

1.138

URU

9.013
(0.733)

0.155
(0.143)

-0.787
(0.222)

-0.015
(0.007)

0.058
(0.034)

-0.038
0.145)

0.241
(0.123)

0.497
(0.274)

-0.588

(0.109)

0.067

1042

1.241

VEN
6.277

(0.705)

0.554
(0.121)

-0.857
(0.219)

-0.026
(0.007)

0.062
(0.037)

0.05
(0.148)

0.107
(0.113)

-0.645
(0.497)

-0.009

(0.126)

0.057

1078

1.302

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coeflicients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption

on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual

regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are

also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobaréometro, 2020). Processing: author.

For example, in the Brazilian model, for every one degree shift in value (e.g., from

“agree” to “strongly agree”), the value of the dependent variable changes by 0.196.

In the Venezuelan model, for every one degree shift in the value, the value of the

dependent variable changes by up to 0.554.
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Table 20. The Impact of Corruption Progress on Willingness to Demonstrate
Against Corruption

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

7.139 6.643 6904 11.088 8318 9.002 9.074 8.276 6.622 5364 7512 8258 5314 6.72 9.035 09.306 7.644 6.524

Constant 361y (0.604) (0.656) (0.882) (0.623) (0.709) (0.635) (0.731) (0.841) (0.825) (0.71) (0.755) (0.847) (0.836) (0.608) (0.613) (0.864) (0.837)

Corruption 0201 0138 0114 0288 0169 0081 0098 0031 -002 0178 0045 -0.002 0364 0123 0169 0214 0391 0.269
Progress  (0.111) (0.074) (0.078) (0.12) (0.081) (0.101) (0.082) (0.089) (0.11) (0.112) (0.093) (0.102) (0.122) (0.11) (0.076) (0.085) (0.13) (0.107)

0.283 -0.093 -0.416 0.313 -0.853 -0.219 -0.539 -0.905 -0.751 -0.771 -0.253 -0.442 -0.693 -1.215 -0.047 -0.583 -0.972 -0.942

Gender  0202) (0.173) (0.193) (0.194) (0.475) (0.202) (0.208) (0.195) (0.244) (0.258) (0.243) (0.192) (0.294) (0.232) (0.143) (0.18) (0.228) (0.218)
Age -0.005 -0.005 -0.001 -0.05 -0.007 -0.025 -0.011 -0.018 -0.009 -0.005 -0.008 -0.032 -0.021 -0.008 -0.023 -0.032 -0.012 -0.03
g (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007) (0.01) (0.008) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)
Education 0008 0067 006 -0.028 -0014 005 004 0013 0075 0083 0067 -0.041 -0.007 01 -0.004 0016 0064 0039
(0.031) (0.022) (0.026) (0.031) (0.021) (0.03) (0.025) (0.031) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.028) (0.033) (0.032) (0.022) (0.022) (0.035) (0.037)

salary 0.1 -0.208 -0.236 -0.362 -0.044 -0.398 -0.186 -0.211 -0.162 0.4 -0.218 -0.331 029 -0.218 -0.287 -0.288 -0.122 -0.013

(0.122) (0.108) (0.097) (0.143) (0.101) (0.126) (0.11) (0.113) (0.139) (0.151) (0.126) (0.122) (0.167) (0.126) (0.101) (0.106)

0.151) (0.148)

Participation 0.167 0.309 0222 -0.313 0185 0.239 -0.227 0049 0438 0038 0293 0084 0335 -0034 0118 -0.024 -0.18 -0.061
Freedom  (0.118) (0.101) (0.106) (0.109) (0.104) (0.111) (0.109) (0.108) (0.146) (0.14) (0.127) (0.112) (0.161) (0.122) (0.083) (0.106) (0.128) (0.112)

Interpersonal -0545 0445 -0525 0048 -0.078 0254 -0.64 -0.04 -0534 -0001 0312 -0.329 -0.119 -0.447 -0.676 -0.352 054 -0.828
Trust  (0.274) (0.265) (0.443) (0.258) (0.256) (0.339) (0.279) (0.331) (0.345) (0.347) (0.334) (0.249) (0.501) (0.35) (0.245) (0.295) (0.283) (0.505)

Institutional -0.196 -0.047 0067 -0.79 -0.256 -0.252 003 0067 029 0005 -026 0215 -0.095 0284 0012 -0.149 -0.455 0.194
Trust  (0.124) (0.096) (0.108) (0.132) (0.103) (0.139) (0.1) (0.139) (0.18) (0.147) (0.152) (0.112) (0.147) (0.138) (0.097) (0.113) (0.116) (0.129)

R? 0.023 0.031 0.019 0.202 0.040 0.039 0.029 0.028 0.045 0.035 0.023 0.036 0.034 0.050 0.040 0.047 0.073 0.046
N 850 1026 1081 899 1040 906 851 1068 822 706 803 1089 699 846 1078 1034 987 1071
Highest
measured 1421 1312 1197 1208 1341 1281 1230 1167 1304 1216 1.201 1324 1579 1.098 1.333 1.115 1.220 1.331
VIF

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coeflicients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

For example, in the Colombian and Paraguayan models, for every one degree shift
in value (e.g. from “increased some” to “increased a lot”), the value of the
dependent variable changes by 0.169. In the Uruguayan model, for every one degree

shift in the value, the value of the dependent variable changes by up to 0.391.
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Table 21. The Impact of Corruption Awareness on Convincing Others of
Political Thoughts

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Corruption 0497 0519 053 0.848 0.808 0519 0789 027 048 -0.046 1132 0184 1155 0554 0597 0556 0.423 0.014
Awareness  (0.177) (0.164) (0.164) (0.184) (0.178) (0.17) (0.179) (0.174) (0.214) (0.203) (0.23) (0.173) (0.247) (0.204) (0.179) (0.175) (0.177) (0.196)

-0.45 -0.505 -0.219 0.018 -0.377 -0.273 -0.878 -0.494 -0.316 -0.863 -0.39 -0.494 -0.446 -0.737 -0.371 -0.515 -0.29 -0.597

Gender (0167) (0.129) (0.133) (0.144) (013) (0.143) (0.152) (013) (0.146) (0.165) (0.153) (0.136) (0.072) (0.144) (0.131) (0.132) (0.14) (0.128)

0.001 -0.006 -0.007 0.001 -0.007 -0.006 0.007 0.003 0.007 -0.004 0.005 0.006 0.01 -0.006 0.008 -0.007 -0.011 -0.008

Age (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Education 0076 002 0073 0104 0055 0038 0025 0023 0081 0027 0054 0051 0001 0.006 0.055 0086 0071 0.051
(0.026) (0.016) (0.019) (0.026) (0.016) (0.021) (0.018) (0.021) (0.019) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.019) (0.02) (0.016) (0.022) (0.022)

0.009 -0.129 -0.092 0.023 0.044 -0.032 -0.181 0.019 -0.094 -0.061 -0.145 0.022 0.084 -0.004 -0.053 0 0.034 0.067

salary (0.1) (0.08) (0.068) (0.104) (0.075) (0.089) (0.081) (0.075) (0.083) (0.096) (0.081) (0.088) (0.099) (0.078) (0.093) (0.078) (0.093) (0.087)

Participation 0202 0.08 0241 -011 029 0307 0325 021 0246 017 0254 0175 0354 0109 0171 0188 0073 0.242
Freedom ~ (0.1) (0.075) (0.073) (0.081) (0.078) (0.08) (0.08) (0.072) (0.088) (0.087) (0.08) (0.079) (0.093) (0.074) (0.077) (0.078) (0.08) (0.066)

Interpersonal  0.221 0.183 ~ 0.664 -0.002 0.391 0364 -0.053 -0.067 0.147 0129 0411 0078 -0.304 -0.043 0702 -0.208 0.387 0.11
Trust  (0.225) (0.2) (0.302) (0.189) (0.189) (0.236) (0.206) (0.218) (0.208) (0.218) (0.202) (0.175) (0.302) (0.218) (0.219) (0.218) (0.168) (0.288)

Institutional  0.371 0.196 0351 0172 005 0227 0278 01 0065 0142 032 013 0325 0197 0229 0086 -0.158 0.116
Trust  (0.09) (0.072) (0.073) (0.093) (0.076) (0.094) (0.072) (0.091) (0.076) (0.09) (0.093) (0.078) (0.084) (0.083) (0.087) (0.083) (0.069) (0.073)

-2.526 -0.097 -2.044 -2.385 -1.391 -1.898 -1.453 -1.392 -1.472 -0.94 -2.001 -2.154 -2.879 -0.561 -2.07 -0.931 -1.148 -1.194

Constant (0.494) (0.409) (0.393) (0.46) (0.383) (0.398) (0.425) (0.434) (0.473) (0.443) (0.404) (0.451) (0.416) (0.423) (0.458) (0.399) (0.412) (0.396)
Nagelkerke
R 0.119 0.054 0.125 0.067 0.114 0.081 0.163 0.042 0.046 0.070 0.109 0.045 0.167 0.071 0.074 0.108 0.073 0.078
N 702 1042 1086 974 1085 916 846 1076 842 756 869 1080 747 863 1095 1038 1061 1088

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamd, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

For example, the Nicaraguan model predicts that a respondent with corruption
awareness is up to two hundred and seventeen percent more likely to convince
others of his or her political ideas than a respondent without corruption awareness.
In the case of the Uruguayan model, the respondent with awareness of corruption
is only fifty-two percent more likely to convince others of his political ideas.

The logistic regression models also show that men across almost all Latin American
countries are more likely to be the ones who are more likely to persuade others of
their political ideas. In only one model was the control variable representing age
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statistically significant, operating in the direction that the younger the Uruguayan
male, the more likely he is to persuade others of his political views. The regression
models also show that more educated respondents are more likely to persuade
others of their political views than less educated ones. In the Dominican Republic
model, the variable representing family economic situation was statistically
significant. The model demonstrates that Dominicans who are struggling to make
ends meet are more likely to persuade others of their political views than those who
are financially secure. The perceived guarantee of freedoms of political
participation in the vast majority of Latin American countries is what positively
influences the respondent's persuasion of others about their political views. The
control variable re-presenting interpersonal trust also acts in the expected direction.
If people trust each other, the more likely they are to discuss political issues with
others and to persuade them of their views. In many Latin American countries,
institutional trust is also what leads respondents to persuade others of their political
views. However, in the Uruguayan model, it is instead distrust of the government

that may be the impetus for people to persuade others of their political ideas.
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Table 22. The Impact of Eradication of Corruption on Convincing Others of
Political Thoughts

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Eradicate  -0.068 0.028 0.096 0436 0047 0117 0148 0125 -0.068 0172 0127 0.9 0104 0108 -0.019 0247 0098 0.207
Corruption  (0.07) (0.079) (0.053) (0.09) (0.07) (0.08) (0.1) (0.08) (0.092) (0.108) (0.085) (0.091) (0.124) (0.084) (0.092) (0.075) (0.09) (0.071)

-0.364 -0.521 -0.207 0.029 -0.39 -0.301 -0.831 -0.476 -0.292 -0.876 -0.388 -0.543 -0.399 -0.794 -0.335 -0.512 -0.272 -0.561

Gender  9147) (0.129) (0.131) (0.15) (0129) (0.143) (0.15) (0.131) (0.147) (0.169) (0.153) (0.135) (0.175) (0.145) (0.133) (0.132) (0.141) (0.128)
Age -0.001 -0.006 -0.01 -0.005 -0.007 -0.005 0.007 0.002 0006 -0.003 0.002 0003 0008 -0.005 0.007 -0.007 -0.012 -0.008
9 (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Education @091 0010 0077 0065 0086 0044 0032 0029 0035 0023 0054 004 0004 0001 0044 0075 0068 0.042
(0.023) (0.016) (0.019) (0.026) (0.015) (0.021) (0.018) (0.021) (0.019) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.019) (0.02) (0.016) (0.022) (0.022)

salary 0041 -0103 -0.11 0098 0073 -0035 -0.157 0047 -0.101 -0.034 -0.145 0001 0044 0017 -0.086 0014 0076 0.09

(0.089) (0.08) (0.067) (0.11) (0.074) (0.089) (0.08) (0.075) (0.085) (0.097) (0.08) (0.086) (0.1) (0.078) (0.094) (0.078) (0.093) (0.086)

Participation 0.204 0061 0.245 -0.061 0275 0.323 0284 0225 0243 0175 0224 0151 039 0097 0196 0193 0084 0.259
Freedom  (0.085) (0.074) (0.072) (0.083) (0.077) (0.08) (0.079) (0.072) (0.089) (0.09) (0.08) (0.078) (0.095) (0.075) (0.078) (0.078) (0.08) (0.067)

Interpersonal  0.34  0.213 0612 -0.278 034 0359 -0.124 -0.066 0.7 0139 0388 0216 -0.473 -0.072 0646 -0.224 0325 0.082
Trust (0.194) (0.195) (0.298) (0.196) (0.189) (0.231) (0.202) (0.218) (0.209) (0.218) (0.202) (0.171) (0.312) (0.22) (0.222) (0.217) (0.168) (0.29)

Institutional ~ 0.31 0.8 0341 0145 0012 0204 026 0056 0078 0137 0286 0067 0305 0183 0238 0091 -0.165 0.062
Trust (0.08) (0.071) (0.072) (0.096) (0.075) (0.093) (0.071) (0.091) (0.078) (0.092) (0.094) (0.078) (0.085) (0.083) (0.088) (0.083) (0.07) (0.074)

-2.349 -0.021 -2.038 -2.678 -1.438 -2.141 -1.677 -1.751 -1.262 -1.477 -1.967 -2.109 -2.839 -0.669 -1.733 -1.391 -1.37 -1.615

Constant  46) (0.442) (0.403) (0527) (0.41) (0.451) (0.49) (0.473) (0517) (0.536) (0.44) (0.489) (0.508) (0.468) (0.497) (0.436) (0.469) (0.42)

Nagelkerke R? 0.077 0.040 0.115 0.071 0.091 0.075 0.132 0.044 0.037 0.079 0.072 0047 0.157 0063 0.052 0.103 0.059 0.090

N 904 1038 1099 906 1081 909 849 1067 826 722 845 1086 698 843 1053 1037 1045 1091

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamé, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Mexican model predicts that an increase of one degree in the value of the
independent variable (e.g., from “agree” to “strongly agree”) is associated with an
increase of up to 20 percent in the probability that the respondent would persuade
others of his or her political ideas. For the Chilean model, the increase in value is

up to fifty-four percent.
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Table 23. The Impact of Corruption Progress on Convincing Others of
Political Thoughts

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Corruption  -0.094 0.004 0003 -0.16 -0.054 -0.022 004 003 0019 011 0043 -0.063 -0.072 -0.01 0153 0021 0005 0.075
Progress  (0.08) (0.055) (0.054) (0.085) (0.059) (0.071) (0.059) (0.06) (0.066) (0.072) (0.059) (0.071) (0.072) (0.068) (0.07) (0.062) (0.084) (0.064)

-0.325 -0.501 -0.203 0.068 -0.396 -0.331 -0.869 -0.463 -0.311 -0.829 -0.404 -0.514 -0.401 -0.758 -0.334 -0.537 -0.283 -0.564

Gender 0145) (0.129) (0.133) (0.14) (0429) (0.143) (0.149) (0.43) (0.147) (0.167) (0.154) (0.135) (0A77) (0.444) (0.13) (0.131) (0.144) (0.128)
Age 20.002 -0.005 -0.009 -0.002 -0.005 -0.004 0.007 0.004 0007 -0.005 0003 0.004 001 -0.004 0.008 -0.008 -0.012 -0.008
9 (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Education 0114 0017 0075 0099 0050 0046 0031 0028 0031 0018 0053 0044 0013 0003 0052 0082 0064 0043
(0.023) (0.017) (0.019) (0.024) (0.015) (0.021) (0.018) (0.021) (0.019) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.016) (0.023) (0.023)

salary 0004 0406 0117 -0024 0068 -0.04 0167 0012 -0078 -0054 0159 0016 0012 0.008 -0059 -0.003 0019 0102

(0.088) (0.08) (0.068) (0.102) (0.074) (0.089) (0.08) (0.075) (0.083) (0.097) (0.081) (0.086) (0.1) (0.078) (0.093) (0.077) (0.096) (0.087)

Participation 0.212 0.075 0243 -0.185 0263 0312 0302 0212 0253 0187 0261 0183 0371 009 0158 0196 0123 0.257
Freedom  (0.085) (0.075) (0.073) (0.079) (0.077) (0.08) (0.078) (0.071) (0.089) (0.089) (0.08) (0.078) (0.095) (0.075) (0.076) (0.078) (0.083) (0.066)

Interpersonal  0.27  0.181 0556 -0.039 0.381 0.426 -0.092 -0.058 0175 0198 0461 0126 -0.382 -0.049 0561 -0.178 0376 0.242
Trust (0.193) (0.197) (0.299) (0.184) (0.189) (0.234) (0.201) (0.217) (0.208) (0.218) (0.206) (0.171) (0.306) (0.217) (0.216) (0.217) (0.172) (0.292)

Institutional ~ 027 0178 0342 0153 -0013 0243 0272 008 0043 0173 0326 0106 0281 0201 0284 011 -0.176 0.127
Trust  (0.088) (0.072) (0.074) (0.094) (0.076) (0.096) (0.071) (0.091) (0.078) (0.093) (0.094) (0.078) (0.085) (0.084) (0.087) (0.083) (0.073) (0.075)

22 -0.004 -1.8 -0.915 -0.984 -1.81 -1.456 -1546 -1.456 -1.355 -1.93 -1.679 -2.331 -0.453 -2.583 -0.894 -0.98 -1.548

Constant - 5'6a7) (0.449) (0.461) (0.632) (0.457) (0.506) (0.46) (0491) (0511) (0.527) (0.458) (0.533) (0.516) (0.513) (0.566) (0.444) (0.555) (0.501)

Nagelkerke R? 0.118 0.036 0.102 0.043 0078 0.076 0.133 0036 0.038 0.071 0079 0.045 0.145 0.056 0.058 0.091 0.061 0.078

N 916 1031 1080 993 1077 911 856 1076 834 725 834 1088 708 850 1090 1038 986 1077

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamd, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Per(, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Paraguayan model predicts that a one-degree increase in the value of the
independent variable (e.g., from “increased some” to “increased a lot™) is associated
with an increase of up to sixteen percent in the probability that the respondent

persuaded others of his or her political ideas.
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Table 24. The Impact of Corruption Awareness on Working for Politicians

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Corruption  0.04 0.621 0.327 0466 0274 -0.011 0512 0.149 054 -0.423 0975 -0.041 0449 0598 0515 0.09 0194 0.379
Awareness  (0.259) (0.211) (0.173) (0.247) (0.233) (0.268) (0.185) (0.268) (0.292) (0.364) (0.26) (0.23) (0.318) (0.248) (0.186) (0.236) (0.234) (0.241)

0.208 -0.309 -0.137 -0.026 -0.332 -0.134 -0.422 -0.347 -0.138 -0.433 0.265 0.062 -0.567 -0.417 -0.14 -0.361 -0.291 -0.112

Gender 0 o44) (0.189) (0.144) (0.19) (0.479) (0.217) (0.165) (0.2) (0.222) (0.262) (0.196) (0.173) (0.218) (0.199) (0.14) (0.182) (0.182) (0.162)

0.002 0.004 -0.011 0.006 0.003 0.017 0.01 0 0.019 0.008 0.017 0.007 0.008 0.008 0.018 0.002 0 0.011

Age (0.008) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005)

Education | 0017 -0.015 0026 0067 0016 -0009 0 0082 0029 -0.05 0041 0025 -0.018 -0.052 0089 0005 0.034 0001
(0.037) (0.023) (0.021) (0.033) (0.022) (0.031) (0.02) (0.03) (0.028) (0.032) (0.025) (0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.021) (0.023) (0.028) (0.027)

0223 0.045 -0.142 03 -0.036 -0.087 -0.164 0.219 -0.127 0.034 -0.085 -0.017 0.079 -0.15 -0.051 0.034 -0.086 0.36

Salay (015) (0117) (0.074) (0.143) (0.103) (0.13) (0.09) (0.114) (0.126) (0.151) (0.102) (0.111) (0.123) (0.107) (0.099) (0.111) (0.12) (0.108)

Participation 0.104 0.144 0373 0106 0463 0418 0386 0146 016 012 0296 0304 0276 0173 0065 007 0457 0.316
Freedom  (0.149) (0.108) (0.078) (0.11) (0.104) (0.121) (0.089) (0.109) (0.13) (0.137) (0.101) (0.1) (0.118) (0.101) (0.081) (0.111) (0.117) (0.083)

Interpersonal -0.034 -0.269 0.375 0.024 0.097 0.074 0.389 -0.038 -0.175 0.328 0.408 0.171 0525 -0.7 053 0549 038 -0.182
Trust (0.326) (0.301) (0.303) (0.248) (0.245) (0.352) (0.21) (0.323) (0.322) (0.317) (0.244) (0.216) (0.33) (0.344) (0.225) (0.263) (0.21) (0.347)

Institutional  0.216 0.153 0.229 0357 0.308 0.002 0176 0279 0189 0196 0331 001 0434 0069 0331 0228 -0.027 039
Trust  (0.121) (0.101) (0.077) (0.115) (0.1) (0.139) (0.079) (0.13) (0.118) (0.133) (0.108) (0.099) (0.107) (0.11) (0.091) (0.112) (0.089) (0.083)

Constant -3.636 -2.605 -1.876 -4.797 -3.593 -3.672 -2.511 -2.278 -3.749 -2.728 -3.968 -3.034 -3.611 -1.583 -3.197 -2.614 -3.368 -4.041

(0.724) (0.596) (0.418) (0.657) (0.533) (0.603) (0.468) (0.646) (0.717) (0.683) (0.535) (0.572) (0.521) (0.56) (0.494) (0.566) (0.574) (0.507)

Nagelkerke
R 0.028 0.030 0.085 0.061 0.073 0.051 0.109 0.038 0.042 0.051 0.090 0.020 0.151 0.060 0.075 0.028 0.048 0.130
N 699 1045 1080 971 1083 916 842 1072 837 750 870 1072 740 854 1094 1042 1060 1083

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamd, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Dominican Republic model predicts that a respondent with corruption
awareness is up to sixty-six percent more likely to work for the police than a
respondent without corruption awareness. In the case of the Uruguayan model, a
respondent with awareness of corruption is up to one hundred and sixty-five percent
more likely to work for politicians than a respondent without awareness of
corruption.

As for the control variables, the table shows that men are more likely to work for
politicians than women. In a number of countries, the interest in working for a

politician or political party increases as the age of the respondent increases,
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although the Brazilian model suggests that the opposite is true. In terms of
education, more educated respondents are more likely to work for politicians or
political parties in some countries, while in others the less educated are more likely
to work for politicians or political parties, but in most Latin American countries this
control variable was not statistically significant. The control variable income was
statistically significant as was the education variable in only three models. While
two regression models suggest that more financially secure people are more likely
to work for politicians or political parties, the opposite was true in the Honduran
model. In a number of Latin American countries, a control variable representing
perceived freedom of political participation was also statistically significant and
acted positively on the dependent variable. In some contrast, the control variable
representing interpersonal trust is also significant. While in Paraguay and Peru
people who trust each other are more likely to work for politicians or parties, the
opposite is true in Panama. Finally, institutional trust is what may lead citizen
respondents to participate politically through working for candidates and politicians

in most Latin American countries.
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Table 25. The Impact of Eradication of Corruption on Working for Politicians

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Eradicate ~ 0.229 0.069 0015 0224 -0077 0103 0191 0088 0111 02 -0.075 0081 044 0116 005 0128 0306 0.177
Corruption  (0.106) (0.115) (0.057) (0.113) (0.098) (0.121) (0.112) (0.122) (0.139) (0.176) (0.108) (0.114) (0.169) (0.112) (0.098) (0.11) (0.121) (0.092)

0.283 -0.306 -0.13 -0.053 -0.363 -0.175 -0.347 -0.402 -0.084 -0.447 0258 -0.07 -0.529 -0.455 -0.112 -0.34 -0.256 -0.114

Gender  022) (0.187) (0.142) (0.191) (0.481) (0.215) (0.163) (0.2) (0.22) (0.269) (0.195) (0.169) (0.224) (0.197) (0.142) (0.192) (0.185) (0.163)
Age 0002 0001 -0.011 0002 0004 0015 0012 0002 0019 0008 0013 0004 0008 0008 0017 0001 -0.001 0.012
g (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005)
Education | 0047 -0.016 0028 0043 0028 -0.022 -0.001 -0069 0.043 -0.061 0035 0008 -0006 -0.055 0083 0004 0032 0009
(0.034) (0.023) (0.02) (0.032) (0.022) (0.03) (0.019) (0.029) (0.029) (0.032) (0.025) (0.025) (0.026) (0.025) (0.022) (0.022) (0.028) (0.027)

Salary | 0154 0024 0163 0305 -0.055 -0.057 -0124 0232 0172 0063 -0084 -0.055 0066 -0168 -0.093 0016 -0.05 0368

(0.135) (0.115) (0.073) (0.145) (0.104) (0.129) (0.089) (0.114) (0.127) (0.15) (0.102) (0.107) (0.125) (0.107) (0.1) (0.111) (0.122) (0.107)

Participation 0.092 0.3 0.8 0059 0476 042 0362 016 0114 0146 0318 0278 0.306 0162 0104 0066 0488 0.302
Freedom  (0.129) (0.106) (0.077) (0.108) (0.104) (0.121) (0.088) (0.109) (0.131) (0.143) (0.101) (0.098) (0.123) (0.101) (0.083) (0.111) (0.119) (0.085)

Interpersonal  0.204 -0.032 0.342 -0136 0064 0182 0312 0044 -0199 0249 0358 0316 0381 -0.7 0555 0455 0434 -0.24
Trust  (0.267) (0.277) (0.301) (0.248) (0.25) (0.33) (0.209) (0.314) (0.322) (0.316) (0.243) (0.207) (0.343) (0.343) (0.227) (0.268) (0.211) (0.352)

Institutional ~ 023  0.142 0218 0285 0297 0056 014 0251 018 022 0355 -0.056 0387 0.079 036 0223 -0041 038
Trust  (0.111) (0.099) (0.077) (0.115) (0.1) (0.135) (0.078) (0.13) (0.12) (0.135) (0.108) (0.098) (0.111) (0.109) (0.093) (0.112) (0.092) (0.084)

-4.34 -2.404 -1.768 -4.326 -3.482 -3.853 -2.908 -2.68 -3.895 -3.44 -3.493 -2581 -4.743 -1.671 -3.17 -2.828 -4.233 -4.495

Constant (0.704) (0.636) (0.43) (0.689) (0.579) (0.676) (0.554) (0.7) (0.786) (0.84) (0.574) (0.61) (0.692) (0.613) (0.54) (0.623) (0.67) (0.539)
Nagelkerke
R 0.051 0.016 0.078 0.052 0.072 0.054 0.095 0.039 0.039 0.059 0.070 0.020 0.171 0.052 0.067 0.027 0.061 0.143
N 896 1040 1093 905 1080 909 845 1060 822 716 846 1077 690 836 1052 1041 1043 1086

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamé, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Chilean model predicts that an increase in the value of the independent variable
by one degree (e.g., from “agree” to “strongly agree”) is associated with an increase
in the probability that the respondent would work for politicians by up to twenty-
five percent. In the Nicaraguan model, a one-degree increase in value is associated

with an increase in probability of up to fifty-five percent.
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Table 26. The Impact of Corruption Progress on Working for Politicians

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU VEN

Corruption  -0.065 0.015 0036 -05 -0.102 0071 0004 -0.051 0004 -0.129 -0.07 0002 -0.164 0124 0184 -0.002 0211 0.109
Progress  (0.118) (0.079) (0.058) (0.11) (0.081) (0.108) (0.064) (0.089) (0.098) (0.11) (0.073) (0.091) (0.09) (0.093) (0.076) (0.087) (0.108) (0.08)

0.274 -0.292 -0.181 -0.119 -0.327 -0.27 -0.418 -0.374 -0.069 -0.312 0.288 -0.03 -0.422 -0.447 -0.126 -0.37 -0.254 -0.146

Gender  0222) (0.187) (0.144) (0.191) (0.18) (0.217) (0.164) (0.2) (0.22) (0.265) (0.198) (0.169) (0.223) (0.497) (0.138) (0.191) (0.187) (0.162)
Age 0005 0002 -0.011 0001 0005 0013 0012 0003 0019 0008 0016 0005 0011 0008 0017 0001 -0.002 0.013

(0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005)

Education 0074 -0.015 0025 0071 0023 -0.019 0002 -0.066 0038 -0.061 0.042 0016 -002L -0.063 0.084 0001 0023 -0.001
(0.036) (0.024) (0.02) (0.033) (0.021) (0.031) (0.019) (0.03) (0.028) (0.032) (0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.021) (0.023) (0.029) (0.028)

salary 0073 003 0176 0223 003 -0079 -0141 0234 0.146 0077 -0046 0047 0033 013 0044 0017 -0.078 0399

(0.136) (0.115) (0.074) (0.144) (0.103) (0.132) (0.089) (0.115) (0.124) (0.152) (0.102) (0.108) (0.124) (0.107) (0.1) (0.11) (0.123) (0.107)

Participation 0.146 0.148 0.397 0057 0444 0428 0376 0156 0.167 0129 0282 0301 027 0172 0057 008 0528 0.315
Freedom  (0.132) (0.107) (0.079) (0.11) (0.104) (0.123) (0.088) (0.109) (0.13) (0.141) (0.102) (0.098) (0.12) (0.102) (0.081) (0.111) (0.122) (0.084)

Interpersonal  0.259 -0.066 0.306 -0.029 011 0184 0383 0071 -0.202 0.3 0393 0227 0418 -0.759 0453 0544 0384 -0.159
Trust (0.272) (0.283) (0.306) (0.248) (0.245) (0.34) (0.207) (0.315) (0.322) (0.315) (0.246) (0.208) (0.336) (0.353) (0.222) (0.263) (0.215) (0.353)

Institutional ~ 0.155 0.135 0218 0246 0271 0104 0149 027 019 0231 0319 -0013 0357 0104 0375 022 0043 042
Trust (0.13) (0.1) (0.08) (0.12) (0.101) (0.141) (0.078) (0.131) (0.122) (0.135) (0.108) (0.098) (0.109) (0.111) (0.092) (0.112) (0.094) (0.086)

-3.963 -2.388 -1.817 -186 -3.171 -3.84 -2.419 -2.396 -3.785 -2501 -3.565 -2.663 -2.774 -1.915 -3.843 -2.47 -4.217 -4.501

Constant o ggs) (0.645) (05) (0.858) (0.629) (0.779) (0.508) (0.728) (0.769) (0.795) (0.592) (0.674) (0.641) (0.693) (0.614) (0.635) (0.765) (0.644)

Nagelkerke R? 0.038  0.015 0.077 0.090 0.072 0051 0.095 0.38 0.038 0.056 0071 0.019 0.152 0.056 0.069 0.027 0.056 0.139

N 911 1034 1073 991 1075 911 852 1071 829 719 835 1081 697 841 1089 1041 986 1072

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras,
MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panam, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pertt, URU - Uruguay, VEN - Venezuela; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coeflicients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2020 and are from

Latinobarémetro (Latinobaréometro, 2020). Processing: author.

The Paraguayan model predicts that an increase in the value of the independent
variable by one degree (e.g. from “increased some” to “increased a lot”) is
associated with an increase in the probability that the respondent worked for
politicians by up to twenty percent. In contrast, the Chilean model predicts that a
one-degree increase in the value of the independent variable is associated with a
decrease of up to thirty-nine percent in the probability that the respondent worked

for politicians.
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Table 27. The Impact of Perception of Corruption on VVoter Turnout

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

Corruption -0.785 0.358 -0.217 -0.173 -0.096 -0.242 -0.075 0238 -0.154 -0.155 -0.102 -0.221 -0.055 -0.042 -0.04 -0.226 -0.133
Perception  (0.209) (0.224) (0.182) (0.091) (0.12) (0.106) (0.098) (0.224) (0.11) (0.11) (0.095) (0.159) (0.08) (0.111) (0.098) (0.186) (0.204)

-0.209 0.12 -1.009 0.163 -0.148 0.125 -0.339 -0.07 -0.169 -0.392 -0.206 -0.013 -0.243 0.105 -0.391 0.754 -0.155

Gender  0507) (0.474) (0.309) (0.167) (0.21) (0.213) (0.207) (0.49) (0.227) (0.217) (0.186) (0.281) (0.181) (0.199) (0.19) (0.315) (0.412)

-0.035 -0.013 0.011 0.011 0 0.003 0.019 -0.013 0.021 0.026 0.006 0.027 0.011 0.02 0.016 -0.015 0.017

Age (0.009) (0.014) (0.01) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.015) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006) (0.01) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.012)

Education 0.07 0 0.101 0.043 0.111 0.067 -0.071 0.055 0.069 0.097 0.035 0.054 0.054 0.043 0.026 0.053 0.056
(0.044) (0.054) (0.043) (0.026) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.065) (0.029) (0.029) (0.025) (0.038) (0.023) (0.028) (0.025) (0.041) (0.057)

Placeof 0284 -0.204 -0219 0172 -0.382 0.049 -0028 -0.152 0053 -0.071 0.01 0051 -0.029 -0.289 0.117 -0.047 -0.29
Living  (0.163) (0.15) (0.15) (0.058) (0.092) (0.08) (0.064) (0.166) (0.073) (0.066) (0.069) (0.13) (0.062) (0.067) (0.07) (0.095) (0.174)

-0.037 0.065 -0.012 0.111 0021 0.081 0.154 -0.18 0.056 0.146 0.052 0.16 -0.047 -0.124 -0.234 -0.196 -0.429

S (0198) (0.325) (0.208) (0.116) (0.152) (0.146) (0.133) (0.375) (0.179) (0.163) (0.132) (0.215) (0.139) (0.14) (0.139) (0.226) (0.281)

Interpersonal  0.09  0.214 -0.144 0139 0089 0265 0053 -0.149 0048 -0.125 0049 0073 -0118 -0.01 0178 0.187 0.09
Trust  (0.158) (0.267) (0.146) (0.09) (0.111) (0.109) (0.112) (0.275) (0.116) (0.111) (0.087) (0.15) (0.091) (0.104) (0.099) (0.177) (0.242)

Institutional  0.123  0.038 0.099 0101 0192 0128 0129 -0.017 0002 0118 0.033 0259 0.038 -0.061 0121 -0.147 0.059
Trust  (0.072) (0.138) (0.072) (0.045) (0.057) (0.059) (0.052) (0.143) (0.063) (0.058) (0.045) (0.076) (0.046) (0.052) (0.052) (0.089) (0.11)

5312 2506 3.194 -1.19 1286 -0.122 0885 3.966 0473 0452 0.713 -0.288 0.646 1.84 0.858 3.938 4.007

tant
Constant 1 401y (1712) (L244) (0.735) (0.852) (0.799) (0.775) (1.924) (0.844) (0.821) (0.697) (L176) (0.62) (0.808) (0.721) (L341) (1.789)
Nagelkerke
o 0191 0040 0068 0069 0098 0085 0083 0030 0043 0069 0016 0087 0023 0071 0044 0.060 0.052
N 675 688 659 720 764 657 609 712 587 677 622 626 618 689 1286 703 691

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coeflicients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The Argentine model predicts that an increase in the value of the independent
variable by one degree (e.g., from “half of them” to “more than hall of them”) is
associated with a decrease of up to fifty-four percent in the probability that the
respondent would participate in the presidential election. The Costa Rican model
then predicts that a one-degree increase in the value of the independent variable is
associated with a decrease in the probability of participating in the election by up

to twenty-one percent.
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As for the control variables, while in Brazil and Paraguay it is more likely to be
men who participate in elections, in Peru it is women. In the other models, this
variable was not statistically significant. As for the age variable, while in many
countries a higher age is more likely to lead to a respondent's participation in
elections, an exception can be found in Argentina, since in this South American
country younger respondents are more likely to participate in elections. Education
is another control variable that was statistically significant in several countries.
Higher education leads to more likely participation in elections. As for the place of
living variable, while in Colombia and Panama people from rural areas are more
likely to go to the polls, in Chile respondents from urban areas are more likely to
vote. However, in the other countries this control variable was not statistically
significant. Interpersonal trust has a positive effect on voter turnout in Costa Rica.
Institutional trust is also important in many Latin American countries. The more
people have trust in institutions, the more likely they are to turn out for the next

presidential election.

142



Table 28. The Impact of Experience with Police Corruption on Voter Turnout

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

. 17.352

mﬁgg:ﬁz 0644 0353 -0.520 0086 0504 -0.309 0.108 0272 0397 0189 006 0235 0607 0144 0342 0277

Comuption ©284) (0.405) (0341) (0.389) (0279) (0.349) (0.189) (31987 (0.355) (0287) (021) (0:238) (0209) (0.259) (0278) (0.356) (L034)
27)

Genger | 0083 0009 0465 0033 -0041 008 -0251 -0295 051 -0.27 -0178 0056 -0408 012 -0382 0778 -0458

(0.196) (0.34) (0.2) (0.119) (0.143) (0.147) (0.144) (0.38) (0.163) (0.15) (0.126) (0.213) (0.122) (0.136) (0.192) (0.252) (0.265)

-0.024 0.001 0.007 0.013 0.004 0.004 0.02 -0.015 0.019 0.023 0.005 0.022 0.019 0.028 0.015 -0.01 0.011

Age (0.006) (0.011) (0.007) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.011) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.007) (0.004) (0.005) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)

Education 0091 0042 0077 0072 0102 0084 -0.031 -0027 0031 0073 0033 0049 0047 0032 0024 007 0058
(0.027) (0.039) (0.03) (0.019) (0.02) (0.02) (0.019) (0.05) (0.021) (0.02) (0.017) (0.028) (0.015) (0.02) (0.025) (0.032) (0.036)

Placeof 0015 -0.073 -0.17 0158 -0.223 0.047 -0.033 -0.055 0.054 0001 0035 -0.013 0012 -0.267 0.099 0.044 -0.064
Living  (0.094) (0.1) (0.099) (0.042) (0.058) (0.055) (0.044) (0.125) (0.052) (0.047) (0.047) (0.094) (0.041) (0.046) (0.069) (0.074) (0.1)

0.016 0.306 -0.034 0212 0211 0.185 0.068 -0.274 0.039 0.122 0.062 0.287 -0.095 -0.099 -0.217 -0.069 -0.167

Salay 0 128) (0.236) (0.139) (0.084) (0.105) (0.102) (0.088) (0.285) (0.127) (0.11) (0.09) (0.158) (0.09) (0.094) (0.137) (0.18) (0.174)

Interpersonal  0.019  0.339 -0.037 0.138 0072 0272 0028 -025 0052 0079 0005 0111 -0053 003 0171 0.185 0.096
Trust  (0.108) (0.197) (0.102) (0.065) (0.076) (0.075) (0.073) (0.211) (0.084) (0.077) (0.059) (0.11) (0.06) (0.071) (0.098) (0.141) (0.15)

Institutional  0.133  0.007 0.105 0.141 012 0.149 0.125 -0.103 -0.006 0.053 0.057 0.202 0.033 -0.002 0.133 -0.005 0.103
Trust (0.047) (0.094) (0.048) (0.032) (0.039) (0.04) (0.035) (0.109) (0.044) (0.04) (0.03) (0.055) (0.029) (0.034) (0.051) (0.068) (0.066)

184 1.863 1931 -2443 0084 -1.352 0.278 6.597 0549 -0.461 0.141 -0.663 0.017 0.846 0.709 1.654 2.084

Constant ' 5'575) (1.126) (0.644) (0.408) (0.446) (0.425) (0.446) (L375) (0.509) (0.431) (0.34) (0.727) (0.335) (0.431) (0.586) (0.812) (0.781)
Nagelkerke
2 0003 0028 0030 0078 0067 008l 0055 0046 0041 0051 0014 0051 0043 0081 0042 0045 0.028
N 1353 1439 1370 1467 1521 1356 1201 1439 1198 1365 1308 1283 1346 1420 1206 1408 1304

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamd, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The Argentine model predicts that a respondent with experience of police
corruption would be up to forty-seven percent more likely to not vote than a
respondent without such experience. In contrast, in Panama, a respondent with
experience of police corruption would be up to eighty-three percent more likely to

participate in an election than a respondent without such experience.
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Table 29. The Impact of Experience with Clerk Corruption on Voter Turnout

Experience
with Clerk
Corruption

Gender

Age

Education

Place of
Living

Salary

Interpersonal
Trust

Institutional
Trust

Constant

ARG

0.047
(0.448)

-0.013
(0.194)

-0.023
(0.006)

0.087
(0.027)

0.018
(0.094)

0.04
(0.127)

0.04
(0.108)

0.136
(0.047)

1.596
(0.561)

Nagelkerke R? 0.086

N

1353

BOL
0.394

(0.547)

-0.037
(0.336)

(0.011)

0.042
(0.039)

-0.07
(0.1)

0.296
(0.235)

0.336
(0.196)

0.007
(0.094)

1.976
(1.114)

0.027

1442

BRA
0.185

(0.577)

-0.416
(0.197)

0.007
(0.007)

0.076
(0.03)

-0.167
(0.098)

-0.021
(0.139)

-0.022
(0.103)

0.109
(0.048)

1.782
(0.636)

0.027

1370

CHI
1.105

(0.638)

0.049
(0.119)

0.013
(0.004)

0.069
(0.019)

0.16
(0.042)

0.219
(0.084)

0.142
(0.065)

0.143
(0.032)

-2.47
(0.407)

0.081

1468

coL
0.577

(0.416)

-0.067
(0.142)

0.004
(0.005)

0.102
(0.02)

-0.219
(0.058)

0.207
(0.105)

0.074
(0.076)

0.117
(0.038)

0.143
(0.444)

0.065

1523

CRI
-0.339

(0.399)

-0.085
(0.147)

0.003
(0.005)

0.084
(0.02)

0.044
(0.056)

0.187
(0.102)

0.273
(0.075)

0.147
(0.04)

-1.319
(0.428)

0.082

1357

DOM
0.161

(0.285)

-0.253
(0.14)

0.02
(0.005)

-0.032
(0.019)

-0.032
(0.044)

0.072
(0.088)

0.035
(0.073)

0.121
(0.035)

0.308
(0.442)

0.054

1294

ECU
17.373

(3871.6
86)

-0.254

(0.372)

-0.016
(0.011)

-0.029
(0.049)

-0.072
(0.123)

-0.206
(0.279)

-0.238
(0.207)

-0.061
(0.106)

6.352
(1.327)

0.035

1447

ELS
0.089

(0.495)

-0.523
(0.162)

0.019
(0.006)

0.031
(0.021)

0.056
(0.052)

0.03
(0.127)

0.049
(0.084)

-0.008
(0.044)

0.597
(0.506)

0.040

1199

GUA
0.417

(0.348)

-0.304
(0.148)

0.023
(0.006)

0.072
(0.02)

0.001
(0.046)

0.122
(0.11)

0.079
(0.077)

0.049
(0.04)

-0.385
(0.429)

0.050

1365

HON
0.489

(0.299)

-0.173
(0.125)

0.005
(0.004)

0.032
(0.017)

0.032
(0.047)

0.065
(0.09)

0.004
(0.059)

0.056
(0.03)

0.143
(0.338)

0.016

1310

MEX
0.819

(0.35)

0.117
(0.209)

0.023
(0.007)

0.044
(0.028)

-0.024
(0.095)

0.288
(0.16)

0.129
(0.111)

0.214
(0.055)

-0.826
(0.722)

0.063

1284

NIC
0.036

(0.327)

-0.425
(0.121)

0.019
(0.004)

0.048
(0.015)

0.01
(0.041)

-0.097
(0.09)

-0.058
(0.059)

0.028
(0.029)

0.063
(0.333)

0.041

1348

PAN
0.232

(0.306)

0.073
(0.135)

0.027
(0.005)

0.034
(0.02)

-0.256
(0.046)

-0.109
(0.094)

0.031
(0.071)

-0.004
(0.034)

0.899
(0.432)

0.076

1418

PAR
0.19

(0.39)

-0.391
(0.191)

0.015
(0.007)

0.025
(0.025)

0.099
(0.069)

-0.217
(0.137)

0.172
(0.098)

0.131
(0.051)

0.729
(0.581)

0.042

1294

PER
0.499
(0.479)

0.766
(0.25)

-0.011
(0.008)

0.068
(0.033)

0.045
(0.074)

-0.067
(0.181)

0.187
(0.142)

-0.008
(0.068)

1.719
(0.804)

0.046

1408

URU
18.082

(7643.0
24)

-0.443
(0.264)

0.011
(0.008)

0.054
(0.036)

-0.07
0.1)

-0.158
(0.174)

0.101
(0.15)

0.106
(0.066)

2.076
(0.778)

0.033

1395

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption

on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual

regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are

also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The Mexican model predicts that a respondent with experience of official

corruption would be up to one hundred and twenty-six percent more likely to vote

than a respondent who had not been exposed to official corruption.
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Table 30. The Impact of Perception of Corruption on Attending a Political
Meeting

BRA  COL ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAR PER

Corruption  -0.032 -0.178 -0.196 -0.138 -0.007 -0.088 -0.135 -0.1  0.034
Perception  (0.115) (0.093) (0.098) (0.112) (0.106) (0.11) (0.083) (0.062) (0.12)

-0.129 -0.302 -0.061 -0.505 -0.183 -0.136 -0.184 -0.407 -0.312

Gender 0 103) (0.171) (0.217) (0.243) (0.215) (0.215) (0.196) (0.119) (0.214)

e 0011 0005 0007 -0.004 -0.006 0.003 0007 0.004 0.001

g (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.007)

. 0018 0029 0022 0017 002 -0067 0031 -0.004 -0.013
Education

(0.028) (0.023) (0.027) (0.03) (0.028) (0.028) (0.024) (0.015) (0.029)

Place of  -0.123 -0.201 -0.339 -0.471 0.1 -0.214 -0.042 -0.11 -0.413
Living  (0.096) (0.065) (0.076) (0.103) (0.077) (0.099) (0.068) (0.044) (0.067)

-0.188 0.002 -0.105 0.139 -0.128 -0.141 0.38 -0.049 0.147

Salary  (0.136) (0.124) (0.173) (0.178) (0.153) (0.162) (0.144) (0.088) (0.16)

Interpersonal 0.012 0.088 0.116 0.035 0.119 -0.042 0.124 -0.042 -0.103
Trust (0.101) (0.093) (0.112) (0.124) (0.103) (0.112) (0.099) (0.063) (0.126)

Institutional ~ 0.07  0.037 0.037 0.053 0.109 -0.009 0.202 0.035 0.179
Trust (0.049) (0.049) (0.063) (0.068) (0.052) (0.061) (0.056) (0.033) (0.066)

-0.143 -0.583 -0.69 -0.841 -2.259 0.395 -3.116 0.072 -1.049

Constant 5793) (0.665) (0.767) (0.891) (0.796) (0.853) (0.684) (0.453) (0.891)

Nagelkerke R® 0.023 0.040 0.087 0.104 0.026 0.046 0.100 0.028 0.127

N 667 782 633 695 659 702 657 1356 717

Note: BRA - Brazil, COL - Colombia, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX - México,
NIC - Nicaragua, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue
(Coefficients p < 0.05).
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This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The EI Salvador model predicts that an increase in the value of the independent
variable by one degree (e.g., from “half of them” to “more than hall of them”) is
associated with a decrease in the probability that the respondent attended a political
rally by up to seventeen percent.

The regression models show that in two states, men are more likely than women to
attend political rallies. In Mexico, more educated respondents are more likely to
participate in this form of political participation. In a number of Latin American
countries, people living in villages and smaller towns are more likely to participate
in political meetings. The control variable representing the respondent's economic
situation was statistically significant only in Nicaragua. In this Central American
country, people whose family income is increasing are more likely to attend
political rallies. Trust in institutions was also statistically significant in the three
Latin American countries, acting in a positive direction on this form of political

participation.
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Table 31. The Impact of Experience with Police Corruption on Attending a

Political Meeting

BRA  COL ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAR PER

Ev)i(t?]eggﬂi 0091 0384 0366 0663 0201 024 0233 -0.051 0.599
Cormuption 0269 (0:201) (0.304) (0211) (0.22) (0.167) (0:219) (0.166) (0187)
Gonder | 0333 0374 0233 -0399 -0.316 -0006 -0.146 -0.437 -0.417
(0.136) (0.124) (0.154) (0.172) (0.148) (0.147) (0.136) (0.12) (0.153)
pge 0018 0011 0011 -0004 -0.001 0005 0014 0004 0.006
g (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005)
_.002 0033 0008 0007 0013 -0.048 0022 -0.006 0.015
Education

(0.02) (0.016) (0.019) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019) (0.016) (0.015) (0.021)

Place of  -0.092 -0.23 -0.295 -0.359 -0.039 -0.113 0.017 -0.118 -0.374
Living  (0.065) (0.046) (0.053) (0.066) (0.054) (0.066) (0.046) (0.043) (0.047)

-0.024 -0.016 -0.049 0.024 0.009 -0.077 0.333 -0.03 0.102

Salary  0.006) (0.088) (0.123) (0.123) (0.103) (0.107) (0.098) (0.086) (0.112)

Interperson  -0.053 0.085 0.126 0.049 -0.002 0.075 0.135 -0.042 -0.103
al Trust  (0.071) (0.068) (0.079) (0.085) (0.069) (0.075) (0.067) (0.063) (0.088)

Institutional  0.09  0.078 0.044 0.062 0.126 0.017 0183 0.042 0.136
Trust  (0.034) (0.035) (0.043) (0.047) (0.035) (0.04) (0.036) (0.033) (0.044)

-0.259 -1.677 -1.697 -1.534 -1.969 -1.142 -3.912 -0.324 -1.297

constant 1 147) (0.39) (0.482) (0.501) (0.395) (0.509) (0.39) (0.368) (0.516)
Nagelkerke
" 0.037 0053 0064 0080 0024 0023 0069 0028 0.112
N 1407 1570 1307 1420 1388 1443 1462 1373 1432

Note: BRA - Brazil, COL - Colombia, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX - México,
NIC - Nicaragua, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue
(Coefficients p < 0.05).
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This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The Guatemalan model predicts that a respondent with experience of police
corruption is up to ninety-four percent more likely to attend political rallies than a
respondent without such experience. The Peruvian model then predicts that a
respondent with experience of police corruption is up to eighty-two percent more
likely to attend political rallies.
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Table 32. The Impact of Experience with Clerk Corruption on Attending a
Political Meeting

BRA COL ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAR PER

Sv’:fhegﬁgflf 0.022 0841 0818 0377 0373 0358 0313 0284 0.962
Corntion | (©0:342) (0.269) (0388) (0.297) (0.279) (0.194) (0.347) (0:208) (0.214)
Gonder | 0814 0383 -0235 0472 -0327 -0.016 -0151 -0.404 -0435
(0.135) (0.123) (0.153) (0.169) (0.146) (0.145) (0.135) (0.119) (0.153)
e 0018 0011 0011 -0.005 -0.001 0.005 0014 0.004 0.005
g (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005)
_.0.024 0031 0007 0006 0013 -0.049 0022 -0.008 0.008
Education

(0.02) (0.016) (0.019) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019) (0.016) (0.015) (0.021)

Place of  -0.084 -0.232 -0.298 -0.352 -0.041 -0.109 0.018 -0.122 -0.379
Living  (0.065) (0.046) (0.053) (0.066) (0.054) (0.066) (0.046) (0.043) (0.048)

-0.018 -0.018 -0.054 0.025 0.01 -0.083 0.334 -0.032 0.101

Salary - 0.096) (0.088) (0.122) (0.122) (0.103) (0.107) (0.098) (0.087) (0.112)

Interpersonal -0.058 0.079 0.126 0.061 -0.005 0.086 0.134 -0.044 -0.1
Trust (0.071) (0.067) (0.079) (0.085) (0.069) (0.076) (0.067) (0.063) (0.088)

Institutional ~ 0.09  0.083 0.044 0.054 0.124 0.017 0.182 0.046 0.133
Trust  (0.034) (0.035) (0.043) (0.047) (0.035) (0.04) (0.036) (0.033) (0.044)

-0.281 -1.622 -1.693 -1.368 -1.939 -1.136 -3.896 -0.331 -1.154

constant ) 143) (0.387) (0.477) (0.493) (0.391) (0.505) (0.388) (0.366) (0.509)
Nagelkerke
" 0.035 0058 0067 0.070 0024 0024 0069 0029 0.122
N 1408 1572 1300 1421 1300 1445 1464 1371 1432

Note: BRA - Brazil, COL - Colombia, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX - México,
NIC - Nicaragua, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue
(Coefficients p < 0.05).
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This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

For example, the Colombian model predicts that a respondent with experience of
official corruption is up to one hundred and thirty-one percent more likely to attend
political rallies than a respondent without such experience. In the case of the
Peruvian model, a respondent who has experience with official corruption is up to
one hundred and sixty-one percent more likely than an individual who does not

have this experience.
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Table 33. The Impact of Perception of Corruption on Attending a Community

Meeting
ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU
Corruption ~ -0.11 -0.171 -0.032 -0.08 -0.031 -0.124 -0.095 -0.091 -0.002 0.005 0.096 -0.23 -0.092 0.003 -0.016 0.057 -0.073
Perception  (0.131) (0.081) (0.127) (0.088) (0.087) (0.093) (0.076) (0.078) (0.087) (0.081) (0.085) (0.089) (0.079) (0.093) (0.059) (0.095) (0.113)
Gender 0.051 -0.209 -0.69 0.093 -0.231 -0.149 0.071 -0.032 -0.192 -0.374 -0.667 0.078 0.023 -0.243 -0.235 -0.108 0.185
(0.242) (0.154) (0.211) (0.171) (0.157) (0.195) (0.171) (0.162) (0.187) (0.166) (0.172) (0.17) (0.187) (0.176) (0.113) (0.16) (0.229)
Ade 0.012 0.023 0.007 0.025 0.015 0.021 0.017 0.017 0 0.014 0.018 0.007 0.022 0.012 0.012 0.03 0.014
9 (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.007)
Education 0.121 -0.002 0.052 0.039 0.041 0.018 -0.035 0.043 -0.015 -0.02 0.043 -0.001 0.013 0.035 0.015 -0.001 0.055
(0.036) (0.018) (0.029) (0.026) (0.021) (0.024) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021) (0.023) (0.024) (0.015) (0.023) (0.028)
Place of -0.052 -0.177 -0.321 -0.173 -0.375 -0.258 -0.044 -0.225 -0.219 -0.414 -0.223 -0.145 -0.247 -0.37 -0.163 -0.163 -0.027
Living (0.113) (0.047) (0.103) (0.059) (0.061) (0.077) (0.053) (0.055) (0.062) (0.056) (0.066) (0.08) (0.068) (0.055) (0.041) (0.051) (0.086)
sala -0.115 -0.002 0.016 -0.149 0.012 -0.024 0.102 -0.05 -0.153 0.259 0.014 0.154 0.429 0.143 -0.182 -0.269 -0.007
Y (0.156) (0.107) (0.145) (0.12) (0.114) (0.133) (0.11) (0.123) (0.149) (0.126) (0.12) (0.129) (0.139) (0.126) (0.083) (0.119) (0.148)
Interpersonal -0.211  0.205 0.07 0.309 -0.041 0.374 0.07 0028 016 0212 0078 0.12 0.167 0.003 0.028 -0.078 0.284
Trust (0.14) (0.089) (0.108) (0.096) (0.085) (0.111) (0.09) (0.093) (0.097) (0.086) (0.081) (0.091) (0.094) (0.095) (0.06) (0.095) (0.146)
Institutional ~ 0.057 -0.051 -0.031 0.033 0.014 0.026 -0.083 0.046 0.079 -0.015 0.081 -0.046 0.206 0.126 0.069 0.09 0.034
Trust (0.066) (0.045) (0.052) (0.047) (0.044) (0.06) (0.042) (0.047) (0.054) (0.046) (0.041) (0.048) (0.053) (0.046) (0.032) (0.049) (0.065)
Constant -2.905 0417 -0.973 -2.476 -0.235 -2.398 -0.524 -0.908 -0.712 -0.472 -1.807 -0.191 -3.125 -1.343 -0.327 -0.784 -3.858
(0.962) (0.596) (0.853) (0.759) (0.617) (0.748) (0.621) (0.661) (0.673) (0.619) (0.632) (0.677) (0.65) (0.678) (0.43) (0.688) (0.994)

Nagelkerke

R? 0.045 0.092 0.055 0.083 0.085 0.094 0.055 0.060 0.066 0.171 0.086 0.033 0.166 0.125 0.040 0.102 0.050
N 716 765 667 768 791 682 647 718 625 695 662 701 658 716 1355 713 714

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Per(i, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The Bolivian model predicts that an increase in the value of the independent
variable by one degree (e.g., from “half of them” to “more than hall of them”) is
associated with a decrease of up to 15 percent in the probability that the respondent
attended a community meeting. In the case of Mexico, there is up to a twenty
percent reduction in the likelihood of participating in this type of political

participation.
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The regression models show that men are more likely to attend community
meetings than women, but only in those countries where there was statistical
significance between the variables. Participation in community meetings is also
associated with higher age of the respondent. This control variable was statistically
significant in almost all Latin American countries. More educated respondents are
also more likely to participate in this form of political participation than less
educated respondents. The regression models also show that people from rural areas
or smaller towns are more likely to participate in community meetings than those
from large cities or the capital. Not much can be inferred from the control variable
representing the respondent's financial situation, as in two regression models an
increase in the respondent's income leads to participation in the community
meeting, while in the other two models an improvement in financial situation leads
to non-participation. Interpersonal trust is also important for participation in this
form of political participation, which was statistically significant in four Latin
American countries. Finally, institutional trust, while positively affecting
participation in community meetings in the four regression models, discourages

participation in this form of political participation in the Dominican Republic.
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Table 34. The Impact of Experience with Police Corruption on Attending a
Community Meeting

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

Experience .0, 0473 057 -0.078 0169 -0.113 -0.08 0333 0905 0382 0608 0229 0096 036 0271 0269 011

g(']trrfst'i'gs (0.264) (0.123) (0.235) (0.443) (0.195) (0.386) (0.165) (0.179) (0.25) (0.167) (0.185) (0.138) (0.209) (0.209) (0.158) (0.155) (0.551)

Gender -0.037 -0.084 -0.325 0.363 -0.248 -0.022 -0.212 -0.069 -0.13 -0.487 -0.506 -0.123 -0.043 -0.161 -0.226 -0.113 0.089

(0.172) (0.108) (0.138) (0.118) (0.113) (0.136) (0.118) (0.114) (0.132) (0.117) (0.122) (0.12) (0.125) (0.121) (0.114) (0.115) (0.153)

Ade 0.002 0019 0.013 0.02 0.017 0.02 0011 0014 0.015 0.011 0.022 0.014 002 0.007 0.012 0.023 0.013

9 (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

. 0.1 -0.006 0.05 0.025 0.025 0.043 -0.016 0.005 -0.004 -0.01 0.054 0.015 0.021 -0.004 0.017 -0.005 0.027
Education

(0.025) (0.013) (0.019) (0.018) (0.015) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.019)

Place of 0.003 -0.233 -0.17 -0.162 -0.403 -0.226 -0.056 -0.218 -0.26 -0.354 -0.32 -0.059 -0.142 -0.343 -0.171 -0.187 0.022
Living (0.078) (0.032) (0.067) (0.041) (0.043) (0.054) (0.036) (0.038) (0.045) (0.039) (0.048) (0.055) (0.043) (0.038) (0.041) (0.036) (0.059)

-0.137 -0.004 -0.014 -0.139 0.117 -0.09 -0.029 -0.044 0.026 0.096 0 0.063 0.272 0.128 -0.189 -0.139 -0.124

Salay 0111) (0.074) (0.097) (0.084) (0.081) (0.094) (0.073) (0.086) (0.106) (0.086) (0.086) (0.088) (0.08) (0.085) (0.082) (0.084) (0.101)

Interpersonal -0.072 0197 0054 018 -0.03 0237 0049 0076 0087 0173 0052 0043 0084 0092 0025 -0.086 0.213
Trust  (0.103) (0.062) (0.072) (0.066) (0.061) (0.075) (0.059) (0.063) (0.068) (0.06) (0.057) (0.062) (0.061) (0.064) (0.06) (0.067) (0.096)

Institutional  0.093 -0.019 0.029 0.036 0059 -0.013 -0.019 0057 008 0005 0013 -0.017 0192 0071 0073 0.038 0.105
Trust  (0.046) (0.031) (0.034) (0.031) (0.032) (0.04) (0.028) (0.032) (0.037) (0.032) (0.029) (0.033) (0.033) (0.031) (0.032) (0.033) (0.043)

-3.355 -0.344 -1.989 -2.164 -0.641 -2.502 -0.589 -0.969 -1.549 -0.339 -1.292 -1.534 -3.189 -0.734 -0.455 -0.289 -3.728

Constant (0.534) (0.364) (0.447) (0.399) (0.35) (0.41) (0.369) (0.393) (0.416) (0.342) (0.324) (0.416) (0.354) (0.375) (0.347) (0.392) (0.491)
Nagelkerke
R 0.033 0.090 0.033 0.062 0.106 0.060 0.026 0.056 0.079 0.135 0.101 0.019 0.092 0.109 0.042 0.079 0.034
N 1455 1572 1406 1552 1582 1410 1385 1469 1302 1423 1395 1450 1463 1469 1372 1433 1471

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

For example, the Guatemalan model predicts that a respondent with experience of
police corruption is up to forty-six percent more likely to attend community
meetings than a respondent without such experience. On the other hand, in the case
of the Honduran model, respondents with experience of police bribery are up to one
hundred and forty-seven percent more likely to attend a community meeting than

those individuals who have not been asked by a police officer to pay a bribe.
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Table 35. The Impact of Experience with Clerk Corruption on Attending a
Community Meeting

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

vaf:rcligf: 0002 1203 0964 1504 0304 1153 017 1217 1274 1128 1078 0595 081 0773 0968 0961 0.021
Cormution ©334) (0168) (0335) (05) (0.33) (0439) (0377) (0.28) (0527) (0263) (0.296) (0.254) (0323) (0.308) (0261) (0.213) (0.549)
Gonger | 0497 0021 -0416 -0117 -0288 -0212 -0451 001 -0387 -0087 -0654 -0071 -0428 -0588 0274 -0295 0502
(0.162) (0.141) (0.181) (0.178) (0.163) (0.184) (0.205) (0.204) (0.320) (0.178) (0.214) (0.207) (0.177) (0.197) (0.198) (0.159) (0.181)

pge 0008 -0005 0.006 -0.036 -0.018 -0.009 -0004 0002 0006 -0012 -0.013 0011 0003 0004 0008 0019 -0011
9 (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.01) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005)
Education 0169 0026 0154 0206 006 0163 -002% -0.025 0065 0038 0084 0016 0091 003 0082 0084 0196

(0.025) (0.017) (0.026) (0.035) (0.022) (0.022) (0.027) (0.027) (0.04) (0.023) (0.026) (0.025) (0.021) (0.026

(0.024) (0.023) (0.024)

Placeof 0166 -0.048 -0.062 0.009 0056 004 -0.105 -0.048 0062 -0.034 0268 -0.026 014 -0.025 -0.024 -0.146 0.183
Living  (0.069) (0.042) (0.089) (0.067) (0.065) (0.07) (0.062) (0.067) (0.105) (0.056) (0.072) (0.095) (0.057) (0.061) (0.07) (0.049) (0.072)

-0.252 -0.072 0.049  0.09 011 -0.16 -0.117 0.098 -0.258 0.136 0.069 0.121 0.056 0.025 -0.16 0.018 0.335

S (0104) (0.097) (0.126) (0.121) (0.116) (0.123) (0.128) (0.153) (0.257) (0.13) (0.141) (0.152) (0.13) (0.131) (0.14) (0.116) (0.121)

Interpersonal 0.1  -0.123 -0.07 0006 0004 01 0006 -0.033 -0.144 -0.043 -0.097 0143 -0.051 0111 -0.049 0052 0.127
Trust  (0.099) (0.081) (0.097) (0.105) (0.09) (0.103) (0.102) (0.114) (0.168) (0.093) (0.099) (0.109) (0.085) (0.101) (0.104) (0.092) (0.119)

Institutional  0.022 0.039 -0.048 -0.097 -0.09 -0.058 -0.035 -0.031 -0.15 -0.094 -0.113 -0.004 -0.159 -0.127 -0.062 0.025 0.041
Trust  (0.042) (0.04) (0.044) (0.048) (0.045) (0.052) (0.048) (0.057) (0.079) (0.048) (0.049) (0.057) (0.04) (0.047) (0.053) (0.046) (0.051)

42 -1.506 -2.837 -3.269 -1.918 -3.317 -1.124 -2.283 -2.833 -1.714 -2.599 -3.744 -2.53 -2.403 -2.695 -3.331 -6.075

Constant (0.514) (0.479) (0.591) (0.645) (0.517) (0.548) (0.63) (0.696) (0.962) (0.526) (0.542) (0.729) (0.462) (0.585) (0.576) (0.547) (0.602)
Nagelkerke
/2 0.111 0.062 0.087 0.144 0.053 0.109 0.019 0.030 0.058 0.048 0.136 0.018 0.095 0.049 0.054 0.072 0.184
N 1455 1580 1414 1556 1589 1414 1397 1476 1328 1435 1401 1459 1466 1473 1401 1449 1474

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coeflicients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

For example, the Mexican model predicts that a respondent with experience of
official corruption is up to eighty-one percent more likely to attend community
meetings than a respondent without such experience. On the other hand, in the case
of the Chilean model, respondents with experience of official corruption are up to
three hundred and forty-nine percent more likely to attend a community meeting

than those individuals who have not been asked by an official to pay a bribe.
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Table 36. The Impact of Perception of Corruption on Attending a Town/City
Council Meeting

COL ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAR PER

Corruption -0.034 -0.257 -0.049 0.203 -0.069 -0.268 0.004 0.279
Perception ~ (0.14) (0.14) (0.107) (0.111) (0.13) (0.098) (0.092) (0.152)

-0.523 0.553 -0.471 -0.407 -0.025 0.387 -0.096 -0.558

Gender 0253) (0.318) (0.232) (0.216) (0.245) (0.235) (0.173) (0.242)

e 0003 0.023 0026 0015 0007 0015 0012 0015

g (0.008) (0.01) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.006) (0.008)

_ 0.04 0074 -0014 0039 0023 0084 0016 0.055
Education

(0.033) (0.037) (0.029) (0.028) (0.03) (0.029) (0.022) (0.032)

Place of  -0.483 -0.201 -0.273 -0.298 0.032 -0.139 0.013 -0.274
Living  (0.091) (0.107) (0.081) (0.087) (0.117) (0.084) (0.063) (0.074)

0.203 -0.168 0.652 -0.12 0.119 0.616 0.161 -0.028

Salary (0183) (0.252) (0.171) (0.152) (0.184) (0.168) (0.127) (0.177)

Interpersonal -0.046 0.207 -0.148 0.137 -0.116 -0.111 -0.05 -0.505
Trust (0.133) (0.165) (0.118) (0.102) (0.13) (0.119) (0.092) (0.147)

Institutional  0.005 0.034 0.063 0.022 -0.004 0.095 -0.026 0.088
Trust  (0.071) (0.093) (0.064) (0.051) (0.069) (0.066) (0.049) (0.072)

-0.927 -3.463 -2.863 -2.742 -2.343 -3.276 -2.779 -2.429

constant 967) (1.119) (0.868) (0.8) (0.981) (0.795) (0.66) (1.054)
Nagelkerke
" 0.092 0065 0.105 0.065 0007 0125 0010 0.096
N 783 639 697 666 699 652 1382 720

Note: COL - Colombia, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX - México, NIC
- Nicaragua, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Peru; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue
(Coefficients p < 0.05).
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This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The Nicaraguan model predicts that an increase in the value of the independent
variable by one degree (e.g., from “half of them” to “more than hall of them”) is
associated with a decrease of up to twenty-three percent in the probability that the
respondent attended a town meeting.

The three regression models show that men are more likely to attend town meetings
than women. Older age is also associated with participation in this institutionalized
type of political participation. The two regression models that were statistically
significant suggest that more educated respondents are also more likely to attend
town meetings than less educated respondents. Similarly, just as people from
smaller towns are more likely to attend community meetings than those from
metropolitan areas, the same is true with respect to participation in town meetings.
This type of political participation is also more likely to be sought out by more
financially secure respondents, as is evident in the two regression models where
this control variable was statistically significant. A paradox is interpersonal trust,

which in one regression model has a negative effect on town meeting participation.
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Table 37. The Impact of Experience with Police Corruption on Attending a
Town/City Council Meeting

COL ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAR PER

\/Ev?t%ell;lgriii 0.3 0875 019 069 0783 0241 049 075

Cormuption 0284 (0.37) (0.212) (0214) (0193) (025) (0.22) (0.205)

Gonder | 0267 022 0243 0429 -0.068 0026 -0.05 -0.271

(0.177) (0.209) (0.155) (0.157) (0.184) (0.156) (0.176) (0.174)

e 0.005 0029 0014 0008 0014 0015 0013 0.016

g (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)

_ 0.054 0038 -0009 0039 0071 0015 0015 0.007
Education

(0.023) (0.025) (0.019) (0.02) (0.022) (0.019) (0.022) (0.023)

Place of  -0.417 -0.193 -0.198 -0.304 -0.029 -0.124 0.008 -0.286
Living  (0.064) (0.071) (0.052) (0.063) (0.084) (0.055) (0.063) (0.053)

0.048 -0.042 0.329 -0.024 -0.101 0.437 0.167 -0.112

Salary  5.126) (0.167) (0.112) (0.108) (0.134) (0.111) (0.126) (0.126)

Interpersonal -0.039 0.087 0.007 0.126 -0.026 0.059 -0.058 -0.209
Trust (0.096) (0.107) (0.078) (0.073) (0.095) (0.076) (0.092) (0.101)

Institutional  0.077 0.095 0.032 0.012 0.7 0084 -0.016 -0.004
Trust (0.051) (0.059) (0.042) (0.036) (0.05) (0.04) (0.048) (0.049)

-1.934 -4.258 -2.437 -1916 -3.662 -3.524 -2.938 -1.131

constant o 5a6) (0.671) (0.459) (0.414) (0.64) (0.432) (0.532) (0.579)
Nagelkerke
" 0.067 0052 0042 0.064 0043 0050 0018 0.081
N 1570 1315 1426 1403 1442 1460 1309 1442

Note: COL - Colombia, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX - México, NIC -
Nicaragua, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Perti; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue
(Coefficients p < 0.05).
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This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

For example, the Paraguayan model predicts that a respondent with experience of
police corruption is up to sixty-three percent more likely to attend town hall
meetings than a respondent without such experience. On the other hand, in the case
of the EIl Salvador model, respondents with experience of police bribery are up to
one hundred and thirty-nine percent more likely to attend a town meeting than those

individuals who have not been asked by a police officer to pay a bribe.
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Table 38. The Impact of Experience with Clerk Corruption on Attending a
Town/City Council Meeting

COL ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAR PER

sv’:fﬁgﬁzﬁf 1161 0871 0234 0556 0577 0249 0856 0.825

Cormption (©:324) (0506) (0.287) (0279) (0:22) (0.403) (0258) (0.236)

Gonder 0267 0171 -0255 0495 0161 0017 -0.026 -0.318

(0.176) (0.206) (0.154) (0.155) (0.18) (0.155) (0.176) (0.172)

e 0.004 0027 0013 0008 0011 0015 0011 0014

g (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)

_ 0.05 0037 -0011 0041 0069 0015 0011 0.001
Education

(0.023) (0.025) (0.019) (0.02) (0.022) (0.019) (0.022) (0.023)

-0.419 -0.184 -0.196 -0.305 -0.018 -0.122 0.006 -0.288

Place of LIVING - 1 064y (0.07) (0.052) (0.063) (0.083) (0.055) (0.063) (0.053)

0.055 -0.066 0.326 -0.029 -0.102 0.437 0.168 -0.13

Salary  0125) (0.165) (0.112) (0.108) (0.133) (0.111) (0.127) (0.126)

Interpersonal -0.048 0.085 0.014 0.117 -0.007 0.058 -0.069 -0.204
Trust (0.096) (0.107) (0.078) (0.073) (0.095) (0.076) (0.092) (0.1)

Institutional ~ 0.092 0.089 0.03 0004 0.6 0083 -0.018 -0.012
Trust (0.051) (0.058) (0.042) (0.036) (0.05) (0.04) (0.048) (0.049)

-1.963 -4.092 -2.396 -1.764 -3.392 -3.498 -2.817 -0.877

Constant ,.545) (0.655) (0.456) (0.406) (0.628) (0.43) (0.528) (0.565)

Nagelkerke R> 0.079 0.048 0.042 0.057 0.030 0.049 0.025 0.079

N 1572 1317 1426 1405 1444 1462 1397 1442

Note: COL - Colombia, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX - México, NIC -
Nicaragua, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Peru; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue
(Coefficients p < 0.05).
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This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

For example, the Honduran model predicts that a respondent with experience of
official corruption is up to seventy-four percent more likely to attend town hall
meetings than a respondent without such experience. On the other hand, in the case
of the Colombian model, respondents with experience of official bribery are up to
two hundred and nineteen percent more likely to attend a town meeting than those

individuals who have not been asked by an official to pay a bribe.
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Table 39. The Impact of Perception of Corruption on Participation in a

Demonstration

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

Corruption  -0.176  0.137 -0.257 0.148 0.004 0318 0195 0025 -0.12 0268 0204 -0.094 -019 -0.058 0268 0.343 -0.086
Perception  (0.124) (0.106) (0.165) (0.144) (0.134) (0.138) (0.139) (0.135) (0.226) (0.135) (0.157) (0.156) (0.115) (0.146) (0.112) (0.149) (0.137)

0.447 -0.248 -0.24 -0.228 -0.047 -0.034 -0.336 -0.228 -0.075 -0.077 -0.708 -0.097 -0.398 -0.566 -0.412 -0.171 0.328

Gender (0.229) (0.2) (0.266) (0.254) (0.228) (0.262) (0.288) (0.278) (0.443) (0.247) (0.294) (0.302) (0.256) (0.28) (0.194) (0.22) (0.27)

Ade -0.005 -0.003 0.004 -0.038 -0.011 -0.005 -0.011 0.004 0 0.003 -0.009 0.004 0.005 -0.005 0.01 0.023 0.002

9 (0.007) (0.006) (0.01) (0.01) (0.008) (0.009) (0.01) (0.009) (0.015) (0.009) (0.01) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008)

. 0.18 0.044 0.198 0.225 0.08 0.12 -0.026 -0.02 0.228 0.02 0.109 -0.025 0.124 0.018 0.09 0.099 0.224
Education

(0.036) (0.024) (0.039) (0.051) (0.032) (0.032) (0.039) (0.038) (0.063) (0.031) (0.035) (0.038) (0.032) (0.037) (0.024) (0.031) (0.034)

Placeof 0194 -0.031 -0.153 -0.033 008 0218 -0.048 -0.022 -0.009 -0.096 0284 -0.152 0.159 0027 -0.025 -0.228 0.035
Living  (0.098) (0.06) (0.136) (0.088) (0.095) (0.102) (0.087) (0.092) (0.152) (0.08) (0.099) (0.141) (0.086) (0.087) (0.069) (0.069) (0.102)

-0.197 -0.003 0.077 0.095 0.06 0.048 -0.041 -0.245 -0.353 0.156 0.011 0.116 0.19 -0.024 -0.152 0.023 0.548

Salay 0146) (0.137) (0.183) (0.71) (0.164) (0.174) (0.182) (0.216) (0.353) (0.185) (0.198) (0.228) (0.192) (0.194) (0.141) (0.163) (0.183)

Interpersonal  0.126  -0.129 -0.176 0.017 -0.057 0.138 0.077 0077 -0.125 0127 -0.044 019 -0.13 0051 -0.024 -004 0.5
Trust  (0.136) (0.114) (0.146) (0.153) (0.125) (0.145) (0.149) (0.155) (0.231) (0.128) (0.137) (0.16) (0.128) (0.144) (0.104) (0.129) (0.176)

Institutional  0.015 0.062 -0.151 -0.067 -0.035 -0.028 -0.035 -0.029 -0.196 -0.087 -0.074 0.019 -0.19 -0.224 -0.039 0.071 0.036
Trust  (0.063) (0.058) (0.068) (0.072) (0.064) (0.075) (0.068) (0.079) (0.116) (0.067) (0.069) (0.087) (0.065) (0.071) (0.054) (0.067) (0.08)

-3.896 -2.264 -1.824 -3.931 -2551 -5328 -2.117 -1.907 -3.454 -3.449 -3.834 -2.427 -2.123 -1.103 -3.908 -4.757 -6.573

Constant (0.929) (0.788) (1.061) (1.24) (0.932) (1.066) (1.096) (1.126) (1.631) (0.992) (1.128) (1.197) (0.859) (1.04) (0.775) (1.032) (1.246)
Nagelkerke
R 0.117 0.021 0.114 0.145 0.041 0.091 0.021 0.012 0.124 0.028 0.123 0.020 0.103 0.052 0.044 0.079 0.226
N 716 765 670 769 791 684 647 718 641 701 664 706 657 717 1385 724 715

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Per(i, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The Guatemalan and Paraguayan models predict that an increase in the value of the
independent variable by one degree (e.g. from “half of them” to “more than hall of
them”) is associated with an increase in the probability that the respondent
participated in the demonstration by up to thirty percent. In the case of the Peruvian
model, an increase in value is associated with an increase in probability of up to

forty-one percent.
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As for the control variables, the regression models show that men are more likely
to participate in demonstrations than women. In Chile, younger respondents are
more likely to participate, while in Peru, older respondents are more likely to
participate in this non-conventional type of political participation. In the other
countries, the age variable was statistically insignificant. In most Latin American
countries, more educated people are more likely to participate in demonstrations
than less educated people. In three countries, people from larger cities are more
likely to participate in demonstrations, but in Peru, South America, respondents
living in smaller localities are more likely to participate in this type of political
participation. It is of some interest that in Uruguay, people with a better financial
situation are more likely to participate in demonstrations than those whose
economic situation has deteriorated. In terms of institutional trust, this works along
the lines of the more people disrespect state institutions, the more likely they are to
demonstrate. However, this variable was statistically significant in only three

regression models.
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Table 40. The Impact of Experience with Police Corruption on Participation

in a Demonstration

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

Experience
with Police
Corruption

0512 0734 0595 0922 0352 0655 0453 1122 0539 0905 1.108 0749 0403 0856 0437 0957 0.227
(0.233) (0.148) (0.282) (0.47) (0.239) (0.398) (0.257) (0.25) (0.477) (0.209) (0.238) (0.223) (0.233) (0.255) (0.235) (0.185) (0.653)

0.552 0.007 -0.403 -0.126 -0.276 -0.223 -0.366 0.048 -0.412 -0.005 -0.593 0.016 -0.434 -0.535 -0.331 -0.219 0.507

Gender (0.163) (0.141) (0.182) (0.177) (0.166) (0.185) (0.211) (0.205) (0.33) (0.18) (0.217) (0.211) (0.178) (0.199) (0.197) (0.16) (0.182)

-0.007 -0.003 -0.006 -0.036 -0.018 -0.008 -0.003 0.003 0.006 -0.009 -0.012 0.013 0.004 0.005 0.009 0.022 -0.011

Age (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.01) (0.007) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005)

Education 0165 0028 0159 0215 0062 016 -0.03L -0.025 0.065 0042 0084 0017 0093 0033 0089 009 01%
(0.025) (0.017) (0.026) (0.035) (0.023) (0.022) (0.027) (0.027) (0.04) (0.022) (0.025) (0.025) (0.021) (0.026) (0.024) (0.023) (0.024)

Placeof ~ 017 -0.045 -0057 0 0061 0047 -0.114 -0.053 0.064 -0.048 0277 -0.035 0135 -0.036 -0.015 -0.151 0.183
Living  (0.069) (0.042) (0.089) (0.066) (0.065) (0.07) (0.062) (0.067) (0.105) (0.056) (0.072) (0.096) (0.057) (0.061) (0.069) (0.049) (0.072)

-0.236 -0.086 0.051 0.078 0.123 -0.148 -0.111 0.082 -0.26 0.116 0.065 0.129 0.048 0.026 -0.161 0.029 0.337

Salay - 0105) (0.086) (0.125) (0.12) (0.116) (0.123) (0.128) (0.152) (0.258) (0.13) (0.141) (0.153) (0.13) (0.131) (0.139) (0.116) (0.121)

Interpersonal 0119 -0.11 -0.081 0.003 0.01 0.094 0011 -0.022 -0.145 -0.055 -0.085 0.124 -0.054 0117 -0.042 0.048 0.129
Trust  (0.099) (0.08) (0.097) (0.104) (0.091) (0.103) (0.103) (0.114) (0.168) (0.092) (0.1) (0.108) (0.085) (0.102) (0.104) (0.092) (0.119)

Institutional  0.025 0.027 -0.039 -0.094 -0.089 -0.072 -0.025 -0.043 -0.154 -0.09 -0.095 0005 -0.162 -0.129 -0.061 0.033 0.042
Trust  (0.042) (0.04) (0.045) (0.049) (0.045) (0.052) (0.049) (0.057) (0.079) (0.048) (0.049) (0.057) (0.04) (0.047) (0.053) (0.046) (0.051)

-4.379 -1.607 -2.916 -3.315 -2.041 -3.237 -1.293 -2.302 -2.782 -1.866 -2.851 -3.997 -2.523 -2.475 -2.803 -3.65 -6.094

Constant (0.521) (0.481) (0.597) (0.647) (0.524) (0.548) (0.64) (0.692) (0.964) (0.528) (0.556) (0.742) (0.462) (0.593) (0.578) (0.562) (0.606)
Nagelkerke
R 0.116 0.038 0.082 0.138 0.056 0.105 0.023 0.033 0.048 0.047 0.148 0.027 0.092 0.056 0.041 0.079 0.184
N 1455 1577 1413 1555 1587 1413 1394 1468 1326 1435 1399 1457 1464 1475 1403 1449 1473

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panamd, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

For example, the Argentine model predicts that a respondent with experience of
police corruption is up to sixty-six percent more likely to participate in
demonstrations than a respondent without such experience. On the other hand, in
the case of the Ecuadorian model, respondents with experience of police bribery are
up to two hundred and seven percent more likely to participate in a demonstration

than those individuals who have not been asked by a police officer to pay a bribe.
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Table 41. The Impact of Experience with Clerk Corruption on Participation

in a Demonstration

ARG BOL BRA CHI COL CRI DOM ECU ELS GUA HON MEX NIC PAN PAR PER URU

Experience
with Clerk
Corruption

0115 0711 -0231 0741 046 0531 0269 0415 0627 0403 072 0105 -0.427 0278 0.387 0623 0.578
(0.343) (0.16) (0.368) (0.465) (0.269) (0.407) (0.233) (0.21) (0.357) (0.229) (0.24) (0.164) (0.385) (0.264) (0.206) (0.19) (0.482)

-0.041 -0.106 -0.375 0.378 -0.25 -0.003 -0.189 -0.086 -0.179 -0.52 -0.541 -0.159 -0.062 -0.183 -0.224 -0.116 0.096

Gender  9172) (0.107) (0.137) (0.118) (0.112) (0.136) (0.415) (0.113) (0.131) (0.116) (0.022) (0.118) (0.124) (0.12) (0.113) (0.114) (0.153)

0.002 0.018 0.013 0.02 0017 0.02 0.012 0.014 0.013 001 0.021 0.013 0.021 0.006 0.011 0.023 0.013

Age (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Education 0101 0005 0054 0021 0024 0045 -0017 0006 -0.004 -0011 0055 0015 0022 -0.002 0015 -0.009 0024
(0.025) (0.013) (0.019) (0.018) (0.015) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (0.019)

Placeof  0.001 -0.233 -0.173 -0.161 -0.404 -0231 -0.056 -0.215 -0.249 -0.351 -0.323 -0.052 -0.141 -0.339 -0.17 -0.186 0.019
Living  (0.078) (0.032) (0.066) (0.041) (0.043) (0.054) (0.036) (0.038) (0.044) (0.039) (0.048) (0.055) (0.043) (0.037) (0.041) (0.036) (0.059)

-0.14 0 -0.034 -0.132 0.115 -0.09 -0.019 -0.047 -0.012 0.097 0.001 0.058 0.267 0.132 -0.19 -0.129 -0.116

Salay  0111) (0.074) (0.097) (0.083) (0.081) (0.094) (0.074) (0.086) (0.104) (0.086) (0.086) (0.087) (0.08) (0.085) (0.082) (0.084) (0.101)

Interpersonal -0.073 0191 0.035 094 -0.033 0242 0046 0075 0084 0179 0047 0048 0082 0091 0019 -0.086 0.215
Trust  (0.103) (0.062) (0.072) (0.065) (0.061) (0.075) (0.059) (0.063) (0.068) (0.06) (0.057) (0.062) (0.061) (0.064) (0.06) (0.067) (0.096)

Institutional  0.093 -0.016 0.024 0.037 0062 -0.007 -0.016 006 0072 0001 0008 -0021 0188 0071 007 004 0.107
Trust  (0.046) (0.031) (0.034) (0.031) (0.032) (0.04) (0.028) (0.032) (0.036) (0.032) (0.029) (0.032) (0.033) (0.031) (0.031) (0.033) (0.043)

-3.332 -0.26 -1.825 -2.198 -0.618 -2.589 -0.673 -0.989 -1.336 -0.263 -1.209 -1.445 -3.142 -0.72 -0.375 -0.285 -3.744

Constant (0.53) (0.359) (0.441) (0.398) (0.348) (0.413) (0.365) (0.392) (0.408) (0.339) (0.321) (0.411) (0.351) (0.374) (0.345) (0.388) (0.489)
Nagelkerke
R 0.033 0.095 0.028 0.064 0.108 0.062 0.027 0.057 0.069 0.134 0.099 0.017 0.093 0.108 0.043 0.086 0.035
N 1455 1575 1407 1553 1584 1411 1388 1477 1304 1423 1397 1452 1465 1467 1370 1433 1472

Note: ARG - Argentina, BOL - Bolivia, BRA - Brazil, CHI - Chile, COL - Colombia, CRI - CostaRica, DOM - Dominican Republic, ECU - Ecuador, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON -
Honduras, MEX - México, NIC - Nicaragua, PAN - Panama, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Pert, URU - Uruguay; Variables that are statistically significant are marked in blue (Coefficients p < 0.05).

This table shows the effect of the independent variable representing the form of corruption
on the dependent variable representing the type of political participation in the individual
regression models for each country. Control socioeconomic and political variables are
also included within the models. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from

AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

For example, the Ecuadorian model predicts that a respondent with experience of
official corruption is up to fifty-one percent more likely to participate in
demonstrations than a respondent without such experience. On the other hand, in
the case of the Honduran model, respondents with experience of official corruption
are up to one hundred and five percent more likely to participate in a demonstration

than those individuals who have not been asked by a police officer to pay a bribe.
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Table 42. The Effects of Corruption on Forms of Political Participation

Corruption Effect of Corruption Political Participation

Corruption Awareness

Eradication of Corruption Voter Turnout
Corruption Progress
Corruption Awareness

Voting for

Eradication of Corruption N
Opposition/Government Party

Corruption Progress

Corruption Awareness

L . Willingness to Demonstrate
Eradication of Corruption

Against Corruption

Corruption Progress

Corruption Awareness

L . Convincing Others of
Eradication of Corruption

Political Thoughts

Corruption Progress

Corruption Awareness

Eradication of Corruption Working for Politicians

Corruption Progress

This table shows the effects of different forms of corruption on different types of political
participation. The summary table is constructed only from regression models in which the
relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable was statistically
significant. The data were collected in 2020 and are from Latinobarémetro
(Latinobarémetro, 2020). Processing: author.

The table shows that in the vast majority of cases, the selected types of corruption
have a positive impact on different types of political participation. Thus, the
mobilising effect of corruption prevails. Of course, there are also cases where

corruption works both ways, as in the case of the question on corruption progress
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in relation to working for politicians, or in the case of the questions on eradication
of corruption and corruption progress in relation to voting for the opposition party
or the ruling party. Especially in the latter case, mixed results are to be expected, as
in some countries respondents may attribute past successes in the fight against
corruption to the ruling party, while in other countries the ruling party may instead
be the one responsible for corruption scandals and the generally negative corruption
situation in the country, such that the alternative is a vote for the opposition, which

promises to fight corruption.
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Table 43. The Effects of Corruption on Forms of Political Participation

Corruption Effect of Corruption Political Participation

Perception of Corruption

Experience with Police Corruption Voter Turnout

Experience with Clerk Corruption

Perception of Corruption

Experience with Police Corruption Attending a Political Meeting

Experience with Clerk Corruption

Perception of Corruption

. . . . Attending a Community
Experience with Police Corruption )
Meeting

Experience with Clerk Corruption

Perception of Corruption

. . . . Attending a Town/City
Experience with Police Corruption ] .
Council Meeting

Experience with Clerk Corruption

Perception of Corruption

. . . . Participation in a
Experience with Police Corruption ]
Demonstration

Experience with Clerk Corruption

This table shows the effects of different forms of corruption on different types of political
participation. The summary table is constructed only from regression models in which the
relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable was statistically
significant. The data were collected in 2018-2019 and are from AmericasBarometer
(LAPOP, 2019). Processing: author.

The table shows that perceptions of corruption and experience of corruption operate
in different directions in most cases in relation to different types of political
participation. While a higher perception of corruption has a negative impact on
political participation and thus manifests a discouraging effect, the experience of
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either police corruption or official corruption has in most cases a positive impact
on political participation and thus manifests a mobilizing effect. However, there are
also deviant cases, for example, the experience of police bribery has been shown to
have both effects in relation to electoral participation in different countries. Another
deviant example is the perception of corruption among politicians, which
manifested itself differently in relation to participation in demonstrations than in
the previous four types of political participation, since in this case it did not have a

deterrent effect but a mobilizing effect.

Regarding the confirmation or rejection of the formulated hypotheses, it can be
stated that H1: The greater the perception of corruption, the less interest in political
participation, can be rejected. Although politicians' perception of corruption
discourages participation in elections and all types of rallies, it has a mobilizing
effect on demonstrations. As far as the perception of the level of corruption is
concerned, in most cases it has a mobilizing effect on selected forms of political
participation. H2: Awareness of corruption leads to less interest in political
participation can also be rejected. In Latin American countries, awareness of
corruption is also a strong predictor of participation in various forms of political
participation. As for H3: Experience with corruption leads to greater interest in
political participation, this hypothesis must also be rejected, as although in the vast
majority of cases experience with corruption has a mobilizing effect, different
results have been reported across countries for the effects of experience with police
corruption on voter turnout. Finally, H4: A positive view of the possibility of
eradicating corruption from politics leads to a greater interest in political
participation can be confirmed, as a mobilization effect was observed in all
regression models where the relationship between the independent variable and the

dependent variable was statistically significant.
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Gifts for votes? Vote buying as a predictor of turnout in Latin

America

This chapter focuses on the repercussions of vote buying on turnout in presidential
elections in eight Latin American countries. The research is conducted with
individual-level data from the AmericasBarometer database from 2018-2019,
which includes unique questions about the respondents’ experience with vote
buying and whether they participated in the last presidential election. The results of
the logistic regression analysis reveal that vote buying was a predictor of turnout in
the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, and Mexico, whereas in Colombia,
El Salvador, Paraguay, and Peru, this variable was statistically insignificant for

predicting voter turnout.

Introduction

Vote buying is a phenomenon that occurs in many countries around the world.*
Any election can be susceptible, whether local, regional, or national. Likewise, any
individual can be the target, regardless of their social status, education, or gender.
Facing this phenomenon is problematic. One way to' fight vote buying is to report
it to the authorities, but doing so poses its own issues. If the number of reports is
high, the fairness of elections can be challenged in the courts, which can lead to
violent political confrontations between candidates. Meanwhile, if vote buying goes
largely unreported, it may become a common phenomenon in the electoral process
(Vilalta, 2010). Researchers must study the possible effects of vote buying and
attempt to verify it empirically.

Research on forms of vote buying and its possible implications for society have
been at the forefront of academic interest, especially over the last 10 years (T. Aidt
et al., 2020; Devadoss & Luckstead, 2016; Finan & Schechter, 2012; Keefer &
Vlaicu, 2017; Leight et al., 2020; Rueda, 2015, 2017). While most research focuses
on strategies for buying votes, it is less clear how these strategies truly affect the

3 Studies demonstrate that vote buying is common mainly in Africa (Ferree & Long, 2016;
Gutiérrez-Romero, 2014; Lucky, 2014; Ndakaripa, 2020; Olaniyan, 2020; Onapajo et al., 2015),
Asia (Bowie, 2008; Heath & Tillin, 2018; Ma et al., 2022; Norén-Nilsson, 2016; Pradhanawati et
al., 2019; Still & Dusi, 2020; Zhao, 2018), Eastern Europe (Frye et al., 2019; Mares et al., 2017),
and Latin America (Albertus, 2013; Gonzalez-Ocantos et al., 2014; Penfold-Becerra, 2007; Serra,
2016a, 2016b; Stokes, 2005).
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electoral process, in other words, whether vote buying increases turnout or
significantly modifies the number of votes for individual politicians. It is therefore
unsurprising that some authors have called for further verification in this area
(Guardado & Wantchékon, 2018; Nichter, 2008).

The aim of this chapter is to find out whether vote buying influences turnout. The
research focuses on eight Latin American countries for which the most up-to-date
opinion polls are available.

This chapter is divided into several parts. The theoretical part introduces the concept
of vote buying within the context of theories of clientelism and corruption. Then,
the current research on vote buying in Latin America is mapped. The research
design is explained in the methodological section, followed by the statistical results.
In the last part, conclusions are drawn and possible directions for further research

are outlined.

Theory

Clientelism involves purposeful exchange between patrons (politicians running in
elections) and citizens with the right to vote. The idea of clientelism is that voters
will receive a “targeted” benefit in exchange for their vote for a certain candidate.
Thus, the characteristic features of clientelism are targeting and conditionality. In
addition, clientelistic exchange may differ, especially in terms of the types of
resources, the networks across which it is manifested, and the durability of
exchange relations (Yildirim & Kitschelt, 2020). Vote buying can be considered as
“one-off” clientelism, since its targeting occurs only one time, during elections,
with the condition for receiving targeted benefits being a vote. VVote buying can also
be considered as “electoral corruption” and thus as a form of corruption, in addition
to being a form of clientelism (Amaechi & Stockemer, 2022; Hasen, 2000, p. 1325).
The low-income sectors of the population, especially those with limited information
about the electoral process, are the most common targets of these practices (Canare
et al., 2018; Jensen & Justesen, 2014; Khemani, 2015; Kramon, 2016).

There are several vote-buying typologies in academic studies, so it is no surprise
that there is an effort to conceptualize them (Owen, 2013). Most often, vote buying
is divided into two dimensions. The first is whether the benefits are delivered to
individuals or groups. The second dimension is whether the selected benefits are a
condition for political support. It is thus possible to distinguish between clientelist
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vote buying (distribution of benefits to individuals or groups of citizens in exchange
for their political support), legislative vote buying (which also includes distributed
benefits, but instead of citizens, the aim is to influence legislators), non-excludable
vote buying (politicians buy voters indirectly, for example through various
government packages and constituency construction projects), and non-binding
vote buying (where, although benefits are distributed to individuals or groups of
citizens, their political support is not required in exchange) (Nichter, 2014).

The subsequent analysis of the chapter is theoretically based on the first type of

vote buying, clientelistic.

Current research in Latin America — literature review

The literature review on vote buying in Latin America can be divided into several
thematic veins, although there may be overlaps in some places.

The first vein covers the effects of vote buying on voter turnout. In Argentina, minor
benefits (such as food, clothing, and cash) in exchange for votes have proven to be
effective in mobilizing political support, especially among low-income groups
(Brusco et al., 2004). Another article concerning Latin America in general examines
citizens’ confidence in the electoral process, revealing that, while perceptions of
election unfairness reduce interest in participating in national elections, material
incentives have the opposite effect, increasing turnout. The article works with data
from the 2010 wave of AmericasBarometer surveys (Carreras & Irepoglu, 2013).
The authors also distinguish between local public goods and private goods when
examining vote-buying strategies and their tools. One study works with Venezuelan
social programs at the aggregate level. The authors argue that local public goods
use vote-buying politicians for loyal voters in the constituency, and private goods
that have the potential to increase turnout are intended for voters in other
constituencies (Rosas et al., 2014).

Another vein includes studies that highlight political networks in the context of vote
buying. Another study from Argentina—focused on a densely populated
neighborhoods in Buenos Aires—points out that, in addition to political networks,
there may be non-political networks (such as counseling or borrowing) that can also
significantly influence voter choice (Szwarcberg, 2012). Further research, this time
on Colombia and Mexico, highlights organizational membership as a strong but
often overlooked predictor of vote buying in Latin America (Holland & Palmer-
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Rubin, 2015). Another study highlights the importance of informal networks. Using
cross-sectional survey data from 22 countries, the authors reveal that individuals
who are involved in frequent political debate and are part of large political
discussion networks are very likely to receive clientelistic payoffs (Schaffer &
Baker, 2015).

Another vein of research on vote-buying in Latin America focuses on what type of
voters are prone to this practice. Another article that uses Argentina’s
AmericasBarometer dataset from 2010 reveals that patrons are more likely to target
citizens who do not recognize democratic values over citizens who support these
values (Carlin & Moseley, 2015). Some articles from Latin American region look
at the issue of vote buying from a completely new perspective, race. Such articles
have found that skin color is a robust predictor of vote buying across the region (M.
Johnson, 2020). One of the most recent articles is a methodological contribution. It
uses a list experiment to estimate the percentage of respondents who received
electoral gifts in Mexican legislative and subnational elections in 2015 and 2017.
The findings show that this technique works better with educated voters who are
not often the target of vote buying than with the less-educated electorate. Research
using list experiments should therefore approach empirical findings with caution
(Castro Cornejo & Beltran, 2020).

Finally, the largest vein of research on vote buying in Latin America focuses on
what strategies politicians use to buy voters. Research on Ecuador demonstrates the
strategy by which political parties target voters, finding empirical evidence for
programmatic, clientelist, symbolic, and vote-buying strategies (Mustillo, 2016).
Research dealing with Brazilian municipalities demonstrates that vote buying can
dramatically affect local elections. Vote buying is perceived in this article as a
purposeful outflow of voters from one constituency to another (Hidalgo & Nichter,
2016). Natural disasters, such as the 2010-2011 floods in Colombia, can also help
elect politicians through vote buying. The influx of resources in the form of support
has increased money for vote buying (Gallego, 2018). One study looks at how one
party distributed gift cards in the 2012 Mexican presidential election to see if giving
these gift cards affected voting behavior. The conclusions are that persuasive vote
buying was evident (Cantu, 2019).

Another article on Mexico demonstrates how Mexican political parties have

adapted to modern campaigning, which has made distributing election gifts easier,
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to the point that they are no longer limit to the poor (Beltran & Castro Cornejo,
2019). A Guatemalan experimental study deals with two electoral strategies from
the general elections held in 2011, intimidation and vote buying. The first strategy
is used in cases where the price for vote buying is too high and where the risk of
being arrested for violence is lower (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al., 2020).

As the literature review demonstrates, only a minimum of articles on Latin
American countries deal with the mobilizing effect of vote buying (Brusco et al.,
2004; Carreras & Irepoglu, 2013; Rosas et al., 2014). Of these articles, only one
concludes through individual-level data that vote buying increases turnout, but the
data are from 2010 (Carreras & Irepoglu, 2013). It is necessary to verify its
conclusions using the latest data.

Given the theoretical framework of vote buying based on the exchange of targeted
benefits for votes and the prevailing empirical scientific literature, the hypothesis
of this chapter is as follows.

Voters who are offered a gift are more likely to vote.

Methodology and data

There are two common approaches for measuring vote buying. The first is to use
official reports (i.e., when the voter reports vote buying to the authorities, and the
authorities record it). The second is to use opinion polls with specific questions
focused on whether the respondent or someone they know was offered something
in exchange for their vote.

The first way is not reliable, as demonstrated by experimental research from
Nicaragua, where in one election 24% of registered voters were offered a gift in
exchange for votes, while only 2% reported this behavior (Gonzalez-Ocantos et al.,
2012).%

The second way of measuring vote buying has long been limited by the absence of
data. Now, one of the latest AmericasBarometer databases, which consists of data
from an extensive questionnaire survey conducted between 2018 and 2019, offers

unique data on the vote-buying experience and turnout in the last presidential

39 This issue is expanded by the findings of further articles using experimental designs, this time
focused on eight Latin American states. VVote buying is reported by more educated respondents who
are more aware of the perception of corruption and democratic values. Poorer respondents, who are
more prone to vote buying, report less (Kiewiet De Jonge, 2015).
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election at the individual level. However, it should be added that questions on vote
buying were found only in eight AmericasBarometer datasets, which represented
countries that do not have developed economies and the standard of living of
citizens is relatively low, and such countries could therefore be expected to
experience this phenomenon based on theoretical knowledge (Latin American
Public Opinion Project—LAPOP 2019).

Method

This chapter uses logistic regression analysis to determine the effect of vote buying
on turnout, with the dependent variable being dichotomous. Eight individual
regression models were compiled to capture the effect in each selected country. The
assembled models were weighted using a variable from the AmericasBarometer
(LAPOP, 2019) dataset.

Dependent variable

The dependent variable is turnout. The AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019)
datasets offer two answers to be generated in the SPSS Statistics software—1 = Yes
(voted), 2 = No (did not vote).

Independent variable

The independent variable is vote buying. Respondents were asked if anyone offered
them a favor, a gift, or any other benefit in exchange for their vote or support in the
elections. There were again two options to be generated from AmerasBarometer
(LAPOP, 2019) datasets— (1) Yes (something was offered) (2) No (nothing was
offered).

Control variables

A number of standard political and sociodemographic variables are also included
in the regression models (Nadeau et al., 2019). The first is political interest. People
with a higher political interest are much more likely to vote; people with a higher
political interest have more information about how the political process works and
what it can bring them (Denny & Doyle, 2008; Rosema, 2007). The models also
include a variable representing trust in the institution of elections (Verba &

Almond, 1989). If people do not trust the elections, they have no motivation to
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participate. Political participation is also associated with the level of media
monitoring. The amount of information provided by the media on when elections
are held, how to vote, and who is running affects the level of turnout (Wellman et
al., 2001).

Sociodemographic variables start with a variable representing gender. Earlier
literature has shown that men participate in elections more than women (Burns et
al., 1997). Another variable is age, since more age is associated with increased
political participation (Norris, 2002). Education is another control variable, because
with increasing knowledge grows the ability to evaluate information, a higher
income, and knowledge about the functioning of the political system within which
elections take place (Verba et al., 1995). The models also include the respondents’
residence, urban or rural. People from cities have more socioeconomic resources,
which make them more conducive to political participation (Verbaet al., 1978). For
the description of variables, see following table.

Table 44. Variables in the Models

Variable Description

Dependent Variable

Elections Did you vote in the last presidential elections? 1 = Yes, 2 = No

Independent Variable

Vote buying Thinking about the last presidential elections, did someone offer you
something, like a favor, gift, or any other benefit in return for your vote or
support? 1 = Yes, 2 = No

Control Variables

How much interest do you have in politics?

1=Alot, 2 = Some, 3 = Little, 4 = None

To what extent do you trust elections in this country? Range between 1 =
Not atall, 7 = A lot

About how often do you pay attention to the news, whether on TV, the
radio, newspapers, or the Internet? Range between 1 = Daily, 5 = Never

Gender 1 = Male, 2 = Female

Political interest

Institutional trust

Watching news

Age How old are you? Range between 18-88

How many years of schooling have you completed? Range between None
=0, University = 18+

Residence 1 = Urban, 2 = Rural

Education

This table shows description of variables in the models. Source: LAPOP (2019).

Processing: author.
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This chapter does not control for one significant variable, whether voting is
compulsory. This research is conducted using individual-level data, and the
AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019) does not include a question about compulsory
voting that would be suitable for inclusion in the regression models. In most Latin
American countries, voting is mandatory but unenforced. Furthermore, there is no
consensus in the literature concerning compulsory voting and its effects on vote

buying.

40 On the one hand, some research suggests that compulsory voting can lead to increased vote
buying, compared to countries where voting is not mandatory (Gans-Morse et al., 2014). On the
other hand, compulsory voting forces political actors to abandon vote buying and focus more on
programmatic vote-seeking strategies (Singh, 2019).
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Results

Figure 20. Voter Turnout in Presidential Elections

90,0
80,0
70,0
60,0
50,0
40,0
30,0
20,0
10,0
0,0
Y 3 & >
(Jo\o@ Q&Q\So %\Q’b \)/Z;&(Q \z\oﬂ‘ S @Qﬁ} Qfé,bos’ Q
\Q\&o < ¢
o°<°

H Survey M Official results

Figure shows the individual-level and national-level turnout rates for the most recent
presidential election prior to the survey data collection (which was conducted in 2018-
2019).*! The survey data represents the respondents * positive answer to the question, “Did
you vote in the last presidential elections?” There were two possible answers (“Yes” and
“No”). The survey data is given as a percentage of the total number of valid responses.
The sources are the AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019) and official election results from

individual countries.*? Processing: author.

The values show that the majority of respondents in all the selected countries voted
in the observed presidential elections. Thus, it can be concluded that the Latin
American public, at least from these eight countries, is interested in participating in
the most common form of political participation, elections. Still, the increased
interest in participating in elections may be related to the type of election. Latin
American political systems are set up as presidential, where the president is not only
the head of state but is also the head of the executive branch and the most important
actor in the political arena who can directly influence people‘s lives (Nadeau et al.,

2017). Latin American elections also tend to be highly personalized, which dates to

4 Presidential elections included Colombia in 2018, Dominican Republic in 2016, El Salvador in
2014, Guatemala in 2015, Honduras in 2017, Mexico in 2018, Paraguay in 2018, and Peru in 2016.
2 In countries where there are two rounds of voting (Colombia, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Peru),
values from the first round of voting are shown, at the individual and national levels.
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the caudillo era. These circumstances can result in an increased interest in
participating in presidential elections. Furthermore, in many Latin American
countries, the concept of compulsory voting is enshrined, which may again result
in increased turnout, even though compulsory voting is often unenforced in
practice, and in some countries, such as Colombia, there is no obligation to vote.

It is also questionable to what extent turnout data at the individual level corresponds
to reality. Even if the sample of respondents is as representative of the population
as possible, a complete match still cannot be expected. Moreover, this chapter
works with retrospective questions, and it depends on whether the respondent
remembers whether he or she voted in the previous presidential election. Another
problem with opinion polls is that respondents may not always be telling the truth.
For these reasons, the survey data was compared to turnout data. Figure 1 shows
that turnout at the individual level is fairly consistent with official turnout. The
difference is only a few percentage points for some countries, such as Colombia
and Honduras. In the Dominican Republic and Peru, the numbers are almost
identical. It can thus be concluded that the data on voter turnout at the individual

level are quite meaningful and can be used to draw conclusions.
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Figure 21. Experience with Vote Buying
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Figure shows the respondents ‘ positive answer to the question, “Thinking about the last
presidential elections, did someone offer you something, like a favor, gift, or any other
benefit in return for your vote or support?”’ The data was collected in 2018—2019. There
were two possible answers (“Yes” and “No”). The data is given as a percentage of the
total number of valid responses and is from AmericasBarometer (LAPOP, 2019).

Processing: author.

Figure shows that vote buying was relatively common in the observed presidential
elections in the Dominican Republic and Honduras. In these Central American
countries, one in five respondents experienced this phenomenon. Mexico followed,
with 15% of respondents saying yes when asked if they had been offered something
in exchange for their vote in the election. Conversely, vote buying is minimal in
Colombia and EI Salvador, where only 5% of respondents admitted to the practice.
Even so, vote buying is shown to be present to a greater or lesser degree in all these
eight Latin American countries, without exception. The purpose of further analysis
will be to use statistical methods to determine whether and how this phenomenon

affects voter turnout in the selected countries.
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Table 45. Results of Logistic Regression Analysis

Variables

Vote buying

Political interest

Institutional trust

Watching news

Gender

Age

Education

Residence

Constant

Nagelkerke’s R2

COoL

0.296
(0.219)

0.423%+*
(0.064)

-0.009
(0.031)

0.208%+*
(0.057)

-0.028
(0.114)

-0.04%%*
(0.004)

-0.085%%*
(0.017)

-0.91%%*
(0.158)

0.638
(0.597)

1617

0.169

DOM

0.814%%
(0.163)

0.16*
(0.064)

0.001
(0.035)

0.031
(0.059)

-0.321*
(0.132)

-0.077%*

(0.006)

-0.065***

(0.019)

-0.266
(0.153)

1.333*
(0.561)

1438

0.266

ELS

0.205
(0.297)

0.182%*
(0.069)

-0.019
(0.038)

0.174%*
(0.063)

-0.15
(0.134)

-0.087%**

(0.006)

-0.077%*

(0.018)

-0.521%*

(0.149)

2.898***

(0.765)

1353

0.31

GUA

0.489*
(0.191)

0.065
(0.066)

-0.032
(0.035)

0.232%%*
(0.049)

0.091
(0.123)

-0.085%x*
(0.006)

-0.052%*
(0.016)

-0.319%
(0.131)

1.736%*
(0.596)

1474

0.29

HON MEX
0.355%  0.384*
(0.154)  (0.191)

0.313*%  0.207**
(0.067)  (0.078)
-0.088*  -0.123**
(0.035)  (0.038)
0.147%*  -0.048
(0.051)  (0.069)
0.147  -0.461%
(0.124)  (0.139)

-0.044%*% 0,057
(0.005)  (0.005)

-0.098*%**  -0.108***
(0.018)  (0.02)

-0.412%%  -0.322
(0.13)  (0.176)
0082  1.961%*
(0511)  (0.642)

1468 1510
0.381 0.15

PAR

-0.108
(0.173)

0.295%*
(0.068)

0.064
(0.035)

0.107
(0.063)

0.12
(0.126)

-0.049%%*
(0.005)

-0.107%%*
(0.018)

-0.001
(0.133)

0.633
(0.59)

1447

0.154

PER

0.227
(0.253)

-0.022
(0.084)

0.068
(0.049)

0.05
(0.086)

-0.467*
(0.158)

-0.115%*

(0.009)

-0.131%*

(0.027)

0.063
(0.182)

3.658%%*
(0.804)

1469

0.324

Notes: COL - Colombia, DOM - Dominican Republic, ELS - El Salvador, GUA - Guatemala, HON - Honduras, MEX -
México, PAR - Paraguay, PER- Peru; Standard errors in parentheses, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p <0 .001; dataset is
weighted by WT provided by LAPOP, 2019. Source : Author’s calculations, based on LAPOP (2019).

The logistic regression analysis shows that the variable vote buying is statistically

significant in only four of the eight cases. The significant cases are for the

Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, and Mexico. In the remaining

countries, the variable is insignificant. In the four states where it is significant, its

effect works in the same direction—if a respondent was offered a gift or other

benefit in exchange for their vote in the last presidential election, they were more

likely to participate in that election. For instance, the Dominican Republic model

predicts that the odds of voting in an election are 2.25 times higher for those who

said they got something than for those who said they got nothing.
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The hypothesis, Voters who are offered a gift are more likely to vote can thus only
be confirmed in four cases.

Regarding the political variables, the variable political interest is statistically
significant in six models in which it positively affects turnout. Trust in the
legitimacy of the election is significantly associated with turnout only in Honduras
and Mexico; in the remaining states, it is not statistically significant for the last
presidential elections. Frequently watching news is a significant predictor of turnout
in four countries. Thus, the direction of the political control variables in the
regression models is consistent with the literature (Denny & Doyle, 2008; Rosema,
2007; Verba & Almond, 1989; Wellman et al., 2001).

Regarding the sociodemographic variables, in the Dominican Republic, Mexico,
and Peru, more women than men took part in the last presidential election. In the
other models, this variable is not statistically significant. By contrast, the variables
age and education were statistically significant in all models. The older the
respondent, the more likely they were to vote in the last presidential election. With
education, the direction of the effect is the same—the more educated the respondent
was, the more likely they participated in the elections. Last, for the variable
residence, rural respondents are more likely to vote than urban people, although this
variable is statistically evident in only four countries (Colombia, ElI Salvador,
Guatemala, and Honduras). Of the sociodemographic control variables, education
and age are consistent with the literature (Norris, 2002; Verba et al., 1995), but
regarding gender, women seem to participate more than men in Latin America, as

do people living outside the city.

Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to determine whether the experience of vote buying at
the individual level is correlated with voter turnout. The assumption was that vote
buying would positively affect voter turnout, based on the theory of vote buying
found in the literature.

The results of the regression models reveal that vote buying in the form of gifts or
other benefits was a predictor of turnout in the last presidential election in the
Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, and Mexico. The most recent elections

for the head of state in Colombia, El Salvador, Paraguay, and Peru were not affected
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by vote buying, at least according to the regression models using individual-level
data.

The chapter thus confirms the conclusions of the previous research (Carreras &
Irepoglu, 2013).

The chapter also shows out, based on data from AmericasBarometer (LAPOP,
2019), that vote buying is present to varying degrees in all countries surveyed. Thus,
Latin America has a problem with this phenomenon and must take it into account
during elections. The situation is most problematic in the Dominican Republic and
Honduras.

Participation in public affairs, such as elections, can be seen as a positive
phenomenon in a democratic political system, but if voter turnout is influenced by
vote buying, it is not such a positive phenomenon. Vote buying may increase
turnout, but it also undermines the fairness of the electoral process.

The way to reduce vote buying is to increase the transparency of the electoral
system. It can be achieved, for example, through state regulation of campaign
spending or transparent electoral accounting. The role of state bodies overseeing

the electoral process is also important.

Possible directions for further research

The AmericasBarometer survey (LAPOP, 2019) did not focus on all Latin
American countries but rather on those where the standard of living is not good.
Given that vote buying affects mainly the low-income sector, it could be expected
to be more or less evident in the selected countries. At the same time, it is necessary
to examine vote buying and its effects on political participation in countries with a
higher standard of living, such as Chile, to see whether such countries are also
susceptible to it.

The survey was conducted for national elections only. Further research is needed at
the local level, where the patron—client relationship (mayor—voter) is often much
stronger than at the national level. Other research should examine vote buying at
the constituency level to see whether it is more intense in safe districts or swing
states, and whether vote buying can be a tool aimed at hostile constituencies, as
some research suggests (Casas, 2018). Further research should also examine if vote

buying increases when there are more candidates. Competitiveness is vital for any
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democracy, but this competition may also promote negative phenomena such as
vote buying (Kennedy, 2010).

Furthermore, it is necessary to focus on the role of networks. Networks of family
and friends are prone to forms of clientelism such as vote buying, as some authors
have demonstrated. Such networks generate influences, connections, and
dependencies that overlap with the network of financial flows to the accounts of
favored beneficiaries (Walczak, 2018). In Latin America, family networks are
strong and far-reaching, due mainly to the region’s strong Christian beliefs, culture,
and open mentality (Cruz, 2019). Comparing politicians’ ability to target family ties
in Latin American countries with that in other regions, where the role of the family
is not so strong, would be another worthwhile area of further research.

The ability to define and identify the practice of vote buying cannot be overlooked.
A politician who buys votes can argue that he or she is just handing out harmless
promotional items to voters. In some countries vote buying may be a common
practice in elections, and as a result, there may be a high tolerance for the
phenomenon, which complicates efforts to curb it. In other words, further research

in this area should not neglect the issue of tolerance for vote buying.
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Conclusions

The ambition of the dissertation was to contribute to solving the research puzzle of
how different forms of corruption affect different types of political participation in
Latin America. The conclusions of this dissertation should also be seen as a
contribution to one of the great debates on the effects of corruption on society in
general (De Vries & Solaz, 2017; Skolnik, 2020d).

The final chapter will first present the findings based on the data from the graphs,
which were descriptive in nature, and then present the conclusions drawn from the
results of the regression models, which were analytical in nature. All conclusions
were reached based on data from the AmericasBarometer (LAPOP) 2019 and
Latinobarometro 2020 polling databases.

Several conclusions could be drawn from the graphs, which essentially represented
the data for the independent and dependent variables that were worked with in other
parts of the analytical section.

Firstly, the graphs based on data from the 2020 Latinobardémetro polling database
showed that there is a prevalence of interest in participating in elections in Latin
America. This may, of course, be due to the fact that in the vast majority of Latin
American countries voter participation is compulsory. In addition, similar questions
from the AmericasBarometer database explicitly asked about participation in
presidential elections, both past and future, and since Latin America has presidential
forms of government, with the president essentially being the most important actor
within the political system, it can be expected that there will be a high level of
interest from voters in these first-tier elections. VVoters in Latin America naturally
alternate between the ruling party and the opposition party, although it is possible
to mention, for example, Nicaragua and El Salvador where the vast majority of
voters would give their vote to the ruling party, while in Costa Rica and Peru the
vast majority of voters would vote for the opposition party.

Furthermore, it can be noted that in Latin American countries, the willingness rather
than the unwillingness to demonstrate against corruption and abuse prevails. People
in these parts of the world have no problem with these non-institutionalised forms
of political participation and it is the willingness to participate that demonstrates

that they seem to see them as something natural where they can engage.
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Roughly a third of respondents across Latin American countries try to convince
others of their political thoughts. While this is not necessarily a form of political
participation, it does speak to a fairly advanced form of political engagement, where
citizens are not only interested in political issues but also actively persuading others
about them, which may evolve into some form of political participation, or this
activity is already taking place during some form of political participation, such as
political rallies or canvassing.

Based on data from the Latinobarometro database, it was also evident that the vast
majority of citizens across Latin American countries do not work for politicians,
either for candidates in elections or for political parties. Although around twenty-
five percent of respondents in Brazil, the Dominican Republic and Paraguay
expressed themselves positively, in the remaining Latin American countries there
is minimal interest in this form of political participation. Working for politicians or
parties can involve a range of activities from distributing promotional material,
sending out emails in support of the party or door-to-door canvassing.

Regarding views on freedom of political participation in the country, for example,
in Uruguay over seventy percent of respondents believe that freedom of political
participation is fully guaranteed in the country, while in Colombia almost seventy
percent of respondents believe that this is not the case. In the other countries, society
is divided on this issue, although it tends to be more predominantly negative. The
opinion on freedom of political participation served a control function in the
regression analyses, as if this freedom is not guaranteed, it may lead to a decline in
political participation due to fears from particularly repressive forces in the country.
The graphs also revealed that people in Latin American countries do not participate
much in political rallies. The greatest interest in this type of political participation
was in Paraguay, where over thirty percent of respondents attend political rallies.
It is participation in community meetings that is of much greater interest in Latin
American countries. In a number of countries, up to forty percent of respondents in
Bolivia participate in this type of political participation. However, there are also
exceptions, such as in South American Argentina, where participation in
community meetings is around ten percent.

By contrast, participation in town meetings is comparable to participation in
political meetings, at around ten percent. Unfortunately, for the questions on
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participation in political meetings and town hall meetings, data were missing in
some countries, but even so, the selection of countries was fairly representative.
Finally, the last figure, which was on types of political participation, was on
participation in demonstrations in Latin American countries. The figure showed that
the vast majority of Latin Americans do not participate in this unconventional type
of political participation, as participation across countries was only around ten
percent of respondents. When comparing actual participation and willingness to
demonstrate, it is evident that willingness prevails. A certain specificity of opinion
polls is that people tend to exaggerate what the actual reality is, as this example
with questions on demonstrations shows.

The figures also showed that in almost all Latin American countries, citizens
believe that there has been an increase in corruption in the country over the past
year. Only in Uruguay do nearly fifty percent of respondents believe that the level
of corruption in the country has remained the same, and in El Salvador, most
respondents think that the level of corruption has decreased over the past year.

In terms of awareness of corruption, the vast majority of respondents and their
family members across Latin American countries are unaware of any act of
corruption in the last year, but it cannot be said that there was no awareness of
corruption. For example, in Bolivia, Brazil, Costa Rica, and the Dominican
Republic, around twenty percent of respondents have awareness of corruption, and
in Argentina as many as forty percent of respondents know of an act of corruption
in the past twelve months.

In terms of people's opinion on whether corruption can be eradicated from politics,
Latin American society is rather divided in two halves.

A figure that looked at the perception of corruption among politicians revealed that
across Latin American countries, a greater proportion of respondents believe that
more than most or even all politicians are involved in corruption. These results,
along with those regarding the evolution of the corruption situation in the country,
are of course alarming, as they show a huge scepticism and distrust of the Latin
American public towards their elected representatives.

However, looking at the graph on police bribery, it is clear that only a minimum of
respondents has experience of police corruption, with only in Bolivia and Mexico
did around twenty-five percent of respondents say that a police officer had

demanded a bribe from them in the last twelve months.
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And even fewer percentages of respondents across Latin American countries said
that an official had demanded a bribe from them in the last year.

These findings point to the phenomenon that people’s perceptions of corruption tend
to be highly inflated and often do not reflect their actual experience of corruption.
There may be several reasons for this. First of all, perceptions of corruption may be
influenced by a number of other variables, such as frequent media coverage, but it
cannot be ruled out that people may simply exaggerate their perceptions of
corruption.

Finally, there is the graph on the experience of vote-buying, which demonstrated
that in countries such as the Dominican Republic and Honduras more than twenty
percent of respondents had encountered this phenomenon in the last presidential
election, but the results from the remaining countries suggest that vote-buying is
not as common, with only five percent of respondents in El Salvador, for example,
having experienced it.

The second part of the analytical chapter was based on the interpretation of the
results of the regression analyses. Logistic regression analysis and ordinary least
squares regression were used in the research, depending on the type of dependent
variable. Regression models were constructed for each country separately.

First of all, it should be noted that the findings cannot be generalised to all countries,
as in some countries there was no statistical significance between the independent
variable and the dependent variable within the models. Nevertheless, despite this
fact, the findings offer a fairly comprehensive view of the impact of different types
of corruption on different forms of political participation.

The results of regression analyses based on data from the Latinobarometro database
revealed that awareness of corruption has the potential to increase voter turnout.
Similarly, if people believe that corruption can be eradicated, the more likely they
are to turn out to vote. A mobilisation effect was also found for the effects of
changes in corruption levels on voter turnout. If people believe that there has been
an increase in the level of corruption in a country, the more likely they are to turn
out to vote.

Corruption awareness also makes people more likely to vote for government parties
than for opposition ones. However, views on the eradication of corruption and the
evolution of the level of corruption in the country in relation to voting for opposition

or government parties offer different results. While in some states a positive view

187



of corruption eradication leads to voting for a government party, in other states it
leads to voting for an opposition party. Similarly, an increase in the perceived level
of corruption in some states is more likely to lead to the election of an opposition
party, while in other states it leads to the election of a government party.

The willingness to demonstrate against corruption is positively influenced by both
awareness of the phenomenon and a positive view of its eradication, as well as a
perceived increase in the level of corruption in a country.

These three variables representing corruption also lead to activities such as
convincing others of political thoughts or working for politicians. If one knows
about an act of corruption, the more likely one is to try to convince others of one's
political thoughts and also work for a politician or political party in some capacity.
Similarly, if one believes that one can eradicate corruption from politics, the more
likely one will try to convince others of one's political views and work, for example,
on the election campaign of a candidate or party. Finally, if one believes that the
level of corruption in the country has increased, this too will be an incentive to
participate politically.

The results of regression analyses based on data from the AmericasBarometer
database revealed that perceptions of corruption have a deterrent effect on voter
turnout. The more politicians involved in corruption, the more likely one is not to
participate in a presidential election. The experience of police corruption in relation
to voter turnout yielded mixed results. While in some states the experience of police
bribery is an incentive to participate in presidential elections, in other states it
discourages this type of political participation. However, the experience of clerk
corruption only works in one direction and has a mobilizing effect on voter turnout.
The deterrent effect of perceptions of corruption also emerged from regression
models where participation in political meetings was the dependent variable. The
more politicians involved in corruption, the more likely one is not to attend a
political meeting. However, experience with both police corruption and clerk
corruption has exactly the opposite effect on political meeting attendance, namely
mobilizing it.

In terms of attending a community meeting, again the deterrent effect of higher
perceptions of corruption was evident, while the mobilizing effect was evident for

the experience of police and clerk corruption.
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The same trend of the effect of perception of corruption and the two types of
experience of corruption was also evident in terms of participation in town
meetings. While perceptions of corruption have a negative effect on participation
in this type of political participation, experiences of either police or clerk corruption
have a positive effect. These results confirm the findings of previous research on
the effects of corruption on participation in local politics (Neshkova & Kalesnikaite,
2019).

It is only when it comes to the effect of corruption on participation in the rallies that
this trend has been disrupted. This is because for this type of unconventional
participation, both higher perceptions of corruption and both types of experience
with this phenomenon have a mobilizing effect. It should be noted that these results
are inconsistent with previous research using an earlier AmericasBarometer dataset
from 2016 that found that perceptions of corruption have a deterrent effect on
participation in demonstrations in Colombia (Skolnik, 2020c).

Regarding the effects of vote-buying on turnout, it was found that this electoral
corruption positively affected turnout in the last presidential elections in four of the
eight Latin American countries studied.

The dissertation thus reliably met its stated objectives, which were to examine how
different forms of political participation affect different types of political
participation across Latin American countries. Thus, the dissertation expanded
knowledge and built on scholarly articles that have addressed this issue whether in
Latin America (Bonifacio & Paulino, 2015; Neshkova & Kalesnikaite, 2019;
Skolnik, 2019, 2020c), Europe (Hooghe & Quintelier, 2014; Kostadinova &
Kmetty, 2019; Skolnik, 2022), or globally (Bazurli & Portos, 2019; Olsson, 2014).
In addition to contributing to the big debate on the impact of corruption on political
participation, the dissertation's findings have a number of policy implications for
Latin American societies.

First of all, the somewhat paradoxical positive effect of corruption should be
mentioned. Although corruption can be perceived as a negative social phenomenon,
it can also contribute to increasing participation in different types of political
participation that most of the Latin American public does not participate in, such as
political meetings, community meetings, town meetings and demonstrations. These
meetings address a range of political and social issues, so if corruption is one of the

possible determinants of participation, it may increase participants’ interest in other
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topics and in public affairs in general. Interest in public affairs is of course healthy
for democracy, both at the local and national levels.

Another political implication of the mobilising effect of corruption may be that it
may put pressure on, or even lead to, the resignation or removal of corrupt
politicians and other public administration or security officials, and their
replacement by non-corrupt individuals. Of course, it depends on the extent and
magnitude of corruption in the country; for example, in countries where corruption
has been systematic and has extended from the rank and file to the highest political
levels, the replacement of a few individuals may not guarantee an improvement in
the situation. The mobilizing effect of corruption can also bring negative
concomitant phenomena when it affects participation in demonstrations. This is
because these non-institutionalised forms of political participation can very easily
erupt into violence when demonstrators clash with other demonstrators or
repressive forces.

Another political implication is the deterrent effect of perceived corruption, which
is often significantly higher than what the actual awareness of or experience with
corruption is. It is a great challenge for politicians to act and act with transparency,
credibility and not be prone to corruption, as one corruption case can cast a negative
light on the entire political representation and even on the institutions and political
parties in which politicians serve. As a result, perceived corruption levels may
increase, which may not only have a negative effect on different types of political
participation, but also, for example, on institutional trust.

Perhaps the biggest policy implication that was evident from the results of the cross-
country regression models is that the phenomenon of corruption and its effects can
occur in any country, regardless of its size, location, population, economic situation
or level of democracy. In fighting corruption, therefore, it is important to remember
that it does not choose and can affect any country and depends only on whether the
fight against it is persistent and effective and what the political, social and structural
conditions are for it to flourish.

However, the dissertation also had several limitations that it is responsible and
transparent to mention. The first limitation may be the nature of the data, as the
dissertation worked exclusively with individual-level data. Although the opinion
polling data came from respected organizations that have extensive experience in

collecting individual-level data in Latin America, the reliability of the data
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obviously cannot be ruled out. For some questions, the responses were not from all
respondents included in the survey, which ultimately led to a reduction in the
number of cases when building regression models. Nevertheless, the sample of
respondents was still representative for each country. Another problem with public
opinion surveys is that people can be insincere, especially on sensitive questions
such as those related to the phenomenon of corruption. For these reasons, survey
experiments are carried out, but they are financially and organisationally very costly
and therefore the dissertation did not resort to them. Even so, the results of opinion
polls and their interpretation must be approached with some caution. It is certainly
appropriate to compare individual data for scrutiny with other types of data, as was
the case when this dissertation also compared real voter turnout data and aggregated
Transparency International corruption perception data.

Other limitations include the fact that the dissertation did not address the causes or
deeper interpretation of differences in the effects of corruption on political
participation between countries. However, the results showed that it was not
possible to trace much of any trends between states except in the general directions
of the variables.

Other limitations of the dissertation may include the construction of regression
models without a number of control variables other than those with which it was
working. For example, the dissertation did not account for mandatory voter turnout
and was limited to selected socio-economic and political variables from opinion
poll databases. However, it was already announced in the theoretical part that
political participation in Latin America can be influenced by a number of variables
and that it is not an ambition to include all of them in the research design. The
priority of this dissertation was to examine the effect of independent variables
representing types of corruption while controlling for at least selected
socioeconomic and political variables.

Another certain limitation of the dissertation may be that it was limited exclusively
to data from opinion polls and did not include data on corruption from, for example,
corruption indices. Similarly, the dissertation did not include data on political
participation in the form of surveys of actual voter turnout in the regression models.
However, this issue has also been discussed in the theoretical part of the
dissertation, that a number of researches work with corruption indices and data on

voter turnout and for this reason the focus will be only on opinion polls, whose
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databases additionally offer different types of corruption and political participation,
which, for example, have not been represented in the scientific literature so far.

Possible directions for future research

Given that the preponderance of existing research is limited to the most typical form
of political participation, electoral participation, the scope of future research should
be expanded to include other forms of political participation that could also be
influenced by corruption, as demonstrated in this dissertation.

Attention needs to be paid to the different outcomes of corruption perception among
experts and citizens. Future measurements should be comparable across space and
time in order to discern trends rather than one-off studies producing different
results. Aggregated data at the national level should be compared with individual
data at the national level. Data such as that from the Corruption Perceptions Index
should not be combined with the results of local surveys, which are usually
narrowly focused on the selected country or location, which makes international
comparison inappropriate. These comments relate to what was indicated in the
theory section — there should be new research about what corruption means to
respondents in different countries and cultures and where the tolerance threshold
for corruption is. In general, what is needed is a better understanding of corruption.
Study samples should be selected to compare not only individual countries but also
international regions. Existing research has, after all, already demonstrated regional
differences: in Latin America, some forms of corruption appear to lead to political
participation, while in many European countries corruption in general is a
significant disincentive.

It would also be worth-while to conduct comparative studies of Latin American
countries with and without compulsory voting systems to determine whether and
how the effects of corruption on participation differ depending on each voting
system. It is important for research on the effects of corruption to assess political
practice at all levels, from the national to the municipal, not only Europe but in
Latin America. It should not be forgotten that voters have a third option—Dbesides
voting or staying home—»by which they can register their opinion regarding the
corruption of politicians, namely, invalidating deliberately their own vote in protest
(Kouba & Lysek, 2016; Luis Raul Camara-Fuertes Gustavo J. Bobonis, 2015). It is
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crucial for future research to ask and evaluate whether perceptions of corruption,
awareness of corruption, or personal experience with corruption may motivate such
an action. Future studies may also wish to compare the effects of corruption more
generally to the effects of a specific corruption scandal or series of scandals (Bowler
& Karp, 2004; Fernandez-Vazquez et al., 2016). It is also important to distinguish
between non-interested respondents and respondents with distinct ideological
orientations or political party affiliations. Although some authors claim that the
voter is ,,very sensitive to corruption and is unlikely to support a corrupt politician,
even if this politician delivers public goods* (Winters & Weitz-Shapiro, 2013, p.
426), past studies have demonstrated that partisans of either the ruling party or
opposition parties have a strong predisposition to support these parties, often
ignoring corruption as a result (Ecker et al., 2016; Redlawsk & McCann, 2005). In
addition, it is important for future studies to focus on how overall perceptions of the
party system affect participation; for instance, if respondents perceive the whole
party system as corrupt, even if they perceive the party currently in power as
corrupt, it will not play a decisive role in their decision making because the
oppositional alternatives are similar in their eyes (Cordero & Blais, 2017).
Finally, further research should seek the best predictors for engaging in different
forms of political participation. For instance, further research could investigate
whether perceived corruption or experience with corruption are strong predictors,
as some research suggests (Neshkova & Kalesnikaite, 2019). This research should
be conducted at both the national and local levels.

Further research on the impact of corruption on political participation could also
include new forms of political participation, such as online forms of political
participation and specifically social media participation. And that's because social
media is gradually replacing traditional forms of mass communication in Latin
America (Altamirano-Benitez et al., 2019). This process naturally attracts social
media researchers. Research on this topic has been carried out in Latin America
over the last decade or so. This is of course due to the fact that social platforms such
as Facebook, Twitter, Whatsapp and others started to emerge after 2000 and it was
necessary to give some time to see how they really work, how often they are used
and, above all, what impact they can have on society (Gémez & Borges-Tavarez,
2017; McGough et al., 2017; Motti et al., 2021; Navarro et al., 2018; Pazos, 2012;

Salzman, 2015). The role of social media as a communication platform has grown
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during the covid pandemic, as physical contact has been reduced and social life has
moved online. This was and is no different in the Latin American region (Haman et
al., 2022). Social media is most often examined in the context of election
campaigns.*® Social media also provides a space for political activism.** Moreover,
research in this area does not only use big data from social media, but also from
polling databases, with which this dissertation has worked.* However, there is a
lack of research on how corruption can affect social media participation.

In conclusion, political participation and citizen involvement in general is healthy
for any civil society. If corruption affects political participation, it is necessary to
know how. Corruption may be a deterrent leading to the resignation of citizens and
their indifference to the political system. On the contrary, it may also have a
mobilizing effect, especially for unconventional types of political participation,
such as demonstrations, which may lead to violence or social instability. The
literature review has noted that, just as it is difficult to fight corruption, it is also
difficult for social scientists to accurately assess this diverse phenomenon and test
hypotheses about its effects. However, in order to fight corruption effectively, it is
essential to know what impacts it can have on society. At the very least, the debate
on corruption and political participation is well underway, as demonstrated by the
growing number of studies in this area, and the growing diversity of research, as
manifested by the inclusion of various forms of corruption and political

participation. Nevertheless, there is still much work to be done.

43 Of note is an article that looked at Twitter activism during presidential elections in five Latin
American countries between 2015 and 2017. Among other things, the authors revealed that emotions
on social media correlate with subsequent electoral outcomes (Lopez-Lopez et al., 2020).

4 1t is therefore not surprising that there is research examining activists' use of social networking
sites and analysing how they use them and to what end (Harlow, 2014). How social media influences
civic attitudes was also examined. For example, social media use was found to have a negative effect
on civic attitudes towards national political conditions, especially in countries with high levels of
internet freedom (Gainous et al., 2016). In fact, social media can be seen as a kind of public sphere
where participants take positions that can be described as more democratic (Salzman, 2019). Other
research in this area also suggests that social platforms have two positive effects for the democratic
process, namely social engagement and information diffusion. However, social media can also have
negative effects, for example, extremist and otherwise hateful views can be freely disseminated on
these platforms, not to mention the presence of misinformation (Mitchelstein et al., 2020). Research
on the use of social media in social protest in Latin America, for example, has focused on hashtags,
which can have quite a lot of explanatory value (Kosevich, 2021).

45 The researchers for instance examined the relationship between social media use and protest
participation using survey data from the Latin American Public Opinion Project. They concluded
that social media use for political purposes increases protest chances and also reduces protest gaps
associated with age, gender, psychological engagement with politics and recruitment networks
(Valenzuela et al., 2016).

194



References

Achia, T. N. O., Wangombe, A., & Khadioli, N. (2010). A logistic regression model
to identify key determinants of poverty using demographic and health survey
data. European Journal of Social Sciences, 13(1), 38-45.

Act No. 111/1998 Coll. on Higher Education and on Amendments and Additions to
Other Acts, (1998). https://www.zakonyprolidi.cz/cs/1998-111

Adams, S., & Klobodu, E. K. M. (2016). Financial development, control of
corruption and income inequality. International Review of Applied Economics,
30(6), 790-808. https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2016.1208740

Adelopo, I., & Rufai, I. (2020). Trust Deficit and Anti-corruption Initiatives.
Journal of Business Ethics, 163(3), 429-449. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
018-4059-z

Ades, A., & Di Tella, R. (1999). Rents, Competition, and Corruption. The American
Economic Review, 89(4), 982-993. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.89.4.982

Adsera, A., Boix, C., & Payne, M. (2003). Are You Being Served? Political
Accountability and Quality of Government. Journal of Law, Economics, and
Organization, 19(2), 445-490. https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/ewg017

Aidt, T., Asatryan, Z., Badalyan, L., & Heinemann, F. (2020). Vote Buying or
(Political) Business (Cycles) as Usual? The Review of Economics and
Statistics, 102(3), 409-425. https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_00820

Aidt, T. S. (2009). Corruption, institutions, and economic. Oxford Review of
Economic Policy, 25(2), 271-291. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grp012

Albertus, M. (2013). Vote Buying With Multiple Distributive Goods. Comparative
Political Studies, 46(9), 1082-1111.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414012463897

Altamirano-Benitez, V., Herrero-Gutiérrez, F.-J., & Rivera-Rogel, D. (2019).
Convergence to the social media of the newspapers of Latin America |
Convergencia a los medios sociales de los diarios de Latino América. RISTI -
Revista Iberica de Sistemas e Tecnologias de Informacao, 2019(E20), 178—
190.

Alvarez, J. P. (2015). Low-Level Corruption Tolerance: An “Action-Based”
Approach for Peru and Latin America. Journal of Politics in Latin America,
7(2), 99-129. https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X1500700204

195



Alza Barco, C., & Salazar Morales, D. A. (2017). Corrupcién y disefos
institucionales en América Latina. Revista de Ciencia Politica y Gobierno,
4(8), 5-10. https://doi.org/10.18800/rcpg.201702.000

Amaechi, O. C., & Stockemer, D. (2022). The working of electoral corruption: the
Ekiti model of vote buying. Crime, Law and Social Change.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-021-10015-w

Amundsen, 1. (2019). Extractive and power-preserving political corruption. In
Political Corruption in Africa: Extraction and Power Preservation (pp. 1-28).
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Anderson, C. J., & Tverdova, Y. V. (2003). Corruption, Political Allegiances, and
Attitudes toward Government in Contemporary Democracies. American
Journal of Political Science, 47(1), 91-109. https://doi.org/10.2307/3186095

Andersson, S., & Heywood, P. M. (2009). The politics of perception: Use and abuse
of transparency international’s approach to measuring corruption. Political
Studies, 57(4), 746-767. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2008.00758.x

Andreev, S. (2008). Corruption, legitimacy and the quality of democracy in Central
and Eastern Europe and Latin America. Review of Sociology, 14(2), 93-115.
https://doi.org/10.1556/RevSoc.14.2008.2.4

Andres, A. R., & Ramlogan-Dobson, C. (2011). Is Corruption Really Bad for
Inequality? Evidence from Latin America. Journal of Development Studies,
47(7), 959-976. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2010.509784

Aquino, M. (2017). Peru’s ex-presidents Humala and Fujimori, old foes, share
prison. Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-peru-corruption-
humala/perus-ex-presidents-humala-and-fujimori-old-foes-share-prison-
iIdUSKBN1A0005

Archer, K. J.,, & Lemeshow, S. (2006). Goodness-of-fit Test for a Logistic
Regression Model Fitted using Survey Sample Data. The Stata Journal:
Promoting Communications on Statistics and Stata, 6(1), 97-105.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867X0600600106

Arciniegas, Y. (2018). Al menos 6 muertos por protestas contra la corrupcion en
Haiti. France 24. https://www.france24.com/es/20181119-muertos-protestas-
corrupcion-haiti

Ares, M., & Hernandez, E. (2017). The corrosive effect of corruption on trust in

politicians: Evidence from a natural experiment. Research & Politics, 4(2), 1-

196



8. https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168017714185

Arnold, J. R. (2012). Political awareness, corruption perceptions and democratic
accountability in Latin America. Acta Politica, 47(1), 67-90.
https://doi.org/10.1057/ap.2011.21

Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A Ladder Of Citizen Participation. Journal of the American
Institute of Planners, 35(4), 216-224.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225

Asiedu, E., & Freeman, J. (2009). The Effect of Corruption on Investment Growth:
Evidence from Firms in Latin America, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Transition
Countries. Review of Development Economics, 13(2), 200-214.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9361.2009.00507.x

Avenburg, A. (2017). Corruption, accountability and citizen participation in
protests in Latin America. Revista Debates, 11(3), 11-28.

Babos, P. (2015). Corruption Experience, perception and anti-corruption trust:
Different effects in various post-communist states. Romanian Journal of
Political Science, 15(1), 107-128.

Bac, M. (1998). The Scope, Timing, and Type of Corruption. International Review
of Law and Economics, 18(1), 101-120. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0144-
8188(97)00060-4

Balan, M. (2011). Competition by Denunciation: The Political Dynamics of
Corruption Scandals in Argentina and Chile. Comparative Politics, 43(4),
459-478. https://doi.org/10.5129/001041511796301597

Baldock, G. (2016). The perception of corruption across Europe, Middle East and
Africa. Journal of Financial Crime, 23(2), 119-131.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-02-2015-0004

Baniamin, H. M., & Jamil, 1. (2018). Dynamics of Corruption and Citizens’ Trust
in Anti-Corruption Agencies in Three South Asian Countries. Public
Organization Review, 18(3), 381-398. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11115-017-
0384-4

Barreneche, C. (2019). Data Corruption: The Institutional Cultures of Data
Collection and the Case of a Crime-Mapping System in Latin America.
Canadian Journal of Communication, 44(3), 343-350.
https://doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2019v44n3a3481

Barton, J., Castillo, M., & Petrie, R. (2014). What Persuades Voters? A Field

197



Experiment on Political Campaigning. The Economic Journal, 124(574),
F293-F326. https://doi.org/10.1111/ec0j.12093

Basna, K. (2019). Income inequality and level of corruption in post-communist
European countries between 1995 and 2014. Communist and Post-Communist
Studies, 52(2), 93-104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.postcomstud.2019.05.002

Bate, R., & Mathur, A. (2018). Corruption and Medicine Quality in Latin America:
A Pilot Study. The B.E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 18(2).
https://doi.org/10.1515/bejeap-2017-0076

Battaglia, F., Carboni, M., Cicchiello, A. F., & Monferra, S. (2021). Assessing the
Effects of Anti-corruption Law on Entrepreneurial Finance: Evidence from
Latin America. Journal of Emerging Market Finance, 20(1), 48-78.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972652720932783

Bauhr, M., & Grimes, M. (2014). Indignation or Resignation: The Implications of
Transparency for Societal Accountability. Governance, 27(2), 291-320.
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12033

Bautista, O. D. (2012). El problema de la corrupcion en América Latina y la
incorporacion de la ética para su solucion. Espacios Publicos, 15(35), 48-62.

Bayar, Y., Odabas, H., Sasmaz, M. U., & Ozturk, O. F. (2018). Corruption and
shadow economy in transition economies of European Union countries: a
panel cointegration and causality analysis. Economic Research-Ekonomska
Istrazivanja, 31(2), 1940-1952.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2018.1498010

Bazurli, R., & Portos, M. (2019). Crook!: The impact of perceived corruption on
non-electoral forms of political behaviour. International Political Science
Review, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512119881710

BBC News. (2019). Alan Garcia: Peru’s former president kills himself ahead of
arrest. BBC  News. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-latin-america-
47965867

Beck, A., & Lee, R. (2002). Attitudes to corruption amongst Russian police officers
and trainees. Crime, Law and Social Change, 38(4), 357-372.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021140413153

Beenstock, M. (1979). Corruption and development. World Development, 7(1), 15—
24.

Beetham, D. (2013). How widely should we define ‘corruption’? Criminal Justice

198



Matters, 94(1), 4-5. https://doi.org/10.1080/09627251.2013.865489

Beltran, U., & Castro Cornejo, R. (2019). Clientelistic Activation of Mexican
Voters Between Vote Buying and Political Communication. POLITICA Y
GOBIERNO, 26(2), 171-203.

Berelson, B. R., Lazarsfeld, P. F., & McPhee, W. N. (1954). Voting: A study of
opinion formation in a presidential campaign. University of Chicago Press.

Birch, S. (2010). Perceptions of Electoral Fairness and VVoter Turnout. Comparative
Political Studies, 43(12), 1601-1622.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414010374021

Birch, S., & Carlson, J. (2012). Electoral Integrity Framework Project. Electoral
Malpractice Primer: Insights and Priorities. In Creative Associates
International. https://aceproject.org/electoral-
advice/archive/questions/replies/531723839/52093951/Creative-Electoral-
Integrity-Framework-Project.pdf

Bjornskov, C. (2011). Combating Corruption: On the Interplay between
Institutional Quality and Social Trust. The Journal of Law and Economics,
54(1), 135-159. https://doi.org/10.1086/652421

Blackburn, K., Bose, N., & Emranul Haque, M. (2010). Endogenous corruption in
economic development. Journal of Economic Studies, 37(1), 4-25.

Blackburn, K., Bose, N., & Haque, M. E. (2006). The incidence and persistence of
corruption in economic development. Journal of Economic Dynamics and
Control, 30(12), 2447-2467. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2005.07.007

Blake, C. H. (2009). Public Attitudes toward Corruption. In C. H. Blake & S. D.
Morris (Eds.), Corruption and Democracy in Latin America (pp. 94-108).
University of Pittsburgh Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt9gh6n2.8

Blomqvist, K. (1997). The many faces of trust. Scandinavian Journal of
Management, 13(3), 271-286. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0956-5221(97)84644-
1

Bonifacio, R., & Paulino, R. (2015). Corruption and Political Participation in the
Americas and the Caribbean. Brazilian Political Science Review, 9(2), 54-80.
https://doi.org/10.1590/1981-38212014000200011

Botero, S. (2020). Confianza, apoyo a la democracia y corrupcion: una mirada a la
Corte Constitucional en la opinioén publica colombiana. Latin American Law
Review, 4, 25-47. https://doi.org/10.29263/1ar04.2020.02

199



Bourne, P. A. (2010). Unconventional Political Participation in a Middle-Income
Developing Country. Current Research Journal of Social Sciences, 2(3), 196—
203. http://www.maxwellsci.com/print/crjss/v2-196-203.pdf

Bowie, K. A. (2008). Vote Buying and Village Outrage in an Election in Northern
Thailand: Recent Legal Reforms in Historical Context. The Journal of Asian
Studies, 67(02), 469-511. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021911808000673

Bowler, S., & Karp, J. A. (2004). Politicians, Scandals, and Trust in Government.
Political Behavior, 26(3), 271-287.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:POBE.0000043456.87303.3a

Breen, M., & Gillanders, R. (2015). Political Trust, Corruption, and Ratings of the
IMF and the World Bank. International Interactions, 41(2), 337-364.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2014.948154

Bricefio-Ledn, R. (1998). El contexto politico de la participacion comunitaria en
América Latina. Cadernos de Saude Publica, 14(2), 141-147.
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-311X1998000600013

Bricefo-Ruiz, J., & Lehmann, K. (2021). Venezuela in Crisis: Governability,
Equity and Democracy. In B. De Souza Guilherme, C. Ghymers, S. Griffith-
Jones, & A. Ribeiro Hoffmann (Eds.), Financial Crisis Management and
Democracy (pp. 213-224). Springer International  Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-54895-7_13

Brooks, R. C. (1909). The nature of political corruption. Political Science
Quarterly, 24(1), 1-22.

Brunetti, A., & Weder, B. (2003). A free press is bad news for corruption. Journal
of Public Economics, 87(7-8), 1801-1824. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-
2727(01)00186-4

Brusco, V., Nazareno, M., & Stokes, S. C. (2004). Vote Buying in Argentina. Latin
American Research Review, 39(2), 66-88.
https://doi.org/10.1353/lar.2004.0022

Buben, R., & Kouba, K. (2017). Proportional Representation, Large District
Magnitude and Closed Lists. World Political Science, 13(2), 151-191.
https://doi.org/10.1515/wps-2017-0007

Bulte, E. H., Damania, R., & Lopez, R. (2007). On the gains of committing to
inefficiency: Corruption, deforestation and low land productivity in Latin

America. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 54(3), 277—

200



295. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jeem.2007.05.002

Burns, N., Schlozman, K. L., & Verba, S. (1997). The public consequences of
private inequality: Family life and citizen participation. American Political
Science Review, 91(2), 373-389. https://doi.org/10.2307/2952362

Buscaglia, E. (1996). Corruption and judicial reform in Latin America. Policy
Studies, 17(4), 273-285. https://doi.org/10.1080/01442879608423713

Cabrera, J. O. P. (2008). Causas politicas y consecuencias sociales de la corrupcion.
Papers: Revista de Sociologia, 88 SE-Notes d'investigacio.
https://raco.cat/index.php/Papers/article/view/119870

Caillier, J. (2010a). Citizen Trust, Political Corruption, and Voting Behavior:
Connecting the Dots. Politics and Policy, 38(5), 1015-1035.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-1346.2010.00267.x

Caillier, J. (2010b). Citizen Trust, Political Corruption, and Voting Behavior:
Connecting the Dots. Politics & Policy, 38(5), 1015-1035.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-1346.2010.00267.x

Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., Miller, W. E., & Stokes, D. E. (1960). The American
voter. John Wiley.

Canare, T. A, Mendoza, R. U., & Lopez, M. A. (2018). An empirical analysis of
vote buying among the poor. South East Asia Research, 26(1), 58-84.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0967828X17753420

Cano Blandon, L. F. (2008). La participacion ciudadana en las politicas publicas de
lucha contra la corrupcion: respondiendo a la logica de gobernanza. Estudios
Politicos, 33, 147-177.

Cantu, F. (2019). Groceries for Votes: The Electoral Returns of Vote Buying. The
Journal of Politics, 81(3), 790-804. https://doi.org/10.1086/702945

Cardenas Cardenas, G., Garcia Gamez, S., & Salas Suarez, A. (2018). A synthetic
indicator of corruption for Latin America: a global vision. Competitiveness
Review: An International Business Journal, 28(2), 194-212.
https://doi.org/10.1108/CR-09-2017-0061

Cardenas, E. E. M., & Mora, J. M. R. (2010). La corrupcién en la administracién
publica: un perverso legado colonial con doscientos aiios de vida republicana.
Ciudad Paz-Ando, 3(1), 53-70. https://doi.org/10.14483/2422278X.7361

Carlin, R. E., & Moseley, M. (2015). Good Democrats, Bad Targets: Democratic
Values and Clientelistic Vote Buying. The Journal of Politics, 77(1), 14-26.

201



https://doi.org/10.1086/678307

Carreras, M. (2018). Presidential Institutions and Electoral Participation in
Concurrent Elections in Latin America. Political Studies, 66(3), 541-559.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321717723502

Carreras, M., & Bowler, S. (2019). Community Size, Social Capital, and Political
Participation in Latin America. Political Behavior, 41(3), 723-745.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-018-9470-8

Carreras, M., & Irepoglu, Y. (2013). Trust in elections, vote buying, and turnout in
Latin America. Electoral Studies, 32(4), 609-6109.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2013.07.012

Carreras, M., & Vera, S. (2018). Do Corrupt Politicians Mobilize or Demobilize
Voters? A Vignette Experiment in Colombia. Latin American Politics and
Society, 60(3), 77-95. https://doi.org/10.1017/1ap.2018.25

Carvajal Martinez, J. E., Hernandez Diaz, C. A., & Rodriguez Martinez, E. (2020).
La corrupcion y la corrupcion judicial: aportes para el debate. Prolegomenos,
22(44), 67-82. https://doi.org/10.18359/prole.3667

Carvajal, R. (1999). Large-Scale Corruption: Definition, Causes, and Cures.
Systemic  Practice and  Action  Research, 12(4), 335-353.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022492112414

Casas, A. (2018). Distributive Politics with Vote and Turnout Buying. American
Political Science Review, 112(4), 1111-1119.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000291

Castaneda Rodriguez, V. M. (2015). La moral tributaria en América Latina y la
corrupcion como uno de sus determinantes. Revista Mexicana de Ciencias
Politicas y Sociales, 60(224), 103-132. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0185-
1918(15)30005-2

Castafieda Rodriguez, V. M. (2016). Una investigacion sobre la corrupcion publica
y sus determinantes. Revista Mexicana de Ciencias Politicas y Sociales,
61(227), 103-135. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0185-1918(16)30023-X

Castillo, H. V. (2022). Nicaragua clama justicia a 4 aiios de crisis que dejé mdas de
300 victimas de la represion estatal. NVoz de  America.
https://www.vozdeamerica.com/a/se-cumplen-cuatro-aanios-de-crisis-en-
nicaragua-sin-justicia-para-la-mas-de-300-victimas-de-la-represion-
estatal/6534300.html

202



Castro Cornejo, R., & Beltran, U. (2020). List Experiments, Political
Sophistication, and Vote Buying: Experimental Evidence from Mexico.
Journal of Politics in Latin America, 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X20937713

Catterberg, G., & Moreno, A. (2006). The Individual Bases of Political Trust:
Trends in New and Established Democracies. International Journal of Public
Opinion Research, 18(1), 31-48. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edh081

Cerva Cerna, D. (2014). Participacion politica y violencia de género en México.
Revista Mexicana de Ciencias Politicas y Sociales, 59(222), 117-139.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0185-1918(14)70212-0

Cervantes, M. (2018). Crisis judicial en Peru escala con protestas contra
corrupcion y renuncias de Jueces. Reuters.
https://www.reuters.com/article/peru-corrupcion-jueces-
ILTAKBN1K92DE-OUSLD

Cervenka, J. (2006). Ceské verejné minéni: vyzkum a teoretické souvislosti.
Sociologicky Ustav AV CR.

Chainey, S. P., Croci, G., & Rodriguez Forero, L. J. (2021). The Influence of
Government Effectiveness and Corruption on the High Levels of Homicide in
Latin America. Social Sciences, 10(5), 172.
https://doi.org/10.3390/s0csci10050172

Chang, E. C. C., & Chu, Y. (2006). Corruption and Trust: Exceptionalism in Asian
Democracies?  The  Journal  of  Politics, 68(2), 259-271.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2508.2006.00404.x

Chang, E. C. C., & Golgden, M. A. (2007). Electoral Systems, District Magnitude
and Corruption. British Journal of Political Science, 37(1), 115-137.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123407000063

Charoensukmongkol, P., & Sexton, S. (2011). The Effect of Corruption on Exports
and Imports in Latin America and the Caribbean. Latin American Business
Review, 12(2), 83-98. https://doi.org/10.1080/10978526.2011.592800

Chavez de Paz, D. (2020). La Corrupcion Y El Futuro De America Latina. Societa
e Diritti, 5(9), 68-87. https://doi.org/10.13130/2531-6710/13284

Cheung, A. B. L. (2008). Combating corruption as a political strategy to rebuild
trust and legitimacy: can China learn from Hong Kong? In Research in Public

Policy  Analysis and Management (Vol. 17, pp. 55-84).

203



https://doi.org/10.1016/S0732-1317(08)17005-1

Chevalier, S. (2018). La corrupcién en América Latina. Paises de América Latina
segun el grado de corrupcion en el sector publico en 2018. Revista Ciudades,
Estados y Politica, 5(3), 65-66. https://doi.org/10.15446/cep.v5n3.82186

Choi, E., & Woo, J. (2010). Political corruption, economic performance, and
electoral outcomes: A cross-national analysis. Contemporary Politics, 16(3),
249-262. https://doi.org/10.1080/13569775.2010.501636

Choi, E., & Woo, J. (2015). Bureaucrats’ perception of corruption and political trust
in South Korea. Korea Observer, 46(4), 669-698.

Chong, A., De La O, A. L., Karlan, D., & Wantchekon, L. (2015). Does Corruption
Information Inspire the Fight or Quash the Hope? A Field Experiment in
Mexico on Voter Turnout, Choice, and Party Identification. The Journal of
Politics, 77(1), 55-71. https://doi.org/10.1086/678766

Cieslik, A., & Goczek, L. (2018a). Initial conditions and privatisation as causes of
post-communist corruption. Post-Communist Economies, 30(1), 36-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2017.1361693

Cieslik, A., & Goczek, L. (2018b). Corruption, Privatisation and Economic Growth
in Post-communist Countries. Europe-Asia Studies, 70(8), 1303-1325.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2018.1511771

Ciziceno, M., & Travaglino, G. A. (2019). Perceived Corruption and Individuals’
Life Satisfaction: The Mediating Role of Institutional Trust. Social Indicators
Research, 141(2), 685-701. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1850-2

Clausen, B., Kraay, A., & Nyiri, Z. (2011). Corruption and Confidence in Public
Institutions: Evidence from a Global Survey. The World Bank Economic
Review, 25(2), 212—-249. https://doi.org/10.1093/wber/lhr018

Colazingari, S., & Rose-Ackerman, S. (1998). Corruption in a Paternalistic
Democracy: Lessons from Italy for Latin America. Political Science
Quarterly, 113(3), 447-470. https://doi.org/10.2307/2658076

Connors, W., & Magalhaes, L. (2015). How Brazil’s ‘Nine Horsemen’ Cracked a
Bribery Scandal. The Wall Street Journal. https://www.wsj.com/articles/how-
brazils-nine-horsemen-cracked-petrobras-bribery-scandal-1428334221

Cooray, A., & Schneider, F. (2018). Does corruption throw sand into or grease the
wheels of financial sector development? Public Choice, 177(1-2), 111-133.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-018-0592-7

204



Cordero, G., & Blais, A. (2017). Is a corrupt government totally unacceptable? West
European Politics, 40(4), 645-662.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2017.1280746

Costas-Perez, E. (2014). Political Corruption and Voter Turnout: Mobilization or
Disaffection? In SSRN Electronic Journal.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2471065

Costas-Pérez, E., Solé-Ollé, A., & Sorribas-Navarro, P. (2012). Corruption
scandals, voter information, and accountability. European Journal of Political
Economy, 28(4), 469-484. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2012.05.007

Cruz, C. (2019). Social Networks and the Targeting of Vote Buying. Comparative
Political Studies, 52(3), 382-411. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414018784062

Cuervo-Cazurra, A. (2008). Better the devil you don’t know: Types of corruption
and FDI in transition economies. Journal of International Management, 14(1),
12-27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2007.02.003

Dahl, R. A. (1973). Polyarchy: Participation and opposition. Yale University
Press.

Dahlberg, S., & Solevid, M. (2016). Does corruption suppress voter turnout?
Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 26(4), 489-510.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2016.1223677

Dalton, R. J. (2004). Democratic Challenges, Democratic Choices. The Erosion of
Political Support in Advanced Industrial Democracies. Oxford university
press.

Dalton, R. J. (2008). Citizenship Norms and the Expansion of Political
Participation. Political Studies, 56(1), 76-98. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-
9248.2007.00718.x

Dalton, R. J., & Klingemann, H. (2007). The Oxford Handbook of Political
Behavior. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199270125.001.0001

Danny, R., & Sequera, V. (2019). Manifestantes fecham ruas da Bolivia em
protesto contra reeleicdao de Evo Morales. Globo.
https://g1.globo.com/mundo/noticia/2019/10/25/manifestantes-fecham-ruas-
da-bolivia-em-protesto-contra-reeleicao-de-evo-morales.ghtml

Davis-Castro, C. Y. (2020). Indigenous peoples in Latin America: statistical

information. Congressional Research Service.

205



Davis, C. L., Camp, R. A., & Coleman, K. M. (2004). The influence of party
systems on citizens’ perceptions of corruption and electoral response in Latin
America. Comparative Political Studies, 37(6), 677-703.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414004265879

De Figueiredo, M. F. P., Hidalgo, F. D., & Kasahara, Y. (2011). When do voters
punish corrupt politicians? Experimental evidence from Brazil. In
Unpublished manuscript, UC Berkeley.

De Orellana Sanchez, J. C., & Velasco Pedraza, J. A. (2019). Editorial: Historia de
la corrupcién en el imperio espafiol. Historia Y Memoria, 19, 11-22.
https://doi.org/10.19053/20275137.n19.2019.9607

de Viteri Vazquez, A. S., & Bjernskov, C. (2020). Constitutional power
concentration and corruption: evidence from Latin America and the
Caribbean.  Constitutional ~ Political  Economy, 31(4), 509-536.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10602-020-09317-3

De Vries, C., & Solaz, H. (2017). The Electoral Consequences of Corruption.
Annual Review of Political Science, 20, 391-408.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-052715-111917

Demetriou, K. N. (2013). Democracy in Transition. Political Participation in the
European Union (K. N. Demetriou (Ed.)). Springer Berlin Heidelberg.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30068-4

Denisova-Schmidt, E., & Prytula, Y. (2017). Trust and Perceived Corruption
Among Ukrainian Firms. Eastern European Economics, 55(4), 324-341.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00128775.2017.1312455

Denny, K., & Doyle, O. (2008). Political Interest, Cognitive Ability and
Personality: Determinants of Voter Turnout in Britain. British Journal of
Political Science, 38(2), 291-310.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000712340800015X

Devadoss, S., & Luckstead, J. (2016). Can a corrupt ruling party win a re-election
through  vote  buying?  Applied  Economics,  48(1), 18-23.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2015.1073839

Dimock, M. A., & Jacobson, G. C. (1995). Checks and Choices: The House Bank
Scandal’s Impact on Voters in 1992. The Journal of Politics, 57(4), 1143—
1159. https://doi.org/10.2307/2960406

Dobson, S., & Ramlogan-Dobson, C. (2010). Is there a trade-off between income

206



inequality and corruption? Evidence from Latin America. Economics Letters,
107(2), 102—-104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2009.12.038

Dobson, S., & Ramlogan-Dobson, C. (2012). Why is Corruption Less Harmful to
Income Inequality in Latin America? World Development, 40(8), 1534-1545.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2012.04.015

Docekalova, P. (2012). Definice a konceptualizace volebnich podvodi. Evropska
Volebni Studia, 7(1), 17-29.

Dollar, D., Fisman, R., & Gatti, R. (2001). Are women really the “fairer” sex?
Corruption and women in government. Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization, 46(4), 423-429. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-
2681(01)00169-X

dos Santos, L. A., & da Costa, P. M. T. (2014). The contribution of lobby regulation
initiatives in addressing political corruption in Latin America. Journal of
Public Affairs, 14(3-4), 379-391. https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.432

Drury, A. C., Krieckhaus, J., & Lusztig, M. (2006). Corruption, Democracy, and
Economic Growth. International Political Science Review, 27(2), 121-136.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512106061423

Dvotakova, V. (2008a). Promény obcanské spolecnosti v Latinské Americe.
Politologicka Revue (Czech Political Science Review), 14(1), 28-42.

Dvorakova, V. (2008b). Civil Society in Latin America and Eastern Europe:
Reinvention or Imposition? International Political Science Review, 29(5),
579-594. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512108098878

Dvotékova, V. (2019). Regime Change as a Trigger of Corruption: Experience from
Post-communist Countries. Politologicka Revue (Czech Political Science
Review), 25(2), 101-126.

Ecker, A., Glinitzer, K., & Meyer, T. M. (2016). Corruption performance voting
and the electoral context. European Political Science Review, 8(3), 333-354.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773915000053

Enweremadu, D. U. (2013). The impact of Corruption on Economic Development:
Comparing the Experience of Nigeria and Indonesia (1967-1998). In Asian
Tigers, African Lions (pp. 197-226). BRILL.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004260009_009

Escaleras, M., Calcagno, P. T., & Shughart, W. F. (2012). Corruption and Voter

Participation: Evidence from the US States. Public Finance Review, 40(6),

207



789-815. https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142112446846

Espinal, R., & Zhao, S. (2015). Gender Gaps in Civic and Political Participation in
Latin America. Latin American Politics and Society, 57(1), 123-138.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1548-2456.2015.00262.x

Ezrow, L., & Xezonakis, G. (2014). Satisfaction with democracy and voter turnout.
Party Politics, 22(1), 3—-14. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068814549335

Faughnan, B. M., & Seligson, M. A. (2014). Corruption in Latin America: A view
from the americasbarometer. In P. M. Heywood (Ed.), Routledge Handbook
of Political Corruption. Routledge.

Fazekas, M., & King, L. P. (2019). Perils of development funding? The tale of EU
Funds and grand corruption in Central and Eastern Europe. Regulation &
Governance, 13(3), 405-430. https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12184

Fehr, E., & Fischbacher, U. (2005). The Economics of Strong Reciprocity. In H.
Gintis, S. Bowles, R. Boyd, & E. Fehr (Eds.), Moral Sentiments and Material
Interests: The Foundations for Cooperation in Economic Life (pp. 151-191).
MIT Press.

Fernandes, A. A. T., Figueiredo Filho, D. B., Rocha, E. C. da, & Nascimento, W.
da S. (2020). Read this paper if you want to learn logistic regression. Revista
de  Sociologia e Politica, 28(74). https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-
987320287406en

Fernandez-Vazquez, P., Barberd, P., & Rivero, G. (2016). Rooting Out Corruption
or Rooting for Corruption? The Heterogeneous Electoral Consequences of
Scandals. Political Science Research and Methods, 4(02), 379-397.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2015.8

Ferraz, C., & Finan, F. (2008). Exposing corrupt politicians: the effects of Brazil’s
publicly released audits on electoral outcomes. The Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 123(2), 703-745.

Ferree, K. E., & Long, J. D. (2016). Gifts, threats, and perceptions of ballot secrecy
in  African  elections.  African  Affairs, 115(461), 621-645.
https://doi.org/10.1093/afraf/adw049

Ficeac, B. (2013). The “culture of corruption” in the post-communist space.
Economic indicators, transition indices and cultural dimensions vs. the
perception of corruption. Revista de Cercetare Si Interventie Sociala, 43, 215—
239.

208



Finan, F., & Schechter, L. (2012). Vote-Buying and Reciprocity. Econometrica,
80(2), 863-881. https://doi.org/10.3982/ECTA9035

Finol-Romero, L. T. (2019). Transparencia, corrupcion y democracia en América
Latina: teoria y praxis. Espacios, 40(27).

Fric, P. (1999). Korupce na cesky zpiisob. G Plus G.

Fried, B. J., Lagunes, P., & Venkataramani, A. (2010). Corruption and Inequality
at the Crossroad: A Multimethod Study of Bribery and Discrimination in Latin
America. Latin  American  Research  Review, 45(1), 76-97.
https://doi.org/10.1353/lar.0.0107

Frost, T., Stimpson, D. V., & Maughan, M. R. C. (1978). Some correlates of trust.
Journal of Psychology, 99(1), 103-108.

Frye, T., Reuter, O. J., & Szakonyi, D. (2019). Hitting Them With Carrots: Voter
Intimidation and Vote Buying in Russia. British Journal of Political Science,
49(3), 857-881. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123416000752

Furlong, E. J. (1998). A Logistic Regression Model Explaining Recent State Casino
Gaming Adoptions.  Policy Studies Journal, 26(3), 371-383.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.1998.tb01907.x

Gainous, J., Wagner, K., & Gray, T. (2016). Internet freedom and social media
effects: democracy and citizen attitudes in Latin America. Online Information
Review, 40(5), 712-738. https://doi.org/10.1108/01R-11-2015-0351

Gallego, J. (2018). Natural disasters and clientelism: The case of floods and
landslides in Colombia. Electoral Studies, 55, 73-88.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2018.08.001

Gans-Morse, J., Mazzuca, S., & Nichter, S. (2014). Varieties of Clientelism:
Machine Politics during Elections. American Journal of Political Science,
58(2), 415-432. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12058

Gao, S., & Hui, S. L. (1997). Logistic regression models with missing covariate
values for complex survey data. Statistics in Medicine, 16(21), 2419-2428.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI1)1097-0258(19971115)16:21<2419::AID-
SIM686>3.0.CO;2-E

Gaviria, A. (2002). Assessing the effects of corruption and crime on firm
performance: evidence from Latin America. Emerging Markets Review, 3(3),
245-268. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1566-0141(02)00024-9

Gerring, J., & Thacker, S. C. (2004). Political Institutions and Corruption: The Role

209



of Unitarism and Parliamentarism. British Journal of Political Science, 34(2),
295-330. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123404000067

Gerring, J., & Thacker, S. C. (2005). Do Neoliberal Policies Deter Political
Corruption? International Organization, 59(1), 233-254.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818305050083

Gilbert, A. (2019). Corruption in Urban Latin America: The Case of Bogota.
International Journal of Regional and Local History, 14(2), 126-141.
https://doi.org/10.1080/20514530.2019.1673538

Gillanders, R., & Neselevska, O. (2018). Public Sector Corruption and Trust in the
Private Sector. Journal of International Development, 30(8), 1288-1317.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.3306

Gingerich, D. W. (2009). Corruption and Political Decay: Evidence from Bolivia.
Quarterly Journal of Political Science, 4(1), 1-34.
https://doi.org/10.1561/100.00008003

Giommoni, T. (2017). Exposition to Corruption and Political Participation:
Evidence from Italian Municipalities (No. 6645).

GIS editorial staff. (2019). GIS Dossier: Corruption and political transformation.
https://www.gisreportsonline.com/gis-dossier-corruption-and-political-
transformation,politics,2850.html

Glaeser, E. L., & Saks, R. E. (2006). Corruption in america. Journal of Public
Economics, 90(6-7), 1053-1072.

Godinez, J. R., & Liu, L. (2015). Corruption distance and FDI flows into Latin
America. International Business Review, 24(1), 33-42.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2014.05.006

Goldsmith, A. A. (1999). Slapping the Grasping Hand. Correlates of Political
Corruption in Emerging Markets. American Journal of Economics and
Sociology, 58(4), 865-883. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1536-
7150.1999.tb03398.x

Goldsmith, B. E., Chalup, S. K., & Quinlan, M. J. (2008). Regime Type and
International Conflict: Towards a General Model. Journal of Peace Research,
45(6), 743-763. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343308096154

Goémez, L. M., & Borges-Tavarez, R. W. (2017). CSR Online Communication in
Latin America: An Analysis of Social Media Platforms. In Developments in

Corporate Governance and Responsibility (Vol. 11, pp. 113-132).

210



https://doi.org/10.1108/S2043-052320170000011006

Gonzalez-Ocantos, E., de Jonge, C. K., Meléndez, C., Nickerson, D., & Osorio, J.
(2020). Carrots and sticks: Experimental evidence of vote-buying and voter
intimidation in Guatemala. Journal of Peace Research, 57(1), 46-61.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343319884998

Gonzalez-Ocantos, E., de Jonge, C. K., Meléndez, C., Osorio, J., & Nickerson, D.
W. (2012). Vote Buying and Social Desirability Bias: Experimental Evidence
from Nicaragua. American Journal of Political Science, 56(1), 202-217.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00540.x

Gonzalez, J. (2019). Miles de personas marchan en México contra presidente Lopez
Obrador. Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/article/mexico-protesta-
IdLTAKCN1SBORS

Gonzalez Ocantos, E., de Jonge, C. K., & Nickerson, D. W. (2014). The
Conditionality of Vote-Buying Norms: Experimental Evidence from Latin
America. American Journal of Political Science, 58(1), 197-211.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12047

Graubard, B. I., & Korn, E. L. (2011). Conditional Logistic Regression With Survey
Data. Statistics in Biopharmaceutical Research, 3(2), 398-408.
https://doi.org/10.1198/sbr.2010.10002

Gregor, M., & Hrbkova, L. (2013). Pfedvolebni prizkumy. In Ceské prezidentské
volby v roce 2013 (pp. 1-253). Centrum pro studium demokracie a kultury.

Grodeland, A. B., & Aasland, A. (2011). Fighting corruption in public procurement
in post-communist states: Obstacles and solutions. Communist and Post-
Communist Studies, 44(1), 17-32.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.postcomstud.2011.01.004

Gronlund, K., & Setdld, M. (2012). In Honest Officials We Trust: Institutional
Confidence in Europe. American Review of Public Administration, 42(5), 523—
542. https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074011412946

Grugel, J., & Riggirozzi, P. (2012). Post-neoliberalism in Latin America:
Rebuilding and Reclaiming the State after Crisis. Development and Change,
43(1), 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7660.2011.01746.x

Guardado, J., & Wantchékon, L. (2018). Do electoral handouts affect voting
behavior? Electoral Studies, 53, 139-149.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2017.11.002

211



Guasch, J. L., & Straub, S. (2009). Corruption and concession renegotiations.:
Evidence from the water and transport sectors in Latin America. Utilities
Policy, 17(2), 185-190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jup.2008.07.003

Gutiérrez-Romero, R. (2014). An Inquiry into the Use of Illegal Electoral Practices
and Effects of Political Violence and Vote-buying. Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 58(8), 1500-1527. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002714547902

Habibov, N., Afandi, E., & Cheung, A. (2017). Sand or grease? Corruption-
institutional trust nexus in post-Soviet countries. Journal of Eurasian Studies,
8(2), 172-184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euras.2017.05.001

Hakhverdian, A., & Mayne, Q. (2012). Institutional trust, education, and
corruption: A micro-macro interactive approach. Journal of Politics, 74(3),
739-750. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381612000412

Haman, M., & Skolnik, M. (2021). Trump and the Image of the United States in
Latin America. Central European Journal of International and Security
Studies, 15(1), 58-85. https://doi.org/10.51870/CEJISS.A150103

Haman, M., Skolnik, M., & Copik, J.(2022). Colombian political leaders on Twitter
during the Covid-19 pandemic. Latin American Policy, 13(1).
https://doi.org/10.1111/lamp.12249

Haque, M. E., & Kneller, R. (2005). Corruption Clubs: Endogenous Thresholds in
Corruption and Development. SSRN Electronic Journal, 10(4), 345-373.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.764209

Harlow, S. (2014). Social change and social media Incorporating social networking
sites into activism in Latin America. In A. Breuer & Y. Welp (Eds.), Digital
Technologies for Democratic Governance in Latin America (pp. 146-164).
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203361986

Hartl, P. (2004). Strucny psychologicky slovnik. Portal.

Hasen, R. L. (2000). Vote Buying. California Law Review, 88(5), 1323-1324.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3481262

Heath, O., & Tillin, L. (2018). Institutional Performance and Vote Buying in India.
Studies in Comparative International Development, 53(1), 90-110.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12116-017-9254-x

Heidenheimer, A. J. (2017). Perspectives on the Perception of Corruption. In A. J.
Heidenheimer & M. Lohnston (Eds.), Political Corruption (pp. 141-154).
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315126647-14

212



Hellman, J. S., Jones, G., & Kaufmann, D. (2000). Seize the state, seize the day:
State capture, corruption, and influence in transition. The World Bank.

Henderson, E. A., & Singer, J. D. (2000). Civil War in the Post-Colonial World,
1946-92. Journal of Peace Research, 37(3), 275-299.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343300037003001

Hewitt, W. E. (TED). (2004). Improving citizen participation in local government
in Latin America through international cooperation: a case study. Development
in Practice, 14(5), 619-632. https://doi.org/10.1080/0961452042000239779

Heywood, P. M. (2014). Measuring corruption. Perspectives, critiques and limits.
In P. M. Heywood (Ed.), Routledge Handbook of Political Corruption (pp.
137-153). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315739175.ch10

Hibbing, J. R., & Theiss-Morse, E. (2001). Americans’ desire for stealth
democracy: how declining trust boosts political participation. Annual Meeting
of the Midwest Political Science Association, 5.

Hidalgo, F. D., & Nichter, S. (2016). Voter Buying: Shaping the Electorate through
Clientelism. American Journal of Political Science, 60(2), 436-455.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12214

Hochstetler, K. (2006). Rethinking Presidentialism: Challenges and Presidential
Falls in South America. Comparative Politics, 38(4), 401-418.
https://doi.org/10.2307/20434009

Holland, A. C., & Palmer-Rubin, B. (2015). Beyond the Machine. Comparative
Political Studies, 48(9), 1186-1223.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414015574883

Holmes, L. (1997). Corruption and the crisis of the post-communist state. Crime,
Law and Social Change, 27(3-4), 275-297.

Holmes, L. (2013). Postcommunist transitions and corruption: Mapping patterns.
Social Research: An International Quarterly, 80(4), 1163-1186.

Holmes, L. (2017). Curbing Post-Communist Corruption: External Pressure vs.
Domestic Commitment. In S. M. Fish, G. Graeme, & P. Milenko (Eds.), A
Quarter Century of Post-Communism Assessed (pp. 99-126). Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-43437-7_5

Hooghe, M., & Marien, S. (2013). a Comparative Analysis of the Relation Between
Political Trust and Forms of Political Participation in Europe. European
Societies, 15(1), 131-152. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2012.692807

213



Hooghe, M., & Quintelier, E. (2014). Political participation in European countries:
The effect of authoritarian rule, corruption, lack of good governance and
economic downturn. Comparative European Politics, 12(2), 209-232.
https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.3

Houston, D. J., Aitalieva, N. R., Morelock, A. L., & Shults, C. A. (2016). Citizen
Trust in Civil Servants: A Cross-National Examination. International Journal
of Public Administration, 39(14), 1203-1214.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2016.1156696

Hox, J. J. (2010). Multilevel Analysis: Techniques and Applications (2nd ed.).
Routledge.

Huntington, S. (1968). Political Order in Changing Societies, New Haven 1968.
Yale University Press. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-90400-9 51

Hurtado, J. (2020). El abril que marco un antes y un después en Nicaragua. France
24. https://www.france24.com/es/20200418-nicaragua-protestas-2018-
aniversario-abril-antes-despues

Husted, B. W. (2002). Culture and international anti-corruption agreements in Latin
America. Journal of Business Ethics, 37(4), 413-422.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015248921716

Igiebor, G. O. (2019). Political Corruption in Nigeria: Implications for Economic
Development in the Fourth Republic. Journal of Developing Societies, 35(4),
493-513. https://doi.org/10.1177/0169796X19890745

Inglehart, R. (1990). Culture shift in advanced industrial society. NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Inglehart, R. (1997). Modernization and postmodernization: Cultural, economic,
and political change in 43 societies. Princeton university press.

Inman, K., & Andrews, J. T. (2015). Corruption and voting in Senegal: Evidence
from experimental and survey research. African Journal of Political Science
and International Relations, 9(3), 100-114.
https://doi.org/10.5897/AJPSIR2014.0699

Jalil, A., Qureshi, A., & Feridun, M. (2016). Is corruption good or bad for FDI?
Empirical evidence from Asia, Africa and Latin America. Panoeconomicus,
63(3), 259-271. https://doi.org/10.2298/PAN1603259J

James, T. S. (2021). Comparative Electoral Management. Routledge.

Jang, H., Lee, J., & Gibbs, J. C. (2015). The influence of the national government

214



on confidence in the police: A focus on corruption. International Journal of
Law, Crime and Justice, 43(4), 553-568.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlcj.2015.01.003

Jensen, P. S., & Justesen, M. K. (2014). Poverty and vote buying: Survey-based
evidence  from  Africa. Electoral Studies, 33, 220-232.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2013.07.020

Jiménez, J. L., & Garcia, C. (2018). Does local public corruption generate partisan
effects on polls? Crime, Law and Social Change, 69(1), 3-23.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-016-9671-1

Jin, J. (2016). Female participation and corruption in the public sector. International
Review of Public Administration, 21(4), 305-319.
https://doi.org/10.1080/12294659.2016.1270577

Johnson, J. W. (2015). Presidential Elections and Corruption Perceptions in Latin
America. Journal of Politics in Latin America, 7(1), 111-142.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X1500700104

Johnson, M. (2020). Electoral Discrimination: The Relationship between Skin
Color and Vote Buying in Latin America. World Politics, 72(1), 80-120.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887119000145

Kaase, M. (1999). Interpersonal trust, political trust and non-institutionalised
political participation in Western Europe. West European Politics, 22(3), 1-
21. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402389908425313

Kamenica, E., & Gentzkow, M. (2011). Bayesian Persuasion. American Economic
Review, 101(6), 2590-2615. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.101.6.2590

Karahan, G. R., Coats, R. M., & Shughart, W. F. (2006). Corrupt political
jurisdictions and voter participation. Public Choice, 126(1-2), 87-106.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-006-4316-z

Karklins, R. (2002). Typology of Post-Communist Corruption. Problems of Post-
Communism, 49(4), 22—-32. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2002.11655993

Karklins, R. (2005). The System Made Me Do It: Corruption in Post-Communist
Societies. M. E. Sharpe.

Keefer, P., & Vlaicu, R. (2017). Vote buying and campaign promises. Journal of
Comparative Economics, 45(4), 773-792.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2017.07.001

Kennedy, J. J. (2010). The Price of Democracy: Vote Buying and Village Elections

215



in China. Asian Politics & Policy, 2(4), 617-631.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1943-0787.2010.01215.x

Khandekar, A., & Reddy, D. S. (2015). An Indian summer: Corruption, class, and
the Lokpal protests. Journal of Consumer Culture, 15(2), 221-247.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469540513498614

Khemani, S. (2015). Buying votes versus supplying public services: Political
incentives to under-invest in pro-poor policies. Journal of Development
Economics, 117, 84-93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2015.07.002

Kiewiet De Jonge, C. P. (2015). Who Lies About Electoral Gifts? Public Opinion
Quarterly, 79(3), 710-739. https://doi.org/10.1093/pog/nfv024

Kim, S.-E. (2005). The Role of Trust in the Modern Administrative State.
Administration & Society, 37(5), 611-635.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399705278596

Klesner, J. L. (2007). Social capital and political participation in Latin America:
Evidence from Argentina, Chile, Mexico. Latin American Research Review,
42(2), 1-32.

Knuckey, J. (2019). “I Just Don’t Think She Has a Presidential Look™: Sexism and
Vote Choice in the 2016 Election. Social Science Quarterly, 100(1), 342—358.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12547

Kock, N., & Gaskins, L. (2014). The Mediating Role of VVoice and Accountability
in the Relationship Between Internet Diffusion and Government Corruption in
Latin America and Sub-Saharan Africa. Information Technology for
Development, 20(1), 23-43. https://doi.org/10.1080/02681102.2013.832129

Korosteleva, J., Mickiewicz, T., & Stepien-Baig, P. (2020). It takes two to tango:
complementarity of bonding and bridging trust in alleviating corruption in
cities. Regional Studies, 54(6), 851-862.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2019.1652894

Kosevich, E. Y. (2021). Social Protests in Latin America in the Focus of Regional
Internet Media and Social Networks. World Economy and International
Relations, 65(5), 107-116. https://doi.org/10.20542/0131-2227-2021-65-5-
107-116

Kostadinova, T. (2003). Voter turnout dynamics in post-Communist Europe.
European  Journal of Political Research, 42(6), 741-759.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.00102

216



Kostadinova, T. (2009). Abstain or Rebel: Corruption Perceptions and Voting in
East European Elections. Politics & Policy, 37(4), 691-714.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-1346.2009.00194.x

Kostadinova, T. (2012). Political corruption in Eastern Europe: Politics after
communism. Lynne Rienner.

Kostadinova, T., & Kmetty, Z. (2019). Corruption and political participation in
hungary: Testing models of civic engagement. East European Politics and
Societies, 33(3), 555-578. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325418800556

Kouba, K. (2014). Dusledky prezidentskych volebnich systému v Latinské
Americe. Politologickd Revue, 20(1), 27-48.

Kouba, K., & Lysek, J. (2016). Institutional determinants of invalid voting in post-
communist Europe and Latin America. Electoral Studies, 41, 92-104.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2015.11.021

Kramon, E. (2016). Where is vote buying effective? Evidence from a list
experiment in Kenya. Electoral Studies, 44, 397-408.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2016.09.006

Kreft, I. G. G. (1996). Are multilevel techniques necessary? An overview, including
simulation studies. In Unpublished manuscript. California State University.

Kubbe, 1. (2013). Corruption and trust: a model design. Zeitschrift Fiir
Vergleichende Politikwissenschaft, 7(2), 117-135.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12286-013-0159-4

Kunicova, J., & Rose-Ackerman, S. (2005). Electoral Rules and Constitutional
Structures as Constraints on Corruption. British Journal of Political Science,
35(4), 573-606. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123405000311

Kunieda, T., Okada, K., & Shibata, A. (2016). Corruption, Financial Development
and Economic Growth: Theory and Evidence From an Instrumental Variable
Approach With Human Genetic Diversity. Economic Notes, 45(3), 353-392.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecno.12061

Kurer, O. (2015). Definitions of Corruption. In P. M. Heywood (Ed.), Routledge
Handbook of Political Corruption (pp. 30-41). Routledge.

La Porta, R., Lopez-de-Silanes, F., Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. (1999). The Quality
of Government. Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization, 15(1), 222—-279.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/15.1.222

Lalountas, D. A., Manolas, G. A., & Vavouras, I. S. (2011). Corruption,

217



globalization and development: How are these three phenomena related?
Journal of Policy Modeling, 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpolmod.2011.02.001

Lameira, V. de J., Ness, W. L., Baptista, M. A. A., Pereira, R. G., & Quelhas, O. L.
G. (2013). Corruption, governance and sustainable development. International
Journal of Monetary Economics and Finance, 6(2/3), 213-231.
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJIMEF.2013.056398

Latin  American Public Opinion Project. (2019). AmericasBarometer
Questionnaires. https://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/core-surveys.php

Latinobarémetro. (2020). Latinobarometro Questionnaire.
http://www.latinobarometro.org/latContents.jsp

Lavena, C. F. (2013). What Determines Permissiveness Toward Corruption? Public
Integrity, 15(4), 345-366. https://doi.org/10.2753/PIN1099-9922150402

Ledeneva, A. (2009). Corruption in Postcommunist Societies in Europe: A Re-
examination. Perspectives on European Politics and Society, 10(1), 69-86.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15705850802700017

Lederman, D., Loayza, N. V., & Soares, R. R. (2005). Accountability and
Corruption: Political Institutions Matter. Economics and Politics, 17(1), 1-35.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0343.2005.00145.x

Lee, S.-H. (2010). Comparative Studies on Current Situations of Anti-Corruption
and Human Rights in Southern Europe, East Asia and Latin America in
Perspective of Soft Power. International Area Review, 13(4), 59-74.
https://doi.org/10.1177/223386591001300403

Leff, N. H. (1964). Economic Development Through Bureaucratic Corruption.
American Behavioral Scientist, 8(3), 8-14.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276426400800303

Leight, J., Foarta, D., Pande, R., & Ralston, L. (2020). Value for money? Vote-
buying and politician accountability. Journal of Public Economics, 190,
104227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2020.104227

Lenard, P. T. (2008). Trust Your Compatriots, but Count Your Change: The Roles
of Trust, Mistrust and Distrust in Democracy. Political Studies, 56(2), 312—
332. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00693.x

Li, Y., Graubard, B. I., Huang, P., & Gastwirth, J. L. (2015). Extension of the

Peters—Belson method to estimate health disparities among multiple groups

218



using logistic regression with survey data. Statistics in Medicine, 34(4), 595—
612. https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.6357

Lin, M.-W., & Yu, C. (2014). Can Corruption Be Measured? Comparing Global
Versus Local Perceptions of Corruption in East and Southeast Asia. Journal
of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 16(2), 140-157.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2013.870115

Little, W. (1996). Corruption and Democracy in Latin America. IDS Bulletin, 27(2),
64—70. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.1996.mp27002009.x

Lobont, O.-R. (2013). Essence of Strategic Distortions of Corruption on Economic
Development. Metalurgia International, 18(4), 31-33.

Long, C. (2019). Brazil’s Car Wash Investigation Faces New Pressures. Foreign
Policy. https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/06/17/brazils-car-wash-investigation-
faces-new-pressures/

Lopez-Cazar, 1., Papyrakis, E., & Pellegrini, L. (2021). The Extractive Industries
Transparency Initiative (EITI) and corruption in Latin America: Evidence
from Colombia, Guatemala, Honduras, Peru, and Trinidad and Tobago.
Resources Policy, 70, 101907.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2020.101907

Lopez-Lopez, P. C., Onate, P., & Rocha, A. (2020). Social media mining, debate
and feelings: digital public opinion’s reaction in five presidential elections in
Latin America. Cluster Computing, 23(3), 1875-1886.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10586-020-03072-8

Lovon Cueva, M. A., Camarena Champi, H. A., & Palomino Gonzales, M. M.
(2020). Martin Vizcarra Cornejo en el poder: los presuntos actos de corrupcion
en su contra y su lucha contra la corrupcion. Apuntes Universitarios, 10(4),
252-280. https://doi.org/10.17162/au.v10i4.513

Lucky, O. O. (2014). Money politics and vote buying in Nigeria: The bane of good
governance. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 5(7), 99-106.
https://doi.org/10.5901/mjss.2014.v5n7p99

Luis Mario, R. R. (2020). El binomio politica-corrupcion en América Latina.
REVISTA DE DERECHO ELECTORAL, 29, 157-175.
https://doi.org/10.35242/RDE_2020 29 9

Luis Raul Camara-Fuertes Gustavo J. Bobonis. (2015). Challenging Corrupt

Politicians? Audits, Electoral Selection, and Accountability in Municipal

219



Elections.

Ma, X., Whiting, S. H., Zhang, T., & Zhao, T. (2022). Vote Buying as Rent Seeking:
Land Sales in China’s Village Elections. Studies in Comparative International
Development. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12116-022-09355-y

Maas, C. J. M., & Hox, J. J. (2005). Sufficient Sample Sizes for Multilevel
Modeling. Methodology, 1(3), 85-91. https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-
2241.1.3.85

Machado, F., Scartascini, C., & Tommasi, M. (2011). Political Institutions and
Street Protests in Latin America. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 55(3), 340—
365. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002711400864

MacWilliam, S., & Rafferty, M. (2017). From Development and Grand Corruption
to Governance. International Journal for Crime, Justice and Social
Democracy, 6(4), 12-28. https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.v6i4.443

Manzetti, L., & Blake, C. H. (1996). Market reforms and corruption in Latin
America: New means for old ways. Review of International Political
Economy, 3(4), 662-697. https://doi.org/10.1080/09692299608434376

Manzetti, L., & Wilson, C. J. (2007). Why Do Corrupt Governments Maintain
Public Support? Comparative Political Studies, 40(8), 949-970.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414005285759

Mares, I., Muntean, A., & Petrova, T. (2017). Pressure, Favours, and Vote-buying:
Experimental Evidence from Romania and Bulgaria. Europe-Asia Studies,
69(6), 940-960. https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2017.1364351

Marien, S., & Hooghe, M. (2011). Does political trust matter? An empirical
investigation into the relation between political trust and support for law
compliance. European Journal of Political Research, 50(2), 267-291.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01930.x

Marin, R. (2019). Paraguay: campesinos alargan las protestas contra el Gobierno

por “incumplimientos.” France 24. https://www.france24.com/es/20190620-
protestas-campesinos-paraguay-tierra-gobierno

Martins, M. R. (1995). Size of municipalities, efficiency, and citizen participation:
a cross-European perspective. Environment and Planning C: Government and
Policy, 13(4), 441-458. https://doi.org/10.1068/c130441

Martynov, B. (2018). Is corruption endemic in Latin America? International Trends
/ Mezhdunarodnye Protsessy, 16(1), 69-709.

220



https://doi.org/10.17994/I1T.2018.16.1.52.6

Matheus, R., & Ribeiro, M. M. (2009). Online anti-corruption tools in Latin
America. Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference on Theory and
Practice of Electronic Governance - ICEGOV 09, 381.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1693042.1693124

Mato, D. (2016). Indigenous People in Latin America: Movements and
Universities. Achievements, Challenges, and Intercultural Conflicts. Journal
of Intercultural Studies, 37(3), 211-233.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07256868.2016.1163536

McAllister, 1. (2014). Corruption and confidence in Australian political institutions.
Australian ~ Journal  of  Political  Science,  49(2), 174-185.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2014.880401

McCann, J. A., & Dominguez, J. I. (1998). Mexicans react to electoral fraud and
political corruption: an assessment of public opinion and voting behavior.
Electoral  Studies, 17(4), 483-503. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-
3794(98)00026-2

McGough, S. F., Brownstein, J. S., Hawkins, J. B., & Santillana, M. (2017).
Forecasting Zika Incidence in the 2016 Latin America Outbreak Combining
Traditional Disease Surveillance with Search, Social Media, and News Report
Data. PLOS Neglected Tropical Diseases, 11(1), e0005295.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pntd.0005295

Menchu, S. (2018). Guatemaltecos inician protestas contra gobierno de presidente
Jimmy Morales. Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/article/politica-guatemala-
protestas-idLTAKCN1LQ2C5-OUSLD

Merino, R. (2018). Reimagining the Nation-State: Indigenous Peoples and the
Making of Plurinationalism in Latin America. Leiden Journal of International
Law, 31(4), 773-792. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0922156518000389

Milbrath, L. W. (1965). Political Participation: How and Why Do People Get
Involved in Politics? Rand McNally & Company.

Miller, A. H., & Listhaug, O. (1990). Political Parties and Confidence in
Government: A Comparison of Norway, Sweden and the United States. British
Journal of Political Science, 20(3), 357-386.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123400005883

Mishler, W., & Rose, R. (2001). What Are the Origins of Political Trust?: Testing

221



Institutional and Cultural Theories in Post-communist Societies. Comparative
Political Studies, 34(1), 30-62.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414001034001002

Mitchelstein, E., Matassi, M., & Boczkowski, P. J. (2020). Minimal Effects,
Maximum Panic: Social Media and Democracy in Latin America. Social
Media + Society, 6(4), 205630512098445.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305120984452

Mo, P. H. (2001). Corruption and Economic Growth. Journal of Comparative
Economics, 29(1), 66—79. https://doi.org/10.1006/jcec.2000.1703

Moleiro, A. (2019). Las protestas contra Maduro dejan al menos 26 muertos en

cuatro dias en Venezuela. EL Pais.
https://elpais.com/internacional/2019/01/24/actualidad/1548320662_300566.
html

Montes, G. C., & Almeida, A. (2017). Corruption and business confidence: A panel
data analysis. Economics Bulletin, 37(4), 2692-2702.

Montinola, G. R., & Jackman, R. W. (2002). Sources of Corruption: A Cross-
Country Study. British Journal of Political Science, 32(1), 147-170.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123402000066

Morales, M. (2009). Corrupcion y democracia. Gestion y Politica Publica,
XVII(2), 205-252.

Morales Quiroga, M. (2020). Estallido social en Chile 2019: participacion,
representacion, confianza institucional y escandalos publicos. Andlisis
Politico, 33(98), 3-25. https://doi.org/10.15446/anpol.v33n98.89407

Morales, S., & Morales, O. (2019). De Sobornos a corrupcion internacional: el caso
Odebrecht. Emerald Emerging Markets Case Studies, 9(3), 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EEMCS-12-2018-0282

Moreno, E. (2016). Improving the Democratic Brand Through Institution Building:
Ombudsmen and Corruption in Latin America, 2000-2011. Latin American
Policy, 7(1), 126-146. https://doi.org/10.1111/lamp.12094

Morris, S. D. (2008). Disaggregating corruption: A comparison of participation and
perceptions in Latin America with a focus on Mexico. Bulletin of Latin
American Research, 27(3), 388-409. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1470-
9856.2008.00276.x

Moseley, M. W. (2015). Contentious Engagement:. Understanding Protest

222



Participation in Latin American Democracies. Journal of Politics in Latin
America, 7(3), 3-48. https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X1500700301

Motti, V. G., Kalantari, N., & Neris, V. (2021). Understanding how social media
imagery empowers caregivers: an analysis of microcephaly in Latin America.
Personal and Ubiquitous Computing, 25(2), 321-336.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00779-020-01418-y

Muiioz, J., Anduiza, E., & Gallego, A. (2016). Why do voters forgive corrupt
mayors? Implicit exchange, credibility of information and clean alternatives.
Local Government Studies, 42(4), 598-615.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2016.1154847

Mustillo, T. (2016). Party—voter linkages derived from the calculus of voting
model: Electoral mobilization in Ecuador. Rationality and Society, 28(1), 24—
51. https://doi.org/10.1177/1043463115621516

Myerson, R. B. (1993). Effectiveness of Electoral Systems for Reducing
Government Corruption: A Game-Theoretic Analysis. Games and Economic
Behavior, 5(1), 118-132. https://doi.org/10.1006/game.1993.1006

Nadeau, R., Lewis-Beck, M., Belanger, E., Turgeon, M., & Gelineau, F. (2017).
Latin American Elections: Choice and Change. University of Michigan Press.
https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.9375465

Nadeau, R., Lewis-Beck, M. S., & Foucault, M. (2019). Wealth and voter turnout:
Investigating  twenty-eight democracies. Polity, 51(2), 261-287.
https://doi.org/10.1086/701961

Nascimento, L. N. do. (2018). Mais capacidade estatal, menos corrup¢do? Uma
analise para a América Latina (1996-2015). Revista de Sociologia e Politica,
26(68), 95-120. https://doi.org/10.1590/1678987318266806

Navarro, C., Moreno, A., & Zerfass, A. (2018). Mastering the dialogic tools: Social
media use and perceptions of public relations practitioners in Latin America.
Journal of Communication Management, 22(1), 28-45.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCOM-12-2016-0095

Navot, D., & Beeri, I. (2017). Conceptualization of Political Corruption,
Perceptions of Corruption, and Political Participation in Democracies. Lex
Localis - Journal of Local Self-Government, 15(2), 199-219.
https://doi.org/10.4335/15.2.199-219(2017)

Ndakaripa, M. (2020). Zimbabwe’s 2018 elections: funding, public resources and

223



vote buying. Review of African Political Economy, 47(164), 301-312.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03056244.2020.1735327

Neshkova, M. 1., & Kalesnikaite, V. (2019). Corruption and citizen participation in
local government: Evidence from Latin America. Governance, 32(4), 677—
693. https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12401

Neudorfer, N. S. (2014). Development, democracy and corruption: How poverty
and lack of political rights encourage corruption. Journal of Public Policy,
35(3), 421-457. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X14000282

Nichter, S. (2008). Vote Buying or Turnout Buying? Machine Politics and the
Secret Ballot. American Political Science Review, 102(1), 19-31.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055408080106

Nichter, S. (2014). Conceptualizing vote buying. Electoral Studies, 35, 315-327.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2014.02.008

Norén-Nilsson, A. (2016). Good Gifts, Bad Gifts, and Rights: Cambodian Popular
Perceptions and the 2013 Elections. Pacific Affairs, 89(4), 795-815.
https://doi.org/10.5509/2016894795

Norris, P. (2002). Democratic Phoenix: Reinventing Political Activism. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511610073

Novelskaite, A., & Pucétaité, R. (2018). Public trust in civil service organizations
and civil servants in Lithuania: Findings from a representative survey. Public
Policy And Administration, 17(1), 126-140.
https://doi.org/10.5755/j01.ppaa.17.1.20613

Nunkoo, R., Ribeiro, M. A., Sunnassee, V., & Gursoy, D. (2018). Public trust in
mega event planning institutions: The role of knowledge, transparency and
corruption. Tourism Management, 66, 155-166.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.11.010

Nwabuzor, A. (2005). Corruption and Development: New Initiatives in Economic
Openness and Strengthened Rule of Law. Journal of Business Ethics, 59(1-2),
121-138. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-3402-3

Nye, J. S. (1967). Corruption and Political Development: A Cost-Benefit Analysis.
American Political Science Review, 61(2), 417-427.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1953254

Obydenkova, A. V., & Arpino, B. (2018). Corruption and Trust in the European

Union and National Institutions: Changes over the Great Recession across

224



European States. Journal of Common Market Studies, 56(3), 594-611.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.12646

Olaniyan, A. (2020). Election sophistication and the changing contours of vote
buying in Nigeria’s 2019 general elections. The Round Table, 109(4), 386—
395. https://doi.org/10.1080/00358533.2020.1788762

Olson, M., Rodrik, D., & Rose-ackerman, S. (1997). Corruption and Development :
A Review of Issues. Journal of Economic Literature, 35(3), 1320-1346.

Olsson, S. A. (2014). Corruption and Political Participation. In QOG Working
Paper Series (Vol. 11, Issue 12).

Onapajo, H., Francis, S., & Okeke-Uzodike, U. (2015). Oil corrupts elections: The
political economy of vote-buying in Nigeria. African Studies Quarterly, 15(2),
1-21.

Orces, D. (2008). Victimizacion por Corrupcion por la Policia. Revista de Ciencia
Politica, 28(2), 203-208. https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-
090X2008000200010

Orellana Vergas, P. (2007). Chile, un caso de corrupcion oculta. Revista de
Sociologia, 21, 257-272. https://doi.org/10.5354/0719-529X.2007.27528

Owen, D. A. (2013). Conceptualizing Vote Buying as a Process: An Empirical
Study in Thai Provinces. Asian Politics & Policy, 5(2), 249-273.
https://doi.org/10.1111/aspp.12028

Pachon, M., Pefia, X., & Wills, M. (2012). Participacion politica en América Latina:
Un analisis desde la perspectiva de género. Revista de Ciencia Politica
(Santiago), 32(2), 359-381. https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-
090X2012000200002

Palfrey, T. R., & Rosenthal, H. (1983). A strategic calculus of voting. Public
Choice, 41(1), 7-53. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00124048

Panizza, U. G. (2001). Electoral Rules, Political Systems, and Institutional Quality.
Economics and Politics, 13(3), 311-342. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-
0343.00095

Papakostas, A. (2012). Civilizing the public sphere: Distrust, trust and corruption.
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-03042-9

Parker, N., Berthin, G., De Michelle, R., & Mizrahi, Y. (2004). La corrupcién en
América Latina: Estudio analitico basado en una revision bibliografica y

entrevistas. American Accountability Anti-Corruption Project, Casals &

225



Associates, USAID, Virginia.

Parry, G. (1976). Trust, Distrust and Consensus. British Journal of Political
Science, 6(2), 129-142. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123400000594

Pattie, C., & Johnston, R. (2012). The Electoral Impact of the UK 2009 MPs’
Expenses Scandal. Political Studies, 60(4), 730-750.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2011.00943 X

Pazos, E. (2012). Social media in Latin America: Public transport operators join the
conversation. Public Transport International, 61(6), 16-17.

PB. (2019). Marchas en Brasil a favor de Jair Bolsonaro y del ministro y ex juez
Sergio Moro. Clarin. https://www.clarin.com/mundo/marchas-brasil-favor-
jair-bolsonaro-ministro-ex-juez-sergio-moro_0_cTJzypUEd.html

Pedauga, L. E., Pedauga, L. D., & Delgado-Marquez, B. L. (2017). Relationships
between corruption, political orientation, and income inequality: evidence
from Latin  America. Applied Economics, 49(17), 1689-1705.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1223830

Peerthum, S., & Luckho, T. (2020). Exploring the Linkage Between Public
Corruption and Political Trust in Mauritius: a PLS-SEM Approach. Public
Organization Review. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11115-020-00491-4

Pellegata, A., & Memoli, V. (2016). Can Corruption Erode Confidence in Political
Institutions Among European Countries? Comparing the Effects of Different
Measures of Perceived Corruption. Social Indicators Research, 128(1), 391—
412. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-1036-0

Penfold-Becerra, M. (2007). Clientelism and Social Funds: Evidence from
Chavez’s Misiones. Latin American Politics and Society, 49(04), 63-84.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1548-2456.2007.tb00392.x

Pérez-Lifian, A. (2007). Presidential Impeachment and the New Political Instability
in Latin America. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511510335

Perry, M. (2019). Ex-Peru President Accused of Corruption Arrested in California.
Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project.
https://www.occrp.org/en/daily/10237-ex-peru-president-accused-of-
corruption-arrested-in-california

Persson, A., Rothstein, B., & Teorell, J. (2013). Why Anticorruption Reforms Fail-

Systemic Corruption as a Collective Action Problem. Governance, 26(3), 449—

226



471. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0491.2012.01604.x

Persson, T., Tabellini, G., & Trebbi, F. (2003). Electoral Rules and Corruption.
Journal of the European Economic Association, 1(4), 958-989.
https://doi.org/10.1162/154247603322493203

Peters, J. G., & Welch, S. (1980). The Effects of Charges of Corruption on Voting
Behavior in Congressional Elections. American Political Science Review,
74(3), 697-708. https://doi.org/10.2307/1958151

Pinto, J., Leana, C. R., & Pil, F. K. (2008). Corrupt Organizations or Organizations
of Corrupt Individuals? Two Types of Organization-Level Corruption.
Academy of Management Review, 33(3), 685-7009.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.32465726

Pook, L. A. (2008). Impact of Corruption on the Development of Information and
Communications Infrastructures in Bulgaria and Romania. Journal of East-
West Business, 14(1), 101-113. https://doi.org/10.1300/j097v14n01_05

Popova, M., & Post, V. (2018). Prosecuting high-level corruption in Eastern
Europe. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 51(3), 231-244.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.postcomstud.2018.06.004

PoZega, 7., Crnkovié, B., & Suéié, G. (2011). Analysis of the impact of corruption
index, education and social capital on economic development. Management,
16(1), 23-41.

Pradhanawati, A., Tawakkal, G. T. I., & Garner, A. D. (2019). Voting their
conscience: Poverty, Education, Social pressure and Vote buying in Indonesia.
Journal of East Asian Studies, 19(1), 19-38.
https://doi.org/10.1017/jea.2018.27

Praino, R., Stockemer, D., & Moscardelli, V. G. (2013). The lingering effect of
scandals in congressional elections: Incumbents, challengers, and voters.
Social Science Quarterly, 94(4), 1045-1061.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12046

Przeworski, A. (2018). Why bother with elections? Polity Press.

Punyaratabandhu, S. (2008). Corruption and government trust: a survey of urban
and rural inhabitants in the north and northeast of Thailand. In Research in
Public Policy Analysis and Management (Vol. 17, pp. 179-199).
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0732-1317(08)17010-5

Pupiales, J. (2018). Panama: Disturbios en Colon dejan 35 detenidos y cuatro

227



policias heridos. France 24. https://www.france24.com/es/20180314-panama-
disturbios-colon

Putnam, R. D. (1993). Making democracy work: Civic traditions in modern Italy.
Princeton University Press.

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American
Community. Simon and Schuster.

Qizilbash, M. (2001). Corruption and human development: A conceptual
discussion. Oxford Development Studies, 29(3), 265-278.

Radin, D. (2013). Does corruption undermine trust in health care? Results from
public opinion polls in Croatia. Social Science & Medicine, 98, 46-53.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.08.033

Rady, T. (2016). Corruption, Business, and Economic Development. Journal of
Organizational Culture, Communications and Conflict, 20(1), 45-55.

Ramirez, D. B. (2019). Argentina: medidas de austeridad generan protestas y
bloqueo de vias en Buenos Aires. France 24,
https://www.france24.com/es/20190226-argentina-austeridad-protestas-
buenos-aires

Ramos, M. R., & Moriconi, M. (2018). Corruption in Latin America. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 9(2), 111-122.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617729884

Redaccion BBC News Mundo. (2019a). Paro nacional en Colombia: 4 motivos
detras de las multitudinarias protestas y cacerolazos en Colombia contra el
gobierno de Ivan Duque. BBC News Mundo.
https://www.bbc.com/mundo/noticias-america-latina-50503455

Redaccion BBC News Mundo. (2019b). Protestas en Honduras: el caso que
reavivo las masivas y violentas manifestaciones en contra del presidente Juan
Orlando Hernandez. BBC News Mundo.
https://www.bbc.com/mundo/noticias-america-latina-49268318

Redaccion Human Rights Watch. (2020). Ecuador: Lecciones de las Protestas de
2019. Human Rights Watch.
https://www.hrw.org/es/news/2020/04/06/ecuador-lecciones-de-las-protestas-
de-2019

Redaccion Infobae. (2018). La oposicion venezolana llamé a una “gran jornada de

protesta”  para el  préximo 27 de abril. Infobae.

228



https://www.infobae.com/america/venezuela/2018/04/19/la-oposicion-
venezolana-llamo-a-una-gran-jornada-de-protesta-para-el-proximo-27-de-
abril/

Redaccion Listin Diario. (2018). Marcha Verde: "Tenemos un millon de razones
para seguir marchando”. Listin Diario. https://listindiario.com/la-
republica/2018/08/12/528319/marcha-verde-tenemos-un-millon-de-razones-
para-seguir-marchando

Redlawsk, D. P., & McCann, J. A. (2005). Popular interpretations of “corruption”
and their partisan consequences. Political Behavior, 27(3), 261-283.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-005-4469-3

Remmer, K. L. (1998). The politics of neoliberal economic reform in South
America, 1980-1994. Studies in Comparative International Development,
33(2), 3—29. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02687406

Ribeiro, E. A., Borba, J., & Salinas, A. (2011). Participacion y democracia en
América Latina: los determinantes individuales de la participacion politica.
Foro Internacional, 51(2), 242-270.

Richey, S. (2010). The impact of corruption on social trust. American Politics
Research, 38(4), 676-690. https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X09341531
Richter, W. L., & Burke, F. (2007). Combating corruption, encouraging ethics: A

practical guide to management ethics. Rowman & Littlefield.

Riera, P., Barberd, P., Gomez, R., Mayoral, J. A., & Montero, J. R. (2013). The
electoral consequences of corruption scandals in Spain. Crime, Law and Social
Change, 60(5), 515-534. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-013-9479-1

Riley, S. C. E., Griffin, C., & Morey, Y. (2010). The Case for ‘Everyday Politics’:
Evaluating Neo-tribal Theory as a Way to Understand Alternative Forms of
Political Participation, Using Electronic Dance Music Culture as an Example.
Sociology, 44(2), 345-363. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038509357206

Rincon Angarita, D. (2019). Corrupcion y captura del Estado: la responsabilidad
penal de los servidores publicos que toman parte en el crimen organizado.
Prolegémenos, 21(42), 57—71. https://doi.org/10.18359/prole.2984

Rios-Figueroa, J. (2012). Justice system institutions and corruption control:
Evidence from latin america. Justice System Journal, 33(2), 195-214.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0098261X.2012.10768011

Rivera, S. (2018). Confianza y participacion politica en América Latina. Revista

229



Mexicana de Ciencias Politicas y Sociales, 64(235), 555-584.
https://doi.org/10.22201/fcpys.2448492xe.2019.235.65728

Roberts, G., Rao, N. K., & Kumar, S. (1987). Logistic regression analysis of sample
survey data. Biometrika, 74(1), 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/74.1.1

Robinson, M. (1998). Corruption and development: An introduction. The European
Journal of Development Research, 10(1), 1-14.

Roca, T. (2010). Assessing Corruption: Expert Surveys versus Household Surveys,
Filling the Gap.

Rocha, L. A., Dal Poz, M. E. S., Lima, P. V. P. S., Khan, A. S., & Silva, N. G. A.
(2019). Corruption, bureaucracy and other institutional failures: the “cancer”
of innovation and development’’. Economics Bulletin, 39(3), 1740-1754.

Rontos, K., Vavouras, I., Ciommi, M. T., & Salvati, L. (2019). Two faces of the
same coin? A comparative, global approach to corruption and socioeconomic
development. Quality & Quantity, 53(4), 1875-1894.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-019-00846-0

Rosas, G., Johnston, N. P., & Hawkins, K. (2014). Local public goods as vote-
purchasing devices? Persuasion and mobilization in the choice of clientelist
payments. Journal of Theoretical Politics, 26(4), 573-598.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0951629813511549

Rose-Ackerman, S. (2001). Trust, honesty and corruption: reflection on the state-
building process. European Journal of Sociology, 42(3), 526-570.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975601001084

Rose-Ackerman, S. (2004). Governance and Corruption. In B. Lomborg (Ed.),
Global Crises, Global Solutions (pp. 301-344). Cambridge University Press.

Rose-Ackerman, S. (2006). International Handbook on the Economics of
Corruption. Edward Elgar Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781847203106

Rose-Ackerman, S. (2011). The Institutional Economics of Corruption. In G. De
Graaf, P. von Maravic, & P. Wagenaar (Eds.), The Good Cause (pp. 47-63).
Barbara Budrich.

Rose, J. (2018). The Meaning of Corruption: Testing the Coherence and Adequacy
of  Corruption Definitions.  Public Integrity, 20(3), 220-233.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10999922.2017.1397999

Rosema, M. (2007). Low turnout: Threat to democracy or blessing in disguise?

230



Consequences of citizens’ varying tendencies to vote. Electoral Studies, 26(3),
612—623. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2006.10.007

Rosenmiiller, C., & Ruderer, S. (Eds.). (2016). “Dddivas, dones y dineros”’: aportes
a una nueva historia de la corrupcion en América Latina desde el imperio
espaiiol a la modernidad (Vol. 164). Iberoamericana / Vervuert.
https://publications.iai.spk-berlin.de/rsc/thumbnail/riai_mods_00002537.png

Rosenstone, S., & Hansen, J. (1993). Mobilization, participation, and American
democracy. Macmillan.

Rothstein, B. (2013). Corruption and social trust: Why the fish rots from the head
down. Social Research, 80(4), 1009-1032.

Rothstein, B., & Eek, D. (2009). Political Corruption and Social Trust: An
Experimental Approach. Rationality and Society, 21(1), 81-112.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043463108099349

Rothstein, B., & Teorell, J. (2015). Causes of Corruption. In P. M. Heywood (Ed.),
Routledge Handbook of Political Corruption (pp. 79-94). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315739175.ch6

Rueda, M. R. (2015). Buying votes with imperfect local knowledge and a secret
ballot. ~ Journal  of  Theoretical  Politics, 27(3), 428-456.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0951629814533841

Rueda, M. R. (2017). Small Aggregates, Big Manipulation: Vote Buying
Enforcement and Collective Monitoring. American Journal of Political
Science, 61(1), 163-177. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12260

Rutledge, G. P. (1997). USA: Corruption in the Financial Markets: Recent
Developments.  Journal of  Financial Crime, 5(1), 75-83.
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb025821

Sajo, A. (2003). From corruption to extortion: Conceptualization of post-
communist corruption. Crime, Law and Social Change, 40(2-3), 171-194.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025736621543

Salisbury, R. H. (1975). Research on Political Participation. American Journal of
Political Science, 19(2), 323-341. https://doi.org/10.2307/2110440

Salvati, L., Rontos, K., & Vavouras, I. (2018). Corruption and development: A
comparative approach to socioeconomic and political dimensions worldwide.
Corvinus Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 9(2), 179-200.
https://doi.org/10.14267/CJSSP.2018.2.09

231



Salzman, R. (2015). Understanding Social Media Use in Latin America. Palabra
Clave - Revista de Comunicacion, 18(3), 842-858.
https://doi.org/10.5294/pacla.2015.18.3.9

Salzman, R. (2019). Going deeper: Social media use and the development of
democratic attitudes in Latin America. Global Media and Communication,
15(1), 85-101. https://doi.org/10.1177/1742766518818871

Sanchez-Hernandez, D., Aguirre-Salado, C. A., Sanchez-Diaz, G., Aguirre-Salado,
A. ., Soubervielle-Montalvo, C., Reyes-Cardenas, O., Reyes-Hernandez, H.,
& Santana-Juarez, M. V. (2021). Modeling spatial pattern of dengue in North
Central Mexico using survey data and logistic regression. International
Journal of Environmental Health Research, 31(7), 872-888.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09603123.2019.1700938

Sanders, K. R., & Kaid, L. L. (1981). Political rallies: Their uses and effects.
Central States Speech Journal, 32(1), 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510978109368073

Sandholtz, W., & Gray, M. M. (2003). International Integration and National
Corruption. International Organization, 57(4), 761-800.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0020818303574045

Sandholtz, W., & Koetzle, W. (2000). Accounting for Corruption: Economic
Structure, Democracy, and Trade. International Studies Quarterly, 44(1), 31—
50. https://doi.org/10.1111/0020-8833.00147

Schaffer, J., & Baker, A. (2015). Clientelism as Persuasion-Buying: Evidence From
Latin America. Comparative Political Studies, 48(9), 1093-1126.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414015574881

Schmidt, D. (2007). Anti-Corruption: What Do We Know? Research on Preventing
Corruption in the Post-Communist World. Political Studies Review, 5(2), 202—
232. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1478-9299.2007.00129.x

Schneider, C. Q. (2003). Prospects for the consolidation of Latin American
democracies: rethinking the role of corruption and institutional trust.
Sociologia, Problemas e Praticas, 42, 65-90.

Schober, G. S. (2019). Conditional Cash Transfers, Resources, and Political
Participation in Latin America. Latin American Research Review, 54(3), 591-
607. https://doi.org/10.25222/larr.143

Schumacher, 1. (2013). Political stability, corruption and trust in politicians.

232



Economic Modelling, 31(1), 359-369.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2012.11.047

Seligson, M. A. (2002). The impact of corruption on regime legitimacy. The
Journal of Politics, 64(2), 408-433. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2508.00132

Semukhina, O., & Reynolds, K. M. (2014). Russian citizens’ perceptions of
corruption and trust of the police. Policing and Society, 24(2), 158-188.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2013.784290

Serra, G. (2016a). Buying off Coercing and Misinforming Voters: Long-lasting
Problems of Mexican Democracy. POLITICA'Y GOBIERNO, 23(2), 409-435.

Serra, G. (2016b). Vote Buying with Illegal Resources: Manifestation of a Weak
Rule of Law in Mexico. Journal of Politics in Latin America, 8(1), 129-150.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1866802X1600800105

Seyf, A. (2001). Corruption and development: a study of conflict. Development in
Practice, 11(5), 597—605.

Shaffer, S. D. (1981). A Multivariate Explanation of Decreasing Turnout in
Presidential Elections, 1960-1976. American Journal of Political Science,
25(1), 68-95. https://doi.org/10.2307/2110913

Sieder, R., Ansolabehere, K., & Alfonso, T. (2019). Routledge Handbook of Law
and Society in Latin America. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315645193

Simpser, A. (2004). Making votes not count: Strategic incentives for electoral
corruption.

Singh, S. P. (2019). Compulsory Voting and Parties’ Vote-Seeking Strategies.
American Journal of Political Science, 63(1), 37-52.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12386

Skolnik, M. (2019). Neni korupce jako korupce: vniméni a zkuSenost ve vztahu k
politické participaci. Acta FF, 11(2), 22-39.
https://doi.org/10.24132/actaff.2019.11.2.2

Skolnik, M. (2020a). Where Have All the Non-Corrupt Civil Servants Gone?
Corruption and Trust in Public Administration in European Countries. Polish
Sociological Review, 211(3), 345-362. https://doi.org/10.26412/psr211.05

Skolnik, M. (2020b). Korupce a diivéra ve veiejnou spravu v postkomunistické
Evropé. Acta Politologica, 12(1), 20-39. https://doi.org/10.14712/1803-
8220/25 2019

233



Skolnik, M. (2020c). The Effects of Corruption on Various Forms of Political
Participation in Colombia. Latin American Policy, 11(1), 88-102.
https://doi.org/10.1111/lamp.12180

Skolnik, M. (2020d). Corruption and Political Participation: A Review. Socidini
Studia / Social Studies, 17(1), 89-105. https://doi.org/10.5817/SOC2020-1-89

Skolnik, M. (2021a). Gift for vote? Vote-buying as a predictor of turnout in Latin
America. Latin American Policy, 12(2).

Skolnik, M. (2021b). Korupce v Ceské republice — dosavadni stav badani. Acta
Politologica, 13(2), 22—-38. https://doi.org/10.14712/1803-8220/31_2020
Skolnik, M. (2022). Corruption and its Impact on Protest Activities in Post-
communist Europe. European Review, 30(3), 393-407.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1062798721000041

Skolnik, M., Haman, M., & Copik, J. (2021). Do Free Food and Beverages Bring
People to the Political Meeting? The Survey Experiment of Attendance-
Buying. Political Studies Review, 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.1177/14789299211047333

Snijders, T. A. B., & Bosker, R. J. (1996). Multilevel analysis: an introduction to
basic and advanced multilevel modeling. Sage.

Solé-0ll¢, A., & Sorribas-Navarro, P. (2018). Trust no more? On the lasting effects
of corruption scandals. European Journal of Political Economy, 55, 185-203.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2017.12.003

Sommersguter-Reichmann, M., Wild, C., Stepan, A., Reichmann, G., & Fried, A.
(2018). Individual and Institutional Corruption in European and US
Healthcare: Overview and Link of Various Corruption Typologies. Applied
Health Economics and Health Policy, 16(3), 289-302.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40258-018-0386-6

Sparling, R. A. (2018). Impartiality and the Definition of Corruption. Political
Studies, 66(2), 376-391. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321717722360

Still, C., & Dusi, S. (2020). Vote buying and ‘Money-Politics’ in village elections
in South India. Commonwealth & Comparative Politics, 58(1), 100-119.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14662043.2020.1700021

Stockemer, D. (2013). Corruption and Turnout in Presidential Elections: A Macro-
Level Quantitative Analysis. Politics & Policy, 41(2), 189-212.
https://doi.org/10.1111/polp.12012

234



Stockemer, D., & Calca, P. (2013). Corruption and turnout in Portugal—a
municipal level study. Crime, Law and Social Change, 60(5), 535-548.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-013-9481-7

Stockemer, D., LaMontagne, B., & Scruggs, L. (2013). Bribes and ballots: The
impact of corruption on voter turnout in democracies. International Political
Science Review, 34(1), 74-90. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512111419824

Stokes, S. C. (2005). Perverse accountability: A formal model of machine politics
with evidence from Argentina. American Political Science Review, 99(3),
315-325. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055405051683

Stolle, D., & Hooghe, M. (2011). Shifting inequalities. Patterns of exclusion and
inclusion in emerging forms of political participation. European Societies,
13(1), 119-142. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2010.523476

Sun, Y. (1991). The Chinese Protests of 1989: The Issue of Corruption. Asian
Survey, 31(8), 762—782. https://doi.org/10.2307/2645228

Sun, Y. (2001). The politics of conceptualizing corruption in reform China. Crime,
Law and Social Change, 35(3), 245-270.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1011220810892

Sundstrom, A., & Stockemer, D. (2015). Regional variation in voter turnout in
Europe: The impact of corruption perceptions. Electoral Studies, 40, 158-169.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2015.08.006

Swamy, A., Knack, S., Lee, Y., & Azfar, O. (2001). Gender and corruption. Journal
of Development Economics, 64(1), 25-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-
3878(00)00123-1

Szwarcberg, M. (2012). Revisiting clientelism: A network analysis of problem-
solving networks in Argentina. Social Networks, 34(2), 230-240.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2011.12.003

Tankebe, J. (2010). Public Confidence in the Police: Testing the Effects of Public
Experiences of Police Corruption in Ghana. British Journal of Criminology,
50(2), 296-319. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azq001

The Electoral Integrity Project. (2019). Downloadable Datasets.
https://www.electoralintegrityproject.com/data

The Enterprise Surveys. (2019). Corruption data.
https://www.enterprisesurveys.org/en/data/exploretopics/corruption

Theobald, R. (1990). Corruption, Development and Underdevelopment. Palgrave

235



Macmillan UK. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-20430-4

Thompson, D. (1995). Ethics in Congress: from individual to institutional
corruption. Brookings Institution Press.

Thompson, D. F. (2005). Restoring Responsibility: Ethics in Government, Business,
and Healthcare. Cambridge University Press.

Tilly, C. (2003). The politics of collective violence. Cambridge University Press.

Tolbert, C. J., & McNeal, R. S. (2003). Unraveling the effects of the Internet on
political participation? Political Research Quarterly, 56(2), 175-185.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3219896

Torgler, B. (2008). Trust in international organizations: An empirical investigation
focusing on the United Nations. Review of International Organizations, 3(1),
65-93. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-007-9022-1

Transparency International. (2018). Corruption Perceptions Index 2018.
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2018

Transparency International. (2019). Corruption Perceptions Index 2019.
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2019

Transparency International. (2020a). Corruption Perceptions Index 2020.
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2020

Transparency International. (2020b). What is corruption?
https://www.transparency.org/what-is-corruption

Trapero, F. G. A, Parra, J. C. V., Garc&, J. D. L. G,, lacute, N. A., & A, N. A.
(2020). Electronic government and its impact on corruption perceptions in
Latin America. Electronic Government, an International Journal, 16(3), 223.
https://doi.org/10.1504/EG.2020.108454

Treisman, D. (2000). The causes of corruption: a cross-national study. Journal of
Public  Economics, 76(3), 399-457. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-
2727(99)00092-4

Treisman, D. (2007). What Have We Learned About the Causes of Corruption from
Ten Years of Cross-National Empirical Research? Annual Review of Political
Science, 10(1), 211-244.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.10.081205.095418

Treisman, D. (2015). What Does Cross-National Empirical Research Reveal About
The Causes of Corruption? In Routledge Handbook of Political Corruption
(pp. 95-109). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315739175.ch7

236



Truex, R. (2011). Corruption, Attitudes, and Education: Survey Evidence from
Nepal. World Development, 39(7), 1133-1142.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2010.11.003

Tsaturyan, S., & Bryson, P. J. (2010). Corruption and development: The Armenian
case. International Journal of Economic Policy in Emerging Economies, 2(4),
356-371. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijepee.2009.030937

Tucker, J. A. (2007). Enough! Electoral Fraud, Collective Action Problems, and
Post-Communist Colored Revolutions. Perspectives on Politics, 5(3), 537—
553. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707071538

Ungar, M. (2013). The rot within: Security and corruption in Latin America. Social
Research, 80(4), 1187-1212.

Uribe, C. A. (2014). The Dark Side of Social Capital Re-examined from a Policy
Analysis Perspective: Networks of Trust and Corruption. Journal of
Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 16(2), 175-189.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2012.741441

Urrejola, J. (2019). La cronologia del estallido social de Chile. DW.
https://www.dw.com/es/la-cronologia-del-estallido-social-de-chile/a-
51407726

Uslaner, E. M. (2004). Trust and corruption. In J. G. Lambsdorff, M. Taube, & M.
Schramm (Eds.), The new institutional economics of corruption (pp. 90-106).
Routledge.

Uslaner, E. M. (2008). Corruption, Inequality, and the Rule of Law: The Bulging
Pocket Makes the Easy Life. Cambridge University Press.

Uslaner, E. M. (2014). The consequences of corruption. In P. M. Heywood (Ed.),
Routledge Handbook of Political Corruption (pp. 199-211). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315739175.ch14

Valenzuela, S., Somma, N. M., Scherman, A., & Arriagada, A. (2016). Social media
in Latin America: deepening or bridging gaps in protest participation? Online
Information Review, 40(5), 695-711. https://doi.org/10.1108/0IR-11-2015-
0347

Van de Walle, S., & Migchelbrink, K. (2020). Institutional quality, corruption, and
impartiality: the role of process and outcome for citizen trust in public
administration in 173 European regions. Journal of Economic Policy Reform,
1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/17487870.2020.1719103

237



Van De Walle, S., & Six, F. (2014). Trust and Distrust as Distinct Concepts: Why
Studying Distrust in Institutions is Important. Journal of Comparative Policy
Analysis: Research and Practice, 16(2), 158-174.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2013.785146

van Deth, J. W. (2016). What Is Political Participation? In Oxford Research
Encyclopedia of Politics. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.68

Van Ryzin, G. G. (2011). Outcomes, Process, and Trust of Civil Servants. Journal
of Public Administration Research and Theory, 21(4), 745-760.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muq092

Van Vu, H., Tran, T. Q., Van Nguyen, T., & Lim, S. (2018). Corruption, Types of
Corruption and Firm Financial Performance: New Evidence from a
Transitional Economy. Journal of Business Ethics, 148(4), 847-858.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3016-y

Vargas, E. (2004). La lucha contra la corrupcion en la agenda regional e
internacional. Nueva Sociedad, 194, 133-148.

Venezuela Investigative Unit. (2018). Venezuela President Traded Contracts for
Campaign Cash From Odebrecht. Insight Crime.
https://www.insightcrime.org/news/brief/venezuela-president-gave-
odebrecht-contracts-in-exchange-for-campaign-cash-report/

Vera Martinez, M. C., Rocha Romero, D., & Martinez Rodriguez, M. C. (2015). El
modelo de gobierno abierto en América latina. Paralelismo de las politicas
publicas de transparencia y la corrupcion. /conos - Revista de Ciencias
Sociales, 19(53), 85-103. https://doi.org/10.17141/iconos.53.2015.1565

Verba, S., & Almond, G. A. (1989). The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and
Democracy in Five Nations. Princeton University Press.

Verba, S., & Nie, N. H. (1972). Participation in America: Political democracy and
social equality. Harper & Row.

Verba, S., Nie, N. H., & Kim, J.-O. (1978). Participation and political equality: A
seven-nation comparison. Cambridge University Press.

Verba, S., Schlozman, K. L., & Brady, H. E. (1995). Voice and equality: Civic
voluntarism in American politics. Harvard University Press.

Vilalta, C. (2010). Vote-buying crime reports in Mexico: magnitude and correlates.
Crime, Law and Social Change, 54(5), 325-337.

238



https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-010-9260-7

Villoria, M., Van Ryzin, G. G., & Lavena, C. F. (2013). Social and Political
Consequences of Administrative Corruption: A Study of Public Perceptions in
Spain. Public Administration Review, 73(2), 85-94.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2012.02613.x

Vivanco, M. S. (2013). Anti-corruption agencies and independence: From augurs
to haruspices. A roadmap for Latin America. Reforma y Democracia, 56, 59—
98.

Vivyan, N., Wagner, M., & Tarlov, J. (2012). Representative misconduct, voter
perceptions and accountability: Evidence from the 2009 House of Commons
expenses scandal. Electoral Studies, 31(4), 750-763.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2012.06.010

Vymétal, P. (2006). Typologie korupce. In B. Dan¢ak, V. Hlousek, & V. Simigek
(Eds.), Korupce. Projevy a potirdani v Ceské republice a Evropské unii (pp. 13—
30). Mezinarodni politologicky ustav.

Walczak, W. (2018). Corruption as a net of influences, links and connections.
Internal Security Review, 10(19), 255-278.

Wallace, C., & Latcheva, R. (2006). Economic Transformation Outside the Law:
Corruption, Trust in Public Institutions and the Informal Economy in
Transition Countries of Central and Eastern Europe. Europe-Asia Studies,
58(1), 81-102. https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130500401707

Walton, G. W., & Peiffer, C. (2017). The impacts of education and institutional
trust on citizens’ willingness to report corruption: lessons from Papua New
Guinea. Australian Journal of Political Science, 52(4), 517-536.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2017.1374346

Wang, C.-H. (2016). Government Performance, Corruption, and Political Trust in
East  Asia. Social Science Quarterly, 97(2), 211-231.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12223

Wang, Y. (2020). Growth and development under different corruption regimes. The
Manchester School, 88(2), 305-323. https://doi.org/10.1111/manc.12302

Warren, M. E. (2004). What Does Corruption Mean in a Democracy? American
Journal of Political Science, 48(2), 328-343. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0092-
5853.2004.00073.x

Warren, M. E. (2015). The Meaning of Corruption in Democracies. In P. M.

239



Heywood (Ed.), Routledge Handbook of Political Corruption (pp. 42-56).
Routledge.

Weber Abramo, C. (2008). How Much Do Perceptions of Corruption Really Tell
Us? Economics: The Open-Access, Open-Assessment E-Journal, 2(3), 1-56.
https://doi.org/10.5018/economics-ejournal.ja.2008-3

Wei, S. (1999). Corruption in Economic Development: Beneficial Grease, Minor
Annoyance, or Major Obstacle? In World Bank (Policy Research Working
Papers, Issue 2048). The World Bank. https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-
2048

Welch, S., & Hibbing, J. R. (2006). The Effects of Charges of Corruption on Voting
Behavior in Congressional Elections, 1982-1990. The Journal of Politics,
59(1), 226-239. https://doi.org/10.2307/2998224

Wellman, B., Haase, A. Q., Witte, J., & Hampton, K. (2001). Does the Internet
increase, decrease, or supplement social capital? Social networks,
participation, and community commitment. American Behavioral Scientist,
45(3), 436-455. https://doi.org/10.1177/00027640121957286

Weng, W. W., Woo, C. K., Cheng, Y. S., Ho, T., & Horowitz, I. (2015). Public trust
and corruption perception: disaster relief. Applied Economics, 47(46), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2015.1039703

Weyland, K. (2004). Neoliberalism and Democracy in Latin America: A Mixed
Record. Latin American Politics and Society, 46(1), 135-157.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1548-2456.2004.tb00268.x

Weyland, K. G. (1998). The Politics of Corruption in Latin America. Journal of
Democracy, 9(2), 108-121. https://doi.org/10.1353/j0d.1998.0034

Winters, M. S., & Weitz-Shapiro, R. (2013). Lacking Information or Condoning
Corruption: When Do Voters Support Corrupt Politicians? Comparative
Politics, 45(4), 418-436.
https://doi.org/10.5129/001041513X13815259182857

Wisitsuwan, W., & Chintrakarn, P. (2012). Human Development, Corruption and
Economic Development: Cross-Country Evidence. European Journal of
Scientific Research, 74(3), 469-474.

Wong, M. Y. (2017). Public spending, corruption, and income inequality: A
comparative analysis of Asia and Latin America. International Political
Science Review, 38(3), 298-315. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512116642617

240



Wren-Lewis, L. (2015). Do Infrastructure Reforms Reduce the Effect of
Corruption? Theory and Evidence from Latin America and the Caribbean. The
World Bank Economic Review, 29(2), 353-384.
https://doi.org/10.1093/wber/Int027

Xezonakis, G., Kosmidis, S., & Dahlberg, S. (2016). Can electors combat
corruption? Institutional arrangements and citizen behaviour. European
Journal of Political Research, 55(1), 160-176. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-
6765.12114

Yang, D., He, Y., Wu, B., Deng, Y., Li, M., Yang, Q., Huang, L., Cao, Y., & Liu,
Y. (2020). Drinking water and sanitation conditions are associated with the
risk of malaria among children under five years old in sub-Saharan Africa: A
logistic regression model analysis of national survey data. Journal of
Advanced Research, 21, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jare.2019.09.001

Yildinm, K., & Kitschelt, H. (2020). Analytical perspectives on varieties of
clientelism. Democratization, 27(1), 20-43.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2019.1641798

You, J. (2017). Trust and Corruption. In E. M. Uslaner (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook
of Social and Political Trust (\Vol. 1, pp. 473-496). Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190274801.013.22

Zhang, Y., & Kim, M.-H. (2018). Do Public Corruption Convictions Influence
Citizens’ Trust in Government? The Answer Might Not Be a Simple Yes or
No. The American Review of Public Administration, 48(7), 685-698.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074017728792

Zhao, T. (2018). Vote Buying and Land Takings in China’s Village Elections.
Journal of Contemporary China, 27(110), 277-294.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10670564.2018.1389035

Ziller, C., & Schiibel, T. (2015). “The Pure People” versus “the Corrupt Elite”?
Political Corruption, Political Trust and the Success of Radical Right Parties
in Europe. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 25(3), 368-386.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2014.1002792

Zouaoui, A., Al Qudah, A., El Aoun, C., Ben Arab, M., & Eleuch, H. (2018). Impact
of corruption on economic development: Case of Tunisia. Applied
Mathematics and Information Sciences, 12(2), 461-468.
https://doi.org/10.18576/amis/120221

241



Zukin, C., Keeter, S., Andolina, M., Jenkins, K., & Carpini, M. X. D. (2006). A new
engagement?: Political participation, civic life, and the changing American

citizen. Oxford University Press.

242



